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August 3, 1995

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, August 3, 1995

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mrs. WALDHOLTZ].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
August 3, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable ENID G.
WALDHOLTZ to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Reverend Dr. Ronald Christian,
Office of the Bishop, Evangelical Lu-
theran Church in America, Washing-
ton, DC, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, in this moment of
quiet, as the work of the day begins, we
first acknowledge our dependency upon
Your grace and Your care.

We seek guidance when we could so
easily be led off the course of justice
for all, we ask for wisdom when our de-
cisions could so quickly be driven by
selfish desires, we plead for mercy
when our petty jealousies have caused
a wedge to be driven between ourselves
and others, and we pray for courage
when, with feeble heart, we might eas-
ily give in to goals that are less than
the best for others.

Oh God, in these moments and with
these words, let us all be reminded
again of Your presence with us and our
responsibility to You, and may our ac-
tions this day serve more Your majes-
tic will and purpose than our fleeting
wants and wishes. Amen.

R —

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House her approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. NOR-
wooD] come forward and lead the House
in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. NORWOOD led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows: '

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with amendments, in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 1905. An act making appropriations
for energy and water development for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 1905), “An Act making
appropriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses,”’ requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
DOMENICI, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. COCHRAN,
Mr. GORTON, Mr. McCONNELL, Mr. BEN-
NETT, Mr. BURNS, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr.
BYRD, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. REID, Mr.
KERREY, and Mrs. MURRAY, to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
morning the Chair will recognize ten 1-
minute speeches on either side of the
aisle as agreed to by the leadership.

TIME TO END WELFARE FOR
LOBBYISTS

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Madam Speaker, I
stand in support of the Istook-
McIntosh-Ehrlich grant reform amend-
ment. This amendment in the Labor-
HHS-Education appropriations bill
would put a stop to the Federal Gov-
ernment subsidizing political advocacy
groups.

We want to stop the welfare for lob-
byists. These are the groups that feed
at the Government trough, complain-
ing that if we take away their funds,
we take away their first amendment
rights. They call this the ‘‘nonprofit
gag order.” They say, ‘*“Without our ad-
vocacy voice, nonprofits will no longer
be able to share their insights with pol-
icymakers."

I tell my colleagues, there are plenty
of advocacy groups and nonprofit edu-

cational research institutes who share
insights without using taxpayers' dol-
lars and without using your money. Be-
sides that, constituents are free to
visit or can come and call on me, or
any of my fellow Congressmen, and
share their thoughts; they just cannot
send the phone bill or the airline bill to
us and our neighbors.

Madam Speaker, that is exactly what
happens when we have welfare for lob-
byists. I encourage my colleagues to
pass the Istook-McIntosh-Ehrlich Fed-
eral grant reform amendment. It is the
right thing to do.

KENTUCKY AND TENNESSEE ARE
DUE AN APOLOGY

(Mr. BAESLER of Kentucky asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BAESLER. Madam Speaker, re-
cently, on Wednesday, July 19, a fresh-
man Republican Member of Congress
made the following quote in an inter-
view regarding Koresh and the Waco
hearings. ‘““The only law they clearly
established,” talking about Koresh,
“broke that I can see, so far, is he had
sex with consenting minors."” He said,
“Do you send tanks and Government
troops into large sections of Kentucky
and Tennessee and other places where
such things as this occur?”

This statement shows, I think, the
extent to which some members of the
majority party will go in order to jus-
tify the narrow world view about David
Koresh. Instead of condemning him for
what he was, this Member attacked the
good people of Kentucky and Ten-
nessee.

Something is clearly wrong with this
picture, and this Member, as others,
just does not get it. Defending religious
freedom is not the same as defending
religious fanaticism. Somebody ought
to tell him the difference.

On behalf of the good people of Ken-
tucky and Tennessee, I think this
Member owes us an apology.

ABC GOT IT WRONG ON
REPETITIVE MOTION STATISTICS

(Mr. NORWOOD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NORWOOD. Madam Speaker, I
have come to the floor to correct a few
things ABC’s report on ergonomics last
night would have led the American
people to believe.
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Madam Speaker, ABC says that 60
percent of workplace illness occurs
from repetitive motion. Why would
they give out that number? Why would
they not say that the Bureau of Labor
Statistics says that only 7 percent of
the workplace illnesses occur because
of repetitive strain?

Why would ABC not have said, The
National Safety Council does not agree
with either one? They say that only 4
percent of the workplace illnesses
come from repetitive strain. It is a per-
fect example of what is wrong in this
town.

Where did ABC get 60 percent? They
got it from Joe Dear. Why did Joe Dear
say 60 percent? So he could do what
they have been doing for 40 years: Run
down to this Congress and say, “‘Look
at all these problems. I need more
money. I need more people. I need to
grow my agency."

MEDICARE PATIENTS NEED TRUE
CHOICES

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, the Congress is about to embark on
major changes in Medicare. These re-
forms we will be considering will offer
patients less choice, not more, unless
we take action to ensure that their
choices are protected.

Many of the so-called reform plans
include efforts to increase the use of
managed care for Medicare patients. A
study released last week found that
three-fourths of Americans age 50 and
over said they would not join a Medi-
care managed care plan without the
freedom to choose their doctor; 82 per-
cent believe that the freedom to choose
out-of-network physicians or special-
ists would be ‘'very important'’' or
‘critically important” to their deci-
sions about whether to join a Medicare
managed care plan.

The message is simple. Choice is es-
sential to older Americans. A point-of-
service option provides true choice by
allowing Medicare patients to go out-
side of a network when they need serv-
ices. This option should be built into
every health plan involving Medicare
patients.

Madam Speaker, $270 billion in cuts
in Medicare to pay for tax breaks for
the rich is wrong. It is equally wrong
to force America’s elderly into man-
aged care and take away their choice of
physician.

HOLD THE LINE. COMPETITION
JUST DOES NOT RING TRUE

(Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Madam
Speaker, hold the line. Competition
just does not ring true.
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Madam Speaker, does competition
mean a monolithic, one-sided monop-
oly? The manager’s amendment to H.R.
1555, the Communications Act of 1995,
will do just that. The bill that came
out of committee passed with biparti-
san support and had some level of ap-
proval from all industry representa-
tives. What happened?

The provisions in the manager's
amendment are so vague, it will be dif-
ficult for State regulators, and every-
one else, to determine what constitutes
competition. As the U.S. Congress
deregulates telecommunications, we
must assure that some fair standard
exists for gauging competition and cre-
ate a blueprint for the future of a com-
petitive communications industry.

As a former state utility commis-
sioner, I have seen firsthand how true
competition can benefit the consumer.
This is why I have some reservations
about the manager’s amendment.

Madam Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no" vote
on the manager's amendment. Let us
go back to the original bill that the
committee passed. We owe it to our
constituents, the customers for all of
these services, to make sure that rates
are fair and wide open to competition.

IRS RIPPING OFF THE AMERICAN
PUBLIC

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker,
thousands of Americans receive faulty
notices from the IRS. The IRS says,
“Your taxes are delinquent, pay them
up.” When the IRS was asked if the
1993 tax law allowed deferrals, they
said, “The law is being reviewed.”
When IRS was asked how many tax-
payers got notices they said, “A small
numpber."

Now documents reveal that 43,000
Americans got faulty notices in the
first month. The IRS said, ‘“Small
problem. These things happen.”

Shame, Congress. Shame, for allow-
ing the IRS to rip off and trample the
rights of the American taxpayers.

By the way, the old saying, ‘“‘Easy for
you, difficult for me,” does not apply
to the IRS.

REPUBLICANS ARE KEEPING
THEIR PROMISES

(Mr, WHITFIELD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Speaker,
yesterday we were treated to a tremen-
dous display of partisan rhetoric on the
floor of this House.

Madam Speaker, most of yesterday,
liberals took to the floor and accused
Republicans of being extremists, mean-
spirited, and shameful. The experiment

21867

in big government that was started in
the 1960’s has failed. It is over. We will
not keep pouring hard-earned tax dol-
lars of the American people down a
huge sinkhole of debt just to support a
bloated, ineffective government.

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple want a balanced budget, they want
to eliminate duplicative and wasteful
programs, and they want, in short, to
transform government to be effective
and provide the needs that the Amer-
ican people demand.

Madam Speaker, we are going to
keep our promise on this side of the
aisle to reduce the size and cost of gov-
ernment and to create effective pro-
grams that work.

PHILADEPHIA'S EXAMPLE

(Mr. SANFORD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SANFORD. Madam Speaker, the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight held a field hearing in early
July in Cleveland. Amongst those who
gave testimony were the mayor of
Philadelphia, Edward Rendell.

Madam Speaker, I was fascinated by
his story because 3% years ago Phila-
delphia stood at the brink of financial
disaster. They were a quarter of a bil-
lion dollars in debt. Their bonds had
been rated junk. Vendors as lowly as
toilet paper suppliers said, '"No more.
We are not dealing with Philadelphia.”

They had lost 30 percent of their tax
base. Taxes had gone up 19 times over
the last 11 years. Yet today, Madam
Speaker, the city enjoys a $29 million
surplus. They have investment-grade
bonds. For the first time since World
War II, they have had a tax cut.

How did they do it? One, they created
an entrepreneurial environment where-
in government was to view customers
as king, and in this case, the taxpayer
was to be king. Two, they were to
spend government dollars as if they
were their own.

Madam Speaker, if Philadelphia can
do that, I think America and the Fed-
eral Government can do that.

