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In my Congressional district, at least 70% of

children in the Aldine Independent School Dis-
trict rely on the school nurse for primary
healthcare services or as their initial
healthcare provider.

Our children deserve better.
Congress created Medicaid, and later the

new Children’s Health Insurance Program
(CHIP), to offer coverage for low-income chil-
dren.

These two programs are an investment in
good health—an investment that pays divi-
dends in the long term because prevention
saves taxpayers money.

They have reduced the percentage of unin-
sured children and parents in the United
States. And, they have increased access to
quality health care services.

Medicaid provides health insurance cov-
erage for more than 40 million individuals—
mostly women, children, and adolescents—at
an annual cost of about $154 billion in com-
bined federal and state funds.

Eligibility for Medicaid is determined by each
state according to its specific guidelines.

States have wide discrepancy in deter-
mining what optional benefits will be given,
who will be eligible for those benefits and the
procedure used to grant the benefits.

While Medicaid has benefited the poorest of
the poor, it has not been able to address a
second group of uninsured—the working poor.

In 1997, Congress passed the Children’s
Health Insurance Program or CHIP, which
made available approximately $48 billion in
federal funds over ten years to help states ex-
pand health insurance coverage to low-income
children and youth.

Federal law permits states to use CHIP
funds to expand coverage in three ways:
through Medicaid expansions; state-designed,
non-Medicaid programs; or a combination of
these two approaches.

CHIP, funded with federal block grant dol-
lars and state matching dollars, is a health in-
surance program for children in families who
make too much money for Medicaid, but who
cannot afford other private insurance options.

CHIP has extended coverage to an addi-
tional 2 million children who do not qualify for
Medicaid. Yet millions of children are believed
to be eligible for these programs, but remain
uninsured.

Uninsured children will benefit from Med-
icaid and CHIP only if the states in which they
live chose to extend eligibility and if states
then work to enroll them.

States currently cover children whose family
incomes range generally from below the Fed-
eral poverty level (FPL) to as high as 300% of
poverty.

While some states moved very quickly to in-
sure low-income children, Texas did not. In
the first year in which funds were available,
the State of Texas expanded Medicaid cov-
erage for children at or below 100 percent of
the federal poverty line.

This resulted in 58,286 children ages 15–18
having insurance. More than 102,000 re-
mained uninsured, even though they were eli-
gible for coverage under the old federal Med-
icaid rules. This was a very slow start.

However, thanks to the efforts of the Texas
Legislature during the 76th Legislative Ses-
sion, our state is making progress.

Because of the efforts of Senator John
Whitmore and Representative Kevin Bailey,
Texas created a separate children’s health in-

surance program for children at or below 200
percent of the federal poverty line.

This will provide health insurance for
500,124 Texas children through age 18. In my
region, this means 90,802 children will have
health insurance.

While this is a good development, we still
have a long way to go.

Other states are further along in providing
health coverage for children. In the first year
of the program, Texas expanded coverage for
58,286 children. By comparison, Alabama en-
rolled 38,980 children; California enrolled
222,351 children; Florida enrolled 154,594
children; Georgia enrolled 47,581 children;
Massachusetts enrolled 67,852 children; Mis-
souri enrolled 49,529 children; New Jersey en-
rolled 75,652 children; New York 521,301 chil-
dren; North Carolina enrolled 57,300 children;
Ohio enrolled 83,688 children; and South
Carolina enrolled 45,737 children.

Of the states that chose to create a sepa-
rate children’s health program, many are ex-
tending coverage to more children than is
Texas, including California at 250 percent;
Connecticut at 300 percent; New Jersey at
350 percent; Vermont at 300 percent; and
Washington at 250 percent.

Texas can do more. And we should do
more. We have the highest rate of uninsured
persons in the country.

And, Texas has the second highest rate of
uninsured children in the nation. Over 41% of
parents of eligible uninsured children post-
poned seeking medical care for their child be-
cause they could not afford it.

There are 1.4 million uninsured children in
Texas—600,000 are eligible for, but not in
Medicaid; nearly 500,000 qualify for CHIP.

Texas covers children whose family in-
comes range from below the federal poverty
level to 200% of the federal poverty level. Yet
the Federal government allows coverage to
children as high as 300%.

Texas, like the rest of the nation, could do
more to conduct an aggressive outreach to
ensure that eligible children receive the serv-
ices they need.

New outreach is clearly needed—now, more
than ever. Like many states, after federal wel-
fare reform was enacted in 1996, we saw a
huge drop in the number of persons applying
for and participating in Medicaid. 193,400
Texas children fell off the Medicaid rolls during
the past three years, a 14.2% decline.

Because these two programs are no longer
linked, many lower-income persons do not re-
alize that they are eligible for health insurance.

Unfortunately, Texas is the worst state in
the Nation in terms of retaining low-income
kids on Medicaid.

And, a recent New York Times article shows
that Texas has used none of the federal funds
it is entitled to for outreach. We can do better.

Why are so many persons not receiving the
Medicaid and CHIP services they’re entitled
to?

Red tape burdens the neediest families in
Texas.

Medicaid program eligibility requirements in
Texas include:

A Face-to-face interview
An Asset test
No continuous eligibility—families must peri-

odically re-enroll
No presumptive eligibility—even if families

have proven that they are eligible for another
program with the same income guidelines,

they must go seven states (Texas included)
expanded coverage to only 100 percent of the
as quickly as possible implement changes in
Children’s Medicaid eligibility.

Texas can take steps now to reduce it’s
state government bureaucracy. For example,
the state could:

Eliminate the assets test for children’s Med-
icaid. Texas now makes parents of Medicaid-
eligible children document not just income, but
also the value of savings, IRAs, automobiles,
and valuables.

The test is not required by federal law, and
40 states plus the District to Columbia have
already dropped it for children.

Texas could also drop the requirement for
face-to-face application/recertification inter-
views for children’s Medicaid and allow mail-in
applications.

Thirty-eight states plus the District of Colum-
bia allow mail-in application for children. Three
states also allow community-based enrollment
outside the welfare office.

Texas could adopt for children’s Medicaid
the same simple, flexible documentation and
verification options used for Texas CHIP. To
make a joint mail-in application feasible, chil-
dren’s Medicaid and CHIP must accept the
same documents for income and other re-
quired verifications.

Federal law allows states to reduce income
documentation for children’s Medicaid in any
way, or even to eliminate it in favor of using
third-party verification. Seven states require no
income documentation for children’s Medicaid.

The state could adopt 12-month continuous
eligibility for children’s Medicaid. Children en-
rolled in Texas CHIP stay enrolled for 12
months, regardless of any changes in income
during that period.

In Texas Medicaid, parents must report any
income change within 10 days, and Medicaid
is cut off the next month if the new family in-
come is too high for Medicaid.

Texas could also adopt twelve-month eligi-
bility for Children’s Medicaid—this continuous
eligibility is a state option Congress created
when it passed CHIP. Fifteen states have
adopted continuous eligibility for Children’s
Medicaid, and Ohio will begin the policy in
July 2000.

Hopefully, my colleagues in the state legis-
lature will consider some of these ideas as
they continue their push to expand health care
to the uninsured.

Thanks to their efforts, Texas has done
many good things in the past year to reduce
the number of uninsured children. We can cer-
tainly do more. I am hopeful that successful
state partnerships like Medicaid and CHIP will
be used by the state to their full potential.

f

EDUCATION IN AMERICA AND
PUBLIC SCHOOL REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHERWOOD). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAF-
FER) is recognized for 60 minutes as the
designee of the majority leader.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I in-
tend to be joined here in a few minutes
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
HOEKSTRA) and possibly some other
Members of the House as well.

