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going to be relying on coal, among
other sources, because both of those
countries have coal.

We are developing in this country
clean coal technology, clean coal tech-
nology that if this is transferred to
China and India, if we help them with
the development of their electrical in-
frastructure will have far less impact
on the environment than otherwise.

It is not just carbon dioxide. It is
also mercury. I mean, mercury is one
of those pollutants that does not go
away; and we are having substantial
problems in the Northeast, as the gen-
tleman knows, with mercury pollution.

Frankly, we have to figure out how
to take some of this mercury out of the
air, and the best way to do it is chang-
ing how we deal with these old coal-
fired and oil-fired power plants.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
again for yielding.

Mr. PALLONE. The other thing the
gentleman mentioned about coastal
States. My district is a coastal district.
In fact, there are certain parts of it
that are no more than a few blocks
wide from the ocean.

I will tell the gentleman that my
constituents are very concerned about
the impact that global climate changes
are going to have on the rising sea
level.

We have to put in place these beach
replenishment projects every year that
costs us millions of dollars, and that is
not going to work any more if the sea
level continues to rise. This is not pie
in the sky. This is real.

——————

ADDRESSING IMPORTANT
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) is recognized for the bal-
ance of the time allocated to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my colleagues, and I think we
have some interesting context that has
been established here.

I would just take a moment to ref-
erence what my other colleague from
Portland, the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN), talked about, that it is
going to be 100 years or more before the
full impact of actions that we take
today will be felt, that we have set in
motion a pattern of environmental de-
struction that will take decades and
perhaps centuries to correct.

There is no time to waste, and it is
not appropriate for us to continue pre-
tending to do something about it by
just reiterating the studies that have
already been done. Most Americans
agree with the scientific evidence that
global warming is real and that we
must, in fact, do something about it.

It is in this context that I must con-
fess a certain surprise by the adminis-
tration’s proposal to meet the current
energy crisis with a proposal to drill
for oil in the Arctic Wildlife Refuge.
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This issue beyond question, let us
just put for a moment aside the notion
that whether or not it is going to be de-
structive for the environment, whether
the environmental costs, whether the
problems that would deal with the na-
tive indigenous culture, treaty prob-
lems and environmental problems with
our friends in Canada, put all of those
aside for a moment, assume that it is
either they could be moderated or it
would be worth it.

There is a fundamental question
whether or not it is actually worth it
to go ahead and pursue this approach
for the energy security of the United
States.

I was pleased recently to read the
latest newsletters from the Rocky
Mountain Institute where Amory and
Hunter Levins asked that fundamental
question, can you, in fact, make a prof-
it over the course of the next 20 years
by invading the Arctic Wildlife Refuge?

It is interesting that the State of
Alaska itself has done its recent price
forecasting that suggests that what the
State of Alaska envisions as being the
long-term price of oil over the course
of the next 10 years, that it would not
generate enough revenue to be profit-
able.

If we use our time and our resources
to recover this expensive o0il in some of
the most environmentally sensitive
areas in the world, it would actually
end up resulting in a waste of money,
and we would have to be importing
more oil sooner, as opposed to dealing
with less expensive energy alter-
natives.

Many would argue that another fun-
damental issue, and it is one that I
agree, is whether this country can con-
tinue to use the current energy pat-
terns that we have using six times as
much energy per capita as the rest of
the world, twice as much as developed
countries like Japan and Germany.

The irony is that conservation and
energy efficiency does in fact work. It
works better than an effort to exploit
the Arctic Wildlife Refuge. It is esti-
mated that a mere 3 miles per gallon
improvement in the performance of
SUVs would offset the oil production
from the Arctic.

If, for some reason, we cannot change
those huge and inefficient vehicles,
just one half mile per gallon efficiency
overall for the fleet would more than
equal the production of the arctic wil-
derness.

This is not beyond our power. Last
year, the average fleet efficiency of 24
miles per gallon was tied for a 20-year
low. We can and we should do better.

In the Pacific Northwest, we are
sending energy that we really do not
have to spare to the State of Cali-
fornia. Yet we find that there could be
a 30 percent energy savings for reduc-
ing air conditioning just by changing
the color of the roofs in southern Cali-
fornia to a white reflective surface.

It would be far more effective for us
to make that investment in conserva-
tion. When I started in this business 25
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years ago, we were in the midst of an
energy crisis. Even though many of
those initiatives were reversed by the
Reagan administration, conservation
has nonetheless saved a quantity of en-
ergy that is four times the entire do-
mestic oil industries production.

