
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H857March 13, 2001
areas such as California work together
with the Indian officials to create ap-
propriate public-warning procedures,
routine earthquake drills, civilian pro-
tection mechanisms, and earthquake-
safe foundation structures. We must
share the lessons we learned from the
devastating Northridge earthquake in
California in 1992 to help Gujarat re-
build itself, as well as prepare for such
future disasters.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we must focus
on creation of a better U.S. rescue re-
sponse system around the world. The
current system, while successful in re-
building procedures, needs revamping
of its international rescue response
procedures in the immediate hours
after an emergency. Switzerland, the
UK, and Israel were on the ground in
India within 48 hours to start rescue
operations while it took the U.S. Gov-
ernment more than 72 hours to get our
first official relief efforts there.

USAID is considering prepositioning
resources by setting up ground offices
in disaster-prone regions of the world
to expedite aid disbursement during ca-
lamities. I support setting up such an
office in India.

b 1900

An important thing for us to under-
stand is how vital a strong India is for
U.S. interests. With India increasingly
showing signs of political strength and
stability, and stronger restraint in the
resolution of the Kashmir dispute, we
must demonstrate that we stand by our
friend in their hour of need. Indians are
not looking for handouts. They are
very strong, resilient people who can
and will rebuild Gujarat back. How-
ever, we must not leave them alone in
coping with this devastating earth-
quake.

Mr. Speaker, I therefore ask my fel-
low colleagues to stand strong with me
in pushing these recommendations im-
mediately for long-lasting support to
India.

f

MASSIVE IMMIGRATION INTO
UNITED STATES MUST BE
STOPPED

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CANTOR). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. TANCREDO) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) was up here a moment ago, and
while I was waiting to speak to the
House tonight, I listened to his con-
cerns with regard to the black beret
issue, and I want to add my voice to his
in expressing that concern; and to add
one other point that I do not believe he
made, and I just recalled it as I was sit-
ting here.

To add insult to injury, the berets
are being purchased, being made in
China, being purchased from the com-
munist regime in China, and being im-
posed as the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. JONES) said, for political

correctness. I want to add my voice to
his in expressing deep concern about
this particular proposal.

Mr. Speaker, I rise this evening to
bring to the attention of the House a
tragic accident that occurred in Colo-
rado just yesterday. It took the lives of
6 Mexican nationals and injured 13 oth-
ers.

All of these people were in a van. The
van was hit by a truck on the highway
which hit a patch of ice. The van was
transporting these people, Mexican na-
tionals, to jobs in the United States
and they were crossing Colorado. This
has become an all too common event.
We have had 8 or more people killed in
Colorado, I know the numbers are ex-
panded by events in other States. Al-
ways the same thing. People being
transported, people being exploited by
others, having money taken from them
for the purpose of bringing them to
jobs in the United States, transporting
them illegally into this country. They
are abused many times. They are cer-
tainly exploited, and oftentimes they
are exploited when they get here,
working under conditions that we
would not tolerate in any other situa-
tion, oftentimes at lower pay. All of
this because, of course, some employ-
ers, unscrupulous employers, know
that they can do that because the em-
ployee, being here illegally, is afraid to
go and report it for fear of what would
happen to them.

The problem that this raises is not
just the problem of the tragic toll of
human life that occurred in Colorado
yesterday, and that is our primary con-
cern this evening. But I think it is im-
portant for us to understand that this
underscores a much more significant
problem that we face as a Nation.

Mr. Speaker, this Nation cannot ab-
sorb the number of people that are
coming across our borders, both legally
and illegally. The immigration into
this country over the last 10 years has
been extraordinary. Now we are, of
course, a Nation of immigrants. I un-
derstand that very well. My own grand-
parents, like everyone else’s here in
this room, with the exception of Native
Americans who might have claim to
some other way of being here, the fact
is that most of us are here as a result
of our grandparents coming in the re-
cent past.

I do not blame for a moment the peo-
ple who are seeking a better life, the
people trying to come here for the pur-
pose of getting a better life for them-
selves and their families. I do not
blame them; I blame the system.

We must begin the debate, although
it is a difficult one, we must begin the
debate on exactly what this country
will look like. How many people are we
going to let in here, both legally and il-
legally. The fact is we are letting them
in and I say that, letting them in be-
cause essentially there is no border. It
is a porous border. People come across
almost at will, millions annually. Sev-
eral million, it is estimated between 1
and 4 million people, no one knows ex-

actly how many end up here, we have a
net increase every year of immigration
through illegal immigrants of that
number.

Mr. Speaker, massive immigration
into the United States must be
stopped. We must begin at least to de-
bate the costs of this immigration.
There are extraordinary financial
costs, both for infrastructure develop-
ment, for schooling, housing, social
services, for the incarceration of aliens
here who have violated State or local
laws. We have to look and see exactly
what American businesses may need in
terms of both skilled and unskilled
workers, and then come up with a plan
to deal with it. We must begin the de-
bate.

f

EDUCATION POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to use most of my time to talk
about education, but I think it is im-
portant to begin by setting the discus-
sion on education in the proper con-
text, within the proper context of what
is developing here in Washington and
in the House of Representatives.

Last week we voted, the majority
voted, to begin the massive tax cut
proposed by the President. This is a
massive amount of money to be spent
on tax refunds. A tax cut is a kind of
expenditure. That is an important item
to understand, put in place, because it
is part of setting the parameters for
any kind of action on education or any
other program of the government. All
other programs will have to respond to
the fact that there is less money avail-
able if we have a huge tax cut.