Mr. Speaker, we had the occasion
today of holding a field hearing in St.
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Paul, Minnesota, and I want to talk a
little bit about the content of that
hearing, and also some other issues
that are critical with respect to edu-
cation in America in and public school
reform in general.

Mr. Speaker, the hearing was held, as
I mentioned, in St. Paul this morning.
It was conducted by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA). The
subcommittee that conducted the hear-
ing was the Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force, the committee that deals with
most of the investigations not only
that we have conducted with respect to
waste, fraud, and abuse in the Depart-
ment of Education, but also focusing
on research and investigation into dif-
ferent innovative activities in public
schools; finding out what works, for ex-
ample, and what does not work; finding
out and learning more and witnessing
firsthand some of the innovative ideas
that are taking place throughout the
fifty States under the leadership of
Governors and State legislators and
other more local leaders.

Today we met with the Super-
intendent of Schools and some State
legislators and some others who are
leading the way in education reform
and providing some great examples in
the State of Minnesota. That just adds,
Mr. Speaker, to the collection of data
and information that we have been as-
sembling from throughout the country.
The subcommittee has been now to 21
different States analyzing the various
education reform efforts that are tak-
ing place in those States.

One of the topics that was discussed
at great length this morning at the
hearing was charter schools. Charter
schools really got their start in the
State of Minnesota. The idea had been
discussed and had been bantered
around in the halls of State legisla-
tures throughout the country from
time to time prior to that. I think it
was in 1991 that Minnesota became the
first State to pass charter school legis-
lation.

Charter schools are public schools.
They are still funded by the govern-
ment, run by the government. In fact,
they are owned by the government, but
they are managed and operated often
in different ways, largely defined by a
specific contract or a charter, as it is
called; hence the name ‘‘charter
schools.’’

That contract is one that is usually
proposed by a group of parents, some-
times a group of teachers, sometimes
an organization of some sort. In many
cases, charter schools are established
by existing public education institu-
tions that find particular difficulty
with the policies, rules, regulations, or
funding mechanisms of the State they
are in or the district that they fall
under. That usually constitutes the
need or the origin of the charter.

What motivates these groups and
these operations or individuals and
parents to venture off on their own and

try a new way of educating, trying to,
for example, break the mold of edu-
cation delivery in a community, it is
often motivated by test scores that are
insufficient to meet the needs of the
parents that consider charter schools.

Sometimes it is a management-re-
lated issue. In many cases we have
heard, for example, there is a strong
desire to treat teachers like real pro-
fessionals. Too often the union wage
scale that is at play in most States
around the country prevents teachers
from being treated like real profes-
sionals. Consequently, most teachers
are paid in a way where the absolute
best teacher in a district is com-
pensated on the same basis as the abso-
lute worst teacher in a district.

So often we find education profes-
sionals and parents who believe that
their children learn best in a profes-
sional learning environment, where
teachers are treated like professionals
rather than all treated the same, as
though there is no distinction between
them.

b 2000

Charter schools are flourishing
throughout the country. We are seeing
more and more of them. That is cer-
tainly the case in Minnesota, as pro-
vided in the testimony to the com-
mittee today. I think they said there
are somewhere on the order of 60 or 70
charter schools, somewhere in that
neighborhood, I do not remember the
number exactly, charter schools that
exist now in Minnesota. Some have
closed, which is something that we
should actually focus on a little bit to-
night.

These charters, these contracts, are
usually for a limited duration and pe-
riod of time, at the end of which the
contract ends or expires and must be
renewed between the charter applicant
and the school district. If the charter
has met all of the objectives and the
goals that it outlined in the original
application, then the charters presum-
ably will be continued. Sometimes
there are political battles that prevent
that from occurring, but for all intents
and purposes they are generally ap-
proved if they met the objectives that
they initially set out to achieve.

But if a charter school fails to meet
those objectives, they frequently find
themselves shut down, put out of busi-
ness. Often it does not even take that
long for the renewal question to be
raised. Often it comes down to a mat-
ter of cash flow. If charter schools can-
not satisfy customers, in other words if
they cannot satisfy the parents of
those children, who care about them
the most, in a way that convinces
those parents that the education of
their child is being accomplished, well,
then they simply go somewhere else
and the cash flow dwindles and the
charter school cannot survive.

It is always unfortunate to see a
school fail, but it is important that it
occur. And that competitive notion,
that level of accountability placed in

the hands of parents, rather than the
hands of government workers, is what
makes all the difference in this par-
ticular venue of education reform; and
it is why charter schools work well
generally throughout the country, and
why almost every charter school in
America has a substantial waiting list
of customers that would like to be edu-
cated in those schools.

That is the case in Minnesota as well.
When a charter school fails or does not
meet those objectives, the doors close.
So the question ought to be for all of
us here, if we look at charter schools as
these microcosms of education re-
search, of experimentation at some
times certainly, but as laboratories of
sorts where different educational meth-
ods are tested, we ought to also con-
sider the customer-driven impacts that
charter schools are subject to and ask
ourselves when will we ever start ap-
plying the same kind of standards to
the rest of government-owned schools
in general?

Mr. Speaker, what I mean by that is
that when a regular government-owned
or public school fails to meet the needs
of local parents and raise the academic
standards and the opportunity for chil-
dren, those are kind of handled admin-
istratively. But the children who are in
those schools are frequently trapped
there, their parents having virtually no
opportunity or no choice to go some-
where else or leave. Consequently,
there really is no recourse for those
parents; no consequence for a school
that is not meeting the needs of its
community.

So we ought to ask ourselves why, if
charter schools and the presence of
competition and parent-driven meas-
urements of quality results in about 4
percent of charter schools failing, why
is there no equivalent measurement
with the regular government-owned
schools? And that is something we
ought to explore and we ought to per-
haps provide. Because what really
drives the agenda in regular commu-
nity schools and government-owned in-
stitutions and neighborhoods, regular
public schools as we know them, is the
particular attributes that are assem-
bled there: the principal that was as-
signed there by the district and the
teachers that were hired there by a
school district. Then the parents of the
children who happen to live in a par-
ticular neighborhood pick these school
for a variety of reasons.

The school curriculum, the way it is
managed, the way it is organized, and
the way it is funded frequently have
little to do with why a family decided
to live in a neighborhood, let alone be
enrolled in a particular education es-
tablishment and education institution.

So it was an interesting hearing be-
cause the message that was given to
members of the subcommittee was that
Washington ought to go slow when it
comes to charter schools. Charter
schools were created at the State level.
They were inspired by local initiative.
They were a response to the demands
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of customers and the responsiveness of
State legislators, primarily, in Min-
nesota, California, and Colorado and in
other States since then, those early
days in the early 1990s.

Mr. Speaker, it is a response that is
working and is providing a remarkable
education opportunity for many, many
children across the country.

‘‘Keep your hands off of these schools
for a while,’’ is the way I would sum-
marize today’s message on charter
schools. There are efforts here in Wash-
ington to try to address some of the
problems that charter schools are con-
fronting, namely start-up costs and
getting themselves off the ground.
Finding a way to organize an education
institution from scratch is a very dif-
ficult endeavor indeed. Finding a build-
ing to house a charter school is a crit-
ical challenge as well.

So there is a temptation on behalf of
those of us here in Washington who
want to see charter schools succeed to
reach into the Federal coffers and find
ways to get funds from Washington,
D.C., to help these local problems; and
that is a good problem to be concerned
about. That is a sentiment that I find
gratifying; and I am encouraged by it,
that there are people here who want to
help charter schools.

