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all agree that Federal policy regarding the ex-
port of our best technology needs to be devel-
oped in light of the public availability of com-
parable technology outside of the United
States, I believe that we are also resolute in
our pledge to defend our Nation in this frontier
age. Certainly we should not provide the
means of our own destruction as some have
been so wont to do.

H.R. 1903 will allow us to measure the qual-
ity of foreign encryption technology, a central
portion of any secure system. That measure-
ment with evaluations from the Department of
Defense will allow us to determine which do-
mestic products can be exported without pos-
ing an additional threat to national security.
Taken in light of global market competition,
this criteria will strike the delicate balance be-
tween national security requirements and busi-
ness needs for the information age, a balance
that should be paramount in our discussions
about national security as we enter the next
century.

As we continue our efforts to develop policy
in this frontier age, I would encourage my col-
leagues to examine these issues closely, to
weigh the need for competitiveness against
the responsibility to defend our Nation from in-
formation terrorists. The issues here are as
complex as the underlying technology, and our
willingness to take rhetoric and spin at face
value without seriously researching the issue
will ultimately lead to a dangerous imbalance.
The Science Committee has set a wise course
for this policy, and I would encourage others
to follow and support this measure.

Again, I would like to thank Chairman SEN-
SENBRENNER, Chairwoman MORELLA, and the
Science Committee for their efforts and I
would yield back the balance of my time.
f

FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF IN-
CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF
GONZALES, CA

HON. SAM FARR
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 18, 1997

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the city of Gonzales, CA,
on the 50th anniversary of its incorporation.
The residents of Gonzales have long been ac-
tive in the development of the community and
the Nation.

In 1874, Mariano and Alfredo Gonzales laid
out a town of 50 blocks surrounding a recently
erected railroad depot on property deeded by
Mexico to their father. From this early date,
Gonzales established itself as a friendly town
where a stranger could easily be persuaded to
stay a few extra days and enjoy the smalltown
charm.

Within 20 years, the population of Gonzales
had reached 500 residents of diverse ethnic
backgrounds and heritage. A number of Swiss
immigrants established a soon to-be-thriving
dairy industry. Soon thereafter, a local resident
discovered the process for producing con-
densed milk. Following this historic discovery,
the Alpine Condesary opened in Gonzales and
began producing the world’s first condensed
milk.

Over the years, agriculture replaced dairy as
the region’s most important industry and
Gonzales, located in the Salinas Valley, be-

came known as one of the most fertile regions
in the country.

I am honored to have the privilege of intro-
ducing a resolution to recognize the historical
contributions of the residents of Gonzales, CA.
Since its establishment, Gonzales has main-
tained the smalltown charm that people the
world over envy.
f

SCHOOL VOUCHER STUDY FINDS
SATISFACTION

HON. NEWT GINGRICH
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 18, 1997

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, the attached
article from the New York Times and op-ed
from the Wall Street Journal clearly dem-
onstrate the effectiveness of and parental sat-
isfaction with Cleveland’s school voucher pro-
gram. Even more importantly, the survey men-
tioned in each of these pieces points out that
low-income parents are as concerned about
the quality of their children’s schools as any
other income group. Schools should be an op-
portunity magnet, not an underachieving trap.
The evidence is in: Vouchers are one way to
enhance parental choice and should be en-
couraged.

I submit both the New York Times and Wall
Street Journal pieces into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 18, 1997]
SCHOOL VOUCHER STUDY FINDS SATISFACTION

(By Tamar Lewin)
In the first independent evaluation of

Cleveland’s groundbreaking school voucher
program, a Harvard University study has
found that the program was very popular
with parents and raised the scores of those
students tested at the end of the first year.

‘‘We found that parents who have a choice
of school are much happier, and these pri-
vate schools seem to be able to create an
educational environment that parents see as
safer, more focused on academics and giving
more individual attention to the child,’’ said
Paul E. Peterson, director of the Education
Policy and Governance at Harvard’s John F.
Kennedy School of Government, which is-
sued the report. ‘‘This happens despite the
fact that these are very low-income stu-
dents.’’