We have tried to set different param-
eters. Instead of a huge tax cut, the
Congressional Black Caucus and the
progressive caucus have proposed that
at least 10 percent of the surplus be
used for education. If we used 10 per-
cent of the surplus for education, we
would still have 90 percent left to use
for other programs. So we propose that
we use another 10 percent for housing,
for social programs, for other kinds of
programs that are important for
human resource development. In other
words, invest at least 20 percent in edu-
cation and human resource develop-
ment. There would still be 80 percent
left of the surplus after that invest-
ment was made. So that additional 80
percent, we propose, should be used to
pay down the debt and to give a tax
cut.

Tax cuts make a lot of sense. I am in
favor of a tax cut, but the tax cut
should be targeted, the tax cut should
not be extravagant, and the tax cut
should not jeopardize our budgeting
process for the next 10 years. It should
not throw us into a deficit. It should
not throw us into a situation where, in
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order to balance the budget, we are
forced to cut more and more programs.
Education would be one of the pro-
grams that we would be forced to cut.

Let me just start by saying also that
it is an early hour. It is only 10 after 7,
and I assume that large numbers of ele-
mentary school students and high
school students are awake. I hope a few
are listening, because on past occasions
when I have had the opportunity to ad-
dress the House early, I always send a
special message to the children of
America, to the students of America.

All students out there, whether they
go to public school or private school,
although the great majority, more
than 53 million children go to public
schools, it is important for all young
people to understand the kind of Amer-
ica we are going to live in; the kind of
Nation that they are going to grow up
in and provide the leadership in and
begin their families in. That Nation
will be determined mostly by the de-
gree to which we address the problems
related to education.

It is not new. I think H. G. Wells said
something, I am not sure I am quoting
correctly, but Civilization is a race be-
tween education and chaos, or some-
thing similar to that. I would certainly
endorse that idea. We live in a world
where things are more and more com-
plicated. And we want it that way, be-
cause as things get more complicated,
we increase productivity. An individual
worker can do so much more and
groups can do so much more when we
have highly automated systems. When
we apply the digital science related to
computers or mass communication, all
of that creates the kind of better world
that we want to make and are already
in the process of making.

It is what I call a cyber-civilization;
a civilization that is going to be far
more productive, and we can con-
template being able to actually meet
the needs of all of the 6 billion people
in the world. The capacity to do that is
there if we fully develop the resources
and educate all the people who can be
educated. It is important we begin to
apply the benefits of our technology,
the benefits of our cyber-civilization
on a widespread basis, whether that
means the more efficient production of
drugs that allow people to get better
health care or whether it means new
methods in education, automated
methods, or methods using distance
learning, making it possible to teach
more people faster in all parts of the
world.

There is great possibility out there.
It is a great new world that we are
moving into. So it is important that
the pupils, young people, students un-
derstand what we have at stake here.
We are at a critical point where we
have the resources now to do what is
necessary to make a world-class edu-
cation system, an education system
which is fitted for the challenge that
we face in this coming cyber-civiliza-
tion.

We have an education system now
which is still lagging and very much

mired in the old needs of an industri-
alized economy, when we did not have
to educate everybody to the maximum
degree because there was work avail-
able in the factories for people who did
not know anything about computers or
did not know math. Large numbers of
people, in fact the vast majority 50
years ago, of the people who went to
school, did not graduate from school.
Most of them did not get past the 8th
grade. But now we have a need for a
highly educated population, and we
need to think that way, we need to
budget that way, we need more than
the rhetoric of people who say they
support education. We need to spend
dollars the way we spend them on an
activity like defense.

We recognize that modern defense
units or the modern defense systems
that we have decided we need cost far
more money than the old cavalry with
the rifles and the wagons or the can-
ons. Common sense says that these
things cost much more money. But
when it comes to education, we do not
want to make the decision that we
need to invest heavily in maximizing
the kind of physical facilities we have;
buildings, laboratories, and computers.
We need to maximize that now. At this
point where we have a huge budget sur-
plus, now is the time to take those
steps.

Young people have to wake up and
communicate with all the people in de-
cision-making positions that they want
the resources available right now to be
used to invest in education. We cer-
tainly do not want to stagnate. We cer-
tainly do not want to go backwards.
Young people need to tell their mayors
that; tell their legislators in the State
legislatures, tell their city council peo-
ple and their Congress people and their
Senators and the people in the White
House that they do not want to go
backwards and they do not want to
stagnate.

b 1915
I apologize for even mentioning the

word backwards, because that is what I
am going to have to spend a little bit
of time talking about. We are about to
go backwards instead of going forward.
We are about to go backward instead of
stagnating. It is a terrible thing we
stood still, but we are about to go
backwards, and I want you to under-
stand how serious that is. It is your
world that is at stake. So take some
action. As young people, take some ac-
tion.

I remember standing here on the
floor at about this time, when I was
able to get a 7 o’clock hour, and I in-
vited all of you to take a drink, a toast
with me. I said, young people of Amer-
ica, students, come out there, get a
glass of milk and drink a toast, be-
cause we have just made a basic break-
through on getting Federal funds for
construction. We made a basic break-
through on getting Federal funds for
construction.

It was not much, but we got agree-
ment in the budget for $1.2 billion to be

used for school renovations and build-
ing repairs. I wanted to celebrate that,
so we drank a toast with a glass of
milk, of fruit juice or whatever you
have.

I also remember congratulating the
students of America for coming to our
aid when we rallied to stop the roll-
back and the destruction of the e-rate.
Remember the e-rate?
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CANTOR). Members are reminded to ad-
dress their remarks to the Chair and
not to persons outside the Chamber.

The gentleman may proceed.
Mr. OWENS. Is the Speaker saying

that I cannot talk to the students of
America?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise that and the gen-
tleman must address his remarks to
the Chair and not to persons outside
the Chamber.

The gentleman may proceed.
Mr. OWENS. So for all who are lis-

tening, no matter where you are, it is
important to note the fact that we
celebrated. We celebrated the fact that
students, teachers, librarians, all over
the country came to the aid of those of
us in Congress who were fighting to
maintain and expand the e-rate.