But the concern voiced today on be-
half of those who actually run those
schools was one of appreciation for
Federal concern, but a well-placed fear
of the mandates that typically follow
the Federal funds that come out of
Washington.

I say a ‘‘well-placed fear’’ because
that is the history, in fact, of the Fed-
eral involvement in education. Every
time something good happens in edu-
cation, people here in Washington want
to celebrate it and then become a part
of it, and politicians just cannot resist
the temptation for claiming credit for
it. The best way people have in Wash-
ington, it seems, to show compassion
and concern for something that works
well is by dishing out lots of cash. Ulti-
mately, the cash gets attached to Fed-
eral rules, Federal guidelines, Federal
regulations and pretty soon that enter-
prise that was a good idea, that started
out as a remarkable reform, perhaps a
transformation of education, becomes
co-opted by the Federal Government.

That was the concern voiced by some
of the most forceful charter school ad-
vocates that we heard from this morn-
ing in our hearing in Minneapolis.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN), my colleague,
has joined me on the floor. He has
heard a little bit of the discussion, and
I yield the floor to him.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. SCHAFFER) for his leadership on
education in the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. He is one of
the bright, shining stars in Congress on
pushing for education reform. I just
wanted to come down and join him in
this discussion about education. Spe-
cifically, about the kinds of unfunded

Federal mandates that we are imposing
on our local school districts.

This week, Mr. Speaker, we are going
to be considering the Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation bill. That is the bill that funds
all the Federal Government education
programs. Well, what I find is unique
and interesting is that for the last 30
years we have been doing this, and
then some, is that in 1975 Congress
passed a law, a good law, the Individ-
uals With Disabilities Education Act.
Everybody calls this IDEA. Well, what
that law basically did was to say that
all children with disabilities should re-
ceive a quality education.

That is a very prudent measure, and
a law that I think the gentleman from
Colorado and I both support. But what
they did in that law was say that the
Federal Government would fund 40 per-
cent of IDEA spending in our local
schools and that the State government
would then fund the remaining 60 per-
cent. So a local school district would
not have to pay for the educational
mandate being imposed on local school
districts.

Mr. Speaker, that was 1975. That just
is not the case today. Today, in the
First District of Wisconsin, Janesville,
Beloit, Racine, Kenosha, they are get-
ting about 7 percent of the funding for
IDEA. Now, nationwide, the average is
about 12 percent, because this Congress
and a couple before have doubled the
commitment to IDEA under the new
majority in Congress. But that is just
not enough.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to give a
quick illustration of what this un-
funded mandate does to our local
schools. Many of us, and I know the
gentleman from Colorado is a leader in
this, are advocates for local control. I,
and many others, believe that the edu-
cational decisions should best be left to
those who know our children the best:
teachers, parents, administrators.

As a former Secretary of Education,
Bill Bennett, once said: ‘‘Education is
the moral obligation and responsibility
of the parent, the ethical responsibility
of the teacher, and the constitutional
responsibility of the State.’’

But an education with respect to
IDEA, it specifically is a Federal man-
date that forces our local schools to
pay for this. But when the local school
districts come in and have to pay for
this, where is Washington? In my case,
where is Madison, the State govern-
ment? They are nowhere to be found.
Local school districts are being stuck
with the bill.

What this means is that local control
is atrophying. Local control is being
sucked out of our schools because our
local school boards or property taxes
are being driven toward chasing un-
funded mandates from Washington.

In a State like Wisconsin where we
have a revenue cap on education spend-
ing and our education budget, it is even
felt more. So when we have a revenue
cap on what we can spend on edu-
cation, on how high property taxes can
go, and then Washington comes along,

as it is doing, and imposes this man-
date, a very costly one, a prudent one,
but a very costly one, and does not live
up to its end of the bargain, what we do
is take every dollar out of those local
education needs and put it towards
chasing an unfunded Federal mandate.

So every time Madison and Wash-
ington impose this mandate on our
schools on a year-to-year basis, every
time a school board in Janesville, Wis-
consin, wants to come up with a new
innovative program, a new innovative
idea to treat the unique needs and
problems of our schools in Janesville or
Beloit or Kenosha or Colorado, every
dollar we send is a dollar taken out of
local control, a dollar taken out of that
local resource decision-making.

By imposing these unfunded man-
dates, as we are doing in IDEA, on our
local school districts, we are taking
money away from local decision-mak-
ing.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, that
was the second point I wanted to get
into, because we also heard today at
that subcommittee hearing in St. Paul
from State Representative Alice
Seagren of the Minnesota House of
Representatives. Alice was a very ar-
ticulate spokeswoman for not only the
charter school movement, but when it
came to the discussion of whether the
Federal Government ought to provide
additional funding for school construc-
tion at the local level.

She said, ‘‘That is a nice thought and
we appreciate the sentiment, but if you
really want to help our schools, fully
fund the mandate under the IDEA.’’

Going back to the 1970s, the gen-
tleman is right. This is a mandate that
was really handed down by the Su-
preme Court. And for those of us who
are conservatives, and we are now
joined by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. HOEKSTRA), as the three of us here
are, we believe that the role of the U.S.
Department of Education ought to be
minimal when it comes to managing
our local schools. The IDEA program is
probably the one Federal program
where we have an obligation to put the
cash forward for it, primarily because
the Supreme Court has interpreted the
Constitution in a way that suggests we
have to.

But the gentleman is right. What
started out as a program where the
Federal Government promised to fund
40 percent of the total cost of imple-
menting the Individuals With Disabil-
ities Education Act, under the Clinton
and Gore administration that percent-
age was dropped all the way down to 6
percent. We fought for the last 5 or 6
years here as a Republican majority in
the House and in the Senate to bump
that up. We have got it up to I think it
was 12 last year. It is scheduled to go
up to about 15 this year. But it is still
far short of the 40 percent.

Mr. Speaker, getting us up to 40 per-
cent ought to be our top priority, and
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I know we are all united in our agree-
ment on that point.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. If the gen-
tleman would yield, so when the gen-
tleman is saying that the President,
the Clinton administration dropped the
commitment to the Individuals With
Disabilities Education Act, did general
Federal education spending drop at the
same time?

Mr. SCHAFFER. Not at all. General
education funding has increased dra-
matically. But the priority of this one
mandate that the Supreme Court has
tasked this body with funding has gone
in the opposite direction and has actu-
ally been reduced in funding.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. What we
have been seeing with this administra-
tion, and the gentleman should correct
me if I am wrong, is the fact that they
have lessened our commitment. They
have gone away from funding the un-
funded mandate we are imposing on
local schools, to funding more Federal
education programs that have even
more strings attached to them, which
tie the hands of local education deci-
sion-makers, and give us even more un-
funded mandates in our schools?

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman is precisely right. One of the
expert witnesses we heard from today,
Dr. Karen Effrem, who is an M.D., a pe-
diatrician, put that figure at about 70
percent Federal mandate percentage.
She said, paraphrasing her words: es-
sentially, what Washington is doing to
States is providing somewhere around 6
to 7 percent of the total funding that
actually gets to a classroom, and in ex-
change for that is attaching about 75
percent of all the rules, regulations,
and mandates that a local school has
to deal with.

b 2015
So the effect of the Clinton-Gore ad-

ministration in Washington on edu-
cation is just as the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) has described. It
has been one to pump more cash into
the Department of Education, not to
classrooms, but to the Department, the
bureaucracy, to spread that bureauc-
racy wider and to more and more Fed-
eral programs, none of which work
very well. I might add that the end re-
sult at the end of the day is that the
few important legitimate programs
that Washington ought to be concerned
about, Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act being primary, is dif-
fused in this morass of waste, fraud,
and abuse of bureaucratic expendi-
tures. The taxpayers are getting very
little for their education funding when
we talk about dollars that come to
Washington.