The Cleveland experiment has been closely
watched as school vouchers emerge as a po-
tent political issue across the country.

The report found that two-thirds of the
parents whose children received vouchers to
attend a private or parochial school were
‘‘very satisfied’’ with the academic quality
of the school, compared to fewer than 30 per-
cent of the parents of students who applied
for vouchers but remained in public schools.

In addition, the parents using vouchers
were also more than twice as likely to be
happy with the school’s discipline, class size,
condition and teaching of moral values than
those remaining in public school.

During the last school year, the Ohio De-
partment of Education gave 1,996 Cleveland
students from low-income families vouchers
covering up to 90 percent of private or paro-
chial school tuition, to a maximum of $2,250.
The amount is slightly more than a third of
what the public school system spends annu-
ally per pupil.

Most students used the vouchers at Catho-
lic schools. But about a quarter of those who
received vouchers—mostly those who could

not find another suitable placement—at-
tended two new independent schools set up
by advocates of the voucher program, known
as Hope schools.

The study found that those students, test-
ed at the beginning and end of the school
year, made significant academic strides,
gaining 15 percentage points in math and 5
percentage points on reading tests, relative
to the national norms. However, language
scores declined 5 percentage points overall,
and 19 points among first graders.

The Cleveland schools have been troubled
for years; in 1995, the system was put under
state control when it ran out of money half-
way through the year. Rick Ellis, a spokes-
man for the Cleveland schools, said that be-
cause the school system was now operated by
the state, and the state also runs the vouch-
er program, the Cleveland schools had taken
no position on the program, which has been
expanded to cover 3,000 students this year.

But Cleveland’s voucher program—like the
nation’s only other large-scale voucher pro-
gram, in Milwaukee—remains under the
cloud of a continuing court challenge. In
May, an Ohio appeals court ruled that be-
cause the vouchers could be used at religious
schools, the program was an unconstitu-
tional mingling of church and state. The
State Supreme Court, however, ruled that
the program could continue this year, pend-
ing its review. With the Milwaukee voucher
program pending in State Supreme Court, it
is likely that one or both of the cases will ul-
timately wend their way to the United
States Supreme Court.

Despite the legal uncertainties, vouchers
remain a powerful political issue across the
country:

In New Jersey in April, the Education
Commission barred Lincoln Park, a suburban
school board, from using tax money for
vouchers.

In Vermont last year, the education office
took away education funds of the Chittenden
Town School District when it tried to in-
clude parochial schools in a voucher program
for high schools.

In New York City and several other cities,
small programs, privately financed by phi-
lanthropists, provide scholarships allowing
some public school students to attend paro-
chial schools.

In Washington, House and Senate Repub-
licans have proposed a Cleveland-style pro-
gram for the District of Columbia schools.

The evaluation of the Cleveland program is
based on a survey of 2,020 parents who ap-
plied for vouchers, including 1,014 parents of
voucher recipients, and 1,006 parents who ap-
plied but did not used the vouchers.

Those who applied, but ultimately re-
mained in public school, cited transpor-
tation, financial considerations and admis-
sion to a desired public school or failure to
be admitted to the desired private school.

The average income of families using
vouchers was lower than those whose chil-
dren remained in public schools, but the two
groups did not differ significantly with re-
spect to ethnicity, family size, religion, or
mother’s education or employment. But
those staying in public schools were more
likely to be in special education classes or
classes for the gifted.

The vast majority of participants, 85 per-
cent, said their main reason for applying to
the voucher program was to improve edu-
cation for their children. Other commonly
cited reasons were greater safety, location,
religion and friends.

‘‘I like to emphasize that parents said
what was really important to them was aca-
demic quality of school,’’ said Professor Pe-
terson, whose co-authors were Jay P. Greene
of the University of Texas and William G.
Howell of Stanford University. ‘‘A lot of peo-
ple say low-income families don’t care about
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quality, that they choose schools based on
other factors, but that’s not what the par-
ents say.’’