What is the e-rate? The e-rate is a
special fund created as a result of ac-
tions in the Telecommunications Act
of 1996. When we passed the Tele-
communications Act of 1996, a provi-
sion was put in the Act which called
upon the telecommunications industry
to provide free or very low-cost serv-
ices to all schools and libraries in
America. Private schools, public
schools, all schools were to be included
and have been included in the e-rate
process—and libraries.

The development of the procedures
and the standards for doing this under
William Kennard were magnificent.
They determined that, instead of pro-
viding it free, they could not go that
far, there was a lot of pressure on them
from industry, they did determine that
funds could be made available not
through the Treasury of the United
States or any other government but
through the industry itself. The funds
could be made available to allow for a
discount program where every school
and library in America would at least
get a 15 percent discount on their tele-
communications services. They could
apply and, as a result of the e-rate, the
initial wiring of the library or the ini-
tial process of gearing up the schools,
that could be funded and the cost of
that could be covered up to 15 percent
in any school.

However, for the schools that had the
poorest populations, those schools
could get a discount in proportion to
the number of children who were poor,
up to a 90 percent discount. We have a
lot of our formulas in the Federal Gov-
ernment based on poverty, especially
when it comes to education.

The biggest program that the Federal
Government has is Title I, Title I for
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elementary and secondary education.
Title I is based, the distribution of it,
is based primarily on poverty. Poverty
is measured by the number of students
in each school who qualify for the free
lunch program. The forms and the in-
vestigations that are conducted at the
time that they decide how many
youngsters will get free lunches
through the Department of Agri-
culture, that form is used again and
again as a basis for deciding how many
children are poor in the school.

So the e-rate is based on a sound for-
mula, and the poorest schools could get
up to 90 percent discounts. That means
that for every $1 they spent on their
telecommunications services, or on the
initial wiring of the school, they would
only have to pay 10 cents. The other 90
cents would be paid out of the e-rate
fund.

This caught on. It spread. Numerous,
numerous schools and libraries are
reaping the benefit of the e-rate. So we
celebrated that.

Everybody who was listening at that
time, especially young people, I invited
to join me in celebrating the fact that
the e-rate did go into effect, was beaten
down, lawsuits were threatened, all
kinds of things happened, but it went
into effect because the outcry from the
young people, the students and the
teachers and the families out there, the
working families was so great until
they acquiesced and they supported
chairman Kennard, the chairman of the
FCC, and we instituted the e-rate. It
has been highly successful.

But let me warn you tonight that we
are about to go backwards. The e-rate
is threatened, is jeopardized. We have a
situation now where the e-rate may be
folded into the regular budget. The
President’s budget, the President’s
education plan is proposing that we
have the e-rate funded through the reg-
ular budget, that we combine that with
some other programs. Now, that would
be a great step backwards, because the
e-rate now is funded through funds
that come out of the telecommuni-
cations industry and any placing of it
in the budget means you jeopardize the
funds because you are competing with
the other funds in the budget.

We did a lot to fight for the e-rate. It
is time to rise up and let your legisla-
tors know, people who are in this room,
Members of Congress listening, you
must understand that it is jeopardized
by this new move; and, therefore, we
should take action to let it be known
we will not sit still and allow the e-
rate to be taken away.

The other item that is being jeopard-
ized is the one we celebrated, the $1.2
billion in construction funds. The Fed-
eral Government has not appropriated
money for school construction in the
last 50 years. The Federal Government,
the Title I programs, all the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Assist-
ance Act stayed away from school con-
struction. It is most unfortunate be-
cause a study by the National Edu-
cation Association showed that we

need about $320 billion to bring the in-
frastructure of the schools, the labora-
tories, the physical infrastructure of
public education in America, just to
bring it up to a point where it can take
care of the present students, would be
about $320 billion. They have suffered
so greatly from neglect.

If you leave it all to the local govern-
ments, you leave it all to the State
governments, they are not doing as
much as they should do and could do,
but certainly the Federal Government
which has had large amounts of money
coming from the local level. All money
originates at the local level. All poli-
tics is local. All taxes is local. It comes
from us. It is not a matter of Wash-
ington giving us back something that
belongs to Washington. It is our
money, and it should come back for the
needs that are clearly articulated.

If ever there was a need that was
clear, it is school construction. Yet we
have not over the last 50 years appro-
priated any money for school construc-
tion.

We finally made a breakthrough. As
a result of a tremendous effort we put
forth, President Clinton insisted that
there be some money for school con-
struction in the last budget. During
the negotiation they reached a com-
promise figure of $1.2 billion. I had pro-
posed $10 billion per year for 10 years.
So you can see there is a great dif-
ference between what is the need,
which is $320 billion over many years,
and what I proposed, which was $10 bil-
lion over 10 years, which would be $100
billion, and the actual compromise. We
start with $1.2 billion.

But we celebrated. We celebrated be-
cause of the fact that it was a break-
through. We had broken through the
barrier. And now the Federal Govern-
ment, according to the budget that we
completed last December, and it is im-
portant to go over this education budg-
et now because it was completed so
late in the year. Most people do not
know what we finally came out with,
and I will talk about that a little bit
later, but we did come out with $1.2 bil-
lion. Now that is jeopardized.

That $1.2 billion would provide new
grants to make urgently needed repairs
and renovations in the schools. We are
talking about items which relate to the
health and safety of young people. Now
the new administration is saying they
will not go forward and spend this
money for the purposes for which it
was negotiated last time. They are
going to fold it into some other pro-
grams, and we will not have any school
construction, any infrastructure initia-
tive. That is a great step backwards,
and it needs the help of everybody to
cry out and let it be known, let it be
known that this is an outrage. It is
going backwards, it is counter-
productive, and it runs counter to the
vision that has been expressed by the
new administration.