Our goal is to try to shrink the size
of the Federal government, reduce its
influence on managing the day-to-day
activities in classrooms, and give the
resources to where the local leaders
tell us they need it most, Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act being
paramount.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I see we have been joined by the gen-

tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA),
another education reformer. And I
would like to include the gentleman
from Michigan in the conversation, but
I would like to inform my colleagues of
an amendment that I have pending in
the Committee on Rules right now that
recognizes the fact that Washington
has been creating new programs, grow-
ing new programs, putting new strings
on these programs, and diminishing the
commitment to IDEA. I have an
amendment which seeks to try and put
some more money within the existing
appropriations bill into Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act to try
and help toward funding that unfunded
mandate.

What I found is if one looks at the
21st Century Learning Centers, it is a
new program that started in 1995. In
tracking this program, it was a pro-
gram conceived of, authored by, and
passed by a Republican Congressman
from Wisconsin where I come from,
Steve Gunderson, who is no longer
serving in Congress.

He passed that program at that time
to do this, to open up schools, specifi-
cally high schools, to rural areas who
do not have those kinds of facilities
from other means. Meaning if one is in
rural western Wisconsin, one does not
have a YMCA, one does not have a li-
brary or village hall, allow the commu-
nity as a large to use the swimming
pool of a high school, the library of a
high school, the computer lab of a high
school after schools, during summers.
That program was funded with $750,000
to basically keep the schools open for
these purposes. Guess what that is
funded at now in this bill, $600 million.
We have seen an 800 percent increase in
the funding for the 21st Century Learn-
ing Centers.

The other point is this, Congressman
Gunderson, who actually offered this,
came to the committee fairly recently
and said, This program does not look
anything like the program I wrote
when I passed it into law. This program
has gone well beyond its scope and in-
tent. This program has nothing to do
with its original intent. It is over-
funded. Its mandate is much, much
larger. Now it is duplicating other Fed-
eral programs we have in the Federal
Government from the Department of
Education.

So we have another duplicative pro-
gram from the Department of Edu-
cation. It has gone beyond its original
mandate. It has grown 800 percent in
the last 6 years when we are still send-
ing this unfunded mandate on our local
school districts, and we still have kids
with disabilities who are being edu-
cated, and one is almost pitting those
kinds of kids against all other kids in
schools when Washington continues to
send this unfunded mandate to our
school districts.

What my amendment would do is
take half of the money from this new
growing program that duplicates other
programs and put it into Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act, and

simply say that, if we are going to be
increasing programs from the Depart-
ment of Education which already dupli-
cates other programs by 800 percent,
why do not we first take care of the un-
funded mandates we have right now.
Why do we not first pay our bills and
tell our local school districts, we want
you to at indicate the resources. We
want you to make the decisions in our
schools, in our classrooms, in our
school districts.

That is why I am hoping that this
amendment will be made in order by
the Committee on Rules so we can have
a demonstration of our commitment on
the floor of Congress for trying to get
to this unfunded mandate, for saying
no to growing new programs, duplica-
tive programs by the tune of 800 per-
cent, and getting to this unfunded
mandate.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Will the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER) yield?

Mr. SCHAFFER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I,
along with three of our other col-
leagues, had a great hearing in Min-
nesota today. It really builds on what
we have learned. I think today was the
21st State that we have gone to, the
23rd field hearing that we have gone to
people at the local and at the State
level. We have asked them what is
working in education and then really,
and we should maybe do this in future
hearings, to give us a grade as to how
Washington is either helping them or
assisting them in getting them and en-
abling them to get done what they
want to get done at the local level.

I think one of the witnesses that we
had today, I do not remember exactly
which one it was, maybe the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER) does,
who said when one takes a look at the
system that we have created here in
Washington, of hundreds of different
programs, hundreds of different man-
dates, and the number that we have
heard today was, we get 6 percent of
the money from Washington, we get 70
percent of the rules and the regula-
tions.

That is not outlandish. I mean, con-
sistently when we go from one State to
the next, Ohio, they have documented
it. They said we get 7 percent of our
money from Washington, we get 50 per-
cent of the mandates, 50 percent of the
paperwork. So that is consistent from
all the States that we have talked to.

But one of the people said, ‘‘Only you
in Washington could come up with a
system that looks like this. If you are
actually focused on kids, if you were
focused on results, which is kids learn-
ing, you would have a very different set
of programs and requirements. Only a
system that is focused on process, you
know, that this is what we want to
have happen and this funding stream
and a system that measures process
rather than kids learning is what we
have created here in Washington.’’

Again, we heard it in Minnesota
today. We have heard it at every single
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State that we have gone to; that is, the
formula for kids’ learning, parental in-
volvement, number one. That is the
key. A focus on basic academics.

Again, we have got a charter school
today talking, traditional public
schools talking about a focus on basic
academics. You have to provide a safe
and a drug-free school. You cannot
have learning go on where kids are con-
cerned about their safety or they are
concerned about what their colleagues
or their peers are doing in the class-
room or in the hallways. You have to
focus on getting dollars into the class-
room. That consistently is the formula.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN) is talking about we have got
this program, we have got that pro-
gram, what have we learned? We
learned that, when one has got hun-
dreds of education programs, one has
got streams of paperwork of bureauc-
racy; that every time Wisconsin,
Michigan, or Minnesota sends dollars
to Washington for education they have
got to come back to us begging to get
some of their money back.

We then give it to them. We give it to
them with a whole string of mandates
so they end up spending it on things
they do not necessarily believe are
their priorities. Instead of getting a
dollar back for every dollar that they
send here, when one calculates all the
paperwork, all of the bureaucracy, all
these types of things, we believe that
at most they get 60 cents back.

Maybe sometime later as we go
through the process there are some
other things that we can talk about.
We can talk about exactly how effec-
tive the bureaucracy is here in Wash-
ington.

This is a Department that now, for 2
years in a row, has failed its audit,
meaning that it cannot come back to
Congress, it cannot come back to the
American people, the people that fund
this agency, and say we have been very
careful in managing your money and
we can tell you exactly where it goes.
We know for 2 years they failed their
audit. We know that for at least 3 more
years, they will not be able to get a
clean audit.

We all know that, in that kind of en-
vironment, there have been a number
of opportunities for waste, fraud, and
abuse. We can maybe outline what
some of those are later on as we go
through this process. Then we can also
talk about what some of our priorities
are for addressing this issue.

My colleagues have already men-
tioned one, which is let us fully fund
and meet the commitments that we
have made to local school districts by
increasing and meeting our commit-
ment on IDEA.

We can talk about eliminating bu-
reaucracy and red tape through the Ed-
Flex program, giving school districts
more flexibility through the State, the
straight A’s program where we give
them the money and say you decide
whether you want to hire teachers,
train teachers, reduce class size, or

whatever, and also we want to focus on
getting 95 cents of every Federal edu-
cation dollar into the classroom. So
there is a whole series of things that
we can talk about as we continue
through this hour.

I yield back to the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER) to either
build on some of these thoughts or on
some other ideas that he may have.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, I want to express my appreciation
to the gentleman from Minnesota
(Chairman HOEKSTRA) for holding that
hearing in Minnesota. I, as a member
of the subcommittee, have benefited
greatly just by having the chance to
travel to many communities through-
out the country and hear the various
ideas that have been invented in States
with respect to school reform, but to
also have the opportunity to hear the
frequency and the consistency of the
message my colleagues just described.

