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by what I call the kudzu government.
A lot of my colleagues may not be fa-
miliar with kudzu, but if they were to
go to south, southeast America they
will see kudzu. My colleagues who are
uninformed might say, my goodness,
that is pretty. But what is kudzu?
Kudzu is something introduced in rural
America, in the southeast, ostensibly
to control soil erosion. And what it
does is it grows over and smothers all
the natural foliage of the region.

So if anyone has been fortunate
enough to have been given kudzu, a gift
from the government, and it has been
in their neighborhood for very long,
they know that it has killed every-
thing, even what they wanted to keep.
That is so like the government: comes
and shows up and says, “I am Mr.
Kudzu, I am from the government, I am
here to help you.” And before we know
it, they have smothered and destroyed
everything that is dear to our native
regions.

A look at mining reclamation. I wish
everybody in America would go out to
our great mining States and see what
they are doing in mining in America
today; to see how quickly they take
the ore, the coal, out, extract it, clean
up, replace and refill. It is not unusual
to see the mine operating very produc-
tively, producing the minerals and the
ores and the energy that we want, and
within hundreds of feet we will see the
natural wildlife of the region grazing
on what had been, and is today again,
the natural foliage of the region.

Once again, the government of the
United States might have been helpful
and encouraging in that. But today it
says we are so extreme, as they did in
the Grand Escalante, we will not allow
the mining, we will not allow the rec-
lamation. We will deny the Nation the
resources.

One of the great philosophical ques-
tions of our lifetime is, If a tree falls in
the forest and nobody is there, will
anybody hear it? Well, if AL GORE be-
comes President, we might ask the
greater question, and the one that has
greater relevance to our life, If a tree
falls in the forest, will anybody clear
it? And we just heard a discourse on
that.

There is a place in Idaho, in the dis-
trict of the gentlewoman from Idaho
(Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE), where you can
stand and see that the environmental
extremists allowed an experiment.
They allowed somebody to do the nat-
ural, normal, sensible thing that we
would all do as we cleaned up our own
backyards and take the fallen trees,
the underbrush, the fire hazard, and
clear it. And there is a section right
across the road where that was dis-
allowed. The fire came, and it is not
difficult to see where the fire’s devas-
tation ended. It ended where people did
the sensible thing with their land and
cleared the fallen trees and stopped the
fire hazard.
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There are many things that we can
see in rural America in our wonderful
countryside, resources, wealth, that
should be unlocked from rigid, inflexi-
ble, dogmatic Government controls
that are naive in their understanding,
innocent of their awareness, and arbi-
trary in their implementation.

Let America be what America has
been and has built itself from, a free
Nation of real people making a living
and living on their own land.

I think we should return to this sub-
ject again soon.

—————

EXPANDING TECHNOLOGY IN
RURAL AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
IsTOOK). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Utah (Mr.
CANNON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my friend and colleague the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETER-
SON) for the opportunity to speak on
his special order and for his effort in
putting this together.

Tonight we have heard about many
of the blessings that we get from rural
America. We get timber and paper
products. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania spoke about that. We have oil
and gas. The gentleman from OKla-
homa spoke about that. We have min-
erals extraction. The gentleman from
Nevada spoke about that. And the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHER-
WO0O0D) spoke about exporting kids.

Also, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. WELDON) spoke about the
number of children, the young people,
from rural America who get involved in
the military. So we have these great,
great resources that we have been ex-
porting.

But on the other hand, there now is a
turnaround and we are getting more
and more people back in or at least
more and more people want to come
back to rural America, and technology
is allowing that to happen.

I would like to talk for just a couple
minutes about technology and edu-
cation in rural America and why that
is so compelling and why that is going
to change the nature of what we do in
America so that people can go back to
where they came from where they
enjoy life, where they have clean air
and they have beautiful scenery and
they have good friends and where they
can leave their cars unlocked when
they go to church.

We have a number of things that are
happening in technology that are hap-
pening at a breathtaking rate. And,
frankly, we do not see them. We have
had so much change that these new de-
velopments are coming faster than we
can really understand. But on the cut-
ting edge of technology today, we have
two or three different things that are
going on.
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In the first place, we have all seen
the plummeting prices and the de-
crease in the size of computer equip-
ment. That is going on at an increasing
rate. And we are going to see a time
within the next year or so when you
can take a little small computer that
has all the power of a major computer
and it will operate off of radio fre-
quency and it will do so at a very rapid
rate, so that every kid in the world in
the next 4 or 5 years is going to have
the opportunity to be educated at a
very high level.

