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I think if you add up all of these
things and their recent abrogation of
the Treaty on Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe, which placed restric-
tions on conventional forces, I think
this does not bode well to our contin-
ued reliance on the Russians in the
years ahead, and we need a new plan to
deal with our manned space flight pro-
gram in the years ahead.

———

THE COST OF CAMPAIGNING FOR
PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, what
must our children think when they
hear news reports about the upcoming
Presidential race of 2008, and when
they hear over and over and over again
how much money all the candidates are
raising, $27 million, $20 million, $18
million, and the ante is being raised
every week.

In just 6 months of campaigning, the
2008 Presidential candidates have al-
ready amassed more than $265 million.
According to the Center for Responsive
Politics, some analysts predict that
the eventual nominees will need to
raise a half a billion dollars apiece in
order to compete, a half a billion dol-
lars apiece.

In the last 2004 Presidential election,
the candidates, together, raised
$880,500,000. The 2008 Presidential elec-
tion will see the first billion-dollar
race in American history. That’s more
than the gross domestic product of 25
nations.

What must our children think about
this out-of-control arms race? Don’t
they conclude only the rich have a
chance, that the rich control, that to
get ahead, you have to court the rich?
What must our children think of our
Nation, once founded with the high
ideals of patriotism, sacrifice and re-
bellion against the entrenched view
that has now fallen so sick, so sick. A
majority of its candidates in both par-
ties run to Wall Street and hedge funds
and mega-buck donors and bundlers
whose real motives often come to light
as scandals.

Former Member Shirley Chisholm
described herself as unbought and
unbossed. Those of us who knew her
knew she wasn’t kidding when she said
that.

It’s hard to imagine a Presidential
candidate staying unbought under such
immense pressure to raise money. In-
evitably, those candidates have to turn
to the superrich or to bundlers, to spe-
cial interests and unsavory characters
who care only about themselves and
their special interests and very little
about our country.

When we start looking under the
rocks, it’s hard to say what we will
find: foreign influence in unregulated
hedge funds, foreign contributions
laundered through third parties, cro-
nyism taken to the nth degree.
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Almost 100 years ago, a native son of
Ohio, Warren Harding, won the White
House. He ushered in a level of corrup-
tion that was unrivaled at that time.
The dollar amounts being tossed
around in the 2000 Presidential race
make it only a matter of time before
another giant scandal rocks our gov-
ernment and further undermines the
confidence of our body politic and our
very system of government. We all
know what’s going on is wrong, wrong,
wrong.

When I am asked who I am sup-
porting for President, I say the one
who has raised the least money.

We should be asking ourselves what
must our children think, before it’s too
late. We can act now to curb this out-
of-control arms race. I have introduced
a bill, H. Con. Res. 6, that reaffirms
that the presence of unlimited amounts
of money corrupts the political process
in a fundamental manner.

If money equals free speech, then
lack of money equals lack of free
speech. The bill expresses the need to
preserve, through our Constitution, the
integrity of a republican form of gov-
ernment, restore public confidence in
election campaigns, and ensure all citi-
zens an equal opportunity to partici-
pate in our political process.

I encourage my colleagues to join me
in cosponsoring this legislation and for
Americans to pay attention and call
this important issue to the attention of
their Representatives.

America needs a new revolution to
take our politics back from the money
handlers and telemarketers. Let’s re-
turn our Republic to the American peo-
ple and, importantly, a free Republic to
our children.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will remind all persons in the
gallery that they are here as guests of
the House and that any manifestation
of approval or disapproval of pro-
ceedings or other audible conversation
is in violation of the rules of the
House.

0 1600
NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND

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

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I have stood on this floor sev-
eral times now speaking about the neg-
ative impact that NCLB, No Child Left
Behind, has had on our children’s edu-
cation and, consequently, on our chil-
dren’s future as well.

Tonight I will speak continuously
about that as well and the problems
until NCLB are fixed. I will continue to
speak out against NCLB until parents
and educators are empowered to make
the changes that will ensure an envi-
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ronment in which schools can teach
and children can learn.

More and more information is com-
ing to light attracting more and more
supporters to the belief that not only
should No Child Left Behind not be re-
authorized at this time, but, actually,
it should be completely scrapped.