MEDICARE: NO COMMON SENSE IN
CONGRESS

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Madam
Speaker, the American people are
gradually learning the truth about the
Republican Medicare program. As the
Wall Street Journal reported 3 days
ago, raising Medicare premiums and
copayments on seniors is becoming a
likely possibility.

Republicans are finding that forcing
seniors into HMO's may not provide
the short-term cost savings they were
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hoping for, but the Democrats knew all
along that the health care reform and
Medicare reform should not be treated
as a short-term budget exercise.

As you will recall, Madam Speaker,
the Republicans only started talking
about Medicare after their Contract
With America rhetoric forced them to,
by accident. Then they discovered the
impending crisis in medical care, which
President Clinton talked about all last
year.

Madam Speaker, cutting $270 billion
is not the way to save Medicare. It is
becoming obvious to seniors that in-
cluding $270 billion in cuts to their ben-
efits and $245 billion in tax cuts in the
same budget bill is poor public policy
and really a raw deal. This Republican
majority Congress wants to balance
our budget on the backs of seniors, and
today they are cutting programs for
our youth.

This Congress wants to cut our oldest
and youngest, forsake our elders and
cut our future. To paraphrase my
friend from Ohio, ‘“Beam me up.’’ There
is no common sense here in Congress.

L ———

REPUBLICANS ARE SAVING
MEDICARE

(Mr. TORKILDSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Madam Speaker,
it is unanimous. The President and his
trustees agree, and both parties in both
Houses agree: Medicare is going broke.
If the Congress chooses to do nothing,
the status quo will destroy the Medi-
care system. But we can fight to im-
prove the system, Madam Speaker, so
that current and future generations
will have access to health care.

This past week, I visited several sen-
ior centers in my district. The Ameri-
cans I spoke with understood that
change in the current system is nec-
essary. Our seniors are trapped in a
system designed for the 1960’s, not the
1990's and beyond.

Madam Speaker, the facts
straightforward. Under the House-
passed budget, spending on Medicare
will increase from $4,800 per recipient
now to over $6,700 per recipient over
the next 7 years. Doing nothing means
Congress is abdicating its responsibil-
ity.

Madam Speaker, every person and
every idea is needed to resolve the
Medicare crisis. I urge my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to join to-
gether. If Medicare goes broke in 2002,
it is going to affect all of us, regardless
of party affiliation or age. Let us work,
preserve and protect Medicare.

APOLOGY DUE THE PEOPLE OF
KENTUCKY AND TENNESSEE

(Mr. TANNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

are
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TANNER. Madam Speaker, a
while ago one of the Members who
spoke here used the term ‘‘extremist,
mean-spirited, and shameful.” Let me
tell my friends that one of the most ex-
tremist, mean-spirited, and shameful
remarks occurred in an interview by a
Member of this body the other day in
the Journal Gazette when he said, ‘*The
only law they clearly established
Koresh broke that I can see is that he
had sex with a consenting minor,” a
little girl 10-year-old. ‘Do you send
tanks and government troops into
large sections of Kentucky and Ten-
nessee, and other places where such
things occur? Since he viewed he was
married, which then comes to the po-
lygamy question, in other words, we
are sending tanks in to enforce polyg-
amy laws."”

By way of a strained explanation, he
said, “I implied something I don't be-
lieve. It was a wrong choice of words."

May I say to the Speaker of this
House, the people of Kentucky and
Tennessee deserve an apology from
someone who speaks for this body.

THE ISTOOK-McINTOSH-EHRLICH
AMENDMENT

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Madam Speaker,
here is a little quiz. What do the fol-
lowing examples have in common: One,
the National Council of Senior Citizens
received $68 million from the Federal
Government between 1993 and 1994.
That is 96 percent of its operating
budget. Between 1992 and 1994, the
NCSC gave $405,000 to 134 congressional
candidates.

Two, the Child Welfare League of
America received $260,000 in Federal
funding in 1 year. It then ran an ad in
the Washington Times against the
House welfare reform bill.

Three, the AFL-CIO in the 1993-94
year received more than $2 million in
Federal money. It operates ‘‘Stand
Up,” a program designed to defeat the
104th Congress’' agenda, and runs a TV
campaign targeting Members of Con-
gress.

What do these examples have in com-
mon? A, your tax money was used; B,
you had no say in which group received
your money; C, these groups actively
and aggressively lobbied Congress; D,
all of the above.

Believe it or not, Madam Speaker,
the answer is D. That is wrong and I
urge that the Istook-McIntosh-Ehrlich
grant reform amendment be passed.

STAMP OUT THE REPUBLICAN
WAR ON WOMEN

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker,
this August 26, we have this wonderful
stamp coming out, celebrating women
having had the right to vote for 75
years. In November 1996, you are going
to watch women use that vote. They
are also going to be using this stamp, I
think, to try and stamp out the Repub-
lican war on women.

I think women are not only angry
about the actions against them in this
Congress, they are angry about the at-
titudes that the Republicans have had
against them in this Congress as seen
by the vote yesterday in the other
body.
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That is all very, very sad, and it is
very difficult today to celebrate the
only victory, the only victory women
have had this entire time, and that was
saving a 25-year-old program started by
Richard Nixon and George Bush that
last time got two-thirds of this body
and this time barely snuck through.
That is outrageous.

Our foremothers would want us to
fight back, and we will.

SUPPORT THE LABOR-HHS-
EDUCATION BILL

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOKE. Madam Speaker, let us be
clear about one thing. If you want to
hurt your children, if you want to hurt
your grandchildren, if you want to pun-
ish the future generations that have
not been born yet for this Nation, the
best thing that you can do today is you
can vote against the Labor-HHS appro-
priations bill.

Let me ask a simple question: Which
is worse, eliminating some ineffective
programs today while still funding im-
portant initiatives, or leaving our chil-
dren a legacy in which the only thing
the Government can afford to do is pay
for entitlements and interest on the
debt, if that?

This is a good bill. It deserves our
support. It increases funding in impor-
tant areas, like the National Institutes
of Health. It eliminates funding in
areas where it does not deserve to be
funded. It consolidates a great deal of
funding.

Please, support it.

SALUTE TO THE NATIONAL BAR
ASSOCIATION AND PRESIDENT-
ELECT LAWRENCE BOZE OF THE
NBA

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Madam Speaker,
I rise this morning to salute Lawrence
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Bozé, newly elected president-elect of
the National Bar Association, now
holding its 75th year meeting in Balti-
more, MD.

The National Bar Association, orga-
nized in 1920, is now celebrating its
75th year of service. It is an organiza-
tion of lawyers serving African-Ameri-
cans throughout this Nation. Mr. Bozé,
a native Houstonian, has been a long-
time activist in the Houston Lawyers’
Association, the NBA, and the Houston
community. He has used his legal
training to enhance the lives of those
least able to access our American sys-
tem of justice. He has fought the legal
fight against eliminating the 18th Con-
gressional District.

As head of an organization, the NBA,
that has led the effort to maintain
equality, civil rights, and opportunity,
I know that Mr. Bozé's administration
will continue that service in an excel-
lent manner.

It is my pleasure to salute the Na-
tional Bar Association in its 756th year
of service and Mr. Lawrence Bozé, the
newly elected president-elect of the
NBA.

WE MUST PRESERVE MEDICARE

(Mr. MILLER of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Madam
Speaker, the Medicare program is a
very, very essential program we need
to save in this country. It is very im-
portant in my congressional district in
Florida, where I have more senior citi-
zens than any other congressional dis-
trict in the country. It is also impor-
tant not only for the seniors but for
the jobs in my area, the hospitals, the
nursing homes, the home health agen-
cies. So it is very essential we preserve
this very essential program, and it has
to be a bipartisan effort.

The President speaks normally in a
bipartisan fashion on Medicare, which
is the way we should treat that. It is
only when he gets into the partisan
campaign reelection that he gets car-
ried away on Medicare. But we start off
with a bipartisan agreement that it is
going broke. The President's own
trustees, Secretary of Labor, the Sec-
retary of HHS, the Secretary of the
Treasury, they all said in their report
on April 30 of this year, it is going
broke in T years, and it starts running
out of money next year.

Last night in the news the President
is saying, according to headline news
stories, that we need to look at the pri-
vate sector. Great. We need to look at
the private sector because the private
sector health care costs also are not
growing nearly as much as is happen-
ing in Medicare.

We must preserve Medicare.
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THE CONTRACT WITH AMERICA’S
SENIORS

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, as
many know, the Republicans seek to
cut $270 billion from the Medicare pro-
gram, and the Republicans claim that
these cuts will not hurt senior citizens.

But if health care costs continue to
rise faster than the money budgeted for
Medicare, then seniors will either get
less services or pay more money. It is
that simple.

One plan that the Republicans are
considering is a voucher plan which
would force senior citizens to purchase
their own health insurance. While Re-
publicans claims this is giving seniors
more choice, many forget the reason
Medicare was enacted was because
health insurance was so expensive.
Prior to Medicare, most seniors did not
have any medical insurance.

What the Republicans are in effect
saying is, ‘‘Seniors, here is a small
amount of money. Go out and buy
health insurance that you will not be
able to afford.”

Now that Republicans are in power,
they want to enact the largest cuts in
Medicare history. The Republicans talk
about reform, but they start with the
cuts first. This is backwards, and it is
also wrong.

Republicans have forgotten the truly
important contract, the contract with
America’s seniors.