In the West, this is our only imme-
diate solution. Given droughts and lim-
ited generating capacity, the only way
this year that we will be able to make
a difference is by changing our pat-
terns of consumption. When we con-
serve, there is no threat from terror-
ists. There is no risk of environmental
damage. It keeps producing year after
year.

I must point out, perhaps most sig-
nificantly when I hear on the floor of
this Chamber people talking about pro-
tecting our strategic oil reserves, that
if we place all of our bets on the Arctic
Wildlife Refuge, we are, in fact,
dooming the United States to a very
insecure posture. If we are going to
place our bets on an aging 800-mile
long facility, a pipeline through the
Arctic that is increasingly unreliable,
that is wearing out, that is impossible
to defend from disruption, from terror-
ists or rogue states or deranged people,
it is not a very smart way for us to
make those investments. Far better to
deal with how we use energy in a more
cost effective and efficient manner.

I have more comments to make on
this, but I want to yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER).

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for
yielding to me and for taking this spe-
cial order; and I also want to thank the

gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE).
Clearly, the President has dis-

appointed the Nation when he did an
about-face and broke his promise to
regulate CO, emissions, especially
among the older power plants, oil and
gas burning power plants in this Na-
tion.

The suggestion has been made by
some that it was okay to break this
campaign promise because it was only
one sentence in a long speech, it came
late in the speech. I do not remember
when any of us were running that our
supporters told us it would be okay to
break our promises if it was not the
first thing we said in the speech or if it
was not the fifth thing we said in the
speech, that they would not take it
that seriously.

As my colleagues have pointed out
here, the President made this state-
ment about these controls in CO> be-
cause he wanted to appear to the coun-
try to be concerned about the Nation’s
environment, and he wanted to appear
to be more concerned than the Vice
President Al Gore. That is why he
made this promise. But the public
thought he meant it. Now he has bro-
ken it.

Tragically, he has broken it because
he is buying in to a very old idea that
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somehow America cannot clean up its
environment and meet its energy
needs, a false dichotomy, a fact that
does not exist, that we know time and
again is proven in everyday business
life in this country, that companies all
over the United States are doing ex-
actly that. They are saving energy.
They are increasing their efficiency.
They are reducing their greenhouse
emissions, and the country and the
world are better off for that.
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But this President apparently has a
very old energy policy. It begins by
dragging these old, old power plants,
these dinosaurs from a past age, drag-
ging them into the future and saying
this is America’s energy policy.

It begins by trying to convince the
public that somehow we can have oil
independence, which is far different
than what we should be doing. We can
develop energy sufficiency, and we can
sustain energy in this country, and we
can meet this Nation’s need. But that
policy is very different than oil inde-
pendence.

The first policy of energy sustain-
ability and sufficiency for the needs of
this country is achievable and in the
national interest. The other one is not.

If we are really seeking to strengthen
America’s hand with respect to energy
and our economy, we should do all that
is possible to develop a national sus-
tainable energy policy that would min-
imize our dependence on foreign oil.

Very similar to the cocaine trade, if
we are serious, we would make every
effort to diminish the demand in the
American market. If we are very seri-
ous about being independent from for-
eign oil supplies, then we must make
every effort to diminish the demand in
the American market.

Rather than placing so much of our
emphasis on new oil supplies, we would
build a national energy policy that is
based on the strengths of our country
rather than its weakness. These
strengths are the marketplace, innova-
tion, technology, and the allocation of
capital.

If these economic forces were truly
unleashed to provide a national energy
policy, the role of coal and 0il would be
greatly diminished, still very impor-
tant, but diminished.

America’s energy policy would evolve
to one where business decisions, capital
allocations, research commitments,
and environmental policy would coin-
cide to make business more efficient
and productive, development of new
products and services would expand,
and the environment would be easier
and less expensive to clean up. Such a
policy demands a synergy that, for the
most part, national energy policy to
date is treated as a stepchild.

To do so, the Congress must stop
thinking of the energy policy as an ex-
tension of the past. Rather, the Con-
gress and the President must set the
tools of the future free to create this
new energy vision and reality.
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Technology, science and the Internet
have the ability to almost immediately
and dramatically change the demand
and the cost of America’s energy fu-
tures needs.

