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Saudi Arabia. ‘‘High oil prices are not good 
for consumers, and low oil prices are not 
good for producers.’’ The country also said it 
remains in contact with President Bush. The 
11-member Organization of Petroleum Ex-
porting Countries voted Wednesday to cut 
production 1 million barrels a day, angering 
U.S. lawmakers who partly blame OPEC for 
record gasoline prices in the USA. 

[From the Times of Oman, Apr. 3, 2004] 
HIGHER OIL PRICE TO TAKE ECONOMY TO NEW 

HIGHS 
(By K. Mohammed) 

The Sultanate’s economy is poised for bet-
ter performance this year if the spiralling oil 
prices are any indication. Omani crude price, 
the single most important factor which 
drives the Omani economy, is currently stay-
ing at $31.44 per barrel and the market ex-
pects crude prices to stay at the current 
level in the rest of the year. According to 
statistics, the Omani crude prices realised 
$29.91 per barrel in January 2004, which is 
significantly higher compared to prices 
realised last year. Last year, the government 
had budgeted oil price at a conservative $20 
per barrel but the actual realisation was 
much higher at $27.84. This had resulted in a 
substantial rise in government revenue with 
all sectors of the economy witnessing signifi-
cant growth in 2003. 

The government has budgeted Omani crude 
price at $21 for the current fiscal (2004) but 
the actual realisation may be much higher 
than the prices realised last year, consid-
ering the present buoyancy in the inter-
national oil market. The most heartening 
fact about AGCC economies, and Oman in 
particular, is that international oil prices 
have been staying above the Opec basket 
price band of $22–$28 per barrel in the new 
year, significantly higher than the prices 
achieved last year, and Opec is expecting a 
steady market this year. International oil 
prices are currently staying at around $34 a 
barrel. 

Considering that the oil production will be 
maintained at the present level the prospects 
at the oil price front remains brighter for 
the country. 

Government’s revenue receipts and public 
spending are other indicators of the eco-
nomic growth. Last year, the corporate sec-
tor fared well on account of increased public 
spending. The government’s actual public 
spending has increased from RO2,367.9 mil-
lion in 2002 to 2,638.5 million as at the end of 
November 2003, an increase of 11.4 per cent. 
The budget for the year 2004 has estimated 
total spending at RO3,425 million. The actual 
public finance deficit for the year 2002 had 
come down drastically to RO124 million from 
the budgeted RO380 million. When govern-
ment spending goes up the gross domestic 
product (GDP) will expand, triggering in-
creased economic activity and generating 
more job opportunities and more revenue for 
the government. The increased spending cou-
pled with the prevailing low interest rate 
scenario is expected to give the much-needed 
impetus to economic growth this year. 

Figures on the revenue receipt side looks 
rosier. As of November-end 2003, the govern-
ment’s total revenue stood 8.7 per cent high-
er at RO2,942.5 million compared with 
RO2,705.9 million mainly on account of in-
creased oil price realisation. As the average 
price for Oman crude stood $29.16 a barrel in 
December 2003, the government is expected 
to report a lower actual deficit for the year 
2003 as against the projected RO470 million. 

The country saw inflation remaining below 
1 per cent last year. This year too, the infla-
tion is expected to remain below 1 per cent 
level. However, the weakening of the dollar 
is a cause for concern as it may put down-

ward pressure on the local currency trig-
gering a mild flare up in the prices of euro- 
denominated goods and services. Like other 
AGCC countries, Oman too imports from Eu-
ropean countries and euro-denominated 
goods are bound to become costlier with the 
weakening of the dollar. 

The increased activities in the non-oil sec-
tor, especially a significant rise in LNG pro-
duction will also contribute much to the 
strengthening of the economy. 

Reflecting the pulse of the economy the 
local stock market has scaled new highs. The 
Muscat Securities Market General Price 
Index rose from 272.67 points as at the end of 
December 31, 2003 to 296.10 points on April 1, 
2004, scoring 23.43 points. This shows a hand-
some gain of 8.59 per cent. The buoyancy is 
also reflected in the various sector indices. 

On the economic reform front, a lot of ac-
tion will be seen in the rest of the year. As 
part of its commitments to the WTO, the 
government is expected to divest a signifi-
cant stake in Omantel. Last month, the 
much-publicized initial public offering of Al 
Maha Petroleum opened. The opening up of 
the telecom sector will see a second GSM li-
censee entering the market soon, paving the 
way for competition in the telecom market 
with consumers ultimately emerging as the 
winner with better and cheaper services. 

[From Reuters News Service, Apr. 2, 2004] 
BUSH IN TOUCH WITH SAUDIS, NON-OPEC ON 

OIL—W. HOUSE 
HUNTINGTON, WV. (Reuters).—President 

Bush and the Saudi crown prince have been 
discussing oil prices for some time, and the 
administration is also talking with other 
OPEC and non-OPEC oil producers, a White 
House spokesman said Friday. 

‘‘We remain actively engaged with our 
friends in OPEC and other producers around 
the world to address these issues,’’ White 
House spokesman Scott McClellan told re-
porters. ‘‘Bush and the (Saudi) crown prince 
have been in touch on this subject for a 
while now.’’ 

Earlier this week, OPEC agreed to a pro-
duction cut of 1 million barrels per day de-
spite Bush administration requests to delay 
it. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF ARMY 
PRIVATE BRANDON LEE DAVIS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to a true American hero who 
made the ultimate sacrifice while serving his 
country with honor and courage. 20-year old 
Army Private Brandon Lee Davis of 
Cresaptown in Garret County, Maryland, was 
among five soldiers killed when a bomb ex-
ploded under their vehicle in the Al Anbar 
province of Iraq. 

The soldiers were conducting security and 
stability operations in the region just north of 
Fallujah. They were from the 1st Infantry Divi-
sion’s 1st Brigade, based in Fort Riley, Kan-
sas. 

I offer my deepest condolences to the family 
of Private Davis during this difficult time. I, 
along with the other Members of the Maryland 
federal delegation, mourn their loss. Our pray-
ers are with Private Davis’ mother, Jackie 
Weatherholt; his father, Jeffrey Davis; and his 
two siblings. Words cannot express the sense 
of loss felt by the Maryland community when 
one of our own, a young man who offered 
such promise and hope for the future, is taken 

from us. This tragedy makes the war in Iraq 
more personal for all of us. 

Private Davis joined the Army shortly after 
graduating from Fort Hill High School in Cum-
berland, Maryland. Like many young men and 
women who seek direction in life after high 
school, Private Davis hoped to learn a trade 
while serving his country. His dedication to 
service to others would not have rested with 
his duty in the Army. 

Private Davis dreamed of using his life to 
protect men and women by becoming a police 
officer. Sadly, that dream will never come true. 
The deadly consequences of war are a reality 
that all of us must face. However, the knowl-
edge of what may happen in war does little to 
diminish the pain and anguish when that re-
ality reaches your front door. 

Mrs. Weatherholt will never have the oppor-
tunity to feel the joy of a mother who watches 
her youngest son experience all of the mile-
stones in life. Mr. Davis will never get to see 
his son teach the lessons he learned about 
how to be a man. All this Maryland family now 
has are memories. Mrs. Weatherholt must 
hold on to the memory of that last telephone 
conversation on March 20th, when she gave 
her son these words of caution, ‘‘Watch your 
back, Brandon.’’ 

These parents have the memories of their 
son making others laugh with his outgoing and 
upbeat personality. They have the memories 
of their son going out of his way to show kind-
ness to strangers and make his friends and 
family feel happy. There were no limits to 
Brandon’s loving generosity. He gave up the 
opportunity to come home to his family for a 
two-week break in February, and, instead, do-
nated his leave time to an Army buddy who 
wanted to return to the United States to get 
married. I am sure Private Davis longed to be 
with his family during this time, but he gave 
his priority to his desire to help a friend. 