WE NEED TO SAVE MEDICARE

(Mr. DICKEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DICKEY. Madam Speaker, I
think I am going to introduce a new
word to this thing, counter-consult-
ants’ advice.

What we have here is we have con-
sultants who are trying to take the
Medicare issue and make it an issue of
political proportions. Then the counter
consultants come back and say, “No,
we can't do this. We have got to re-
spond to this politically.”

We just have a contrast here with the
previous speaker and myself. I think
we all have something in common. I
think we all agree, we all agree we
must save Medicare. We all agree that
if we continue like we are doing, with
the overutilization and the rising
costs, that Medicare is going to go
broke.

So what we need to do in this par-
ticular discussion is keep the consult-
ants and the counter-consultants out
of it.

Look at the facts. In 2002, Medicare
will go bankrupt, and $1 billion in Med-
icare part A will be spent over, above,
what we have to spend.
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We need to save Medicare, and we all
agree on that.

DRAMATIC CUTS IN EDUCATION

(Mr. BECERRA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, here
in today’'s newspaper, USA Today, ‘‘Na-
tion rates average in school reform,'.
Only “average’. Yet today we will de-
bate a bill that cuts education dra-
matically. It cuts the money that we
provide schools to help kids who need
help, doing math and reading, because
they are behind.

We are eliminating a program that
actually helps us get schools reformed,
eliminating the program that helps 44
million students. We are eliminating 27
percent of funding for vocational edu-
cation.

We are eliminating $137 million for
Head Start Programs for our kids. We
are cutting in half Healthy Start Pro-
gram moneys. We are eliminating $286
million for safe and drug-free schools,
to make sure our kids have a safe envi-
ronment to go to.

At the same time we are doing this—
the Gingrich Republicans are axing
education funding, not only are they
doing that, but they are adamant about
giving corporations and the wealthiest
of Americans $20,000 in tax cuts and at
the same time they are adding $8 bil-
lion to the defense budget, which the
Department of Defense did not even re-
quest.

Wrong-headed is the word.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 789

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
my name be removed as a cosponsor of
H.R. 789.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mrs.
WALDHOLTZ). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Geor-
gia?

There was no objection.

e ————

PERMISSION FOR CERTAIN COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. PORTER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: The Committee on Commerce, the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, the Committee on
National Security, the Committee on
Resources, and the Committee on
Small Business.
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It is my understanding that the mi-
nority has been consulted and that
there is no objection to these requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PORTER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 2127, Departments of Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation, and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1996, and that I may in-
clude extraneous material along with
tables and charts.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 208 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2127.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2127) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education, and related
agencies, for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses with Mr. WALKER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday,
August 2, 1995, title II had been des-
ignated.

Pursuant to the rule, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] will be rec-
ognized for 45 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be recognized for 45 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Chairman, the total discre-
tionary funding for the Departments of
Health and Human Services declines by
$1 billion from $29.2 billion to $28.2 bil-
lion, or 3.5 percent. Mandatory spend-
ing, on the other hand, increases from
$152 billion to $170 billion.

One of the committee’s top priorities
is funding for biomedical research. The
bill provides $11.9 billion for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, which is an
increase of $642 million, or 5.7 percent.
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The committee believes strongly we
should permit scientists to determine
the funding priorities at NIH rather
than Members of Congress. As a result,
the committee has not earmarked
funds for specific diseases or directed
NIH to fund particular research mecha-
nisms. These decisions should be, and
are under the bill, left to scientists.

Another high priority in the health
and human services section of the bill
is support of preventive health pro-
grams. Funding is maintained for the
Centers for Disease Control and preven-
tion programs supporting increases for
a broad range of prevention programs
and funding many others at last year's
levels. Increases are provided for child-
hood immunization, breast and cervical
cancer screening, sexually transmitted
diseases, chronic and environmental
disease, and infectious disease.

The committee has also adopted a
strategy of preserving funding for the
large block grants which permit States
flexibility to provide a broad range of
services or to reduce or eliminate fund-
ing for the smaller categorical pro-
grams which must be used for very spe-
cific purposes and constituencies.

For example, the bill preserves fund-
ing at the 1995 levels for the substance
abuse and mental health services block
grants, the preventive health services
block grant, the community services
block grant, and the child care and de-
velopment block grant. The bill level
funds the title X family planning pro-
gram at $193 million. Ryan White AIDS
treatment programs are level funded,
with the exception of title I assistance
to cities, which is increased by $23 mil-
lion in recognition of the new cities
coming on board in 1996.

Funding for health professions train-
ing is maintained at the 1995 funding
level and is provided in one consoli-
dated line item, pending reauthoriza-
tion of various training programs.

The core programs addressing rural
health care needs are protected. The
National Health Service Corps is level
funded at $120 million, as is the Rural
Outreach Grants Program at $26 mil-
lion; $10 million in continuation costs
is provided for rural hospital transition

ants.

In addition to supporting ongoing
programs to address violence against
women, such as the Family Violence
Program, the bill provides an addi-
tional $39.9 million for violence against
women programs specifically author-
ized in the crime bill.

Funding for the Agency for Health
Care Policy and Research declines by
21 percent, to $125 million, and the bill
abolishes the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Health, with its allocation
of 14 deputy assistant secretaries and 6
special assistants at grade 15 or above,
and transfers some of its core functions
to the Office of the Secretary of Health
and Human Services.

Funding for the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Program is elimi-
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nated because the original justifica-
tions for this program at the Federal
level no longer exists.

The bill does make a very small re-
duction in Head Start funding of $137
million, or 3.9 percent from last year,
but even with this small reduction,
Head Start is still funded at over $3.3
billion for fiscal year 1996.

We reduce in the bill Federal admin-
istrative costs by cutting overall ad-
ministrative budgets by 7.5 percent and
congressional and public affairs offices
by 10 percent. The bill changes current
law by 10 percent.

The bill changes current law by pro-
viding States with the option of provid-
ing Medicaid funding for abortion in
cases of rape or incest. It also prohibits
use of Federal funds to discriminate
against medical schools who do not in-
clude abortion training as part of their
overall Ob/Gyn training, and bans
human embryo research by NIH.

All of these provisions are the sub-
ject of possible amendments today.

I believe that this section of the bill
reflects a thoughtful approach to the
funding for the Department of Health
and Human Services.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 8 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, yesterday we talked
about the implications of this bill for
working Americans. Today we are mov-
ing to the portion of the bill that at-
tacks our most vulnerable citizens.

This is really the second stage of a
three-stage attack on the elderly, on
disabled, and poor Americans.

Last week, this House adopted legis-
lation which will substantially in-
crease the rent that low-income elderly
will pay to live in section 8 housing
and other federally subsidized housing.
In September we will be considering
legislation that will radically scale
back the options of senior citizens on
Medicare and will substantially in-
crease their out-of-pocket expenses,
and today we are attacking vulnerable
Americans on another front in this bill.

This bill kills the program that helps
pay winter fuel bills and summer air-
conditioning costs when the alter-
native is that their heat and electricity
will be cut off, 6 million American fam-
ilies, 80 percent of whom make less
than $10,000 a year, we are going to kill
that program.

The bill will dramatically cut back
opportunities for part-time community
service work for programs like Green
Thumb. We are cutting Federal support
for senior center activities, RSVP pro-
grams, senior aides, foster grand-
parents. We are even cutting elderly
nutrition programs, and so we are at
midstream in a process that hits the
same group of people, older Americans
living on $8,000 to $10,000 a year or less,
and we are hitting them over and over
and over again.
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The problem is that right now people
are living on the edge. They cannot
take one hit much less three, and so I
think you have a right to ask who is
going to pick up the slack.

In some cases, no question, maybe
their kids may be able to step in. In
those cases, we will be shifting the bur-
den right back on to working Ameri-
cans. In other cases, there may be some
local help. But given the cuts that we
are already making in aid to schools
and other areas, that is not very likely.

So, in many cases, we are simply
looking at the prospect of many of
these people falling through the cracks
or being tossed out the window, and if
you think it is hyperbole, listen to
what the Wall Street Journal reported
last November when it said, *“More
than two decades after the creation of
a Federal law aimed at providing free
meals to anyone over 60, several mil-
lion older Americans are going hungry
and their numbers are growing stead-
ily. The Federal food programs cannot
keep up with the Nation’s rapidly
graying population. For the first time,
we have growing waiting lists,” it
quotes a Federal official as saying.
“The level of malnutrition is only in-
creasing.” This was not in a left-wing
newspaper. This was in the Wall Street
Journal.

Or take a look at this New York
Times headline and the story. The
story read, “A gray-haired man in a
blue Yankee cap lifts the lid off of a
garbage bin next to a supermarket.
Peering inside, he pulls out a tray of
mushrooms still wrapped in plastic,
slips it surreptitiously into a small
gym bag, as shoppers stroll in front of
the supermarket. Elderly people go al-
most unnoticed as they scavenge for
food in garbage bins just around the
corner.”” These are not homeless peo-
ple. They are not entirely destitute.
But they are driven to the unappealing
and even humiliating task of foraging
through trash by a disturbing combina-
tion of immediate financial need and
more general fear of the future.

This picture, while I know it does not
show up very well, shows older Ameri-
cans searching for food outside of a su-
permarket in a dumpster—in a dump-
ster. We have come to this.