New materials, demand-side energy
reductions, contracting out energy
management, dramatically improved
renewable energy sources, inventory
management, business-to-business net-
works, transportation shipping effi-
ciencies, more development of oil and
gas, conservation opportunities in the
three big sectors of transportation,
lighting and heating and cooling, all
will allow for us to develop a national
energy policy that in fact provides for
an enhanced economic and national se-
curity.

This is far different than a policy
that only concerns itself with the pro-
duction of oil and continuing to believe
in an economy that is as large and dy-
namic as America that we can simply
produce our way to energy independ-
ence.

No longer would our citizens have to
worry every time that another leader
in OPEC gets into domestic problems
and seeks to solve his problems on the
back of the American consumers and
the economy.

No longer would this generation of
Americans pass its energy and environ-
mental failures on to the next genera-
tion where they become more difficult
and expensive to solve.

That would be an energy policy. But
the President has turned his back on
that policy when he began with break-
ing his campaign promise to regulate
CO; emissions from older coal plants.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the leadership of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) dating back to the last time
we were in a major energy crisis.

We are privileged to have join us the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY). I thank him for his concern and
interest in issues that relate to the en-
vironment and the leadership he has
provided individually and on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to
yield to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Oregon for yield-
ing me this time. I thank him and the
gentleman from New Jersey for orga-
nizing this time so we could address an
issue that is perhaps the most impor-
tant that faces the economy of our
country and the welfare of the Amer-
ican people over the course of the next
decade.

We are increasingly alarmed about
the statements that have been coming
from the administration with regard to
American energy policy and the steps
that need to be taken to develop a co-
herent, comprehensive, safe energy pol-
icy that is going to maintain the
strength of our economy and the wel-
fare of our people.

For example, on Monday, Bush said
that he saw ‘‘no short-term fixes to the
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country’s energy bproblem.” He also
said ‘‘it is clear from first analysis that
the demand for energy in the United
States is increasing much more so than
its production. With the result, we are
finding in certain parts of the country
that we are short on energy, and this
administration is concerned about it.”

Well, the administration may be con-
cerned, but the two predicate state-
ments before that are both incorrect.
The current situation has no correla-
tion whatsoever to demand outstrip-
ping supply and arises instead from
what we have seen recently, and that is
generators withholding energy and
price gouging of consumers.

In other words, those few people in
our country who maintain control over
the energy supply system and the gen-
eration system have been gouging con-
sumers and withholding capacity from
the marketplace in order to drive
prices up.

Instead of a responsible energy policy
that addresses these artificial short-
ages, the only plan the administration
has come up with is to open up Alas-
ka’s Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
and other federally protected lands to
oil and natural gas drilling.

So what we have here in effect is a
very convenient conflict of interests.
What the President wants to do, in alli-
ance with his oil production friends, is
to open up the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge. At the same time, he is using
the alleged shortage of energy to try to
develop public support and public opin-
ion in that direction. While he is doing
that, he is allowing his friends in the
oil industry to gouge consumers by
dramatically increasing prices and
withholding energy capacity from the
market.

It is a very shocking circumstance,
indeed. Let me just talk for another
minute about the need to reduce the
demand for oil and how that is key.
Any serious energy plan must focus our
efforts on reducing our demand for oil
rather than on increasing our supplies,
as the present administration seems
determined to do.

The centerpiece of the administra-
tion’s energy plan is to drill for oil in
Alaska’s Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge. This move would simply be a gift
to the oil companies that would do lit-
tle, if anything, to affect our energy
prices or our security.

The U.S. Geological Survey has esti-
mated recently that the amount of oil
that could be recovered from the Arctic
Refuge would amount to less than a 6-
month supply for American consumers.
It will take 7 to 10 years for any oil
from the Arctic Refuge to make its
way to the market, and it would not
even help many parts of our country.

For example, none of it would be
shipped east of the Rocky Mountains;
and no Alaska oil would ever be refined
into home heating oil, which many
people depend upon to heat their homes
and businesses. At no time would oil
from the refuge be expected to meet
any more than at most 2 percent of
U.S. demand.
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The Arctic Refuge is one of our na-
tional treasures. It deserves to be pro-
tected as wilderness, of course, not to
spoil for a few months’ worth of oil.
0il, as we know, is a global commodity;
and its price will always be driven by
world markets that are for the most
part beyond our control.

The United States has only 2 percent
of the world’s o0il reserves but gen-
erates about 25 percent of world de-
mand while gulf state OPEC members
control about two-thirds of proven re-
serves. We currently depend upon im-
ports for over half of our oil supplies.
By 2015, this dependence is expected to
increase to more than 68 percent.