The Army deployed Private Davis to Iraq 
nearly six months ago. He never discussed his 
fear or worry with his family, although he was 
stationed thousands of miles from home in a 
foreign land with death and destruction as his 
bedfellows. 

This brave young American knew of the 
dangers of the high-risk areas into which he 
was being sent, but he was proud to be a sol-
dier. He was proud that, by serving in the 
United States Army, he was not only making 
a better for himself, but he was trying to make 
a better, safer life for us all. 

Mr. Speaker, I must say that I opposed 
President Bush’s decision to go to war with 
Iraq before exhausting every diplomatic meas-
ure and without clearly demonstrating an im-
minent threat of attack on the United States. 
But I will do everything within my power to 
support our men and women in uniform. I 
stand behind our troops in Iraq and pray for 
their safe return home. 

Although I did not know Private Brandon L. 
Davis personally, I consider it a privilege to 
honor his life and to pay tribute to the sacrifice 
that this young man made for all Americans. 
This country has lost a true leader. Private 
Davis gave his life to set the Iraqi people free. 
I pray to God that we succeed. 

God Bless you, Private Davis. 
f 

ENERGY AND JOBS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Iowa 
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(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, first, 
I would like to thank my colleague on 
my left, the gentleman from New Mex-
ico (Mr. PEARCE), who has pointed out 
quite accurately and correctly that if 
one side of the aisle is down here car-
rying a message to the American peo-
ple relentlessly, if not logically, day by 
day by day, that is the only subject 
matter that Americans have to discuss. 

As I sat in here for the last hour pre-
paring, apparently, for this Special 
Order hour, and I have considered that 
I really did not have to do that, it was 
great preparation to sit and listen to 
the rhetoric that came from the string 
of Members, I think probably not coin-
cidentally, from Ohio. So I am just 
going to start up working backwards 
through the list of things that were 
raised here while they are freshest in 
the minds of the people that are listen-
ing, the Members of the other body, 
and those in this Chamber and the peo-
ple that are listening around the coun-
try. 

The first is with regard to OPEC and 
the criticism of OPEC for the position 
that they have taken to limit the sup-
ply of hydrocarbons to the United 
States. Certainly that has been a fac-
tor in the 1970s. It was a factor in our 
Presidential elections after that, and 
we came out of that. 

Our dependency has increased on for-
eign oil, and I regret that. But OPEC 
has taken a position that is going to be 
reflected by the Saudi Arabians who 
ruled more of the OPEC oil than any-
one else. 

I have with me a document that I 
will just read some quotes. 

Prince Bandar has made some re-
marks speaking for the increase in sup-
plies because he says the President and 
the Crown Prince have been in touch 
on this subject for a while now. Both 
leaders feel strongly that higher en-
ergy prices have a negative impact on 
world economy. 

So I happen to know that there is a 
delegation on its way over to Saudi 
Arabia right now to thank the leader-
ship in Saudi Arabia for their efforts to 
increase supplies as a way of holding 
down increases in costs of gasoline in 
the United States and thank them for 
the efforts that they have gone 
through to help us in the war on terror. 

There have been significant improve-
ments in that country over the last 
couple of months. 

b 1430 

So these remarks that are made on 
the floor of Congress are not conducive 
to us solving the oil supply problem 
and I think are not conducive either 
for us solving this problem of world-
wide terror. 

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

Mr. KING of Iowa. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I heard 
the lady that preceded us on the floor 

say that we needed to do something 
about OPEC. I am sorry, what are we 
going to do? It is a free nation. 

We did something about Iraq, and the 
accusation from their side of the aisle 
was that we went in to take the oil. 
When that was not proved correct, 
when it was absolutely proved false, 
now then they are here saying we 
should do something about OPEC. I am 
so sorry. What about the free nations? 
They can produce what oil they would 
like to. 

I would continue to point out that 
the reason that the production in this 
country is decreasing is exactly the 
policies that our friends on the other 
side of the aisle insist on, that is, the 
lack of access to the public lands in 
this country. It is going to drive the 
cost of gasoline and electricity up 
throughout this country because of 
their restrictionist policies that they 
have put into place, and those policies 
live today from the Clinton adminis-
tration on through this administration 
from the field level. 

It is a question that I recently took 
to the BLM head, and have asked her 
what is she going to do to increase ac-
cess to public lands so that we are not 
so dependent, she said, frankly, some of 
the extremists in our country will 
block every single attempt to drill 
more on American soil. Even the de-
bates on this floor regarding ANWR 
say that we do not need that energy, 
that we do not need the oil; and the 
other side has persistently blocked 
every effort to try to drill in ANWR. 

Mr. Speaker, also, the energy policy 
that currently resides in Washington, 
but unfulfilled, is not something that 
the administration is blocking. It is 
not Republicans who are blocking the 
energy bill in this town. 

Mr. Speaker, the energy bill would 
not only create access to more domes-
tic oil and gas, but it would begin to 
encourage the alternative sources of 
solar, wind, hydrogen, biomass, nu-
clear. If we will begin, Mr. Speaker, to 
deal with some of the pressures on the 
demand cycle for our energy with some 
of our alternative resources, then we 
can begin to see the prices of gasoline 
and electricity go down; but I will 
guarantee my colleagues, the headlines 
that I cut out from the Denver Post of 
last year telling the people in August 
of 2003 that they would be facing 70 per-
cent increases in electrical costs be-
cause of the price of natural gas, those 
are things that we are going to con-
tinue to experience in this country 
until we pass an energy bill. 

The energy bill by itself will create 
100,000 jobs, and we have been treated 
by our friends across the aisle to con-
tinued talk about the lack of American 
jobs. We have seen the dramatic report 
from March where 300,000 new jobs were 
created. That is 600,000 now in the last 
6 months since we passed the jobs and 
tax bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the policies that the ad-
ministration is submitting to us and 
that we are carrying out into actual 

votes and into bills are dramatically 
changing the environment for invest-
ment in this country. 

EDUCATION IN AMERICA 
Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, when we 

begin to look at the growth of jobs, we 
have to understand the importance of 
education in this country. No Child 
Left Behind is one of the dramatic 
things, dramatic policies that have 
been issued. It is a reform into the edu-
cation system which literally says we 
are not going to leave any child behind. 
The President has dramatically in-
creased funding, regardless of what our 
friends across the aisle say. 

Under President Clinton, the spend-
ing on education through the Federal 
Education Department was about $27 
billion. Under President Bush, the 
funding has increased to $60 billion, 
over a 100 percent increase, and yet 
somehow we get on the floor day after 
day that we are underfunding edu-
cation. 

Our friends especially like to talk 
about the way that we are not funding 
IDEA, our individuals with disabilities; 
and that has such a dramatic difference 
in previous funding levels under this 
President, that it is important to talk 
about funding levels. 

The bill was passed in the 1970s, and 
historically throughout its tenure has 
had about $1 billion funding. It could 
never get up, and keep in mind, that 
was under 40 years of Democrats ruling 
in this House. It stayed at the $1 bil-
lion level. Finally, under President 
Clinton, it went up to $2 billion. 

Now, what would my colleagues esti-
mate that the actual spending on 
IDEA, the individuals with disabilities, 
is actually today under President 
Bush? If you were to listen to the rhet-
oric that is thrown out day after day, 
you would say, well, obviously it is 
much, much less. Actually, it is much, 
much greater. 