We are going to be providing a big
capital gains tax cut. We are going to
be eliminating the minimum corporate
tax that the high-flying, truly needy
corporations of this country now pay
but will not be paying under the new
tax bill. So that again you have a laun-
dry list of large corporations ranging
from AT&T down through you name it,
who will wind up not paying taxes,
again, just like they did not pay taxes
between 1982 and 1995 even though they
made $60 billion in profits.
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We are going to be doing all of that
and paying for it by taking jobs away
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from our seniors and by taking lit-
erally food out of the mouths of not
just kids, but out of our low-income el-
derly.

Mr. Chairman, it is really hard to put
this bill in context because there is
really no precedent for what is being
done. We are witnessing an attempt to
implement policies that are radically
out of the mainstream.

Take, for instance, the foster grand-
parents program. It is hard to find any-
body who is familiar with that program
who does not think it is one of the best
things that has ever happened to this
country.

It takes low-income elderly, gives
them a minimum wage for providing
care and companionship to young kids
20 hours a week. These are kids in fos-
ter care or State institutions. Some
are very severely retarded, they are au-
tistic; they are kids who would not re-
ceive love or attention from any other
source.

Some people thought the Reagan ad-
ministration was pretty hard-hearted,
particularly when it came to the dis-
advantaged and to programs to help
them, but I would like to read some-
thing.

Mr. Chairman, let me read this
quote: “It is really hard to say who
benefits more in this program, the
child or the foster grandparent. What
of the children in the program? They
have been abandoned, forgotten, the
victims of pernicious neglect. They
range in age from infancy to 21 years.
The fact is, it is doubly beneficial.
That is one reason why the cost of the
program is so worthwhile.”

You know who said that? Not some
left-wing socialist. Nancy Reagan.
That is who said that. Yet, you are
going to gut those programs.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply say, I
know that there are going to be some
amendments offered today to try to
make a token apology to the seniors
and the vulnerable in this country by
restoring a few pennies in the almost
$10 billion savaging that you are doing
these populations, and I guess there is
no harm in bringing up those amend-
ments. It is a little conscience money
that you are going to provide so you
can take back home and tell your con-
stituents, you care at least a little bit.

All I would say is that regardless of
how many fig leafs you pass on this
floor today, you cannot fix up this bill,
and those little conscience amend-
ments still do not remove the obliga-
tion for people of both parties to keep
our bipartisan commitment to these
programs for the vulnerable.

Some of these programs were started
on a bipartisan basis by people like Mel
Laird and Gaylord Nelson, two biparti-
san Wisconsin products. We ought not
abandon these programs or the people
who are helped by them. I urge you, no
matter what happens on amendments
today, vote this turkey down.
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I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply say
that the overall cut in the Department
of Health and Human Services in the
discretionary funds is 3.5 percent. Of
that, a portion is in salaries and ex-
penses that are cut by 7.5 percent. The
overall cut in services is perhaps under
3 percent, and most of the spending in
this section of the bill is mandatory
spending that will continue regardless
of what is contained in the bill. I think
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] greatly, greatly overstates the
effect of what the bill does.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 7T minutes to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. MIL-
LER].

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, this bill is an integral part of our
effort to balance the budget, the moral
and economic challenge of our time.
This bill meets its share of the burden
and therefore deserves every Member's
support. These are the tough choices
we are having to make to balance this
budget.

These are the specifics that follow
after the budget that we approved ear-
lier this year, and we have prioritized
what we consider the most important
areas, funded those, and said, wait a
minute, do we need to fund everything
just because it has been in the budget
for years and years and years?

Mr, Chairman, this bill was not un-
dertaken in a haphazard or malicious
way. We went about this very thought-
fully and determined our priorities. We
have over 1,200 programs under our ju-
risdiction in this subcommittee and for
each one, we asked a simple question:
Is this Federal undertaking absolutely
critical or can it be reformed or elimi-
nated? Some programs which were not
found to be Federal concerns were
eliminated, while others were deemed
essential and received increases.

By setting priorities, we eliminated
programs that do not work and
strengthened ones that do. Spending
taxpayer dollars on useless programs is
not compassion. Balancing the budget
and setting priorities is real and true
compassion. There are many programs
which we found to be essential.

Some of these include the five pre-
vention programs within the Centers
for Disease Control which all received
increases above their 1995 funding lev-
els. The first is the breast and cervical
cancer screening program. The sub-
committee’'s recommended increase of
$25 million, which goes from $100 to
$125 million, will provide enough fund-
ing to permit the expansion of this pro-
gram into all States, thereby allowing
greater access for low-income, high-
risk women to receive screening and
referral services for the detection of
breast and cervical cancer at earlier
and more treatable stages.
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The prevention program of infectious
disease received over a 20-percent in-
crease. This additional funding is in-
tended to provide sorely needed re-
sources to the CDC for addressing such
monumental problems as the ebola
virus and E. coli which we have all
heard so much about lately.

Additionally, the bill increases funds
for chronic and environmental disease
prevention and sexually transmitted
disease prevention by $15 million. This
will permit enhancement of programs
such as diabetes control and education,
cancer registries, birth defects, disabil-
ities, and other diseases.

Finally, the subcommittee provides
additional protection for our most im-
portant resource: Children. The Child-
hood Immunization Program has gone
from $465 million to $475, a $10 million
increase, which will permit the CDC to
purchase more vaccines, expand clinic
hours, and provide increased outreach
opportunities ensuring vaccination for
previously unreachable children.

Mr. Chairman, this bill does fund
those items in which the Federal Gov-
ernment has a legitimate and nec-
essary role. AIDS prevention has gone
from $569 million to $595 million. The
Ryan White Program, the AIDS Treat-
ment Program, goes from $633 million
to $656 million. Overall, the bill in-
creases funding for prevention pro-
grams by $63 million. This is $63 mil-
lion which will go toward assisting
low-income women and children to
achieve better health care and $63 mil-
lion which will go toward securing the
safety of our Nation by protecting us
from infectious diseases.

A further example of setting prior-
ities is the proposed increase in fund-
ing for the National Institutes of
Health, a real treasure to this country.
The majority party realizes that even
when resources are necessarily re-
stricted, it is important to continue to
fund and support those programs which
are critical for future development.

It is estimated that the advances de-
rived from the National Institutes of
Health research save $69 billion annu-
ally in medical care costs. Addition-
ally, federally supported biomedical re-
search creates high-skilled jobs and
supports the biomedical industry gen-
erating a positive balance of trade for
our country.

I do not believe the importance of
biomedical research can be under-
stated. And for those reasons, this bill
increases the overall spending for the
National Institutes of Health by $642
million, a 5.7-percent increase. Let me
repeat that. The National Institutes of
Health has an increase in spending of
$642 million, or 5.7 percent. This trans-
lates into millions of new research dol-
lars for finding a cure for cancer or
AIDS, as well as additional millions for
battling the debilitating diseases such
as hemophilia and cerebral palsy.

Mr. Chairman, it is time for this Con-
gress to make some tough choices. For
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too long we have allowed programs
which do not provide any tangible or
national benefit to receive precious
Federal dollars. We cannot increase
NIH and prevention spending unless we
are willing to make cuts somewhere
else. If we are to ensure the relative
prosperity of future generations, we
have to stick to our funding levels and
make the decisions based on a pro-
gram's relative worth.

Mr. Chairman, President Clinton’s
1996 proposed funding for NIH was at
$11.3 billion, $165 million below what
we are proposing to spend on NIH. We
are proposing to spend, in this bill, $165
billion more than President Clinton
even requested.

The center of our debate today is
where are our priorities, what pro-
grams can we point to that have a di-
rect benefit on society and have had a
success in health care?

These are the tough choices we have
to make, but we have to remember the
bottom line is we must balance this
budget over the next 7 years. That is
what is important for our children and
grandchildren in this country, is to get
on that glidepath to a balanced budget.
That is what is going to give the bene-
fits that we need for the standard of
living, the quality of life that affects
all Americans. I urge my colleagues to
support this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3%
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to this bill. This is
a mean-spirited attack on the elderly,
working families, and our Nation's
children. Nowhere is this assault more
evident, than with the bill's total
elimination of the Low Income Home
Energy Assistance Program, which pro-
vides life saving assistance to low-in-
come families and seniors.

It is an outrage that this Congress
would take the heat away from our
seniors to give a cool $20,000 tax break
to the Nation’s most wealthy.

The draconian and heartless action of
the committee to eliminate all funding
for the Low income Home Energy As-
sistance Program jeopardizes the
health and safety of millions of Ameri-
cans who rely on these funds to heat
and cool their homes.

In my home State of Connecticut,
nearly 70,000 households benefit from
$27 million in home energy assistance.
In my district alone, nearly 13,000
households benefit.

Marie Brown of Wallingford is one of
the many people in my district who de-
pend on energy assistance to heat her
home in the winter. It gets very cold in
Connecticut. Marie's $500 a month
budget isn’'t enough to pay her home
heating bills after she has paid rent,
medical costs and other expenses.

Marie calls home energy assistance
‘‘a blessing,”’ and says that ‘‘this is the
best thing they have ever done, espe-
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cially for the elderly.” Eliminating en-
ergy assistance would force Marie and
other seniors on fixed incomes make
choices they shouldn't have to make—
choices between home heating and ne-
cessities such as food or medicine.

If energy assistance is eliminated,
what are we going to say to Marie
Brown and the millions of families who
depend on this program?

I do not want to tell them that to en-
sure people have adequate shelter is no
longer a priority for Congress and that
tax breaks for the Nation’s wealthy are
a more pressing concern. I will not
carry that message.