It is quite clear that we are not going
to meet our energy needs by drilling in
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
What we need is a policy of energy con-
servation, of renewable energy based
upon solar or wind or other renewable
sources, and we need to conserve.

We can produce much more energy in
our country through conservation than
we can by opening up the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge or any other
portion of the country that is not cur-
rently exploited. That is where our ef-
forts needs to go, in conservation.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) very
much for giving us the opportunity to
make these points.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
appreciate the gentleman’s argument
and continued leadership.

It is my privilege in our remaining 2
minutes to turn to two final leaders
that we have here. First, I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH), a
gentleman who has been active in pro-
viding leadership on energy issues as a
local official, as a mayor, as a legis-
lator, and now as a Member of Con-
gress.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, a few years ago, I was
privileged to be one of the representa-
tives to the talks, the conference of
parties, discussions, concerning the ef-
fect of global climate change. The
talks took place in Buenos Aires, and I
was one of the few Members of Con-
gress who was privileged to attend and
present views consistent with the dis-
cussion that is occurring on this floor.

There is concern all over the world
about changes taking place in the glob-
al climate. I spoke with individuals
from some of the islands in the South
Pacific who talk about how the sea
level is starting to rise and it is affect-
ing the properties on those islands.

We know that there are 2,500 sci-
entists who have done studies in con-
nection with the United Nations which
have demonstrated that global climate
change is a reality. I mean, any citizen
of this country is aware that, in the
last few years, we have seen extreme
changes in our climate.

We have seen 100-year floods occur
every few decades, if not every few
years. We have seen tremendous heat
waves which buckle freeways with
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their great heat intensity. We have
seen unusual storms take place in
areas which have been unaccustomed,
hurricanes with much more intensity;
tornadoes the same.

I mean, sooner or later, we come to
an understanding that it is human ac-
tivity which is beginning to create an
overall change in the Earth’s environ-
ment; and sooner or later, we have to
come to an understanding that our re-
sponsibility here is, not only in the
present, it is not simply to keep cer-
tain interest groups moving forward,
but our responsibility is to many gen-
erations forward so that people have a
place to work out their own destiny on
this planet.

So the survival of the planet is at
stake here and the survival of the
democratic tradition, because we have
an obligation as citizens of democracy
to address this issue in a forthright
way and to do it with others who are
concerned from around the world.

We have a moral responsibility to re-
duce emissions. Now, as of late, we are
seeing assertions that somehow carbon
dioxide is not a problem. The truth is,
since the Industrial Revolution, the
concentration of carbon dioxide has
risen about 30 percent and is now high-
er than it has been in the last 400,000
years.

Humans have created this level of
carbon dioxide that the Earth can no
longer naturally absorb. So we are
driving the rate of global warming, and
we must take steps to reduce CO; pol-
lution. The United States is the great-
est polluter.

Now, in spite of strong consensus
around the scientific evidence, it seems
that special interests are more influen-
tial. The recent pattern of environ-
mental decisions are an ironic back-
drop to the debate occurring right now
on campaign finance reform. Before the
interest groups have made their lob-
bying effort to prevent carbon dioxide
regulations, we could all see the
science as justifying greater efforts to
control carbon dioxide.

We know that Secretary O’Neill 3
years ago spoke of global warming sig-
nificance as second only to nuclear
conflagration. He even criticized the
Kyoto Protocol as being too weak. We
know that Administrator Christine
Todd Whitman has spoken out strongly
about putting limits on carbon dioxide
emissions as part of a multi-pollutant
strategy to curb emissions. Unfortu-
nately, we are seeing another direction
taken.

I would like to conclude by also, not
only by pointing out how we are going
the wrong way on carbon dioxide emis-
sions and dealing with that, but, also,
yesterday, a statement was made that
the administration pulled arsenic regu-
lations out of concerns about drinking
water.

Now, this industry that is driving
this was apparently more influential
than studies from the National Acad-
emy of Science. And before the EPA
was even created, arsenic was regu-
lated. So we need to be very concerned.
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I urge my colleagues and this admin-
istration to pay heed to the scientific
evidence. Whether the issue is carbon
dioxide or arsenic, there is a consensus
around the issue; and that consensus is
that scientific proof ought to be care-
fully regarded.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KuciNIcH) for his leadership and for his
comments.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder of
my time to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY), who has been
leading on this for years.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate very much the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) having this
Special Order today.