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 18,
1997]

CLEVELAND SHATTERS MYTHS ABOUT SCHOOL
CHOICE

(By Jay P. Greene, William G. Howell and
Paul E. Peterson)

As delays in repairs keep the doors to
Washington D.C.’s public schools closed,
Congress is debating whether to approve the
District of Columbia Student Opportunity
Scholarship Act, which could help restruc-
ture this dreary, patronage-ridden system
and give at least a couple of thousand poor
students a chance to attend the private
school of their choice. True to his teacher-
union allies. President Clinton remains ada-
mantly opposed to giving poor children the
same chance at a private education that his
daughter, Chelsea, had.

In deciding whether to challenge the presi-
dent, Congress would do well to consider
what’s been happening in Cleveland, site of
the first-state-funded program to give low-
income students a choice of both religious
and secular schools. Of more than 6,200 appli-
cants, pupils entering grades K–3 last year,
nearly 2,000 received scholarships to attend
one of 55 schools. The scholarships cover up
to 90% of a school’s tuition, to a maximum
of $2,250, little more than a third the per-
pupil cost of Cleveland public schools.

This past summer we surveyed more than
2,000 parents, both scholarship recipients and
those who applied but did not participate in
the program. We found that parents to schol-
arship recipients new to choice schools were
much more satisfied with every aspect of
their school than parents of children still in
public school. Sixty-three percent of choice
parents report being ‘‘very satisfied’’ with
the ‘‘academic quality’’ of their school, as
compared with less than 30% of public school
parents. Nearly 60% were ‘‘very satisfied’’
with school safety, as compared with just
over a quarter of those in public school. With
respect to school discipline, 55% of new
choice parents, but only 23% of public-school
parents, were very satisfied.

The differences in satisfaction rates were
equally large when parents were asked about
the school’s individual attention to their
child, parental involvement, class size and
school facilities. The most extreme dif-
ferences in satisfaction pertained to teach-
ing moral values: 71% of choice parents were
‘‘very satisfied,’’ but only 25% of those in
public schools were.

Our other findings provide powerful an-
swers to many of the arguments raised by
voucher opponents:

Parents, especially poor parents, are not
competent to evaluate their child’s edu-
cational experience. But test scores from two
of the newly established choice schools jus-
tify parental enthusiasm. Choice students
attending these schools, approximately 25%
of the total coming from public schools,
gained, on average, five percentile points in
reading and 15 points in mathematics during
the course of the school year.

Choice schools don’t retain their students.
In fact, even though low-income, inner-city
families are a highly mobile population, only
7% of all scholarship recipients reported that
they did not attend the same school for the
entire year. Among recipients new to choice
schools the percentage was 10%. The com-
parable percentages for central-city public
schools is twice as large.

Private schools expel students who cannot
keep up. But only 0.4% of the parents of
scholarship students new to school choice re-

port this as a reason they changed schools
this fall.

Poor families pick their children’s schools
on the basis of sports, friends, religion or lo-
cation, not academic quality. Yet 85% of
scholarship recipients from public schools
listed ‘‘academic quality’’ as a ‘‘very impor-
tant reason’’ for their application to the pro-
gram. Second in importance was the ‘‘great-
er safety’’ to be found at a choice school, a
reason given by 79% of the recipients. ‘‘Loca-
tion’’ was ranked third. ‘‘Religion’’ was
ranked fourth, said to be very important by
37%. Friends were said to be very important
by less than 20%.

Private schools engage in ‘‘creaming,’’ ad-
mitting only the best, easiest-to-educate stu-
dents. But most applicants found schools
willing to accept them, even though a law-
suit filed by the American Federation of
Teachers prevented the program from oper-
ating until two weeks before school started.
When those who were offered but did not ac-
cept a scholarship were asked why, inability
to secure admission to their desired private
school was only the fourth most frequently
given reason, mentioned by just 21% of the
parents remaining in public schools. Trans-
portation problems, financial considerations
and admission to a desired public school
were all mentioned more frequently. (Cleve-
land has magnet schools that may have
opened their doors to some scholarship appli-
cants.)