It is unconscionable that low-income
seniors and working families in ex-
treme need would be swept aside so
that Republicans can offer the wealthy
an unnecessary tax break.

Just last month, the Nation experi-
enced an unusually harsh heat wave,
which caused the deaths of 400 people
in Chicago. The Governor of Illinois
was able to offer the citizens of his
State emergency energy assistance to
prevent future fatalities. Under this
bill, Governors across the Nation would
not have those emergency resources,
and just possibly more men and women
would die. Energy assistance is truly
life-saving assistance and we have an
obligation to provide it to people in
need.

I urge my colleagues to stand by
working families and the elderly. Sup-
port amendments to restore energy as-
sistance to millions of seniors and
working families, whose survival
should be our No. 1 priority.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. OLVER].

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I want to
play directly to the comments made by
the minority Member who is in control
of the time at the moment. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. MILLER] just
a few minutes ago said that the bill
that is before us represents the Repub-
lican controlled Committee on Appro-
priations majority’s careful and
thoughtful consideration of priorities;
and, No. 2, the elimination of spending
Federal dollars on useless programs.

Mr. Chairman, let us look at one of
those programs. The Republican con-
trolled Committee on Appropriations
has completely eliminated the Low In-
come Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram, the so-called LIHEAP Program,
completely eliminated that.

Mr. Chairman, that program serves
almost 6 million families around this
country. Usually it is thought about as
a program that covers people who have
problems with the cold from the Rocky
Mountains east to the eastern seaboard
along the northern tier, but as the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut just point-
ed out, emergencies this summer in
Chicago where there were more than
400 dead and emergencies over the
Southern Plains and in the Southwest
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where the heat has been up in the 115
range at various times, those are the
kinds of places where even a little bit
of money is used on exceptionally hot
days like today, and here in Washing-
ton for that program.

Six million people are covered by
this program, mostly half of them are
elders, the most vulnerable people to
both heat and cold, the most vulner-
able people, and those are the people.
That is the priority for cutting off a
program on the part of the Republican
majority here.

The question of priorities, this $1 bil-
lion that is eliminated from the Low
Income Heating Assistance Program,
their priority is to put in instead, in a
different bill, their priority, one new
B-2 bomber that costs the same
amount, or one new amphibious trans-
port ship, neither of which was ac-
quired by the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. OLVER] talked about the
LIHEAP Program. The LIHEAP Pro-
gram came out of the energy crisis we
had in the 1970’s. It was a program that
has outlived its usefulness. It is a very
costly program of over $1 billion a
year.

The cost of energy now as a percent,
compared to that, is less, and yet, we
want to keep that billion dollar a year
program going. Even President Clinton
has asked for dramatic reductions in
that program. Mr. Chairman, we have
to set priorities. We have to balance
this budget.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TALENT].

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I want
to congratulate the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. PORTER] on bringing an ex-
cellent bill to the floor today. I would
like to discuss with him the Transi-
tional Living Program.

Mr. PORTER. If the gentleman from
Missouri would yield, I would be glad
to engage him in a colloquy.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding that the en bloc amend-
ment adopted yesterday includes an ad-
ditional $1.3 million for the TLP Pro-
gram. It is also my understanding that
this funding will be used for nine agen-
cies who provide services to homeless
and runaway youth. This funding will
provide a 1l-year extension to those
nine TLP grantees whose grants are ex-
piring in September 1995. The nine
grantees could then competitively
compete in the spring or summer of
1996 for fiscal year 1997 grants without
having to dismantle or eliminate their
programs in October 1995.

Mr. PORTER. The gentleman is cor-
rect. This funding will provide a l-year
extension for these nine agencies only.
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Mr. TALENT. I thank the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] for his time
and for his attention to this matter.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, we
have seen all this before. You have seen
it on late night television, and ad, the
fellow with the Ginzu knives. He bran-
dishes them. He swings them over his
head, and whack, an onion is in two.
Before you know it, a radish lies in
slivers. He can whack anything with
those knives, whether it needs whack-
ing or not, and what we have this
morning is the Republican equivalent
of a Ginzu knife ad.

The Older Americans Act, whack;
student financial assistance, whack;
assistance for education, whack. They
keep slicing up the American middle
class. Well, we have heard for 40 years
from the Republicans about how they
could solve all these problems by sim-
ply whacking out waste and fraud. If
they can do it with whacking the waste
and fraud, why do they not do that and
stop slicing with their Ginzu knives
the American middle class?

I have got a program called the Re-
tired Senior Volunteer Program. It has
operated for 23 years in Travis County.
It provides 2,000 of our citizens oppor-
tunities to volunteer. Nobody has ever
suggested that it involved one cent of
waste or fraud, and yet, they have got
their knives out whacking it, terminat-
ing it, so that seniors in our commu-
nity will not have the opportunity to
have the coordination they need to
give back to the community.

Mr. Chairman, it is wrong. It is
wrong. Why not use a surgical knife
and cut out the waste and the fraud
and leave middle-class America alone?
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Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. TALENT].

Mr. TALENT. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, I have heard a lot
about what my distinguished col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
are upset about with this bill. Now, I
am not on the Committee on Appro-
priations, I do not deal on a day-to-day
basis with millions of dollars for this
program or to this person, so I have a
little bit different perspective. I
thought maybe I would discuss a little
bit about what I am upset about and
what this title is designed to address.

I have a 3 year old little girl, she is
going to be 3 in 2 weeks. She is going to
owe $100,000 in taxes during her work-
ing lifetime just to pay the debt serv-
ice that the last generation of congres-
sional leadership ran up on the Federal
debt in the last 20 years, and I am kind
of upset about that.

This country, if we continue on the
current course of spending, will be
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bankrupt inside of 10 years. It will take
the entire Federal revenue to pay for
Medicare, Social Security, Medicaid,
and the debt service. I am a little bit
upset about that.

My parents believed what you did
was you paid off the mortgage and left
your children the farm. The last gen-
eration of congressional leadership scld
the farm and is leaving the rest of us
the mortgage, and I am kind of upset
about that.

Now what does this bill do about it in
this title? It does not cut spending in
this bill; it slows the growth rate of
Federal spending. What are my honor-
able and distinguished colleagues on
the other side doing about this? Well,
they voted against the balanced budget
amendment by and large. They have
opposed our seven year plan to balance
the budget, they are offering no plan of
their own, and they savage their own
president when he even talks about de-
veloping a consistent plan to balance
the budget, and I am pretty upset
about all of that.

Mr. Chairman, and I am going to
speak here to the people who are lis-
tening also, what you are hearing here
is a desperate attempt to preserve a
status quo that has failed and that is
indefensible. We are trying to turn this
budget around, it is like a big ocean
liner. We are taking some initial steps
to turn it around now. This is a good
bill and it should be passed.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would re-
mind all Members that all remarks
should be addressed to the Chair and to
the Chair only.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR].

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, it
may seem incongruous in these days of
90-degree weather and high humidity to
be talking about home heating assist-
ance, but in northern Minnesota, al-
though the glacier retreated, it makes
a return attempt every fall, and lasts
well into April and sometimes May.
Last year we had wind chill tempera-
tures of 77 below zero, midwinter. I vis-
ited a home in Duluth where the En-
ergy Assistance Program was conduct-
ing weatherization for an B84-year-old
widow with one leg amputated. Her
husband had worked all his life in the
steel mill in Duluth and left her a mod-
est little pension. Her total income is
about $480 a month. Half of it was
going to pay the energy bill. The En-
ergy Assistance Program weatherized
the home and helped her buy a new fur-
nace so she could stay in her home and
not have to go to a nursing home.

In the city of Duluth alone, 3,746
households last year received primary
heating assistance. Look at the record
of this program in Duluth, alone: 374
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households received primary heating
assistance; their average income was
$9,208 a year. Furnaces were replaced in
107 of more households, making it pos-
sible for the homeowners to remain in
their homes, rather than seek public
assistance in the form of welfare or be
committed to a nursing home. Heating
system repairs were made in an addi-
tional 560 households. Of the total
number of Thouseholds receiving
LIHEAP assistance, 926 have children
under the age of 6 and the average
household income is $11,400.

Senior citizens account for 712 of the
total households served; their average
income is $8,286. There are AFDC fami-
lies assisted under this program, they
have an average household income of
$7,631.

The point I want to drive home is
that this program is preeminently de-
signed for and targeted to the poorest
families, the neediest among us. Cut-
ting these funds, altogether, as this
heartless Republican majority proposes
to do, will reduce these people the most
among us to a condition of abject de-
pendency, cause each of them needless
anguish and anxiety, emotional, as
well as physical stress, and simply
shift the cost from the weatherization
program to welfare or Medicaid and
Medicare. Cutting off these funds will
not make the problem go away; it will
only worsen the condition.

But, I want my colleagues to hear
the beneficiaries of the Energy Assist-
ance Program tell the story in their
own words, as expressed in letters to
the Arrowhead Economic Opportunity
Agency, which serves a seven-county
area of northeastern Minnesota, which
is geographically about the size of New
England, excluding Maine:

I've been a widow since 1989 and as time
goes on, I find it very difficult to adjust to
all the changes. I live on a fixed income and
with costs of living always rising, I don't
even dare to think of the future. I thank the
Lord and ask him to bless all the people that
makes the Fuel Assistance Program possible.

Thank you so much for the fuel assistance.
If it weren't for this program, I wouldn't be
able to afford to live in my own house.