It does not matter whether we are in
Minnesota, in Florida, in Colorado, or
in California, the message never really
changes with respect to the Federal in-
volvement in education; that is, we
really appreciate all you folks back
there in Washington caring about
schools, but stop trying to run them
from out there. You do not know the
names of our kids. You do not even
know the names of the schools that we
have here much less know about the
specific qualities of a neighborhood or
the needs of a specific community.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. HOEKSTRA).

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I
think the best example today was we
know that most States or many States,
I think it is over 30, 33, 35 States, have
embarked on a charter school initia-
tive. We have gone around and we have
heard and we recognize each State is
different. This week we are going to
embark here in Congress on a program
to help charter schools. Part of that is
going to be a school construction pro-
gram. The State representative from
Minnesota.

Mr. SCHAFFER. That was represent-
ative Alice Seagren was her name.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Ms. Seagren said,
Before you go off on this construction
program, giving us construction
money, let me tell you what we are
doing here in Minnesota. We do not
build schools. We do lease plans. So if
you come up with a construction pro-
gram for charter schools in Wash-
ington, D.C., I am telling you right
now that here is one State where this
only does not work, it flies directly in
the face of the strategy that we have
put in place for charter schools in our
State. So what is going to happen is
people from Minnesota are sending
money to Washington, and we are not
going to be able to get any of it back
unless we let you in Washington
change our strategy for funding char-
ter schools. We think we have got a
pretty good system. We think it makes
sense. It is not perfect, but this works
for us, and this is what we want to do.

Now, all of a sudden, to get our money
back, we are going to have to change
our program. Well, up until today, we
did not even know that Minnesota had
that kind of a strategy in place.

Mr. SCHAFFER. That is precisely
right. I want to go back to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and
his proposal because I assure him, he is
going to have lots of support here on
the floor for an amendment that moves
to fully fund IDEA at the expense of
lower priorities that are funded or pro-
posed to be funded in the education
budget.

I think there will be other proposals
like that, because we are a long, long
way from being just up to the 40 per-
cent. When we say full funding, we are
only talking about 40 percent of the
total cost of the program. This is ex-
pensive.

I do not think any of us deny that
those who suffer from various, whether
it is behavioral disorder or learning
disability of some other case or so on,
that those individuals, those students
deserve an equal opportunity and ac-
cess to quality education. We think
that is important. That ought to be a
national priority. The Supreme Court
has certainly established it as a na-
tional priority.

Our point, though, is if we really be-
lieve that, if we really are sincere in
our belief that all children deserve to
learn, and no child should be left be-
hind, then we cannot just come up with
the rules and expect somebody else to
pay. That is what is going on in Amer-
ica today. So we just want to get up to
our commitment to pay 40 percent of
the cost associated with these Federal
mandates. We are not even close. We
are at about 15 percent today.

But the direction of the amendment
of the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN) is really the ultimate local con-
trol, because the tremendous cost asso-
ciated with complying with the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act
steals dollars from every other impor-
tant priority that might exist in the
State of Wisconsin, the State of Michi-
gan, my State of Colorado, and all
States. If we just focus on getting the
dollars to the one priority we know we
have to deal with through the concept
of fungibility, that frees up funds for
everything that is important.

So for those States, the gentleman
mentioned the 21st Century Learning
Centers earlier, for those States that
believe 21st Century Learning Centers
are what they want and important in
that State, paying for IDEA frees up
the cash to buy 21st Century Learning
Centers. But in my State, it might be
something else. It might be teacher
pay in my State which is a high pri-
ority for us.

b 2030

Funding IDEA is a way to provide
better pay for teachers. And other
States they want to lower the property
taxes to make it more business friend-
ly, and fully funding IDEA frees up
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funds to lower the property taxes in
other States.

So the key and the strength of the
argument that I think the gentleman
has in his favor when he comes to the
floor with that amendment is that
fully funding IDEA really is at the
heart of local control in Washington,
and it ought to be. It seems
counterintuitive to some. Here we are
as conservatives talking about pouring
money into a program. The reason it
works and the reason it is a conserv-
ative idea is because it does have a lib-
erating effect on States. It focuses our
emphasis here on Washington more
narrowly than what the Clinton/Gore
administration has tried to do by dif-
fusing dollars to so many programs
that do not work, and it ultimately re-
sults in more dollars getting to chil-
dren, which is what we are for.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
If the gentleman will yield, the gen-
tleman has interpreted my amendment
precisely correct. I have had the oppor-
tunity as a freshman Member to have
many, many, many meetings with
school board members, superintend-
ents, teachers, administrators, all the
different school districts in the district
I represent. I have an educational advi-
sory board with these types of people
on there, including parents and home
schoolers, to talk about these issues. I
get the same thing over and over, let
us do our job.

Just in the district I represent, they
have vastly different needs, vastly dif-
ferent problems. In one end, in Keno-
sha, you have different problems; in
the other end, in Janesville you have
far different problems, let alone the
problems that may exist in Harlem or
East L.A. or Sante Fe, New Mexico.
The point is we have a very vast and
different country.

We have a priority of educating our
children, but the problems we are expe-
riencing in our school districts are so
different. There are so many different
ideas out there, so many different solu-
tions out there. By funding IDEA, you
free up that decision-making power. So
when I bring an amendment to the
floor, which I am hoping the Com-
mittee on Rules will allow me to do, by
funding IDEA or getting closer to
meeting that mandate, you are not just
voting against one program to put
money into another, you are voting for
all those programs out there that could
be created, if school districts did not
have to chase these unfunded man-
dates.

You are voting for freeing up the
hands of parents, teachers, and admin-
istrators to get involved in their school
districts, to tackle problems, to ad-
dress the needs that we have in our in-
dividual school districts. As a Member
of Congress, when you vote to fund
IDEA, to free up those local resources,
reduce property taxes, find the prob-
lems and address them. My school dis-
tricts that I represent right now can-
not do that. They do not have the re-
sources to do the things they think are

necessary. And you know why? It is be-
cause they are chasing unfunded Fed-
eral mandates. That is really the crux
of the matter.

I noticed that all of these new pro-
grams that are coming up here in
Washington through the administra-
tion and the Department of Education
look pretty good to a politician in
Washington. You do not get a lot of po-
litical kudos when you simply say let
us put more money on unfunded Fed-
eral mandates that has been around
since 1975. You get more press, you get
more notoriety, you sound more
proeducation, when you stand up here
and have a press conference saying I
have this brand new program or this
new program or this new program. But
what actually ends up happening is
each of these new programs takes on a
life of their own. They put new man-
dates on our local school districts; they
tell the administrators how to dot
every I, how to cross every T. It is a
cookie-cutter, one-size-fits-all mandate
on all of our schools, regardless of the
uniqueness, regardless of the individual
problems they may have; and it comes
at the expense of funding a mandate
that the Supreme Court said we have
to fund, that current law says we have
to fund, a mandate that we should
fund.

That is why I think it is important
that as we look at our spending prior-
ities in any budget in Congress, you
prioritize; and that is why I am trying
to pass an amendment to prioritize this
unfunded mandate before going down
the road of creating new programs or
expedientially increasing new pro-
grams that are actually duplicative of
other programs. If we fund unfunded
mandates like IDEA, you can have a
safe drug-free program in every district
if you wanted. You could have 21st cen-
tury learning centers in every school
district if you want it.

But guess what, the decision would
not be made by politicians in Wash-
ington who can take credit for it. It
would be made by local decision-mak-
ers, school board members, administra-
tors, parents, teachers. That is what
the whole debate is about, whether we
want Washington to micromanage edu-
cation or we want our local people,
those who know our kids the best, the
names of our schools, to manage edu-
cation. That is what it is really all
about.