You cannot have improvements in
education if the basic vessel, the basic
structure, the infrastructure, the con-

crete, the bricks and the mortar, if
that is crumbling around you, many of
the other things that are being pro-
posed begin to look ridiculous. And it
certainly looks ridiculous through the
eyes of young people. You tell young
people you care about education and
you are going to do everything to guar-
antee that they get the best opportuni-
ties available and they look out of
their eyes and see that there is a crum-
bling building there, there is a coal-
burning furnace in the school threat-
ening their health, exacerbating asth-
ma conditions, the roof leaks and all
the rooms on the top floor of the school
have crumbling walls because of the
leaking roof, windows that needed re-
placement now have wood pasted over,
there is plastic on the windows because
you need to stop the draft from coming
in. They can see how much is the value
of education, how much value these
adults who are making decisions are
placing on education if they send us
into these kinds of conditions.

There are trailers in the school yards
that were temporary trailers 25 years
ago. I remember the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SANCHEZ) stating on the
floor of the House that she had gone
back to visit one of her old schools,
junior high schools, and the same trail-
ers that were there when she was there
are still there in the school yard. How-
ever, when they were put there, they
were supposed to be temporary, for 2 or
3 years.

The same thing is true in most of our
big cities and in many rural commu-
nities. The trailers have become not a
temporary emergency solution but
they are there permanently because
that is what adult decisionmakers—
that is the value they have placed on
education.

No amount of vision statements and
no amount of rhetoric can get past the
common sense of our young people who
look and see with their eyes that there
is something wrong with this commit-
ment. There is a commitment to take
us into the 21st century with the best
possible opportunities for education,
and yet there are only a handful of
computers in the classroom, if it is
lucky enough to be wired and have
computers. The library has books that
are 30 years old, some of them geog-
raphy and history books.

I am not going to go through that lit-
any. I have gone through it many
times before. But the thing is, here we
are with a new administration and we
are looking forward to one area where
there could be bipartisan cooperation,
one area where both parties would re-
spond to the overwhelming desire of
the American people to see that there
is some improvement in education.
That is an overwhelming desire that
has been expressed again and again in
the polls. The polls for the last 5 years
have consistently placed education as
one of the top five priorities. In the
last 2 years it has been the number one
priority.

So why are we discussing a proposal
to roll back progress and refuse to
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spend the tiny $1.2 billion that was ap-
propriated on December 18 of last year
for school repairs and renovations?
Why are we contemplating that? What
kind of madness is this? They were also
going to reduce class sizes.

I have a summary of the December 18
budget, and I am going to take a few
minutes to just go through it because
it came out so late until very few peo-
ple have had a chance to see it. Most
citizens in the country do not know the
difference between this year’s budget
and last year’s budget because last
year’s budget came out so late.

b 1930

However, we did make some progress
last year. It is important to note and
understand, all players, whether they
are decision-makers here in Congress
or students out there in school, and
they have to understand that they
made a big breakthrough last year
with a $6.5 billion increase. Education
expenditures were increased last year
by $6.5 billion. That is quite an
achievement. That is quite an achieve-
ment, as my colleagues know. It is not
nearly as much as I think we should
have had. We could spend that much on
school construction alone using the
surplus, but it is a great step forward
using none of the surplus. This was in
the regular budgeting process. Why is
it the case? Because both Republicans
and Democrats understand that the
polls show that the American people
want improvements in education, and
they can read the polls and understand
that they must show some movement
forward.

Now we have had a movement for-
ward in an area like reducing class
sizes. We had the third installment in
reducing class sizes in grades one to
three. This is a nationwide program,
trying to bring down the average in the
classroom to 18 students in the first
three grades.

We increased that program by $323
million last year. There was a plus of
$323 million, and that increase added
approximately 8,000 new highly quali-
fied teachers to the already 29,000 that
were there before. The total appropria-
tion for reducing class sizes went from
$1.3 billion to $1.6 billion in the Decem-
ber 18 budget. Mr. Speaker, 8,000 new
qualified teachers will be added to the
already 29,000 that have been hired
under this program. The administra-
tion that went out previously, of
course, as my colleagues know, was
shooting for a goal of 100,000. 100,000
new teachers over 7 years to reduce
class sizes in the early grades.

Now, we are being told that this pro-
gram too, the Class Size Reduction
Program, will be altered and phased
out, combined with some other pro-
gram; and that is a step backwards
also.

We expanded after-school opportuni-
ties in this budget of December 18, last
year’s budget. The 21st Century Com-
munity Learning Centers that provide
after school learning programs in drug-

free environments, and also some sup-
port for lifelong learning for the par-
ents of the students who are involved,
went from $453,000 million to $845 mil-
lion. That was an increase of $392 mil-
lion. The program was almost doubled.
It is now in a position to provide for
650,000 additional school-age young-
sters as a result of the increase. So we
have something like 1.3 million young-
sters being served by the total pro-
gram. Everybody has applauded the
after-school programs, the 21st Century
Community Learning Centers as being
successful. Everybody has said, this is
what we need: longer school days, some
help for kids on the weekend and also
summer school help. Unfortunately,
this amount of money only serves a
tiny percentage of the youngsters who
are eligible and who need the help, but
it is there. Now we have been told that
that, too, may be altered.

So I do not want to belabor the point.
The point is that we have heard that
the new administration places edu-
cation as a top priority, but the ac-
tions that have started already show
that we are going to have to look very
closely.

Mr. Speaker, Democrats are looking
for an opportunity to cooperate. We are
looking for an opportunity to make bi-
partisanship a reality. The one place
where there is a clear opportunity is in
education; and, therefore, it is particu-
larly disturbing that these proposed
roll-backs of good programs, the wiping
out of the construction program to-
tally, these proposals are being made
at this point because it is going to cre-
ate a roadblock to any possible bipar-
tisan cooperation for the benefit of the
children of America.