The funding this year under IDEA 
will exceed $10 billion. That is a five- 
time, a 500 percent increase in the 3 
years under President Bush; and yet we 
hear the shibboleth on the floor of the 
House that tries to put a truth out, put 
a falsehood out in the guise of truth. 

The truth is that President Bush un-
derstands that if we are going to have 
careers for our young people, if our 
young people are to have expectations 
and hope into the future, they need 
more than jobs. They need educations. 
They need careers. They need a pro-
gression of learning throughout their 
lives. 

No Child Left Behind is guaranteed 
to put those young people in a position 
to where they can continue the lifelong 
learning process. 

We have moved from a time in our 
history when we could just learn one 
single task and do that our whole lives. 
For us to access the technology, the in-
novations, the creativity that is at 
move in the world today, our young 
people absolutely must be given every 
tool during their 12 years of public 
schools on into the junior college and 
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college years; but then throughout 
their entire life, we must continue to 
have on-the-job training. We must con-
tinue to have training when people are 
displaced. 

Recently, this last week, I went into 
my district into Belen, New Mexico, 
and met with a group of employers 
there. We met at Cisneros Machine 
Shop. The Cisneros brothers really are 
one of the small businesses that char-
acterize the desire on the part of our 
employers right now to be training 
their employees every day to a higher 
level, understanding that they cannot 
produce the same things yesterday 
that they produce tomorrow. Otherwise 
they will not continue to fight off the 
tremendous international competition 
that faces us. 

I think the recognition of people like 
the Cisneros brothers will bring us all, 
in this Nation, if we will continue 
these training programs, no matter 
what stage of development our employ-
ees are in, if we will recognize that and 
continue to train, then we are going to 
be in good shape. But we have to ask 
the question, when jobs are moving off-
shore, when jobs are moving overseas, 
we have to ask ourselves why; and the 
education system is, at base, a root 
cause of the problem. 

Under No Child Left Behind, one of 
the most important things we are 
striving to do is to put a competent 
teacher in every single classroom and 
especially those classrooms that teach 
math and reading. Those two basic 
skills are the foundations for the edu-
cation process; and without them, our 
students simply do not have the tools 
to compete when they graduate. 

We have seen dramatic changes even 
in my district in the education process. 
About 2 weeks ago, I recognized 
Roswell High School on this floor as 
being one of the 12 breakthrough 
schools in the Nation. That principal 
believes in No Child Left Behind. He 
has seen it work in his classrooms, 
turning around a population in his high 
school that is both high minority and 
then also lower-income status stu-
dents, and he has turned that around 
into one of the 12 breakthrough schools 
in the Nation. It is the kind of example 
that No Child Left Behind is supposed 
to be creating in our schools. 

I see the gentleman from Iowa stand-
ing. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to give a perspective of No 
Child Left Behind that is a little bit 
different perspective for some of the 
other States, those States that may 
not believe there is a significant ad-
vantage to them. 

I have the privilege of being from the 
State of Iowa, and we rank in the top 
three every year in ACT tests; and we 
have for years put out Iowa basic skills 
and Iowa tests of educational develop-
ment, that analysis that we do of stu-
dents every year, comparing them 
against their growth from year to year, 
in a number of different subjects and a 
composite score that we do, something 

that goes back to the time that I was 
at least in grade school, and that is 
some years ago, and before that actu-
ally, and those tests have been given 
around the world, places as far away as 
China. 

So the credibility that the Iowa pub-
lic school system has worldwide is 
high, and our competitiveness in our 
graduates, particularly measured by 
ACT test scores and also the success of 
our young students as they go off and 
go on to higher education, is also high. 

Arguably, the public school edu-
cation in K–12 in the State of Iowa 
ranks in the top three, maybe as the 
best in the country; and so because of 
that long-standing tradition to edu-
cation that we have, we have those 
kinds of results and standards, and yet 
we are faced with a No Child Left Be-
hind policy that is a one-size-fits-all. 

Those States that have high excel-
lence in education may not see a sig-
nificant marginal improvement, but we 
really do need to help those students in 
those States like Mississippi and Ar-
kansas. We really need to lift them up 
and get them back into this edu-
cational stream. 

I yield to my colleague from New 
Mexico. 

THE SHOCKS TO OUR ECONOMY 
Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
In addition to our energy bill, which 

would create jobs, we begin to defuse 
the increasing price of natural gas and 
fuel at the pump for our cars. In addi-
tion to those two important elements 
of the legislative agenda that we have 
passed in this House last year, this 
transportation bill that just was passed 
out of the House today is poised to cre-
ate another 700,000 jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, when I look at the con-
tinued bills that we are passing out of 
the House, I see responsibility. I see a 
patient attempt to cure the many prob-
lems that we are facing in this coun-
try; and keep in mind that we are fac-
ing the problems through no fault of 
our own, but 9/11 changed everything. 

The first thing that happened in our 
economy that cost us jobs was the col-
lapse of the dot-com industry. You all 
remember in the late 1990s that dot- 
com ramp-up where stocks were selling 
at an inflated price, sometimes $200 per 
share of a stock that really had no 
product, had no cash flow, had no sales, 
no revenue, no net profit; and yet en-
thusiasm was that these stocks are 
going to be great value. Well, that en-
thusiasm eventually will have to come 
home. A corporation either had to 
build a product or create a revenue of 
some sort; and when they did not and 
could not, the dot-com stock market 
price of those stocks collapsed down, 
and we found that it shocked our econ-
omy pretty drastically. 

The second thing that shocked our 
economy, of course, was 9/11. The esti-
mates are as high as a $2 trillion shock 
in one day, over 2,000 lives lost. I will 
tell you that businesses are still paying 
the cost for 9/11 today, and we cannot 

forget that the economy and the cul-
ture in this Nation changed so dra-
matically on that day when the 
unprovoked attack of terrorists, who 
would kill innocent lives in order to de-
stabilize an economy, in order to desta-
bilize a political system, after they 
made their attack, we in this country 
have got to deal with the results. 

Now, the President has been very pa-
tient. He has worked very hard at 
going and taking away the root causes 
of terrorism. He has taken the Taliban 
out of Afghanistan. Al Qaeda is on the 
run. The training camp that used to 
crank out terrorists every month, who 
would spew hatred and anger toward 
the United States and try to sow de-
struction throughout our economy and 
throughout our Nation, that training 
camp has been closed down and the ter-
rorists are on the run. 

We continue to capture and to kill 
the terrorists who are here to kill us. 
This is not a police action. This is not 
something we can take into the courts 
and deal with there. This is an action 
where it is either their ideology or 
ours. 

The insistence of terrorists to desta-
bilize the entire world is one of the 
most looming threats that any of us 
face here. 

b 1445 

It affects our ability to raise our 
children safely on the streets. It affects 
our ability to conduct just everyday 
commerce throughout our land. Ter-
rorism seeks to destabilize. The para-
digms of security and stability cannot 
exist coincidentally with terrorism and 
instability. The world is going to make 
a choice, and the United States is mak-
ing a tremendous decision here to take 
on the fight. 

It is like the Prime Minister of Brit-
ain said when he spoke on this House 
floor: You, as Americans, should ask, 
why us? Why would we be in this role? 
It is a fair question. His answer to us 
on the floor of this House, Mr. Speaker, 
I will remind you, was simply that des-
tiny has placed the United States in a 
position where it can act and it must. 
That means that we have the re-
sources, we have the will, we have the 
leadership, and if we do not respond, 
the world will suffer for it. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the leader-
ship of our President as he pushes for-
ward the concept of No Child Left Be-
hind, as he pushes forward the idea of 
the tax cuts that are creating this 
economy which is growing at a tremen-
dous pace, and the job growth is ex-
actly what we were hoping for. 