I just want to say it is a pleasure to
be here on the floor of Congress with
two of the leaders in education reform,
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
SCHAFFER), the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. HOEKSTRA). They have really
set the trend, set the way for education
reform in America. They have wakened
up the call for reform for education in
America, and they have really done
this country a great service by high-
lighting some of the waste, fraud, and
abuse that is occurring at our Depart-
ment of Education. I just really ap-
plaud the gentlemen for that.

Mr. SCHAFFER. I thank the gen-
tleman for the nice comments. I appre-

ciate that. The theme of local control
is really at the core of our reform ef-
forts that we are pushing here. I want
to yield back to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA), and I am
hoping I can persuade him to reflect a
little bit and share with the Members
here and those that are monitoring to-
night’s proceedings about the testi-
mony of John Scribante, who is the
businessman who was at the hearing
this morning, who started out in his
testimony, I know he referred to the
Minnesota State constitution which
talks about the responsibility of the
State of Minnesota for educating all of
the children in Minnesota in order to
preserve their liberty and by focusing
on their intelligence. He focused on
that word and underscored the word in-
telligence; and he said that is not
skills, it is intelligence.

He spoke of the importance of the in-
tellect and the training of the young
minds of Minnesota, how critical it is
to maintain their liberty, that is not
an idea he thought of; but it is one that
he saw fit to reference from Min-
nesota’s State constitution. And I was
moved by his patriotic compassion at
one point in his testimony in which he
spoke about the devastating impact
that the Federal Government is having
in preventing Minnesota from achiev-
ing its constitutional objectives.

I am wondering if the gentleman
from Michigan can comment further on
that. Go ahead.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I also
wanted to build on the comments of
our colleague from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN) because he said some very nice
things about us in awakening the call
for educational reform. I do not think
we have done that. What we have done
is we have kind of provided an echo
chamber for what people at the local
level are demanding. They want their
schools back. They know the names of
their kids. They know what is best for
their kids. Governor Carlson today
talked about going back into his public
school in the Bronx. We have been to
the Bronx. We have had hearings there.

I do not know if we went through the
litany with the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN) of the places where
we have been; but it was almost every
place that he outlined, we have been
there. I mean, we have been in to Albu-
querque. We have been into L.A. We
have been to the Bronx. We have been
to Chicago, Milwaukee, Minneapolis.
We have been all over the place.

The response we continually get is
from local officials and local parents,
and they do not exactly say it this
way; but what they do say in so many
words is Washington has gotten to the
point where you want to build our
schools, you are going to give us 6 per-
cent of what it takes to build a school,
but we will give you the regulations to
tell you exactly how to build the whole
thing. You want to hire our teachers.
You want to train our teachers. You
want to develop our curriculum; you
want to teach our kids history, set his-
tory standards; you want to teach
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them about art. You want to have
school health clinics. You want to buy
our technology. You want to feed our
kids breakfast. You want to feed our
kids lunch. You want to do after-school
programs. You want to develop safe
and drug free programs, and this is just
a small litany of the programs. But
after you give us 6 percent of each of
the dollars required for each of these
programs and you burden on a whole
set of rules and regulations, then you
step back and say, but other than that,
it is your school.

I think, again, one of the witnesses
today said that, and we were talking
about the school-to-work program, it is
like we have received $16 million from
Washington to conduct our school-to-
work program, but receiving that $16
million has really driven about a half a
billion dollars of State spending, State
spending that came from the Min-
nesota taxpayers and went to the State
government. And I think this is what
Mr. Scribante was talking about say-
ing, we love our kids. We want control
of our schools, and we want our schools
to be focused on developing the skills
of each and every child in our commu-
nity. And the quote that he had from
Winston Churchill, I think he is going
to get us that so that we get it right,
but maybe my colleague from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) has it, but it is
really saying, this battle of who con-
trols our schools is important enough
to fight and debate today, because now
is when we can still have an impact,
where there really is still a lot of local
control, but where that has been erod-
ing.

I will yield to my colleague from
Minnesota, who maybe has the quote
right there. He is smiling. He must
have it. I appreciate the gentleman
very much being a wonderful host
today, helping us get an excellent set
of witnesses. I think we had 10 or 11
witnesses in Bloomington, I guess we
were at today, and just excellent testi-
mony that I think really helped us. I
yield to my colleague.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Let me, first of
all, say I thank the gentleman, and
second I do not have that quote; but I
do have it in my office now, and I will
be sharing it from time to time. He
quoted Winston Churchill, though; and
I think the point was well taken.

Let me give you a simplier quote
from Winston Churchill, it is one actu-
ally my wife needlepointed for me on
my office wall, and it is simple, it says,
‘‘Success is never permanent. Failure
is never fatal. The only thing that real-
ly counts is courage.’’

And what we saw today in Minnesota,
and I cannot thank the gentleman
enough, I left that meeting so excited
about the future of education, not just
in Minnesota, but around the country,
because it renewed my belief that
Americans do care. They care about
their kids, and they want to make cer-
tain that every child, and this was
what really came through with vir-
tually all of the testimony today, that

every child, whether they come from a
family of privilege or a family of pov-
erty, every child deserves a first-rate
education in this country today.

The truth of the matter is, and we all
know this, people on all sides of the po-
litical aisles of every spectrum philo-
sophically, we all know that too many
kids today are being cheated by the
system, and we in Washington cannot
completely change everything, but I
think we can make some reforms. And
the gentleman is making reforms, and
I want to thank the gentleman for that
and we see it happening.

I was so impressed, and I have
worked for many years with Governor
Ernie Carlson, now former Governor
Carlson; but his testimony today was
powerful. I think the only regret I have
is that more Americans did not get a
chance to actually see and hear that
testimony today because it was from
the heart. He grew up in a tough sec-
tion of New York. He told us about
PS36. He told us about what it was like
when he was growing up, but the great
thing was he told us what is happening
today with the right leadership, with
the right flexibility, allowing that new
principal there to control his school, to
motivate his teachers, to motivate
those students; and, guess what, the re-
sults are there.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will just yield, PS36 is Pub-
lic School 36.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Yes.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. For those who may

be observing or watching this discus-
sion, not knowing what is PS36, it is a
public school. It is Public School 36
that Governor Carlson went to in the
Bronx. When we were there, we were
not at Public School 36, but probably a
very rough neighborhood, probably low
income; and he talked about some of
the kids who would come to school and
the first thing they would get from
their principal each and every day was
kind of talking about what happened at
night because a number of them may
have had a rough night.

So it is a tough part of New York
City, and this principal and this public
school has gone in and they have em-
braced these kids and are really mak-
ing a difference; and what the gen-
tleman said, what the gentleman saw
today in Minnesota, I think that is
what the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. SCHAFFER) and I have had the op-
portunity to see around the country, is
that you get to the local level, these
parents, these administrators, these
legislators, they have got a passion for
their kids.

They absolutely have a passion for
their kids, and they are kind of, you
know, wanting us to get out of the way
so that they can really do and help for
these kids, and Governor Carlson’s pub-
lic school 36 is just one phenomenal ex-
ample where they are having great suc-
cess, not because of what we are doing,
but because they are going in and tak-
ing the leadership.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. If the gentleman
would yield back, and that was the

thing that really impressed me, vir-
tually everybody who testified today
did not talk about preserving the sta-
tus quo or protecting certain vested in-
terest. It was not about protecting, you
know, these rights and so forth. It real-
ly was all about what can we do to im-
prove the quality of education for kids.
And it was not us versus them. Unfor-
tunately, what we hear so many times
in the debate about education, both
here in Washington and around the
country, sort of a trench warfare men-
tality.