Of course we have had a stunning set
of decisions which have been made by
this administration just in the past
week highlighted by the decision not to
impose new standards on CO, emis-
sions, that is, the emissions that go
into the atmosphere that are causing
the greenhouse effect.
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BEighty-eight percent of those come
from coal-fired plants. If we do not put
the controls on, we are going to lose
our ability to deal with that issue.

Moreover, there is also this drive by
the administration to go to the Arctic
pristine wilderness and drill for oil.
Now that oil, of course, would go in a
pipeline down to California so that the
oil could be put into SUVs that average
14 miles a gallon. We should first figure
out how to make SUVs go 20 or 25 miles
per gallon before we go into the pris-
tine wilderness and destroy it forever.
Is not that our responsibility as the
technological generation, to ensure
that two-thirds of the oil that we put
into automobiles, into SUVs, and that
is where two-thirds of all oil in our
country goes to, is first made more ef-
ficient, that is those vehicles, before
we destroy God’s beautiful creation.

Now the administration likes to say
that we will only create tiny footprints
like Carl Sandburg’s little cat’s feet,
you can see the image, but the reality
is in Prudhoe Bay already where we do
allow for drilling, it has done some-
thing quite different. There is over
1,000 square miles of development per-
manently scarring the environment.
They have twice the NOX emissions as
Washington, D.C. up there in Prudhoe
Bay and tons of greenhouse gases. You
have pipelines crisscrossing the land-
scape.

There is a black and white debate
here. We can have this or this debate.
Here is what goes on in Prudhoe Bay
right now every day: 1,000 square miles
of development; 500 miles of roads; 3,893
wells drilled; 170 drill pads; 55 contami-
nated waste sites; one toxic spill every
day; two refineries; twice the nitrogen
oxide pollution as Washington, D.C.;
114,000 metric tons of methane and 11
million metric tons of carbon emis-
sions every year; and $22 million in
civil and criminal fines; 25 production
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and treatment facilities;
cubic yards of gravel mined.

The other side, you have no develop-
ment which is what we are saying.
First, let us look at SUVs. First, let us
look at buildings. First, let us make
ourselves more efficient. First, let us
use technology to cut OPEC down to
size. They know that we are addicted
to these vehicles that get 12 to 14 miles
a gallon. We should not go to the Arc-
tic wilderness first, we should go to
where we consume the energy.

60 million

————
36-YEAR ANNIVERSARY OF THE
MARCH ACROSS EDMUND

PETTUS BRIDGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KENNEDY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I take a Special Order today with my
colleague, my friend, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. HOUGHTON). We co-
chair an organization, a group called
Faith and Politics. It is truly a group
that is bipartisan in nature. For the
past few years, we have been engaging
in what we call a dialogue on race. We
have been taking Members of Congress,
Republicans and Democrats, back on a
journey, a journey of reconciliation,
back to places in Alabama: Bir-
mingham, Montgomery, and Selma.

Just a few days ago, to be exact, on
March 2, 3 and 4, we had an opportunity
as a group to travel again, a learning
experience for many of us, so I thought
it would be fitting to come to the
House floor this afternoon and talk for
a few moments about what we saw,
what we felt and what we came away
with from this trip to Birmingham, to
Montgomery, to Selma.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is fitting and
appropriate for us to have this dialogue
today, this discussion, for today, ex-
actly 36 years ago today, March 21,
1965, 2 weeks after Bloody Sunday, 700
of us, men and women, young children,
elected officials, ministers, priests,
rabbis, nuns, American citizens from
all over the country, walked across the
Edmund Pettus Bridge on our way
from Selma to Montgomery to drama-
tize to the Nation and to the world
that people of color wanted to register
to vote.

Just think, just a few short years ago
in Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, it
was almost impossible for people of
color to register to vote. You had to
pass a so-called literacy test in the
States of Georgia, Alabama and Mis-
sissippi. On one occasion a black man
was asked to give the number of bub-
bles in a bar of soap. If you failed to
cross a “‘t” or dot an ‘‘i,” maybe you
misspelled a word, you flunked the so-
called literacy test.

Well, because of the action of the
Congress and the leadership of a Presi-
dent, 36 years ago, and the involvement
of hundreds and millions of our citi-
zens, we have come the distance. And
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so tonight we want to talk about what
has happened and the progress.