Mr. Speaker, as he has encouraged us 
to pass the energy bill, I would simply 
say to our friends, do your part to see 
that the energy bill is passed, because 
it is not the Republican side which is 
holding it hostage. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield back to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield now to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. BEAUPREZ). 
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Mr. BEAUPREZ. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. It is good to join my colleagues, 
and I thank the gentleman from Iowa 
for taking this special order on a very 
timely topic. 

My colleagues, today in this city, in 
this Chamber, there are a whole lot of 
people saying hallelujah and holy cow, 
because we have created some jobs, and 
there is news out saying just exactly 
that. Just a short while ago in this 
Chamber, we passed a transportation 
bill, and that transportation bill is 
going to put Americans to work, and it 
is going to put Americans to work 
building infrastructure that is critical 
to this Nation. Transportation is a jobs 
bill. 

But there are also numbers out from 
the Department of Labor that are real-
ly encouraging. We have heard that 
308,000 jobs were added in the United 
States in the month of March. That is 
308,000 new payroll jobs. Now, every-
body has a right to say, well, what does 
that mean? Compared to what? That is 
the strongest number in 4 years, the 
strongest in 4 years. 

We have been through a bit of a 
tough cycle. Four years ago right now, 
we were in a recession. So 308,000 new 
jobs in the month of March and, in ad-
dition to that, numbers that we 
thought were a little softer than we ex-
pected in January and February have 
now been revised upward. So we are in-
creasingly in better and better shape. 

Now, that is good news. That is good 
news. And here is how I characterize it. 
Almost anybody can hang onto the 
wheel of a ship going through calm wa-
ters. But it takes a pretty good captain 
to guide a ship through a stormy sea. If 
we go back to late 2000, we were slip-
ping into some rough waters. We now 
know that the recession was upon us in 
late 2000 when this President was sworn 
in. He grabbed ahold of a ship that was 
going into troubled waters. Then it 
really got rough, with 9/11 happening 
and SARS happening and on and on and 
on. We all know the litany. 

Where are we today? We are in an ex-
panding economy, with job creation 
now under way, which, as everybody 
knows, every economist will tell you, 
that is the lagging economic indicator. 

So I will say it again, because it is 
happy news. We have 308,000 new jobs in 
the month of March alone. It is as-
tounding. The policies of the captain of 
the ship, the Republican leadership in 
this House, the Republicans in this 
Congress, have set us on the right path 
and are calming the waters. It is not 
the time to change captains nor change 
course. 

I was listening a moment ago to my 
colleague from New Mexico as he was 
talking about energy policy, and I 
could not agree more. Everybody is 
saying jobs, jobs, jobs; and that is why 
I am so happy right now, is because we 
have evidence we have jobs coming 
back. That is really good news. 

But if you want to know where the 
jobs went, ask the people who have got 

a different policy. Ask the people who 
have got a different policy than the one 
that righted the ship, calmed the wa-
ters and set us on this course, the peo-
ple that have been talking about rais-
ing taxes. 

What did this House and this Presi-
dent do to set us on this course? We 
provided some tax cuts. We invested 
right back in the people in the United 
States of America who create jobs and 
who increase consumer demand. That 
is how an economy works. We under-
stand that on our side of the aisle, and 
the President certainly understands 
that. So he set us on the right course. 
We passed the jobs and growth bill, and 
here we are, and it is good news. 

Now there are some out there saying, 
no, we need to rescind those tax cuts, 
we need to increase the strong hand of 
regulation, and, worse yet, they have 
fought us on an energy bill, and they 
are still fighting us on an energy bill. 

Now what have we got? Our own De-
partment of Commerce tells us that for 
every $1 billion spent on imported oil 
that means 12,389 jobs. Maybe some-
body does not think 12,389 jobs is all 
that much, but I submit, Mr. Speaker, 
when taken in the context of the bil-
lions that we are spending on imported 
oil, it adds up in a big hurry. How big 
a hurry? Well, by today’s dollars, the 
amounts we are spending on imported 
oil equates to 1.7 million jobs, Amer-
ican jobs that are now somewhere else. 

The very people who fought us on 
that energy bill are the ones screaming 
about outsourcing of jobs. They not 
only got outsourced, they got 
outforced, and they were forced out by 
the very people who fought us on the 
energy bill and now are raising their 
hands in wonder saying, where did our 
jobs go? Where did our jobs go? 

What has happened since we have not 
had an energy bill? Gasoline prices 
have increased 30 percent; U.S. imports 
of oil increased another 10 percent. We 
are about two-thirds import, one-third 
domestic production. The price of 
crude oil has increased 65 percent. Nat-
ural gas has increased 92 percent. 

That is especially sensitive for people 
like my colleague from New Mexico 
and me, from Colorado, from the Rocky 
Mountain States, and my friend from 
Iowa. You bet. Because we know where 
it is. It is right there underneath our 
ground, a lot of it Federal ground. And 
in places like Iowa, being an old farmer 
myself, I know how important energy 
is. It is not just gas and diesel, it is our 
commercial fertilizer that is produced 
from those same petroleum products. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a potato farmer 
back home who told me that 35 percent 
of his operating overhead, 35 percent of 
his entire cost of production, is energy 
related, 35 percent. Fire up the electric 
motors to run his sprinklers to irrigate 
the potatoes; the commercial fer-
tilizers, the diesel and the gasoline he 
puts in his vehicles, 35 percent. 

Now when you have inflation of en-
ergy costs like I just cited, you know 
what that does to that potato farmer 

who is operating on a margin that thin 
already? Where did the jobs go? They 
were outforced. That is where they go 
when we have wrong-headed Federal 
policy like we have right now. 

It is not a case of us needing to im-
prove an energy policy that is already 
out there. We have none. We are just 
trying to establish one that is so woe-
fully needed. Well, it is time. It is time 
we act. We need to pass not only an en-
ergy bill but continue on this course 
that has been charted that has got us 
finally into some calmer waters and 
headed on the right path. We need to 
continue that course, not alter that 
course. We need to stay the course on 
tax cuts, on deregulation, on sound pol-
icy, and bring American jobs home to 
Americans. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. BEAUPREZ) for his comments. 

Picking up on that theme, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s remarks about 
how sensitive natural gas prices are to 
the Corn Belt and the fact that the 
gentleman’s background and experi-
ence as a dairy farmer and a banker 
and someone who has been all involved 
in this economy understands that the 
very foundation for all economies is 
that all new wealth comes from the 
land. 

In our State, it is corn and beans and 
oats and hay and grass in our pastures, 
and we value add to that as close to the 
cornstalk as we can, as many times as 
we can; and we need the energy from 
the gentleman’s State and from the 
State of New Mexico because we are ex-
traordinarily susceptible to natural 
gas. We use it to dry grain with, we use 
it for anhydrous ammonia, our nitro-
gen supply, and we use it for all the 
other uses that the rest of the world 
does as well. 

So I am extraordinarily sensitive to 
that and the significant point that the 
natural gas pipeline in the energy bill 
brings gas down now that is already 
discovered and already tapped into 
from the North Slope down to the 
lower 48 States. 

The other tax is the outforcing, but I 
will also declare there is an ‘‘E’’ tax on 
everything we buy. That means there 
is an energy component. But the ‘‘E’’ 
does not stand for energy, it stands for 
environmental tax. It has become a 
cult in this Congress, a religion in this 
Congress to the extent that we cannot 
pass drilling in ANWR, as the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) 
said earlier, which is the most logical 
place in the world to go get oil. It is up 
there and identical to deposits on the 
North Slope. 