I want to congratulate Dr. Keith
Dixon, who is a superintendent of
schools in Faribault in my district, and
he came to us from Colorado, and I was
so impressed with him, because, you
know, he did not get into this debate
about charter schools versus public
schools versus private schools. His con-
cern was for the kids. He said to us
that he really considered himself the
superintendent of all of the children in
the district, and it was his job to see
that they got a chance. And for some
kids maybe it worked out better for
them and their parents that they got
to charter schools.

He said some of them went to charter
schools part of the day and part of the
day they went to the public schools,
and some went to the public schools
part of the day and part of the day the
private schools, but they are working
out arrangements; but it is all about
what is best for the kids.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
will yield, I thought he was a wonder-
ful breath of fresh air in how he viewed
that job, in saying, I am a super-
intendent for all the kids; and I recog-
nize that, you know, my traditional
public school may not be the best for
all of the kids in this district each and
every day, and so what I am doing is,
in the business world we call it mass
customization.

b 2045

He says, I am using the resources
that I have been given and I am going
to help parents put together a struc-
tured program that matches the needs
of every child. And so, if some of the
parents believe that home schooling,
for whatever reason, is best for their
kids, you know, if they come through
and they want to use the school for
band, for some extracurricular or ad-
vanced science classes, we are going to
be there and we are going to open the
door and we are going to work that out
for the parents.

And it is the same for the charter
and the parochial. It really was a dem-
onstration of what he said, a super-
intendent for all of the kids in the dis-
trict. And what I would guess they are
doing in that district is just building a
phenomenal partnership and a phe-
nomenal loyalty in that community
with all of these groups coming to-
gether, with the focal point being the
kids, not home schooling, not charter
schools, not public schools, not paro-
chial schools, but they are developing a

VerDate 01-JUN-2000 05:36 Jun 07, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00037 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K06JN7.090 pfrm06 PsN: H06PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3908 June 6, 2000
trusting relationship between all of the
providers of services to these kids that
says, let us keep the kids and learning
at the center, let us put aside our dif-
ferences and let us come together and
make sure that we have a relationship
that enables us to be creative to meet
the needs.

I thought it was awesome testimony.
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, it

absolutely was. I would bet long money
and short odds that all the kids in
Faribault are going to benefit from
that kind of an attitude.

But the other thing I wanted to men-
tion about Governor Carlson, he said
something really profound; and that is
that, for too long in public education
and education in general, we have
measured quality education by inputs.
And he sort of reversed. Maybe it is be-
cause he came from PS–36. Maybe it is
because he was State auditor. But
when he was governor, he said, we bet-
ter start measuring outputs. Because
we have all labored under this Lake
Woebegone mentality that all our chil-
dren were above average, and that is
not necessarily true. And when we
began to actually test the students, we
began to find out they were not doing
nearly as well in many of the areas as
we thought they were doing.

And so, we are starting to measure
quality now in Minnesota not by how
much we put into the process, and we
put an awful lot of money in public
education in the State of Minnesota, as
my colleagues do in Colorado and in
Michigan, as well. But we want to find
out how well the students really are
doing in terms of learning. And I think
that if we focus on the students, if we
focus on the children, and if we focus
on outputs, what we are really getting
out for the resources we put into it, I
think in the long run the real winners
are going to be the children.

So the testimony today was excel-
lent. I cannot thank my colleagues
enough. I came away charged up re-
minded that the Forefathers were even
smarter than we thought they were
when they created the system that we
have today where each State becomes
the laboratory of democracy.

We are seeing this happening in
places like Milwaukee and in Min-
nesota and all around the country from
governors, State legislators, private
nonprofit groups. We heard from a
number of them. The Executive Direc-
tor of Partnership for Choice and Edu-
cation spoke to us. Kids for Scholar-
ship Fund. They are offering 1,200
scholarships a year now in the State of
Minnesota to poor kids to go to the
school of their choice. And we heard
from some parents excellent testimony
of the benefits of allowing students to
have that kind of choice.

So I really came away with a re-
newed optimism that Americans do
care about education, they do care
about the children, and, in places like
Minnesota, there are a lot of people
doing the right things and, ultimately,
the kids will be the beneficiaries.

So I want to thank my colleagues for
coming to Minnesota. I thought the
hearing was excellent. As I say, the
only regret that I had was that we did
not get more people at that hearing so
more people could see what is really
happening in places like Minnesota. We
would love to have our colleagues come
back and perhaps bring some of those
folks into Washington to share with
some of our colleagues what really is
happening in terms of educational re-
form in Minnesota.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, the
constituents of my colleague were per-
fect people to testify; and Minnesota
turned out to be a perfect place to hold
the hearing that we did because their
comments were reflective, I think, of
the same kind of comments that we
have heard throughout the country.

But one of the interesting perspec-
tives that I think we probably spend
more time on in Minnesota than most
other States is on the topic of the
School to Work Program, which passed
in 1994 by Congress. It was a program
that was inspired by the Nation’s de-
sire to see schoolchildren graduating
with the skills necessary to help them
become more gainfully employed and
ready to go to work.

And so, as classically happens here in
Washington, there is a legitimate need
that is identified by the country; and
we throw lots of money at it in Wash-
ington. Now, this was before we took
the majority. This was when the Demo-
crats ran the House, and we saw even
more of that then. But create a new
program, throw hundreds of millions of
dollars into a program called School to
Work; and these dollars were funneled
back to the States and once again the
States were told, if you want your
money back, you have to spend it the
way we tell you to.

The School to Work Program is
something that is in full force today in
all 50 States. It is a mandatory pro-
gram, there is no voluntary quality
about it, that even from the very
young ages of kindergarten starts ori-
enting more and more students toward
workplace skills. And the concern we
heard voiced today was that that focus
on workplace skills often comes at the
expense of developing one’s intellect in
an academic approach to learning.

This is a complaint we are hearing
more and more about. The School to
Work Program, again, built around the
right motives and identification of a
very legitimate problem that occurs,
but the solution is one that deempha-
sizes academic performance and aca-
demic progress in schools and moves
the focus to actually an objective that
is outside even the Department of Edu-
cation, that includes the Department
of Labor, where this morning the Medi-
care program is involved in School to
Work. And it is kind of a comprehen-
sive Government effort to try to
change the way we have educated our
children for hundreds of years in Amer-
ica.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, and
that is going on at the same time. I

still remember the first hearing or one
of the first hearings that we did. We
did a run through California. And then
as we were doing the education at a
crossroads hearing, we also did a hear-
ing and we did it in California and we
met with a number of the college presi-
dents or the deans of various univer-
sities in California. And it was right
after this process had started and as we
were gathering the data. In one of
these initial hearings, the deans came
in and said, you know, one of the pro-
grams that we need more funding for is
for remedial education. And we kind of
get a startled look on our face, and
these are from some prestigious col-
leges telling us that they need more
money for remedial education. And we
hear that from two or three of these
experts from the colleges and we fi-
nally say, excuse me, why does a pres-
tigious university with high academic
standards and high entrance require-
ments, what do they need money from
us for for remedial education?

The answer is, well, 25 percent of the
students that are coming to college
today are not ready for college require-
ments. And what does that mean? It
meant that they were not at an 8th or
10th grade level for reading, writing,
and math. And so, it is one of those key
criteria again for successful schools is,
rather than overlaying a whole new
system on to our education, which is
focusing on developing the skills to
work, the emphasis should be on teach-
ing our kids and getting them basic
academics.

We have seen that on international
standards, international comparisons.
We are not doing well enough on our
kids learning the basics. So before we
go off and try to dilute this process any
further, let us focus on basic aca-
demics.