The hiring and retaining of qualified
teachers, we increased that by $150 mil-
lion; the total program is $485 million.
We are doing in that program one of
the things that has been pinpointed as
a major need. We need more qualified
teachers; we need more certified teach-
ers. That program would do it. The Ei-
senhower National Activities Program
is a complement to that. Preparing
teachers for use of technology, that
program was increased from $75 million
to $125 million.

Mr. Speaker, we have been on target
in education leadership. Some of the
leadership, or most of the leadership,
came from the previous administra-
tion; and certainly, as a member of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce for 18 years, I have seen
these proposals introduced year after
year, finally brought them to fruition;
and we did make some real headway in
the budget that passed last year. But
the problem is, and the question is, are
we really going to sincerely and seri-
ously go forward and build on what ex-
ists already, like the e-rate and the
school construction program, and the
after-school program.

We had a program-funding increase
for extra help in the basics, helping dis-
advantaged students learn the basics
and achieve high studies. That is under

title I. That program was increased by
$569 million, and disadvantaged stu-
dents can be helped as a result of that
increase.

Now, that is in harmony with what
President Bush has proposed. We have
the President’s proposals in outline
form. We do not have a bill yet. We
cannot talk about a budget with clear
sections; but we do have an outline,
and one of the things he stresses in his
outline is that he wants to focus on the
pupils who have the greatest needs.
The first dollars should be focused on
the pupils that have the greatest needs,
and any increase in the budget should
go in that direction. So I am glad to re-
port that there is one area where I
heartily agree with the administration.
Let us do that. Let us focus where the
greatest need is and target the Federal
funds in that direction.

The unfortunate thing is that the ad-
ministration will have to deal with the
members on the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce who are on
the majority. Their thinking in the
past few years has gone in the opposite
direction. The Republican majority of
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, and the Republican major-
ity in the House as a whole, has con-
sistently insisted that the existing
funds be utilized in a broader way.
They want greater flexibility. They
want to take the dollars that do exist
and spread them out to more schools,
not the poorest schools; but some
schools that have less poverty and
some schools that have almost no pov-
erty would be eligible for the funding if
we had the flexibility that they talk
about.

Going even further beyond just flexi-
bility, the members of the President’s
party here in Congress are proposing
block grants. Block grants mean that
we take the dollars and we give them
to the States with minimum guidelines
and the States then proceed to do what
they feel is best. The problem with giv-
ing States that kind of authority is
that the States have a constitutional
responsibility for education. Every
State has in their constitution a clear
statement of responsibility for the edu-
cation of all of the children of the
State. If they had done their job in ac-
cordance with their constitutions all of
these years, the Federal Government
would not need to be engaged in this
problem of education at all. We would
not have to be trying to catch up, try-
ing to maintain high standards of edu-
cation.

So, Mr. Speaker, because it was
clearly demonstrated in World War II,
if not before, that education is a mat-
ter of national security, we cannot af-
ford to have an uneducated, ill-in-
formed population and expect to be
able to defend ourselves in war, even a
less complicated war, such as World
War II. Now, with high-tech weapons
and an atmosphere which requires
much more learning to deal with a
much more complex peacetime econ-
omy and also to deal with any defense
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efforts, we know we need an educated
population; it is a matter of national
security. It is not something we can af-
ford to leave to the States, even
though the Federal Government is only
responsible at this point for a very tiny
percentage.

Our expenditures, Federal expendi-
tures for education, are still less than
8 percent of the total. States and local-
ities are still spending 92 percent to 93
percent of the total education budget,
higher education, elementary and sec-
ondary education, et cetera. We should
be going toward 25 percent. We should
understand that the number one item
in terms of the defense of the country,
in terms of competitiveness of our
economy in a global economy, is our
being able to compete. In terms of the
greatness of the Nation, the future of
the Nation, education is a number one
priority. We ought to be spending at
least 25 percent of the expenditure for
education. The Federal expenditure
should be 25 percent, not 8 percent or 7
percent.

We have other items that were in the
budget last year that I just want to
note. Gear-Up and TRIO are programs
for helping poor students get ready for
college. We understand that it is great
to graduate from high school, and one
of our first targets was getting every-
body to graduate from high school, and
we have improved greatly over the
years in getting rid of a large percent-
age of high school dropouts. But be-
yond that, if one does not go to college,
there is a limited future; there is a lim-
ited amount you are going to earn in
terms of income; there is a limited
amount of help one is going to be able
to provide for the economy in general,
and one’s own family; there is a limited
contribution that one is going to be
able to make to society if one does not
go on to college and fully develop one’s
capacities.

So Gear-Up and TRIO are very impor-
tant. The TRIO program has been in
existence for some years. It has proven
itself, and I am happy to see they have
an $85 million increase. It has moved
from $645 million to $730 million in the
December 18 budget last year. What is
going to happen this year I do not
know, but I hope that the administra-
tion this year will have the good sense
to follow the leadership of the Repub-
lican Congresses over the past few
years who have increased the program
and not cut it. TRIO would help 765,000
disadvantaged students, 40,000 more
than they do now as a result of the in-
creases that we provided last year. It is
a magnificent program, and we cer-
tainly do not want to see an attempt to
roll back the clock on that.

Pell grants we increased from $3,300
to $3,750 per student last year, a total
increase overall from $7.6 billion to $8.7
billion, an increase of $1.1 billion for
Pell grants. That allowed a $450 in-
crease in the Pell grant over what it
was before; but Pell grants are consist-
ently behind inflation, way behind the
cost of a college education, and Pell

grants to our poorest students need to
be greatly increased. I hope that there
will be no rollback on Pell grants in
the coming development of the admin-
istration’s education budget.