Mr. Speaker, I want to yield to my
friend and my colleague, the co-chair
of the board of Faith and Politics, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HOUGH-
TON).

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, it is
always an honor to be with the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS)
whether we are on the House floor or in
Selma or any place. I had a wonderful
experience with the gentleman from
Georgia; Ambassador Sheila Sisulu;
and Douglas Tanner, who is the presi-
dent of the Faith and Politics organiza-
tion in my part of the country, upstate
New York; and it was fascinating talk-
ing about the gentleman’s reminisces
and experiences in Alabama, and also
comparing those to Ambassador
Sisulu’s experiences in South Africa. It
was absolutely great.

I have a couple of comments I would
like to make and then also, Mr. Speak-
er, of my friend, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), I would like to
ask a question at the end of this. Let
me make a comment or two if I could.

We had an extraordinary experience
in Alabama. I had children and grand-
children, and it was a family affair be-
cause I wanted them to have the same
sense that I did the first time I was
down there of the enormity of this. We
celebrate Washington’s birthday and
Lincoln’s birthday and Labor Day, but
this is something that we should put a
fine point on because it did something
to break us over a tidewater in this
country which many of us did not feel
at the time because we were not there.

I was down there with the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), and he is all
dressed up as he is today and he is
handsome and he has a nice suit on and
he speaks well and he is a very dig-
nified individual. And yet I think back
to that time 36, 37 years ago when the
gentleman was on the pavement having
been beaten and bloodied and rep-
resenting all of the aspirations that we
have for fairness and decency in our so-
ciety, and we were not there. We want-
ed to be there, but we were not there;
but the gentleman from Georgia was
there.

I am a member of the World War II
generation, and we are dying pretty
rapidly. And someone said at the end of
2008 we will all be gone, but not so of
the people of the gentleman from Geor-
gia’s generation and the people who
fought those battles in Selma, Bir-
mingham, and Montgomery. You can-
not listen, as you have heard me say so
many times to this lovely lady, Betty
Fikes, singing without understanding
something about our country that one
does not sense unless you sing the Star
Spangled Banner or America the Beau-
tiful. This is an extraordinary experi-
ence, and this is the lady who was sing-
ing at the time of the marching and
the beatings and the death and the
tragedy down there. These people are
all alive. And so to be able to go down
there and experience that, be with

March 21, 2001

them, knowing that they are alive and
still giving their message, their testa-
ment, is always an extraordinary expe-
rience.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask a
question, if I could. Those of us who
have seen the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LEWIS) in action and were with
Betty Fikes and with Bernard Lafay-
ette and with so many others, look
back and see something which was an
enormous change in our whole philos-
ophy. But as we know now, it was only
one moment in time, it was only one
incident and it did not cure our sense
of discrimination in this country, it
only opened it up. So the question I
ask of the gentleman from Georgia,
what do we do next? What are those
things that we must continue to do not
only to honor this legacy but to fulfill
our pioneering spirit and try to make
this a better place.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for his Kkind
words, and let me try to respond to his
kind question.

I notice several of my colleagues are
here, and I want to give them an oppor-
tunity to say something. But any time
we see racism, bigotry, see people dis-
criminated against because of the color
of their skin, because of their race or
national origin, because of their sex or
sexual orientation, for whatever reason
people are kept down or kept out, we
have an obligation, all of us as citizens
of America, as human beings, to speak
out and say something, to get in the
way, to not be quiet.

When I was growing up, my mother
used to tell me do not get in trouble.
But as a young person I got in trouble,
and I saw many young people getting
in trouble by sitting down. President
Kennedy once said back in 1960, by sit-
ting down on those lunch counter
stools, we were really standing up. So
by marching for the right to vote 36
years ago, we were helping to make
America something better. So from
time to time, we all have to get in the

way.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I
would advise the gentleman from Geor-
gia that I will yield to somebody on the
gentleman’s side, and then I know that
the gentlewoman from Missouri (Mrs.
EMERSON) wants to say something.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
let me recognize the gentlewoman from
the Virgin Islands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN).

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
earlier this month I was privileged to
be one of 140 people of all walks of life,
all ages, from all over the country and
all over the world who joined the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HOUGH-
TON), and the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. HILLIARD) in the Faith and Poli-
tics Institute on the fourth annual pil-
grimage to Alabama.

I blocked out that weekend early in
the year because I wanted to go, but I
did not anticipate the depth of feelings
and emotion that pilgrimage would
evoke. Revisiting the history of the
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