There has not been a single environ-
mental problem on the North Slope 
since 1972 when they finally lifted the 
environmental embargo, which, by the 
way, kept me from going up there and 
actually actively participating in real 
jobs up there. So now today that oil 
sits under ANWR and we have gas on 
the North Slope that we cannot get 
here to the United States. We cannot 
get gas out of the State of Colorado. 
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Mr. BEAUPREZ. Mr. Speaker, if the 

gentleman would yield for just a mo-
ment. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I would be glad to. 
Mr. BEAUPREZ. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman. It is estimated 
that if we could construct that gas 
pipeline that my colleague referred to 
from ANWR, 400,000 new jobs, direct 
and indirect jobs, would be created 
from that one action alone, including 
increasing dramatically the supply of 
natural gas to the lower 48. I repeat, 
400,000 new jobs and lower gas prices. 

Now, the gas my colleague referred 
to, and I referred to as well under the 
Rocky Mountain States, I held a hear-
ing in my district recently on this sub-
ject, and I learned a lot. I learned, for 
example, that under nonpark, non-
wilderness Federal land, I repeat, 
nonpark, nonwilderness Federal lands, 
we have enough natural gas to take 
care of the demands of 100 million 
homes for 157 years. 

Now what I cited earlier here, nat-
ural gas prices up 92 percent, this is 
akin to the old biblical tale of the peo-
ple going through a famine, the gra-
naries being full and the pharaoh being 
unwilling to unlock the doors. 

We have natural gas. It is those 
crazy, environmentally overly-sen-
sitive policies that have restricted us 
from going to get it; and the same peo-
ple who now restrict us from going to 
get it were the very people who told us 
a few years ago that we need to convert 
to natural gas. Why? Because it is af-
fordable, it is clean, and it is abun-
dantly available. 

Well, now they are telling us we 
ought to go get it somewhere else, from 
abroad, and ship it here in tankers as 
liquified natural gas. We do not have 
the storage for it. Somebody says we 
have a storage problem. Well, we have 
a storage problem: The natural gas is 
stored under Federal land. That is the 
storage problem. 

The people that are in the way are 
us, the Federal Government. We need 
to change that with an energy policy. 

I yield back to the gentleman and 
thank him. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. An environmental 
tax. 

Mr. Speaker, I would now like to 
yield to the gentleman from New Mex-
ico (Mr. PEARCE). 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, some of 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle really do, when we are talking off 
the floor, ask us, can we do this in an 
environmentally sensitive manner, this 
drilling for oil on American soil? The 
case on the North Slope of Alaska is a 
really good case example. 

When we first went there, we were 
building pads out of gravel or rock or 
stone. But we have stopped that now, 
and we build paths to put the equip-
ment on out of ice. We build the roads 
into the pads out of ice, so that the 
equipment that goes into the location 
and then when it sits there to drill the 
hole in the ground, they are on ice 
roads and on ice paths. 
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When spring comes, the ice thaws 

and there is actually just the pipe 
sticking out of the hole that is causing 
the production to come to the surface. 
We have showed that we can dramati-
cally change the way that we do our 
drilling and our exploration. We have 
the necessity in this country to find 
the balance, to balance our environ-
mental concerns with our need for jobs 
and with the need for affordable elec-
tricity, with the need for affordable 
gasoline to put into our cars. 

I think as we see gasoline approach-
ing $3, we are going to find that the 
consumers in this Nation demand that 
we begin to produce in some of the 
areas where we can do so without de-
stroying the environment. My friend 
from Colorado adequately pointed out 
that we have got a trillion cubic feet of 
natural gas available under his State. 
That gas, as he said, is not under na-
tional parks. It is not under environ-
mentally sensitive areas. In fact, much 
of the gas is located in fields that have 
already been drilled. It is not like it is 
a pristine area there. 

Yet we have extremists in this soci-
ety who are willing to bring lawsuits. 
Every time an application for a permit 
to drill is issued by the BLM, they 
bring a lawsuit to stop that produc-
tion. We must decide if we are going to 
have affordable energy in this country, 
keeping in mind that affordable energy 
is what drives this economy. We see 
that it is used in the production of fer-
tilizers. Fertilizers are used in agri-
culture. Natural gas is used in the pro-
duction of electricity because it is the 
cleanest fuel. We must begin to drill 
for more fuel, or we must begin to ac-
cept the fact that our utility bills are 
going to be double and triple, that our 
gasoline is going to actually cost three 
or more dollars per gallon. 

Again on the subject of jobs, I have 
got friends on the other side of the 
aisle who maybe have not run a busi-
ness. The gentleman from Iowa and 
myself and the gentleman from Colo-
rado all come here as previous business 
owners. My friends on the other side of 
the field who maybe have not had a 
business, they really do have a curi-
osity. Why do we have this growth in 
our economy, why do we have an econ-
omy pushing upward at 8.2 percent in 
the third quarter, at 4 percent in the 
first quarter of this year? Alan Green-
span said it looks like we are on a sus-
tained growth period for 4 percent 
through this year, probably next year. 
Why are the jobs not coming around? 

If you will simply think about it, Mr. 
Speaker, in terms of when you had 
your first job, many companies are 
afraid to add people on for fear that 
they will have to lay them back off if 
the economy is still dipping up and 
down. We find that, as business owners, 
we do not hire immediately when we 
have a need. We begin to expand our 
capacity by increasing overtime hours. 
Maybe we just stay late and work 
every evening and have everybody 

work on the weekends. But you cannot 
sustain that, you cannot wear your 
people out, you cannot treat people 
like a commodity. You cannot do that 
indefinitely. In my perception, I have 
never expected to see the jobs react im-
mediately when the growth in the 
economy came because I, as a 
businessperson, would not hire people 
right away. 

But now we are seeing that our busi-
nesses are sustaining this growth, they 
are sustaining increased demand, they 
cannot continue to take care of the de-
mand for labor with overtime hours, 
with temporary workers; and so it is 
not surprising that this job growth has 
lagged behind the growth in the econ-
omy. I would expect, Mr. Speaker, that 
we have such a volatility in the world 
economy that we will probably peak 
out and we will stabilize and level off 
here on job creation, and then we will 
see another ramp-up a couple of 
months down the road. It is just the 
way that I think businesses are very 
careful in these times to not hire too 
soon. 

When we talk about the number of 
jobs being created and the number of 
jobs lost, a lot of times our friends on 
the other side of the aisle are talking 
about the number of jobs lost in the 
last couple of years and they make the 
numbers sound very good. It is impor-
tant to remember, Mr. Speaker, that 
America has about 138 million jobs. 
While we hate to see any worker dis-
placed, we have to keep it in perspec-
tive. We have to understand the bal-
ance that is there between 138 million 
jobs and even the creation of these 
300,000 jobs, no matter how important 
it is, is still just a very small change, 
that most Americans are finding great 
stability and they are seeing in their 
daily lives the stability that this econ-
omy is bringing in. 

We have to understand that the 
changes that occurred on 9/11 really 
were systemic changes. For a narrow 
period of time, people began to stay 
home. They did not travel. They did 
not go to the bowling alley at night. 
They did not go out to eat quite as 
much. The spending in this economy 
after 9/11 changed dramatically and 
shocked our economy into a recession 
that we are just now coming out of. It 
is not possible for an economy just to 
change itself and to grow out of its re-
cession. 