Yesterday, in the New York Times,
Diane Ravitch, a professor of education
at NYU and a former assistant sec-
retary of the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation, wrote, and I quote, ‘‘the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2002 is fun-
damentally flawed,” and that it should
be ‘“‘overhauled, not just tweaked.”’

She continued, ‘““The latest national
tests, released last week, show that
academic gains since 2003 have been
modest, less even than those posted in
the years before the law was put in
place. In eighth-grade reading, there
have been no gains at all since 1998.
The main goal of the law—that all chil-
dren in the United States will be pro-
ficient in reading and mathematics by
2014—is simply unattainable. The pri-
mary strategy—to test all children in
those subjects in grades three through
eight every year—has unleashed an
unhealthy obsession with standardized
testing that has reduced the time
available for teaching other important
subjects. Furthermore, the law com-
pletely fractures the traditional limits
on federal interference in the operation
of local schools.”

Let me repeat that last point, be-
cause I believe that it is a missing
piece of the jigsaw puzzle. NCLB ‘‘com-
pletely fractures the traditional limits
on Federal interference in the oper-
ation of local schools.”

Many times I have referenced the
work of Neil McCluskey of Cato Insti-
tute, a scholar who shares my concerns
about educational policy. He did a
study in 2007 entitled, ‘“End It, Don’t
Mend It,” and he concluded that
“NCLB has been ineffective in achiev-
ing its intended goals, has had nega-
tive, unintended consequences, is in-
compatible with policies that do work,
is at the mercy of a political process
that can only worsen its prospects, and
is based on the premises that are fun-
damentally flawed.”

Using several shocking statistics,
McCluskey points out how States are
lowering, not raising, their educational
standards. They are creating a race to
the bottom to ensure that their schools
will not be denied Federal funding.

Let me give you just a couple. In
2003, the State of Texas decreased the
number of questions on their test in
order for it to be approved, from 24 to
20. In Michigan, when 1,500 schools
were placed on the NCLB need im-
provement list, the State lowered the
percentage of students required to pass
the test in English from 75 down to 42
percent.

The State of Ohio backloaded its ade-
quate yearly progress goals, aiming to
increase proficiency by a mere 3 per-
cent, 3.3 percent for the first 6 years,
but then said they’re going to do a 40
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percent increase in the last 6 years.
They did this of course in hopes of
meeting NCLB’s unrealistic goal of
having 100 percent proficiency in math
and reading in all schools. And there
are other studies as well with similar
conclusions.

In 2005 the Fordham Foundation
compared the State proficiency scores
to NAEP scores, with striking results.
The NAEP tests have generally been
maintained at standards over the year,
and so it’s a good barometer.

In the Fordham study, of the 20
States that have reported gains on
their tests in 8th grade reading pro-
ficiency, mark this, only three showed
any progress at even the basic level for
NAEP. That means 20 States are saying
that since No Child Left Behind things
are going better. But if you compare it
to NAEP, really not. Only three.

Furthermore, in a new study released
today by the foundation, researchers
note that in at least two grades, twice
as many States in the U.S. have seen
their tests become easier, not harder,
since NCLB was put into effect. And
that’s my point here. All the studies
are showing that since NCLB went on
the books, States are racing to the bot-
tom when it comes to trying to estab-
lish their tests, the exact opposite of
what this administration tried to do.

I think all of us should be startled, at
the very least, by this. Appropriately,
we should be outraged. You know, if
Washington is forcing our schools to
basically lower their standards, put-
ting our children’s education at risk,
we must act now in this House to re-
verse the trend. And with NCLB reau-
thorization coming up now, now’s the
time to do it.

To that end I've submitted a bill, the
LEARN Act, Local Education Author-
ity Returns Now. It’s H.R. 3177. And
what it will do is very simply, it would
allow States to opt out of the Federal
NCLB system completely, and, at the
same time, allow the States to retain
their funding.

I think, to me, it’s very obvious that
States have grown tired of Washington
dangling money over their heads and
holding them accountable. And I thank
the Speaker for allowing us to address
the issue of the reform that is needed
in the area of NCLB and talking about
the LEARN Act.

HONORING RICK DIEGEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HoDES). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, tonight I rise to
honor a colleague, ally and a dear
friend, Rick Diegel.