We do have some information which
shows that there are problems. I said
before that the present administration
is proposing to zero-out school mod-
ernization, the construction program;
they are going to do something else
with that, put it into technology and
special education. That is most unfor-
tunate. About 1,000 schools that could
be renovated will not be renovated.

The new budget eliminates the class-
size reduction initiative; I mentioned
that that is on the chopping block. The
class-size initiative has already helped
schools hire 37,000 teachers and provide
smaller classes to 2 million children.
That will be a great loss if it is rolled
back. The Pell grant increase that we
passed last year, it was a 14 percent in-
crease in Pell grants. The increase that
is being proposed by the present admin-
istration, not through its budget, be-
cause we do not have the full budget,
but through its outlines and discus-
sions, is about 4 percent. Instead of 14
percent, they talk about a 4 percent in-
crease in Pell grants.

Minority-serving higher education
institutions have certainly benefited
greatly over the past 6 years. We have
had bipartisan cooperation in the fund-
ing of the minority-serving institu-
tions. There are three categories, His-
torically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities and the Hispanic-serving institu-
tions, as well as the tribally controlled
colleges. They have had increases over
the last 6 years. We have gotten about
a 25 percent annual increase over the
last 3 years under the previous admin-
istration. They have been well served.
We think that they have a key role to
play in improving education in Amer-
ica. Minority-serving institutions will
be producing most of the teachers. A
large percentage of the qualified teach-
ers that we need in our schools will
come from Historically Black Colleges
and Universities, Hispanic-serving in-
stitutions, and tribally controlled col-
leges.

b 1945

As Members know, we have a con-
troversy here over the fact that the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce has already chosen, in its
structure and formatting for business
in the next 2 years, they have struc-
tured the committee so that there is a
Subcommittee for 21st Century Com-
petitiveness.

That subcommittee is very much on
target. They call it that, and that is a
new concept where at the core of the
Subcommittee of 21st Century Com-
petitiveness are the programs that
fund our higher education institutions.
That is at the core. There are other
programs that are related to tech-
nology, development and research, a
number of things related to competi-
tiveness. But certainly at the core is

the funding for higher education insti-
tutions.

For some reason that we are not
clear on, the majority Republicans on
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce chose to take these minor-
ity-serving institutions, the histori-
cally black colleges and universities,
Hispanic-serving institutions, and the
tribally-controlled colleges, and put
them in another committee; not in the
subcommittee, but in another sub-
committee. Instead of the Sub-
committee for 21st Century Competi-
tiveness being the committee where all
higher education institutions are
placed, they chose to put the minority
institutions in a subcommittee called
the Subcommittee on Special Edu-
cation.

The Subcommittee on Special Edu-
cation is a committee which has a
large number of other programs related
to higher education, and many not re-
lated to education. That is where we
fund the programs for adoptions, pro-
grams for child abuse education and
prevention, programs for domestic
abuse and prevention, juvenile delin-
quency prevention. Why do we put the
minority-serving higher education in-
stitutions in a subcommittee which
mainly deals with social problems?

All of those social problems are im-
portant and they need to be con-
fronted, but why do we take the minor-
ity-serving institutions out of the
mainstream discussion of what it takes
to remain competitive in the coming
21st century? They are not going to be
there when we discuss new authoriza-
tions, new appropriations to meet the
competitive world of the cyber civiliza-
tion I talked about at the beginning of
my discourse this evening.

If we are going to have a new ap-
proach to how we go into the 21st cen-
tury, how we meet the competition of
the 21st century, how we meet global
competition, then we certainly do not
want to leave out the minority-serving
institutions when we are making those
plans and having that discussion.

Members of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce have decided
that we protest. I offered an amend-
ment to correct this oversight. We
thought it was an oversight and that
there was no malice involved, and that
if we brought it to the attention of the
majority, it would be corrected.

We spent about 3 hours debating the
issue. It just so happens that on the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce, among the Democrats on
the committee there are four people
who are African Americans, there are
three people who are Hispanic-Ameri-
cans, there are two Asian-Americans,
and there is one Native American.
Probably few committees have that
kind of concentration of minorities.

We all expressed outrage and fear, be-
cause we know what separation does.
We have lived with separate but equal
doctrines for too long to not know
what eventually happens when we sepa-
rate out things. They do not remain
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equal. The weaker party in the separa-
tion is going to be neglected, aban-
doned, and in very subtle ways, prob-
ably, very subtle ways, the minority-
serving institutions will find them-
selves outside the parameters of a full
and moving discussion about what it
takes to be competitive in the 21st cen-
tury. They will be outside the param-
eters of a discussion about how higher
education institutions must operate
and relate to the crisis in elementary
and secondary education. They will be
outside of a serious discussion on the
relationship between corporations, in-
dustry, and higher education institu-
tions if they are out of the loop in
terms of the way the committee is
structured.

We have protested. All the Demo-
cratic members of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce have re-
fused to accept their assignments on
subcommittees. There is an ongoing
dialogue, and we hope that this will be
resolved, but it is an example of a blun-
der that, when we add to the other
kinds of proposals that are being made,
the zeroing out of the construction ap-
propriation, the rollback of the class
size reductions, when we add all of
these blunders and new backward
moves, including the threat to the e-
rate, danger signals must be sent forth.
We must send up flares. We must get
involved in reexamining what are the
possibilities of bipartisan cooperation,
what are the dangers to the progress
that we have made.

Everybody has to get involved in
making certain that their voices are
heard and that education, which has
clearly been indicated to be the top
priority of the American voters, not be
given a public relations job. We do not
want a public relations program. Many
speeches are made about improving
education, but the substance of what
has to be done in terms of the way leg-
islation is set forth and the way the
budget is developed, that substance is
not there.

We do not want to fool the American
people. We do not want a public rela-
tions gimmick instead of real improve-
ments in education.