I do not know if the gentleman was
in Arkansas when we went to Arkansas
in Little Rock when we were at Central
High School.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I was
not there.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Again, it was fas-
cinating. The school in Arkansas that
gets some of the highest test scores, we
asked them the question, Why are you
getting such high test scores? Because
they were the lowest funded school in
the State? The answer was, We only
have the time, energy, and money to
focus on basic academics.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. HOEKSTRA) for joining us in this
special order. I see we are almost out of
time. I hope this topic of School to
Work is one we will be able to spend
more time on and explore the impact
that it has had in other States. I sus-
pect the testimony we heard in Min-
nesota is similar to the impact to that
which we would hear from other
States. And it is one example where,
once again, Washington is diffusing the
emphasis of education on academic
learning in a knowledge-based edu-
cation.
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We need to stop that, really, and we

need to start allowing schools to focus
on what they believe to be important
locally.

f

VARIOUS ISSUES OF THE DAY
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

WALDEN of Oregon). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 6,
1999, the gentleman from California
(Mr. SHERMAN) is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, a few
minutes ago I became aware that this
hour of time to speak before this House
was available. I thought about it for a
moment. I am confident that my pres-
ence here will not adversely affect the
ratings of other cable television shows,
many of which are made in our area.
And so I figured I would take this op-
portunity even though I have not had
the chance to prepare and my remarks
may not be quite as crisp as I would
like.

I would like to address a number of
different topics that I have been think-
ing about, particularly over this last
district work period. The first is an odd
attempt by those who claim to love
Ronald Reagan to rewrite the history
of the fall of the Soviet Union.

We know what the real history was.
The Soviet Union looked powerful. We
spent on our defense, fearful of Soviet
aggression and expansion, and Ronald
Reagan led us in those efforts.

Our deficit grew. We tightened our
belts domestically. We did so because
we were told that the Soviet Union
could expand, that it was powerful,
that it could emerge as the most pow-
erful nation on Earth.

In 1991, to the surprise of just about
everyone both inside and outside the
Soviet Union, the Soviet Union began
to collapse. That is what really hap-
pened.

It is kind of disconcerting to think
that all the experts in all the capitals
did not foresee such an enormously im-
portant event. And experts are reluc-
tant to admit that they cannot always
see the future. But what is worse is
that those who have come to idolize
Ronald Reagan have started to rewrite
history.

In their rewriting of history, Ronald
Reagan foresaw as early as the early
1980s that, within a decade, the Soviet
Union could be pushed into the dust
bin of history, that Reagan knew that
the Soviet Union had begun to corrode
from the inside and far from being a
challenge to the United States, in fact,
it was a nation that could not survive.

These supposed supporters of Ronald
Reagan ascribe to him an omniscience
and all-knowingness, that they think is
complimentary.

In fact, what these supporters of
Reagan are doing are besmirching Ron-
ald Reagan’s character, attacking his
honesty, and telling us that our former
President is a liar to the American peo-
ple.

Time and again, President Reagan
came before us in this hall, I was not

here, stood and delivered the State of
the Union address and rallied America
to spend more and more on our defense.
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He never told us it was offense. He
said it was necessary to prevent Soviet
expansion, not some secret plan to
force the Soviet Union into collapse.
Ronald Reagan came before the Amer-
ican people and told us the Soviet
Union was a powerful threat and would
remain so for quite some time. He
urged us to embark upon military ex-
penditure projects, some of which
would last a decade or 2 decades be-
cause, he told us, the Soviet Union was
a threat. Now, those who claim to be
Ronald Reagan’s ideological descend-
ants, some who claim to be his friends,
tell us it was all a lie, that Ronald
Reagan knew that the Soviet Union
had corroded from the inside, that he
knew that these expenditures were not
necessary to defend us but rather were
part of a secret plan to force the Soviet
Union to spend more and more on its
defense in a dangerous game in which
the Soviet Union would be faced either
with the prospect of launching a nu-
clear strike or consenting to an arms
race that it could not win, an arms
race launched against it by a Reagan
administration with a secret plan to
drive it into destruction. Ronald
Reagan never told us that we were en-
gaged in such an effort. Ronald Reagan
never told us that we were trying to
push the Soviet Union to destruction,
that they would face a moment at
which they would blame us and would
realize that either they would launch a
military strike or go into the dustbin
of history.

He never told us this, because he
never believed it; and the Soviet Union
in its dying hours did not believe it, ei-
ther. The Soviets knew that their sys-
tem collapsed of its own weight. Only
retroactive American arrogance would
say that the other superpower col-
lapsed because of something we did
here in Washington, D.C.

The fact of the matter is Communism
does not work, and in the last decade
or two, both Communist giants have
ceased to embrace their ideology; and
without that ideology they have ceased
to be exporters of Communism, ceased
to have confidence in Communism, and
it has shaken them to their roots. Are
we going to say that Communism lost
favor in the Soviet Union because of
American hostility and Communist
ideology lost favor in China because of
American friendship? That either
friendship or hostility from America
creates the same result? I think not.
Communism does not work. Russia and
China realized it. This forced a crisis of
confidence in both places. The Soviet
Union not being one nation but rather
an amalgam of nations held together
by a failed ideology collapsed, and
China has moved from the ideology of
Communism to the ideology of nation-
alism overseen by a relatively small
group of oligarchs and local potentates

that control the economy. To say that
it all happened according to a plan is
to dangerously rewrite history.

While I talk about the Reagan ad-
ministration and the collapse of the
Soviet Union, it leads naturally to a
discussion of Star Wars, an issue that
is still before us. Just because the So-
viet Union is no longer intact does not
mean that we are safe. In fact, the
world is more complicated and more
dangerous. There are those who have
come before this House and suggested
that the world does not have to be a
dangerous place if only we developed a
missile defense system.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I would like to see
us continue to research in this area,
and when our technology has advanced
to the point where we can provide some
reasonable defense at reasonable cost,
deployment is certainly called for. But
let us not fool the American people.
Those that cannot hit us with an
ICBM, those who cannot hit us with an
intercontinental ballistic missile will
be able to smuggle nuclear weapons
into our cities no matter how effective
our missile shield. A nuclear weapon is
about the size of a person, some small-
er than a child. And anyone who has
been in Southern California or prob-
ably just about any major city in this
country is aware that every year hun-
dreds of thousands, every day thou-
sands of illegal immigrants are snuck
across our border not just from the
southern border but the northern as
well; that illegal drugs are smuggled
into America with relative ease, and
this is by people being paid a few hun-
dred dollars to sneak a person into the
United States, marijuana importers or
smugglers, criminals bringing in bales
of marijuana for a few thousand dollars
in compensation.

How difficult would it be to sneak a
nuclear weapon into an American city?
A nuclear weapon smaller than a child
does not need ventilation, does not
need to be fed. Children who are smug-
gled into America scream and cry. Nu-
clear weapons would not. So imagine
that we had a perfect defense against
Iranian or Iraqi or North Korean mis-
siles. What would those countries do?
They would smuggle a weapon or two
into an American city, hire or kidnap
an American scientist to come look at
it, detain that American scientist until
it could be moved to another apart-
ment or another city, and inform our
government that in some apartment, in
some city, in some State in this coun-
try, there was a nuclear weapon in the
custody of someone reporting to Bagh-
dad or to Tehran.

I would like to see a defensive shield
shielding us from intercontinental bal-
listic missiles. But let us not fool the
American people. That is just one
small element of our defense. And if we
spend a trillion dollars building a roof
over a building that has no walls, we
will have been misallocating resources.
I am not sure that we can police our
borders well enough to prevent nuclear
weapons from being smuggled here, but
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