I think the stimulating effect of the 
President’s tax cut is one of the most 
important things that we did. When 
people on the other side of the aisle are 
saying that we should give tax in-
creases back to a certain piece of the 
population, we have to keep an element 
in mind, that when government spend-
ing increases beyond a certain level, 
and in general economists think that 
within the 20 to 24 percent level, if gov-
ernment spending increases beyond 
that, then the economy does not have 
the capital to reinvest in growth, to re-
invest in new jobs and in new factories 
and in new equipment. What a tax cut 

VerDate mar 24 2004 01:10 Apr 03, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00077 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K02AP7.115 H02PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2142 April 2, 2004 
does is it lowers the amount that the 
government is actually spending as a 
piece of the gross domestic product. 

If we want a good example of what 
high government spending will do to an 
economy, we look at Europe and espe-
cially we look at our friends in Ger-
many. Their government spends ap-
proximately 40 to 44 percent of every 
dollar spent in Germany. Because of 
that, they have a sluggish economy 
that cannot create jobs, and they have 
been wrestling with that for some 
time. I visited in Germany on my way 
back from Iraq in early November. The 
Germans were telling us that maybe if 
you get your economy going in Amer-
ica that we can get our economy going 
here. They are unwilling, though, to 
give the tax cuts or to cut spending. 
Either one would cause a lessening of 
the percent of gross domestic product. 
Because of their unwillingness, their 
economy stays mired and stagnant. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to be a part 
of the Republican Party, which has 
cast a pro-growth initiative in this en-
tire 2 years that I have been in Con-
gress. I am proud as a freshman to have 
participated in creating policies that 
will educate our young people, creating 
the opportunities for them for a life-
time, giving them hope and access to 
the potential that this great Nation 
has. I am proud that the President has 
created an initiative to continue that 
lifetime training for those young peo-
ple as they prepare for technical ca-
reers. I am proud to have passed this 
transportation bill which will create 
many, many new jobs. I am proud to 
have voted for an energy bill that will 
create more domestic sources of en-
ergy, less dependence on international 
sources of energy. That bill needs to be 
passed. There are people in this town 
who are blocking it from being passed 
and it needs to be passed. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from New Mexico, and I would 
address some of the cleanup issues 
here. I would like to point out, also, 
that as Republicans, we stand here in 
this Congress together and we work to-
ward a common goal. Those who have 
been listening here will hear a con-
sistent voice about the progress that 
we have made, the Jobs and Growth 
Act, the transportation bill that just 
passed here in this Congress this after-
noon, a number of other initiatives 
that have been good on balance for all 
of America. That is not to imply that 
we think our work is done. It is not to 
imply that we think our work is per-
fect. In fact, one of the approaches I 
have to life is I am always looking 
back and seeing what should we have 
done better, the lament I have about 
how we had an opportunity that could 
have been better capitalized on than 
the opportunities that we have had; 
and those are the things that motivate 
many of us to go forward into the fu-
ture and try to perfect a policy that we 
always recognize is imperfect. 

Some of the pieces hanging around 
out here that do need to be addressed is 

the regulation burden that is on the 
backs of American businesses. How do 
we move to another level? We have the 
strongest growth of any industrialized 
country in the world right now. We 
heard that in the President’s speech in 
this city last night. We have the 
strongest growth, but that is not good 
enough. Those who rest on their laurels 
will soon be swallowed up by those who 
do not. It puts me in mind of a 
quotation that I recall, I cannot at-
tribute it to an individual, but some-
one will know and, that is, that history 
is the sound of hobnail boots storming 
up the stairs and silver slippers coming 
down. That is what we are in danger of, 
is moving into these silver slippers and 
being complacent and settling into our 
easy chairs while those folks that are a 
little more hungry and a little more 
aggressive, those folks that will get 
out of bed and go to work a little ear-
lier, work a little later and will maybe 
work for a little bit less are putting 
pressure on this economy. We need to 
do a number of things to improve our 
economy in the direction we are going. 

We talked about energy. I am pleased 
with the animation that comes out of 
my colleagues on energy. It animates 
me. I was able to go to Alaska with the 
gentleman from New Mexico to ANWR. 
I recall flying over that 19.5 million 
acres of ANWR. Of that 19.5 million, 1.5 
million is the area that has oil under-
neath it. It is the coastal plain. It is an 
arctic desert coastal plain. The ele-
vations vary just a little bit from sea 
level across there. We flew over 1.5 mil-
lion acres of that coastal plain looking 
for wildlife. ANWR stands for Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge. One would 
think that place would be teeming with 
wildlife. In fact, they told us that the 
caribou come for about 4 to 6 weeks in 
the spring, have their calves and go 
back to Canada. The rest of the time 
they are gone. We looked around for 
wildlife from that plane ride over and 
back along that coastal plain, two dif-
ferent routes, all of us searching. I saw 
two white birds and four musk oxen. I 
did the math on that. I divided the 4 
musk oxen into 1.5 million acres of 
coastal plain. It comes out to 375,000 
acres per ox. I did not see them all. 
There were some more there, but there 
is plenty of room for people and for 
musk oxen and for caribou. In fact, the 
caribou herd on the north slope, a dif-
ferent herd that has lived now with the 
pipeline since 1972 when it began, that 
herd was 7,000 in 1972, and today it is 
28,000. Caribou do very well in that 
kind of an environment. 

But aside from energy and the poli-
cies that we need to promote ethanol, 
promote biodiesel. I have got wind in 
my district. Some of that wind is get-
ting cost competitive. It is not just 
some States like New Mexico or Colo-
rado that are energy States. Iowa and 
the Fifth Congressional District of 
Iowa is an energy export center. All of 
those policies we need to do to move 
forward with our domestic production 
puts me in mind of a commercial that 

I watched on television. I have to 
phrase it this way. The apparent Demo-
crat nominee for President of the 
United States has a commercial that 
ran in Iowa for months and months. It 
made three points. It said, I blocked 
the oil drilling in ANWR, and I will 
never send your sons and daughters 
over to the Middle East to fight for for-
eign oil, and I will create 500,000 new 
jobs. That was the equation. 

There are some smart people in this 
Congress, but I have yet to find any-
body that can put that equation to-
gether and reconcile those three 
points. Stop domestic production and 
be proud of that and why, I have no 
idea. I want to promote domestic pro-
duction consistent with sound environ-
mental science, not religion, but 
science. And so blocking that produc-
tion does not help new jobs except ex-
ports them overseas. And then never 
sending sons and daughters over to the 
Middle East to fight for foreign oil. If 
you declare it to be a police action, 
then you can fight on this country and 
you will turn this Nation into one huge 
Israel where we can only then guard 
every theater, guard every bus stop, 
guard every school and every hospital 
and every church and still see our 
women and children blown to bits. This 
is not a police action. This is not a law 
enforcement problem. This is a war on 
terror, and we are not in Iraq fighting 
for foreign oil. We are in Iraq having 
freed 25 million people in Iraq. And so 
that equation does not work. 

And creating 500,000 new jobs, well, at 
the rate this economy is going, in an-
other couple of weeks, we will have 
that done within the last 6 weeks. I can 
do the math on that. I did the math. 
308,000 new jobs in the last month, 
times 12, that is just one month of 
growth, that comes out to be 3,696,000 
jobs. That is an annual rate of job 
growth. I maybe would take issue with 
a couple of the gentlemen that spoke 
ahead of me. We do want job growth to 
go on. If it goes on at this pace, we will 
soon run out of people willing to do the 
work at any price. We will not have 
enough bodies to do it. This is excel-
lent, extraordinary economic growth. I 
do not know that it is sustainable, but 
it is awfully good news. 

One of the things we need to do to 
sustain our economy is to reduce this 
burden of litigation and regulation 
that is on us. I sat in on a presentation 
by some business executives, it has 
been about a year ago now, up in New 
York City. The presentation came 
down to this final number: 3 percent of 
our gross domestic product is being 
consumed by the litigation process, 
class action lawsuits. If you eat too 
many French fries, sue McDonald’s, 
those kinds of ideas. The tobacco law-
suits which put a price on the ciga-
rettes that goes regressively against 
the people that are the greatest users, 
Mr. Speaker. 