The data from Cleveland have some limita-
tions, because the program was not set up as
a randomized experiment. Yet the compari-
sons between scholarship recipients new to
choice schools and those remaining in public
schools are meaningful. That’s because, with
respect to most of their demographic charac-
teristics—such as mother’s education, moth-
er’s employment, and family size—the fami-
lies of scholarship recipients did not differ
from those remaining in public schools. In
fact, the voucher recipients actually had
lower incomes than the group to which they
were compared.

Cleveland’s success at school choice should
not remain an exception to public schools’
monopoly on education. If members of Con-
gress care at all about the education of poor
children living in the inner-city, they should
approve the voucher legislation for Washing-
ton now before them.

f

NATIONAL PARK FEE EQUITY ACT

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR.
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 18, 1997

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today I intro-
duced the National Park Fee Equity Act. This
legislation will allow those national parks
which cannot charge an entrance fee to keep
all other fees which are collected for activities
within that park.

There are units of the park system which
cannot collect fees because when these parks
were created deed restricts were placed on
the land donated to the Federal Government.

Last Congress, this body recognized the
need to keep more of the money in the parks
rather than sending it back to Washington.
This was accomplished when we created the
Fee Demonstration Program.

This program allows parks to keep 80 per-
cent of the user fees, above what was taken
in during 1994, in the park where they are col-
lected. Unfortunately, there are some parks
which cannot charge entrance fees.

The fact that these parks cannot charge an
entrance fee hampers their ability to collect
funds for park improvements. Therefore, I
think it is only fair that all other fees collected
in these parks remain there to help protect
and improve them.

One such park, the Great Smoky Moun-
tains, is the most visited park in the United
States. However, since it cannot charge an
entrance fee, it does not get to keep as much
money as other parks do for improvements to
campgrounds, trails, buildings, and other facili-
ties there.

I believe that we need to do everything we
can to help our Nation’s parks. Currently, the
National Park System has a maintenance and
construction backlog estimated to be between
4 and 6 billion dollars. The bill I have intro-
duced is a step toward addressing this prob-
lem.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very modest proposal
in terms of the Federal budget. However, this
money will go a long way in helping us pre-
serve these parks for enjoyment of future gen-
erations. I urge my colleagues to support the
National Park Fee Equity Act.
f

POW–MIA COMMEMORATION DAY

HON. VIC FAZIO
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 18, 1997
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow, our Na-

tion will commemorate the thousands of Amer-
ican men and women who were lost in action
or who experienced the brutality of being a
prisoner of war. For every war that America
has engaged in since its formation 221 years
ago, these men and women fought to protect
America’s democratic principles and to ensure
that future generations could enjoy these free-
doms.

Our country joins the American families
around the world whose sons and daughters,
fathers, mothers, and spouses were lost in ac-
tion or suffered brutality as a prisoner of war
in mourning and bittersweet celebration. We
grieve for the soldiers whose lives were lost.
Our only consolation is that their families fi-
nally find a level of peace by knowing the fate
of their loved ones. America can join them in
putting closure to the restless years of uncer-
tainty regarding the destiny of these men and
women. Together we can find comfort in each
other and begin to heal our painful wounds.

Today, Americans around the world also
join in rejoicing for those courageous men and
women who have returned to us alive and are
reunited with their families. We welcome them
warmly. Although there are no words that can
adequately express our deepest and sincerest
gratitude, please know that your sacrifices and
those of your families were not in vain. To
these soldiers, we thank you. Your years of
physical torture, hunger, psychological abuse,
and forced labor will never be forgotten. Amer-
ica will never allow it to be forgotten.

America continues to wait apprehensively
for the soldiers whose fate is still unknown.
We pray together that soon we will learn more
on the status of these men and women.
Please be assured that America will not rest
until all of her sons and daughters are re-
turned to her soil. We anxiously await news of
them and hope for their safe return with open
hearts and open doors.
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