On October 1 of this year, the Inter-
national Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers, the union to which I proudly
belong, said goodbye to long-time po-
litical legislative department director
Rick Diegel.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Rick Diegel, who has been one of the
most influential labor voices on Cap-
itol Hill, is a true champion for Amer-
ican workers, not just organized work-
ers, but all workers and their families.
I have known and relied on his good
counsel for more than 10 years.

Under Brother Diegel, the IBEW has
become a respected leader on policies
that affect American working men and
women as they try to provide for their
families.

Brother Diegel represents the true
spirit of public service. A Vietnam vet-
eran, he served in the U.S. Air Force
from 1964 to 1968.

Before he came to Washington,
Brother Diegel was active in politics in
his native Texas. And for the record, I
don’t hold against him the fact that he
is from Texas. In the 1970s, he served
three terms as mayor pro-tem of the
City of Ingleside.

As a member of Corpus Christie
IBEW Local 278 in 1969, he worked for
several contractors in Texas as a jour-
neyman wireman and foreman. So, yes,
he has worked with the tools.

He was elected business manager in
1977, a post he held until his appoint-
ment in 1983 to COPE director at the
international office here in D.C. He be-
came director of IBEW’s political legis-
lative department in 1998.

One of Brother Diegel’s greatest
achievements has been his success in
helping IBEW brothers and sisters get
elected to public office, where they
work to advance policies that work for
working families. And his success has
been amazing.

More IBEW members have been elect-
ed to office than any other organiza-
tion, labor or otherwise. And he has
worked to create an office within the
AFL-CIO to promote the election of
working-class brothers and sisters to
local, State, and Federal office
throughout the Nation.

I hope that effort continues to bear
fruit. The more that we can bring the
issues of average working Americans to
the forefront, the more we can take
back the machinery of government
from those who would use it to benefit
the narrow interests of the wealthy
few.

It is through the leadership of Rick
Diegel and the efforts of likeminded
brothers and sisters across the Nation
that we can ensure that the American
Government is working for the people,
all people.

It is with great sadness that I say
goodbye to Rick and his wife, Theresa.
But I will remember Rick’s Kkindness,
his compassion, and his dedication and
strive to live up to those ideals in my
work on the Hill.

Congratulations on your retirement,
Rick, and good luck. And as the Mexi-
can saying goes, may you have love,
success and now the time to enjoy
them.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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(Mr. WOLF addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

————

PROTECTING THE BILL OF RIGHTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, there are certain principles
that do not divide us by whether we’ve
Republican or Democrat or an inde-
pendent and that is, of course, the pre-
cious Bill of Rights, and the idea that
we live in a country that is so unique
and so different and so many people as-
pire to find just a simple taste of the
democracy that we enjoy.

And yet, after 9/11, all of us gathered
together realizing that if we allowed
the terrorists to terrorize us, change
our way of life, they had won.

Unfortunately, we have seen a num-
ber of legislative initiatives and as a
member of the Homeland Security
Committee, I take no back step to se-
curing America. But I understand that
our values of democracy and the pro-
tection of the Bill of Rights should be
the anchor of this society. And if we
terrorize ourselves by taking away our
rights, the terrorists have won.

And so I stand here to emphasize cer-
tain basic principles as we look to re-
vise the FISA law, and that is, of
course, the law that clearly intercepts,
undermines the fourth amendment; the
right to be in your home and to be pro-
tected against unreasonable search and
seizure.

I'm delighted that you will be hear-
ing, over the next couple of days, along
with a markup coming up, the prin-
ciples enunciated that emphasize the
protection of the values of America.
And so we simply believe, as I believe,
in joining with a number of colleagues
to emphasize that we believe that we
live in a dangerous world, but we also
should be guided by principles. Those
principles should ensure that Ameri-
cans do not have to be surveilled in
their homes when they are commu-
nicating with fellow Americans. We
should not be suspect of our tele-
communications companies to think
that they are in cahoots, collaborating
with our government to spy on us.

We realize that there is a difference
when we talk about foreign-to-foreign
communications, that there is a need
for surveillance. And I’'m here today to
emphasize that we should stand and
fight for the protection of the fourth
amendment, to protect you in your
homes and, at the same time, you can
be protected against terrorists, because
terrorism depends upon making sure
that you have the information.

And when you have a court that is
made available under the existing
FISA law that was established in 1978
that understands the necessity and the
urgency of the law enforcement offi-
cers that come to them, then you
should support the idea of court inter-
vention whenever someone determines
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