1 thank God for the very existence for your
agency. Never in my wildest dreams did I, as
a former middle class American worker, be-
lieve that I could be reduced to poverty level
in 3 years. I've always been proud of myself
as a self-employed carpenter, but now have
no work to be proud of.

I am a diabetic, and if it weren't for the
Energy Assistance Program, I'm certain I
would have a tough decision to make in de-
ciding between insulin or fuel oil.

I do not know what these previous
speakers are talking about on the
other side of the aisle, but if you cut
home heating assistance, you are mak-
ing people choose between life or
death, and that is not right.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, during my campaign for the U.S.
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Congress last year I met a man who
lived in my district. His name was
Dave Exley, and he was a painter, and
I got talking to Dave. I was interested
in talking to him. I had an uncle, Joe
Ditta, who raised a family of seven as
a painter. I got to talking to him about
his business and what it was like, and
he got out something and gave it to me
that I will never forget. It was a paint
stirrer, and he told me that he had
been using that same stirring stick to
stir the paint for 5 years.

Each time he would use it, he would
wipe it carefully off, and he said he was
saving himself about 5 cents a day by
using that paint stirring stick over and
over and over again, and he showed it
to me, and he said something to me
that I will never forget.

He said, every time you think about
spending money or raising taxes, I
want you to remember me because I
am trying to feed my wife and my two
sons, and I have trouble making ends
meet. At the end of the month I have
trouble making sure I have got enough
money to pay the mortgage and to pay
the electric bill.

That is a lot of what this debate is
about. We are taking money out of the
hands of a lot of hard working Ameri-
cans, and we are spending it the way
we see fit, on programs that we think
are good, and I think this committee
has worked very hard to analyze these
programs and come up with what they
think are some difficult decisions, but
nonetheless are the appropriate deci-
sions that need to be made in order to
get us toward a balanced budget.

We cannot keep spending money over
and over again because we think it is
the right thing to do. We have to have
some real good hard objective meas-
ures. We have to make the difficult de-
cisions because if we do not, let us face
it, there will be no money for anything.
We will be bankrupt.

That is what has propelled us, the
freshmen Republicans, into this body
and led to the Republican majority this
year, and why we are seriously chang-
ing the spending priorities of our Na-
tion. The public knows that if we do
not make a change there will be no
money for anybody, and I think of
Dave Exley, the painter, every time I
am asked to vote on a spending deci-
sion, and, yes, the decisions are hard,
but we are ready to make the hard de-
cisions, and I think this bill is a good
bill, it is a tough bill, it makes some
tough decisions.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. As the gen-
tleman knows, I am for a balanced
budget, I am trying to make some of
these tough choices to balance the
budget for our children’s sake and fu-
ture generations. The gentleman is
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from a great part of the United States
where the climate is between 70 and 95
degrees all year. I am from South
Bend, IN, where the weather can be 50
degrees below zero.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER], a member of the sub-
committee.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, Dave
Exley takes care of that stirring stick
so his paint will be well mixed, and it
will give a good coat. How much more,
Mr. Chairman, should we take care of
our little children so that when they
grow they can paint America success-
ful, they can paint America with more
opportunity?

Now, I see the Chairman of our com-
mittee standing up here, or sitting
here, he is going to stand pretty soon,
and he is going to show that little red
chart over there. And he is going to go
bankrupt as a businessman if he uses
that chart, because that chart relates
to this chart. How many children are
we serving in America that we prom-
ised in 1965 to serve under Lyndon
Johnson, concurred in by Richard
Nixon, followed on by President Ford
and endorsed by President Carter, and
then said to be by Ronald Reagan one
of the programs that works, and what
did we do? We retreated. We retreated,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman'’s little
red chart over there is serving less
children. Less children in America who
are eligible for Head Start are being
served today, Mr. Chairman, and that
red chart will not change those statis-
tics, and as that happens, we are losing
children in America, and we cannot af-
ford to do that.

This Head Start budget that you talk
about drops 48,000 children through the
cracks. This budget alone, 48,000 chil-
dren. I do not know whether your
painter thinks that is a good invest-
ment. He cares about that stirring
stick because it saves him a nickel a
day, and he is smart. Would that every
American would do that, America
would be a more successful Nation. But
would that every Member of this Con-
gress, ladies and gentlemen, would un-
derstand that those little children, 3
and 4 years of age are America's stir-
ring sticks. They are America's future.
They will paint America as a success-
ful, competitive community. They will
paint America the kind of land of op-
portunity of which your Speaker
speaks. but opportunity does not just
happen for some kids, for any children.

The best solution, Mr. Chairman, as
we all know, is two loving, caring nur-
turing parents. Would that every child
had that. And the economic opportuni-
ties that all of us can provide our chil-
dren, God bless them as God has
blessed us. But ladies and gentlemen,
cutting Head Start makes no economic
sense. It makes no common sense, and
it makes no human sense.
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That is why we ought to reject this
bill, because notwithstanding the
Chairman’s little red chart, we are
serving less children who are eligible
to be helped and who America has
promised to help in Head Start. Let us
not have a false start once again. Let
us reject this bill. Let us save those lit-
tle stirring sticks that we call our chil-
dren, our future.

Mr. Chairman, this is a defining moment for
this Congress. With this bill we declare our pri-
orities as a nation.

Should we invest our money in our children
and in our future as a Nation, or give the
money in a tax break to the wealthiest Ameri-
cans?

The cut to Head Start is only one example
of the misguided choices Republicans have
made in this bill.

There is a good reason why Head Start is
America's best loved program for children.
Head Start isn't perfect. But it is a place where
children get the education, nutrition, health
checkups, and skills they need to learn and
succeed in school.

In 1993 and 1994, we reached a high point
of serving 40 percent of eligible Head Start
kids. At the high point, 6 out of every 10
needy preschoolers couldn't go to Head Start
because we didn’t have the room.

Despite these shortages, the Republican bill
cuts Head Start by 50,000 children in 1996—
allowing us to serve only 36 percent of eligible
children, the same percentage served in 1991.

Under this bill, 50,000 fewer children will go
to Head Start in 1996 than could in 1995.

That's 50,000 children who are more likely
to be high school dropouts, juvenile
delinquents, or teenage parents.

Fifty thousand children who are more likely
to be on welfare—taking from society rather
than contributing to it.

Head Start helps children like Guy, who
began Head Start in southern Maryland un-
able to learn and far behind his peers.

Guy's mother and stepfather were over-
whelmed and unable to help their son.

That's when Head Start sprang into action.
Guy’s mom was given medical cards so Guy
and his sister could go to the doctor for immu-
nizations and to the dentist for checkups.

Head Start got Guy an appointment at Chil-
dren’s Hospital, where his learning disability
was diagnosed and addressed.

Head Start found parantmg ciasses for
Guy's parents to help them h ecf

As Guy's behavior improved, his mom was
able to go back to school at Charles County
Community College.

Because Guy was in Head Start, his mom
could attend school 5 days a week, and grad-
vated from the secretarial program. She is
now working for a small business and support-
|n(_:f her family.

n September. Guy will start klndergarten
Thanks to Head Start, he is doing well and is
ready to learn.

In 1990, Frank Doyle, the CEO of General
Electric called on Congress to fully fund Head
Start. He spoke on behalf of TRW, Goodyear,
Eli Lilly, AT&T, Mobil, and many other busi-
nesses who know that getting children ready
to learn is the key to future economic success.

But this bill goes in the other direction. This
bill isn't a Head Start—it's a false start. | urge
a "no" vote on this bill.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
again remind Members that they are to
address the Chair and only the Chair in
their remarks from the floor.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], the Chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank my good
friend from Illinois for yielding time to
me, and I will try to be brief.

Mr. Chairman, a couple of comments:
First of all, about the gentleman that
preceded me, I want to say how much 1
appreciated his performance. It was a
performance. The gentleman always
makes a magnificent speech and gives
a great performance. Sometimes he is a
little short on the facts, as this time,
but it was a good performance.

That being said, yesterday the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, the ranking
minority member of the committee,
and I had a dialog back and forth, and
we discussed one of us winning versus
the other, and I said at the time I
hoped I won on this bill.

I want to rephrase that. Because I
had an opportunity to reflect on my
comment. I do not know whether he
will win or whether I will win, but I
hope that America wins, and I hope
that America's children win, and I
think they will with this bill, contrary
to the statements of the gentleman
from Maryland, who went before me.
Because we are beginning to under-
stand that simply by sitting down and
writing a check on a bank account
where somebody else puts the money in
is not the answer to our problems. It is
certainly not the answer to educating
and nourishing the youngsters of
America.

The fact is that I do have a red chart,
and what it illustrates quite clearly is
that in 1989 the Head Start funding was
$1.2 billion. It rose in 1990 to $1.5 billion
and went on up, up, up, until now, just
a few short years later, 1995, it is vir-
tually three times the size that it was
in 1989. As Everett Dirksen said, a bil-
lion dollars here and a billion dollars
there, and pretty soon you are talking
about real money; $3.5 billion is what
we will spend this year on just the
Head Start Program.

Now, as we know from additional de-
bate on this floor in the last few days,
this is just one program. There are 240
separate education programs for the
youngsters of America run by the Fed-
eral Government, spread over some 11
departments, 15 agencies, and other of-
fices.
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This is only one of those programs
currently funded at $3.5 billion. To
hear the hue and cry of the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] and other
people who have said, oh, my goodness,
the heartless, heartless majority in
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Congress today, the Republicans, have
cut the program. We have cut it all the
way back by $3.4 billion.