I would like to think that in the next
few years we will see a time when we
will have advertisements instead of
send $15 to feed a child for a month, we
will see ads to send $15 to educate a
child for a month and every child in
the world will have the opportunity to
get a post-doctoral education off the
Internet. That is partly because of the
devices that are coming onto the mar-
ket.

In addition to those devices, we have
this great new technology with radio
frequency and the ability to commu-
nicate a signal sometimes through
multiple repeaters, so that we should
be able to take satellite signals and get
those down to every child and every
person on Earth; and that certainly in-
cludes everyone in rural America.

And finally, we are seeing terrific
growth in the ability to compress data
so that we can do much, much more
with a smaller band width.

So, for instance, in my State of Utah,
Emery County, a little rural county in
the State of Utah, every person in that
county, because of the foresight of the
local telecommunications company,
now has access to DSL broad band tele-
communications. That DSL is going to
be a big enough pipeline to do almost
anything that anyone could imagine
they would want to do. And that takes
the jobs into rural Utah and raises the
life-style there.

Now, I would just like to wrap up by
talking about the difference in perspec-
tive here. We have a battle going on. It
is a cultural war. We see that battle
going on with the Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica and the attempt to revoke their
charter. We see that battle in many
other places. But the battle really
comes down to a battle between urban
America and rural America.

The Democrats have taken a very
clear position. The Democratic Con-
gressional Campaign Committee chair-
man, the gentleman from Rhode Island
(Mr. KENNEDY), in referring to the 2000
elections, said on June 21, 1999, as re-
ported in the Providence Journal, ‘“We
have written off the rural areas.” “We
have written off the rural areas.”

Now, the following day the minority
leader said he did not mean to say
that. He did not say he did not mean
what he said. He said he did not mean
to say that. Because that gave away
the strategy of the Democratic party.
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And it was probably unthoughtful. But
it has never been recanted, as far as I
know, by any leader of the Democratic
National party. No one has said, we are
actually going to court the rural vote.

And in fact, everything they have
done has been shown to be a movement
away from rural. They tax rural people
the same they do everywhere else, but
they move the programs into the urban
areas under the Democratic regime.
That is not right.

There is a digital divide today and
that digital divide can be healed and
overcome between rural and urban
America if we let the free market
work. But if we tax everyone in Amer-
ica and move that money to the urban
areas, then we lose the opportunity to
bring back to the rural areas the basis
for jobs and economic growth that
make the rural part of America so
great.

——

EDUCATION IS AT THE CENTER OF
AMERICA’S FUTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, before I pro-
ceed to the remarks that I had in-
tended to make tonight, as a Member
of this House who represents rural
America, or at least a significantly
rural district, I would simply note a
few facts.

In 1979, the last year of the Carter ad-
ministration, agriculture programs
cost the taxpayer less than $4 billion in
direct payments to farmers and prices
paid to farmers at the marketplace
were considerably higher than they are
today.

This year, under Freedom to Farm,
better known in rural America as free-
dom to fail at farming, which was
rammed through this House by the Re-
publican leadership a number of years
ago, the cost to taxpayers has risen to
well above $20 billion a year, almost 30
if we count all costs, and the prices
paid to farmers have fallen through the
floor.

I think most farmers, at least in my
area, recognize that rural America can-
not thrive unless family farmers get a
decent price for their product and until
the so-called Freedom to Farm Act is
radically changed, rural America will
continue to decay. Both parties need to
face up to that fact. Major elements of
my party have begun to. I wish I could
say the same for major elements on the
part of the other party.

But who knows, time may produce
miracles. I hope that they will realize
that they must undo what they did if
farmers are to really have a decent
shot at making a decent living through
the marketplace.

Having said that, I would now like to
turn to the subject that I wanted to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

talk about tonight, which is education.
Because more than any other subject,
education and what we do about it and
what this entire country does about it
lies at the center of the question of
how well we will prepare for our coun-
try’s future.