Democratic education proposals are
proposals for making real investments
in education. Whereas President Bush
proposed $1.6 billion for elementary
and secondary budget programs in-
crease, our program, as reflected in the
Excellence and Accountability in Edu-
cation Act, this is an act that is al-
ready been introduced. We have a piece
of legislation already introduced. The
Excellence and Accountability in Edu-
cation Act, introduced by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE), and has all of
the other Democratic members of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce as cosponsors, proposes a
$9.7 billion increase. So $1.6 billion in-
crease is proposed by the President, we
propose $9.7 billion, and we lay out
where the money should go.

The Excellence and Accountability in
Education Act is H.R. 340, a com-
prehensive K through 12 education re-
form bill. It would hold schools ac-
countable to high standards, and place
particular emphasis on closing the
achievement gap between different
groups of children.

Schools that continue to fail after 3
years, under our act, and we are in har-
mony with the President on that one,
would receive special help and be sub-
ject to changes in terms of their stu-
dents being able to make choices and
go to other public choice schools, or
the schools might be closed and con-
verted to charter schools.

Unlike the majority, we oppose any
movement toward vouchers. This was a
clear disagreement in the past and re-
mains a clear disagreement between
the two parties. We are not in favor of
the wasteful, cumbersome approach to
improving education through giving
families vouchers.

We propose to double the Title I
funds over a 5-year period. Do Members
want to know where our great increase
will go? We will double the Title I
funds, and those are the funds that are
targeted to the disadvantaged areas
and the schools that need help the
most, the failing schools.

We are in harmony with the Presi-
dent on that one. He wants to target
additional resources to the schools
that need it most. We are not in har-
mony with the amount. We propose to
double the Title I funding in order to
do that, and not to have the small in-
crement that he proposes.

We propose to institute strong ac-
countability for results and actions.
The Title I schools will be held ac-
countable. Administrations and local
education agencies and the States will
be held accountable. We are in agree-
ment with the President on that. But
each one of these schools must have
the resources they need to provide the
opportunity to learn. Opportunity-to-
learn standards must be met.

These are the standards that Gov-
ernors and bureaucrats do not like to
talk about, but if we are going to judge
schools and declare that they have
failed, before we make a judgment that
they have failed, provide them with the
money they need to provide a decent
physical infrastructure. Provide them
the money they need for libraries, for
gyms, for teachers, for certified teach-
ers. They have to meet certain stand-
ards themselves before they hold the
students and schools to standards.
Both the State governments and the
Federal government must not run
away, as they have been, from oppor-
tunity-to-learn standards coming first.

Teacher quality must be strength-
ened. We all agree on that. We must
understand that the context in which
we go forward to improve our schools is
greater than the programs that relate
to education. I started by saying I want
to set the discussion of education in
the proper context. I talked about the
tax bill and how, in the context of a

huge tax cut, we can look forward to
only rhetoric for education because
there will be no money for the kinds of
increases that we need. In the context
of a big tax cut, most social programs,
most human investment programs, will
suffer greatly. So the tax cut needs to
be whittled down to size.

I am in favor of a tax cut. Generally
the Democrats are in favor of tax cuts.
They want smaller tax cuts. They want
tax cuts targeted toward the middle
class and the working families. They
want tax cuts which reach down and
even get people who supposedly do not
pay taxes.

People who are working and pay So-
cial Security, they have Social Secu-
rity taken out and Medicare funding
taken out, they are paying taxes. It is
a payroll tax. Any time we are forced
to give money to the government, it is
a tax. It is not an option. We cannot
voluntarily say, we will pay this fee, or
not. It comes out of our paychecks. So
Social Security funding means those
people need help, too.

The greatest-percentage increases in
taxing over the last 20 years have been
an increase in the Social Security and
related payroll taxes. They have gone
up more than anything else. So we
want the tax cut, one aimed at the
middle class; we want a tax cut aimed
at working class families; we want a
tax cut to get to the people at the very
bottom; but we do not want such a
huge tax cut that there is no money for
human investment, or that there is no
money for education, in particular.

We want those parameters to be un-
derstood: Stop the reckless tax cut or
there will be nothing left for education.
Let that message go out: Stop the war
on working-class families. Working-
class families are the families that use
the public school system.

When we talk about education, we
are talking about the fact that the pri-
mary means for upward mobility in
America has been the public school
system, the primary means of upward
mobility; public schools, public librar-
ies. Check the biography or autobiog-
raphy of any great American who rose
from poverty to success and they will
tell us about schools and libraries that
were free to them and were quality
schools in terms of the kinds of help
they provided. That is a story that is
repeated over and over again, so work-
ing families will suffer if we do not im-
prove America’s schools.

The majority party, the Republicans,
should understand that they are de-
claring war on working families when
they roll back the clock on the items
related to improvement of education.
They roll back the clock on e-rate, and
that means that working families will
not have access to computers, working
families will not have access to the
Internet that is provided at a great dis-
count through the e-rate.

If we take away the school or class
size reduction program, it means that
working-class families will be crowded
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into classrooms of up to 30 and 35 stu-
dents, and will not have the kind of at-
tention which students in the first to
third grade need. Studies have shown
over and over again that the attention
children get at a very early age and the
class size is very important. So they
are attacking working families when
they take away that benefit or zero out
construction and do not provide decent
schools for them.

The attack on working families con-
tinues in other ways. The context is
important, because the way children go
to school, the families they come from,
the conditions in the home are all-im-
portant in terms of their ability to re-
late to their schooling. Whereas I do
not believe in blaming the homes and
parents for all the problems that chil-
dren have in learning, as some people
do often, but understand that the sta-
bility in the home, whether or not they
have decent health care, are important
in terms of the way the child comes to
school and is able to take advantage of
the opportunities there.

b 2000

The minimum wage that we have ig-
nored is not an attack on working fam-
ilies when we do not even allow it on
the floor; we do not raise the minimum
wage from $5.15 an hour as we proposed
in the last Congress to $6.15 an hour;
we are attacking working families.