Now, I have to question the premise
the world is coming apart and our chil-
dren are going to grow up illiterate be-
cause of this cut. It is simply not so or,
as the song says, "It ain't necessarily
so0.” In fact, there is some great ques-
tion, some significant doubt as to
whether or not this program works at
all.

Mr. Edward Zeigler, the Yale profes-
sor who founded Head Start, the man
that started the program, is quoted in
the Washington Post of February 19,
1993, *‘Until the program has reached a
certain minimum level of quality they
should not put one more kid in it"".

That was 1993. And in 1993 we spent
$2.7 billion.

In 1996, we propose to spend $3.4 bil-
lion.

Now, if the gentleman really seri-
ously was concerned about the children
of America he would remember that
the children in Head Start are not the
only children in America. All of the
children of America, roughly 100 mil-
lion, are the future of America, and
their prosperity, their education, their
nourishment is important to the future
of America. The more we take money
out of the pockets of the parents who
are trying to raise and educate them,
the more we take that money away
from them, send it to the bureaucrats
in Washington, put it in a program
that does not work, the more we stifle
the opportunity for those children to
become the real future of America.

This cut is meaningless, and for these
people to say the world is coming to an
end when all we are doing is trimming
back a measly 2.9 percent, $.1 billion
out of $3.5 billion, then it seems to me
this is much ado about nothing. We are
speaking about how many angels can
dance on the head of a pin.

Many of my colleagues do not care
about rolling back the cost of Govern-
ment. They do not care about getting
the budget under control. What they
say is, in effect, we will not balance the
budget. We will not be concerned about
the escalating interest on the debt. We
will not be concerned with the fact
that interest alone will exceed the cost
of the national defense of this country
within 2 years. We will not be con-
cerned with the fact that nearly $20,000
is piled on every man, woman, and
child in America to pay off the debt.
We will just wear blinders and keep
spending money and writing checks be-
cause, after all, the good old American
taxpayers will pay the bill.

It is time to say no. It is time to
make a trim. It is time to make the
cuts. It is time to pass this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, listening to all this, I
would think I was born in Jamaica
where the motto is “No problem, No
problem."
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You are taking 150,000 student loans
away from kids under the Perkins
Loan Program. You are cutting drug-
free schools by 50 percent. You are
eliminating 1 million kids out of chap-
ter 1. You are cutting 55,000 kids out of
Head Start.

Eight hundred people died in this
country 2 weeks ago and you are say-
ing, no problem, we are going to elimi-
nate the program for them.

You are cutting MediGap counseling
so seniors do not get chiseled by insur-
ance companies on phony MediGap
policies. You are cutting that promise
to help them by 50 percent. Yet you
have got guts enough to talk about
spending. Before your President Ronald
Reagan took over and you swallowed
his line of malarkey, we never had a
deficit larger than $65 billion.

We followed your advice, passed
those budgets, deficits are now over
$200 billion. Thanks a lot for your fis-
cal discipline. Ha, ha, ha.

You are talking about spending, cut-
ting spending. You are going to keep
the F-22. You are going to keep the B-
2.
Just one of those B-2 bombers—and
you are buying a heck of a lot more
than the Pentagon wants—just one of
them will fund the tuition for every
student at the University of Wisconsin
for the next 12 years. Where in God's
name are your priorities?

Then you talk about Head Start.
That chart talks about the dollars. As
Members know, we have had a biparti-
san recognition that Head Start needed
a quality improvement. We need to im-
prove the guality of teachers. We need
to improve the guality of services. And
so that is where the money has gone, to
try to improve quality.

As a result, under your budget, the
number of kids who are going to be en-
rolled in Head Start next year is going
to drop from 752,000 to 704,000. Maybe
you do not care about those kids who
are going to be dropped off the pro-
gram. We do. Forget your phoney num-
bers game. Look at the people behind
those numbers.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BONILLA] an
eminent member of our subcommittee.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, the
first thing I would like to say is that I
am a proud supporter of Head Start
and proud to support the 190-percent
increase in this program in the last 5
years. The program is working very
well in many parts of this country, and
the sourpuss look on the faces of our
opponents this morning is because we
are telling the truth, we are exposing
the hypocrisy of those who are trying
to say that we are not concerned about
this program and are not interested in
preserving it.

I would like to turn attention now to
another aspect of this portion of the
bill. That is rural health. I am also
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most proud of the overall funding for
rural health care.

According to the National Rural
Health Association, it would like to
have $1.4 billion worth of funding in
this bill. With the leadership of our
chairman and the hard work by the
Rural Health Care Coalition this bill
has $1.33 billion or 95 percent of that
request. We got 95 percent of what we
wanted. In anyone's book that is a tre-
mendous success rate.

In this budgetary time, I consider
that a big success. However, some
think this is not enough. I do. Of the 24
programs deemed important to rural
health care, we increased the most
vital components, community and mi-
grant health care centers, and health
care for the homeless cluster.

We provide last year’'s funding levels
minus the rescission bill, for 12 other
line items, including health service
corps, rural health outreach grants,
family medicine, physicians assistants,
allied health, area health education
centers, health education training cen-
ters, and many of-the nursing programs
that are so vital to rural areas that
have no health care provider whatso-
ever.

My colleagues, we have worked very
hard in subcommittees to secure ade-
quate funding for rural health care.
The Rural Health Care Coalition
should be able to hold its head high and
declare a job well done.

While I understand that an amend-
ment will be offered to increase fund-
ing even more, regardless of the out-
come of the Gunderson-Poshard amend-
ment, I hope all members that support
rural health care will support this bill
in the end. This bill is a good bill for
rural America in helping to meet their
needs and not penalizing them for liv-
ing in the heartland of this great coun-
try.
I call attention to all Members who
represent rural areas in America; this
is a good bill for rural health care.
Please vote for the bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. ROEMER].

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, this de-
bate is not about who is for balancing
the budget and who is not for balancing
the budget.

Many of us Democrats are going to
make the right choices and vote to cut
the B-2 bomber and not to kick chil-
dren out of the Head Start Program.

Now, let us talk about Head Start for
a minute. Here is a program that Presi-
dent Reagan talked about how much
money do we put in to increase funding
on Head Start. President Bush talked
about how much money do we put in
here to increase our education for low-
income children. Now in this Congress
we have Republicans talking about how
many children are we going to kick out
of the program.

Here is the chart. We currently have
752,000 children enrolled. After this bill
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passes, and I hope it does not, 48,000
children are going to be kicked out of
this program.

Now, the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations [Mr.
LIVINGSTON] quotes the Washington
Post and Washington charts. How does
this program work in Michigan City,
IN? We have 80 children waiting to get
into this program in Michigan City, IN.
We have a waiting list of eligible chil-
dren. Yet you are going to tell us who
to kick off.

Whoever votes for this bill, my col-
leagues, you go back to Michigan City,
IN, and you point out who gets kicked
out of this program.

Whoever votes for this bill, my col-
leagues, you decide how many, 5, 10, 12
children, in your programs do not get
to enroll and get kicked out of maybe
the most successful Government pro-
gram ever put together.

We have got to make some tough de-
cisions around here on our spending
priorities.

The chairman of the committee said
it does not make any difference how
many angels dance on the pin of a nee-
dle. There are our angels dancing right
there. Do not kick those children off of
Head Start. Defeat this bill.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I would
inquire of the chairman how much
time is remaining on each side.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] has 18 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has 21 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. MEEK].

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, it is really a very, very hard mes-
sage to listen to the Republican argu-
ments for cutting Head Start. It is one
of the few programs, Federal programs,
which has succeeded over the years.
But now to cut it is a dangerous thing,
because what we are doing on one hand
is giving a big tax cut to the rich and
we are cutting off at the pass these
poor children who need Head Start.

It has been shown by a bipartisan
commission that Head Start does im-
prove the lives of these children. It im-
proves the educational outlook of these
children. So you are going to cut fund-
ing for the little ones who cannot
speak for themselves, these little ones,
3- and 4-year-old preschool children and
not open up to even younger.

If you are going to restore the kinds
of things in America that we need to
restore, you should be restoring the
lives of these young children. Study
after study has shown that it works
and it works well.

Since 1965, nearly 14 million children
have participated in the program. So
why are they saying it should be cut?
To pay for the tax cuts for the rich. It
currently serves fewer than half the
poor children who are eligible. You
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have heard the arguments. It is well
documented that this program worked.
So then Head Start helps children in
both urban and rural areas.
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Does it work? You bet. There are
thousands of success stories.

Mr. Chairman, I remember Winnie
Jordan of Miami. She came from a very
poor family and started out in Head
Start at the age of 4. She still remem-
bers her Head Start teacher that led
her on to grade school with more suc-
cess. She was on the Dean’s List at
Fordham. She was president of the Law
Association, and today she is a law
clerk for the U.S. State district judge
in Miami.

Mr. Chairman, it is a great Federal
program, one of the few where we can
see documented success. We must con-
tinue to help this Nation's children,
and we cannot use what we call fiscal
conservatism only for the poor.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong opposition to
this wrong-headed bill. This bill is nothing
more than an attack on little children. Some-
where along the line the Republican leader-
ship seemed to forget a few basic facts: They
forgot that children are our future, and they
forgot that we need to invest in our children.

Mr. Chairman, just a few months ago, the
Republican majority was falling all over itself
to give a big tax cut to rich people.