This is going to be a fairly dull
speech. It will be filled with exactly
what political consultants say we
should not have in our speeches. It will
be filled with numbers and facts. It will
not be exciting. It is not meant to be.
It is meant simply to state in a clear
way who has tried to do what to edu-
cation over the last 5 years.

We will undoubtedly hear in the
Presidential debates tomorrow night;
and we will have certainly seen across
the Nation, Republican candidates giv-
ing speeches and running ads pre-
tending to be friends of education.
Those speeches fly in the face of the
historical record of the past 6 years.
That record demonstrates that edu-
cation has been one of the central tar-
gets of House Republican efforts to cut
Federal investments in programs es-
sential for building America’s future in
order to provide large tax cuts that
they have been promising their con-
stituents for years.

Six years ago, in their drive to take
control of the House of Representa-
tives, the Republican leaders, then led
by Newt Gingrich, produced the so-
called Contract with America, which
they claimed would balance the budget
while at the same time making room
for huge tax cuts.

They indicated that one of the ways
that they would do so was by abol-
ishing four departments. Eliminating
the Department of Education was their
new number one goal. They also want-
ed to eliminate the Departments of En-
ergy, Commerce and HUD.

Immediately upon taking over the
Congress in 1995, they proposed cuts
below existing appropriations, not just
below the President’s request, but
below previous appropriations in a re-
scission bill H.R. 1158. That bill passed
the House on March 16, 1995, reducing
Federal expenditures by nearly $12 bil-
lion.

Education programs accounted for
only 1.6 percent of the Federal expendi-
tures in fiscal year 1995. But they made
up 14 percent of the spending reduc-
tions in the House Republican package.
That package was adopted with all but
six House Republicans voting in favor
of cuts totaling $1.8 billion.

Next, H.R. 1883 was introduced, which
called for ‘‘eliminating the Department
of Education and redefining Federal
role in education.”

The legislation was cosponsored by
more than half of all House Repub-
licans, including as original cosponsors
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT), the current Speaker; the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY),
the majority leader; and the gentleman
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from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the majority
whip.

The desire to eliminate the Depart-
ment of Education was stated explic-
itly in both the report that accom-
panied the Republican budget resolu-
tion passed by the House and in the
conference report on the budget that
accompanied the final product agreed
to by both the House and Senate Re-
publicans.

That conference report, a sized-up
copy of which I have here, for House
Concurrent Resolution 76, the fiscal
year 1996 budget resolution, states flat-
ly: ““In the area of education, the House
assumes the termination of the Depart-
ment of Education.”

That is what they voted for. The fis-
cal 1996 budget resolution not only pro-
posed the adoption of legislation to ter-
minate the Department organization-
ally, but it put in place a spending plan
to eliminate funding for a major por-
tion of the Department’s activities and
programs in hopes of partially achiev-
ing the goal of elimination even if the
President refused to sign a formal ter-
mination for the Department.

The conference agreement adopted
on June 29 proposed cuts in funding for
Function 500, the area of the budget
containing all Federal education pro-
grams, of $17.6 billion, or 30 percent
below the amount needed to keep pace
with inflation over the 6-year period
starting in fiscal 1996.

The House passed resolution had pro-
posed even larger cuts. Every House
Republican but one voted for both the
House resolution and the conference re-
port.

Then the budget resolution estab-
lished a framework for passage of the
13 appropriations bills. The Labor, HHS
education appropriation bill, which
contained the vast majority of funds
that go to local school districts, was
the hardest hit by that resolution.
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The fiscal 1996 appropriations bill for
Labor, Health and Education was
adopted by the House on August 4 of
1995. It slashed funding from the $25
billion level that had been originally
approved for the Department in fiscal
1995 to $20.8 billion for the coming
year. That $4.2 billion, or 17 percent
cut below the prior year’s levels, was
even larger when inflation was consid-
ered and was passed in the face of in-
formation indicating that total school
enrollment in the United States was
increasing by about three-quarters of a
million students a year.

The programs affected by those cuts
included: title I for disadvantaged chil-
dren, reduced by $1.1 billion below the
prior year; teacher training reduced by
$251 million; vocational education re-
duced by $273 million; safe and drug-
free schools cut by $241 million; and
Goals 2000 to raise student performance
reduced by $361 million. Republicans in
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