Mr. Speaker, the biggest attack on
working families probably is the re-
fusal to recognize that the floor of
wages in America ought to at least be
$6.15 an hour and not $5.15 an hour,
which is now more than 3 years old,
that floor in terms of minimum wage.

The majority party would not even
let it be discussed. Working families on
minimum wage, a family of four, is in
dire poverty even if you increase it to
$6.15. It is a tiny percentage of what
they need in terms of survival, but the
minimum that we could do is to accept
the Democratic proposals of a 50 cent
increase over a 2-year period which
would raise the minimum wage. If we
refuse to do that, that is an attack on
working families, the families of the
pupils who go to our public schools.

When we gut the health and safety
rules to protect workers, as we did last
week, in context, working families
have to understand that what was done
on the floor of this House last Wednes-
day, the vote to repeal the ergonomics
standards was an attack on working
families.

Ergonomics is a big word. People do
not want to deal with it. They stop lis-
tening when you mention it. So I will
just say, ergonomics is all about end-
ing the pain, the pain that is related to
doing something with your muscles
and your fibers over and over again.
Ergonomics is a matter of taking steps
to prevent, to prevent injuries that
often incapacitate people.

Ergonomics is not just about the guy
who was out there lifting in the ware-
house, lifting heavy loads and he gets
his problem with his back. Ergonomics

is about the secretaries and the clerks
who type all the time or the people
who sit in front of computers and may
get eyestrain.

There are ways to prevent carpal
tunnel syndrome, another one of those
big words. Carpal tunnel syndrome is
simply you have repeated something so
often and you use your fingers and
your wrists in a certain way until it
wears out and it is painful to do it. And
beyond being painful, you reach the
point where you cannot do it any more.

Mr. Speaker, a person who earns his
or her living by typing the motion over
and over again can find themselves at a
point where they do not have a way to
earn a living, because of the fact that
they can no longer use their wrists and
their hands and their arms. It is as in-
capacitating as if you were on a con-
struction job and some big load fell on
your head. They are very real.

Every Member of Congress has had
exposure, I am sure, to people with car-
pal tunnel syndrome, because we have
lots of people in that category who do
that kind of work up here. Nothing
new. Yet we voted last week to make
war on the workers by removing a
standard which required that employ-
ers take preventive measures to mini-
mize the risk of people getting inca-
pacitated as a result of repeated use,
using certain muscles and fibers. We
eliminated it with one stroke under
what is called the Congressional Re-
view Act.

One of the first achievements of the
Gingrich Congress, and it is no more,
we do not have the ergonomics stand-
ard. It took 10 years. It took 10 years to
reach the point where we issued some
standards which said you should do
things a certain way to protect the
health of people, their muscles and
their fibers from this kind of strain.
And in one day, it was voted out of ex-
istence and is no more.

We declared war on the working fam-
ilies of America in another way. The
war comes from different directions. It
is a war sometime of neglect and aban-
donment, but that is still war. It is
sometimes a war of a denial, denying
the minimum wage increase, but it is
still war.

These are the families from which
the children who go to our public
schools come, and we cannot have im-
provements in education while the at-
tacks are being made on their liveli-
hood in a manner in which their homes
are able to exist free of incapacitation,
health problems and deprivation.

We think that what happened last
week with the wiping out of the
ergonomics standard through the Con-
gressional Review Act is just a begin-
ning, that the war on working families
is going to continue in many ways.

We are going to be gutting overtime
pay again for workers. That has come
up in the previous Congress, of course,
and it failed to get through because the
President at that time threatened to
veto it. There is no veto power to pre-
vent excesses. There is no veto power

on extreme mix. We are waiting for the
attack to go forward.

We warn everybody listening to begin
to make decisions about how we are
going to deal with an attempt to gut
overtime pay for workers. We had a bill
on the floor, as my colleagues recall,
those of my colleagues who have been
in Congress for some time, a bill on the
floor which said that overtime pay
should no longer have to be given in
cash.

The Fair Labor Standards Act re-
quires that after you reach a certain
point, 40 hours, you must pay workers
in cash for the overtime. Workers who
are not in that category, there are ex-
empt workers, as we all know, but
those who are in that category must be
paid in cash.

We had a bill which says the Fair
Worker Labor Standards Act, that sec-
tion would be repealed and employers
could at their own discretion give
workers time off, time off to com-
pensate for your working overtime.
The time off would come at the discre-
tion of the employer.

The majority party would gut over-
time pay by expanding exemptions to
overtime requirements by excluding
employee bonuses from overtime pay,
and this latter provision creates huge
loopholes for employers, allows them
to exempt certain portions of employee
pay as exempt from overtime coverage.

We can look forward to more of this
kind of attack on working families.
They are going to discourage all new
health and safety laws. They are going
to discourage the National Labor Rela-
tions Board from functioning in a fair
and equitable way.

There will be bills to discourage
union organizing. All of those bills fall
within the parameter of my com-
mittee. We must understand how they
all interrelate to the war on working
families.

f

NIGHTSIDE CHAT
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

CANTOR). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCINNIS) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, there are
a number of different subjects that I
would like to address tonight.

Let me begin, first of all, by thank-
ing all of my colleagues for their sup-
port for the successful passing of the
legislation, the willing seller, willing
buyer legislation for our national
trails.

The specific trail that I focus really
on a lot in the State of Colorado is the
Continental Divide Trail. It is kind of
ironic that years ago a piece of legisla-
tion was amended to put in place that
a property owner who wishes to sell
their land, a private property owner
who wishes to sell their land to a trails
committee or to the government for a
trail like the Continental Divide Trail
was prohibited from doing so even
though the seller wanted to sell.
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