And so as you add up the cost of the 
litigation in this country, and it adds 
up to 3 percent of our GDP, and you 
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think in terms of about 3.5 percent 
GDP is required in order for us to move 
forward and grow with our economy 
and sustain the necessities for the in-
frastructure that we need to build out, 
3.5 percent required for that, but the 
trial lawyers get 3 percent off the top. 
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That means we have got to grow at 
6.5 percent to sustain that, and I think 
we need to do some things with regard 
to tort reform. In the Committee on 
the Judiciary, we have passed a num-
ber of them. Nothing broad enough. 
Nothing broad enough that may have a 
real impact on this 3 percent. 

Plus the burden of regulation in this 
country, just Federal regulations that 
are on the backs of all those busi-
nesses, the gentleman from New Mexi-
co’s (Mr. PEARCE) business and my con-
struction business before I sold it to 
my oldest son, actually less than a 
year ago, and the gentleman from Colo-
rado’s (Mr. BEAUPREZ) business as well, 
the burden of those Federal regulations 
adding up across this country to over 
$850 billion a year. That is wasted 
money. That is not productive. It is 
not things in the productive sector of 
the economy where jobs are created. 

Where we have jobs created in the 
productive sector of the economy, 
there are contributions that come from 
taxes that help to fund government, 
and when that happens then there is a 
little money left over for No Child Left 
Behind, and that is some cleanup. 

The gentleman from Ohio made a 
statement that they are underfunded 
on No Child Left Behind by $1.5 billion. 
Well, I hope he is sitting over in his of-
fice listening to this, because he needs 
to take a look at the real process here, 
and America needs to understand it as 
well. 

There is authorization, and then 
there is appropriation. Those two num-
bers do not match. Authorization says 
we can go ahead and appropriate 
maybe up to this amount, cap it there, 
no more, but use judgment to hold this 
into fiscal restraint. This number that 
is being claimed by the gentleman 
from Ohio on No Child Left Behind, 
this $11⁄2 billion, I can only assume, if it 
is anchored on anything, it is anchored 
on authorization, not appropriation. 
There is not a way that one can cal-
culate that and make that allegation 
that we owe $11⁄2 billion to Ohio unless 
it has been appropriated, and if it is ap-
propriated the money would be there, 
and the difference needs to be under-
stood. 

This claim, by the way, if we look 
back through the records, the last time 
the Democrats had a majority in the 
House and the Senate and the Presi-
dency and they got a chance to fund 
education to their will, they had an au-
thorization number and then they had 
an appropriation number, and they did 
not match. But the folks on the other 
side of the aisle were not here saying, 
‘‘We are underfunded, Mr. President.’’ 
That is the issue here, is the credibility 

aspect between authorization, appro-
priation. 

I yield to the gentleman from north 
New Mexico. 

Mr. PEARCE. Southern New Mexico, 
Mr. Speaker, I border on the Mexico 
border, and my district is about as 
large as the State of Iowa. 

I would like to go back to the cost of 
lawsuits to American business and 
what it costs each individual. Basi-
cally, the frivolous lawsuits in America 
cost each one of us 5 percent off of our 
wages. That is an approximate cost of 
$807 per U.S. citizen. That is across the 
board. Litigation costs increase insur-
ance premiums, create higher medical 
costs. They cause less disposable in-
come in our homes. They raise prices 
on goods and services. Businesses have 
to charge a higher price in order to 
cover the cost of litigation. This slows 
job growth and expansion of the econ-
omy. 

The U.S. Chamber last year in my 
district ran ads. They were telling the 
New Mexico citizens that for every new 
car they buy, they pay over $500 for the 
costs of litigation that are acquiring 
on that car manufacturer somewhere. 

One of my friends from Ohio said 
that we must stop making policy based 
on the contributions to campaigns. I 
would like to hold him to that state-
ment. The single largest contributor to 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle are the personal injury lawyers. 
They are the ones who are buying in-
fluence, and they are the ones who are 
blocking the reforms of lawsuit litiga-
tion abuses in this country. 

This House has passed medical liabil-
ity reform, it has passed asbestos li-
ability reform, it has passed class ac-
tion lawsuit reform, and they sit 
stalled out because of the special inter-
ests who are buying influence here ex-
actly like my friend from Ohio from 
the other side of the aisle was talking 
about. I hope that he will join me with 
as much enthusiasm as he was dis-
playing on the floor of the House to 
talk about the special interests pur-
chasing the system here in Wash-
ington, and that special interest group 
being the personal injury lawyers of 
America. 

Mr. Speaker, if we are going to con-
sider the environmental cost, the envi-
ronmental tax on each product in 
America, we also need to consider the 
lawsuit cost, the litigation cost, on 
every product in America. Because it 
comes from each one of us every time 
a lawsuit is filed. No one of us would 
block access to the courts for people 
who have a serious, legitimate legal 
claim, but the frivolous lawsuits are 
designed never to go to court but in-
stead to extract a payment from a 
company without going to court for a 
perceived injustice. 

Very rarely do the members of the 
class, those people, the class of the 
class action, the hundreds and hun-
dreds of thousands of people who are 
put on the class action lawsuit by the 
lawyers, very rarely do they get any-

thing. I have heard payments as low as 
25 cents for each claimant in a class ac-
tion lawsuit, while the lawyers get mil-
lions and sometimes billions of dollars. 

If we are going to improve the busi-
ness climate in America, if we are 
going to stop the outflow of jobs from 
this country, we will deal with the friv-
olous lawsuits that really affect the 
ability of any company in this country 
to continue to produce goods and serv-
ices and produce jobs for the people 
who want to live here and to raise their 
children in just a peaceful, quiet neigh-
borhood, knowing that they have the 
security of a job for tomorrow. Lawsuit 
abuse is one of the greatest penalties in 
our system, both personal and cor-
porate, that we face. 

I yield back to the gentleman to con-
clude. This is all of my statement, and 
I do thank the gentleman for bringing 
this conversation to the floor of the 
House on this day when it is announced 
that, under the President’s policies, 
under President Bush’s policies, 308,000 
new jobs have been created in March. I 
thank the gentleman for his leadership 
on this issue. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New Mexico 
(Mr. PEARCE) for his comments. 

Mr. Speaker, another subject matter 
I would like to raise is in rebuttal to 
the remarks made by the previous 
speakers from the Ohio delegation, and 
that would be with regard to unem-
ployment and the very strong state-
ments made on why we need to extend 
and expand unemployment benefits. We 
have done that in this Congress, and it 
has been up for a vote twice in a little 
more than a year that I have been here, 
and I will tell the Members that I come 
to the table with a little bit different 
viewpoint on that. 

That is, first of all, the demand on a 
minimum wage increase and possibly 
the discussion that has to do with a 
living wage; and I want to argue that 
there is hardly a legitimate minimum 
wage in this country at all. Most peo-
ple are working for more than the min-
imum wage. Our economy has grown 
past that, and the minimum wage itself 
sometimes keeps people from getting 
in entry level. 

I pointed out that it used to be one 
could drive into a gas station anywhere 
and some young person would come out 
there, entry-level job, and wash the 
windshield, check the oil, check the air 
in the tires, and fill the gas tank up 
and bring them their change and send 
them along their way. That was kind of 
a nice service, and they learned a work 
ethic. We do not do that anymore, and 
one of the reasons is because of min-
imum wage. 

But labor is an equation just like any 
other commodity. Labor is a com-
modity, and it is like corn and beans or 
oil, as we talked about earlier, or gold 
or shares in the marketplace. The 
value of labor is predicated upon two 
things: the supply and the demand of 
labor, just like the supply and demand 
of gold or oil, controls the price. So 
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when we start to interfere with that 
cost and we raise that cost of entry 
level labor up, then we are going to 
have some people who lose out on jobs. 

If we can legislate, by the way, a 
minimum wage, then I would challenge 
then the next step is legislating a liv-
ing wage. As I hear about living wages, 
then I say, well, if we can raise that 
price up, and living wage used to be 
claimed to be something like $8.56 an 
hour. So if we could legislate a living 
wage, then why in the world could we 
not just go ahead and legislate pros-
perity? If it does not cost jobs, if people 
are not going to get unemployed be-
cause of raising a minimum wage or 
moving up to a living wage, then let us 
all just be rich and let us set that level 
someplace at $20 or $25 or $30 an hour, 
and then we can all just share in this 
prosperity that would be legislated by 
the wise people from over here on the 
other side of the aisle. 

That does not work, because it is 
supply and demand. It is working. That 
is why the real minimum wage is sub-
stantially higher than the legislative 
statutory minimum wage. 

Transportation, we passed that 
today. That puts dollars and jobs out 
there. Transportation is the funda-
mental, foundational first building 
block in economic development. Trans-
portation, education, high-speed tele-
communications are those components 
today. Transportation was the first 
component. It is the most essential 
component. We have now started down 
the path of providing for those jobs and 
building the American economy, but it 
can be stronger, and the bill could have 
been better. 

I cannot leave this closed without ad-
dressing some things that need to be 
better, and that is the environmental 
burden on the transportation cost. 
Eighteen point four cents of every 
American’s gas, when they put the noz-
zle in their tank, goes into this high-
way fund. But of that 18.4 cents out of 
every gallon comes about 28 percent 
just to feed the E-tax, the environ-
mental monster, the cult, a religious 
type of environmental cultism, rather 
than a responsible way of dealing with 
our environment. We cannot even in-
ventory the offshore natural gas re-
serves off the coast of Florida because 
of the barrier here in this Congress be-
cause of the E-tax that is on us. So 
there is an environmental piece to this. 

Then there is a wage scale piece to 
this, the Davis-Bacon wage scale. That 
will increase the cost of wages from 8 
to 38 percent and actually some statis-
tics show 5 to 35 percent. But I will just 
say average that all out and that 
comes to about 23 percent of this; this 
is higher than it needs to be because of 
federally mandated wage scales. So we 
add the 28 percent for environmental, 
let us say 20 percent for the wage scale. 
So we are at 48 percent, and we have 
not even dealt yet with mass transit, 
bike trails, money for scrubbing the 
graffiti off the walls. Come on. Do we 
not have some people in our prisons 

that we could give them a wire brush 
and send them out there? Why are we 
imposing that upon the taxpayers of 
America to clean off the graffiti? Is 
that not a local issue? 

So when we add all these pieces up, I 
will argue that we can come to 68 per-
cent, maybe 71 percent of this can go 
somewhere else to be funded if, in fact, 
we believe it should be a priority what-
soever. I want every dime possible out 
of those transportation dollars to go 
into concrete and earth moving and 
pipe work and transportation that can 
be used to grow our economy, and I 
pledge here and now to move forward 
with this over the next 6 years if they 
send me back to do so in order to try to 
turn those dollars in a more respon-
sible fashion for transportation. 

We are doing a lot of the right 
things, Mr. Speaker. We need to con-
tinue improving on every single com-
ponent where we claim credit. We will 
get better, and we have got a lot to 
claim credit for, including 308,000 new 
jobs just in this past month alone. 

f 

OUR POROUS BORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURGESS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
TANCREDO) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, we 
have a couple of towns in Colorado that 
are approaching 500,000. I believe a 
town in my district, Aurora, Colorado, 
would be in that area somewhere. Just 
the last 6 months this Nation has added 
at least one more, Aurora, Colorado, 
and not by the fact that a group of 
American citizens or anybody pres-
ently living in the country had a num-
ber of children that all of a sudden 
would create a whole new city. We got 
this because we have porous borders 
and because, from October 1 last year 
to the end of March, approximately 
half a million people came through just 
one sector of our southern border, just 
one sector, the Tucson sector. We can 
be sure that it was at least that many 
because we know from experience, by 
how many we catch coming into this 
country, that there are at least two to 
three that get by us. 

So from the first of October to the 
end of March to the first of April, 
about a quarter of a million people 
were interdicted in that southern bor-
der in one sector, just the Tucson sec-
tor. 

This is astronomical. The numbers 
are unbelievable. They are up like 50 
percent. For every single person that 
we stop at the border, remember, two 
or three get by us, get by the Border 
Patrol. So that is why we know that in 
that 6-month period of time, a half mil-
lion people came into this country ille-
gally; and they did so in just one sec-
tor. We are not talking about the en-
tire border of the United States of 
America, north and south. 

What does this mean? And, by the 
way, why do my colleagues think they 

are doing that, Mr. Speaker? Why, I 
wonder, are we having so many people 
right now coming into this country il-
legally? Every year we have literally 
hundreds of thousands of people who 
sneak into the country. We take in a 
million and a half people approxi-
mately every year legally. We are one 
of the most generous nations in the 
world. 

b 1530 

It is certainly the most liberal policy 
when it comes to immigration. But be-
yond that, beyond the people that we 
bring into this country every year le-
gally, another 1 million or so come in 
through the back door, another 1 mil-
lion or so we do not know who they 
are, we do not know where they are, we 
do not know what they are doing here. 
We trust most of them are ‘‘doing these 
jobs,’’ I hear this constantly, ‘‘that no 
one else wants.’’ They are only coming 
to do jobs that no other American will 
do. 

I tell you, Mr. Speaker, with between 
10 and 18 million Americans out of 
work today, I will bet you anything 
that there are millions of Americans 
who are willing to do the jobs, but they 
have been underbid, if you will, by peo-
ple who have come here illegally. Their 
jobs have been taken by people who 
have said, I will do it for less. 

Then the next wave of immigration 
comes, and they do the same thing. 
They take jobs from the people who 
just came in. So that over the last 10 
years, our wage rates in this country 
have stayed flat; and wage rates, espe-
cially for low income people, have 
stayed very, very flat, because it is a 
depressing effect on wage rates when 
you have millions of people coming 
into the country illegally, especially 
people who are low-skilled and there-
fore low-wage people. 

But half a million through just one 
sector over the last 6 months. And 
why? I will tell you why, because the 
President of the United States made a 
speech, and in this speech he said that 
he wants a program of amnesty. And 
there is no other way to put it. 

He connected it with his plan for a 
guest worker program; but, in fact, be-
cause he allows people to stay in this 
country even if they are here illegally, 
it is an amnesty plan. 

Every time I go to the border, and I 
go down to the border quite often, Mr. 
Speaker, and up to our northern bor-
der, and every time I do I talk to some-
one who is Border Patrol, and they will 
say to you every single time, they will 
say, whatever you do, do not even use 
the word ‘‘amnesty’’ when you start 
talking up there in the Congress, be-
cause every time you do that, then the 
flood that I am trying to stop down 
here turns into a tidal wave. 

That is exactly what happened. The 
numbers went up dramatically right 
after the President gave his speech, 
and they continue to go up. On the bor-
der, our Border Patrol people are even 
asking the people they interdict, why 

VerDate mar 24 2004 01:10 Apr 03, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00080 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K02AP7.120 H02PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2022-10-18T06:16:08-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