But today, this bills cuts funding for Head
Start—cuts funding for little 3- and 4-year-old
pre-school children who live in America’s poor-
est families.

Mr. Chairman, | tried to restore Head Start
funding in the House Budget Committee, and
| was told that “everybody has to suffer a little
pain.” This bill puts the hurt of budget cuts on
little children. | say, shame on you.

The American people support Head Start—
for good reason.

Study after study, evaluation after evaluation
has shown that Head Start works and works
well. Head Start gets toddlers ready for
school. Children who participate in Head Start
enter school better prepared to learn, with im-
proved health and with better self-esteem. Ac-
cording to the Bipartisan Advisory Committee
on Head Start quality and expansion, "The
evidence is clear that Head Start produces im-
mediate gains for children and families.”

Head Start gives the American taxpayer
good value for the dollar: Grantees have to
contribute 20 percent of the cost of the pro-
gram.

Since 1965, nearly 14 million children, most
of them 3- and 4-year-olds, have participated
in the program. By law, virtually all of them are
from families with incomes below the poverty
level.

The Republicans say Head Start should be
cut. Why? To pay for tax cuts for the rich?
Head Start currently serves fewer than half the
poor children who are eligible. If anything, we
should increase funding for this program.

President Clinton wanted to increase Head
Start by $537 miillion. This bill cuts Head Start
by $137 million. I'm surprised this bill doesn't
change the name from “Head Start” to “Fall
Behind.”
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Mr. Chairman, Head Start helps children in
urban areas and rural areas, it helps the truly
needy and poor; and it helps the tiniest and
most vulnerable in our society.

Does Head Start work? You bet. There are
thousands of success stories—like Winnie Jor-
dan of Miami. She came from a very poor
family and started out in Head Start at the age
of 4.

She still remembers her teacher, Ms.
Whitelow. The boost that Winnie Jordan got in
Head Start helped her succeed in grade
school, and success led to success.

She was a dean's list student at Florida
State University; she was president of the
Black Law Students Association at the Univer-
sity of Miami Law School. And today, she is
law clerk for U.S. District Judge Wilkie Fer-
guson, Jr.

Head Start is a great Federal program. It is
what the Federal Government should be doing
to help this Nation's children and to help the
most vulnerable in our society to learn and to
succeed.

This bill has many terrible provisions. But, in
my view, it should be defeated soundly be-
cause it ignores the needs of our children.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to voice my very grave
concerns about the more than $21 million in
cuts to the Senior Volunteers Program. These
cuts are consistent with the mean-spirited at-
tacks that the Republicans are making on el-
derly Americans. Medicare, Medicaid, Meals
on Wheels, Senior Volunteers, the GOP's at-
tacks on the elderly continue.

The Senior Volunteer Program's small budg-
et is perhaps one of the best investments in
all of the Federal budget. For every dollar we
spend coordinating this program we get back
many many more dollars worth of services in
return.

These harmful cuts to the Senior Volunteers
Program will have a devastating affect on the
23,000 foster grandparents who last year
cared for more than 80,000 disabled kids; the
12,000 senior companions who, last year,
helped 36,000 frail elderly people to continue
to live in their own homes; and the more than
400,000 seniors who participated in volunteer
programs last year.

These mean-spirited cuts aren't necessary
to balance the budget, and they won't. What
they will do is make it harder for a lot of older
Americans to do a lot of good in our commu-
nities.

Shame on the Republicans for picking on
senior citizens and volunteers. Shame on the
GOP for robbing the elderly of opportunities to
live meaningful and committed lives just to fi-
nance huge tax breaks for the wealthy. Shame
on them for producing this very bad bill. Let's
defeat this bill and give senior volunteers a
chance.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, this
bill is loaded with legislative riders
that have no place in an appropriations
bill, and I hope further changes will be
made today.

But first, I want to acknowledge
Chairman PORTER for his efforts. He
was given an allocation that was sig-
nificantly lower than the fiscal year
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1995 allocation, and he did his best to
craft an acceptable bill. He also op-
posed the many riders attached in the
full committee. I am strongly support-
ive of the 6-percent increase in funding
for the National Institutes of Health,
the increased funding for breast cancer
research, and breast and cervical can-
cer screening, increased funding for the
Ryan White CARE Act, the funding for
the Violence Against Women Act pro-
grams in the bill, and the preservation
of the DOD AIDS research program.

Unfortunately, the full committee
attached a number of legislative riders
in the full committee. I will be offering
an amendment later today with Con-
gresswoman LOWEY and Congressman
KOLBE to strike the Istook language in
the bill allowing States to decide
whether to fund Medicaid abortions in
the cases of rape and incest. This is not
an issue about States’ rights. States
can choose to participate in the Medic-
aid Program; however, once that choice
is made, they are required to comply
with all Federal statutory and regu-
latory requirements, including funding
abortions in the cases of rape and in-
cest. Every Federal court that has con-
sidered this issue has held that State
Medicaid plans must cover all abor-
tions for which Federal funds are pro-
vided by the Hyde amendment.

Abortions as a result of rape and in-
cest are rare—and they are tragic. The
vast majority of Americans support
Medicaid funding for abortions that are
the result of these violent, brutal
crimes against women. I urge my col-
leagues to support the Lowey-Morella-
Kolbe amendment.

Another amendment added in com-
mittee makes an unprecedented intru-
sion into the development of curricu-
lum requirements and the accredita-
tion process for medical schools. An
amendment will be offered by Con-
gressman GANSKE and Congresswoman
JOHNSON to strike this language in the
bill, and I will be speaking in favor of
their effort as well.

There is also troubling language in
the bill that restricts the enforcement
of title IX in college athletics even be-
fore a fall report is submitted. Con-
gresswoman MINK will be offering an
amendment to strike this language,
and I urge support for her amendment.

Several additional amendments at-
tempt to legislate on this bill, and I am
opposed to these efforts as well. The
entire appropriations process has been
circumvented in the last several bills,
and I am outraged at the efforts to by-
pass the appropriate, deliberative legis-
lative process in this House.

I urge my colleagues to vote for
amendments to remove the riders be-
fore they consider final passage.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WATERS].

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
defense of Head Start.
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How dare the gentleman from Louisi-
ana, who has never been to a Head
Start site, who has probably never
talked to a Head Start parent, how
dare he attack Head Start on the floor
of Congress?

I was an employee in the Head Start
Program. I worked first as a teacher’s
aide. Because of Head Start, I returned
to college. I graduated. I became super-
visor of the Parent Involvement and
Volunteer Service.

Mr. Chairman, Head Start is not a
baby-sitting program. It is an early
childhood development program. It is a
program for children of working par-
ents and poor parents. Yes, rich par-
ents can buy early childhood experi-
ences for their children. Working par-
ents do not have the money to do it.
Head Start provides a little bit of an
opportunity.

Mr. Chairman, we have children who
have learning disabilities that never
would have been discovered had it not
been for Head Start. They would have
sat in school, not been able to learn,
and been relegated to being a dropout.

Mr. Chairman, we had children who
never owned a book.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, in response to the
gentlewoman from California, nobody
is attacking the Head Start Program.
The Head Start Program is being re-
duced by about 3 percent for a very
good reason. The reduction is made
only because in the testimony before
our subcommittee, and before the au-
thorizing committee, it is very, very
clear that there is money that is being
misspent in the program and not pro-
viding the kids with the services that
the program is designed to provide.

We are all fans of the Head Start Pro-
gram. We are strong supporters of the
Head Start Program, but we are not for
wasting Government money, taxpayer
money, on programs that do not work
for the kids. That is the only reason
that any cut is made in the program.
We are supporters of Head Start.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1%2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. EMERSON].

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to engage in a colloquy with the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER].

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman is
aware, there has been a recent proposal
for a federally funded research study
on the cost effectiveness of applying
case management services to substance
abuse treatment.

The research would study, in a prac-
tical and applied manner, the use of
care management technigues to reduce
the cost of treatment and incidents of
relapse for those patients suffering
from addictive diseases.

Case management techniques have
proven to be cost effective in treating
other chronic diseases and since sub-
stance abuse is a progressive, chronic,
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and potentially fatal disease, these
techniques should be equally successful
in treating substance abuse.

Mr. Chairman, I am both pleased and
appreciative that the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. PORTER] has agreed to sup-
port this effort, which would address a
critical need in this country, and I
thank the gentleman for the oppor-
tunity to raise this issue and would in-
vite the gentleman's comment.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield, I thank the
gentleman from Missouri for his
thoughtful points on an issue we both
agree on. Addiction is a chronic disease
that affects 10 percent of American
adults and 3 percent of adolescents.

The economic costs associated with
alcohol and other drug problems are
truly staggering; over $165 billion in
1990 alone. This research study would
help to advance both the private and
public sectors’ understanding of what
mix of services is necessary in order to
cost effectively treat substance abuse.

Mr. Chairman, substance abuse is not
a disease that we can continue to take
lightly if we are ever to control the spi-
raling health care costs associated
with it. I look forward to working with
the gentleman from Missouri further to
address this issue.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY].

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, in the
history of this Chamber there have un-
doubtedly been some unbelievably hyp-
ocritical statements made from this
well, but I do not think there are any
more hypocritical statements ever
made than those coming to the micro-
phone professing to care about chil-
dren, while supporting a bill that
makes the mean-spirited, targeted cuts
at programs essential for kids that this
budget, this appropriations bill rep-
resents.

Take for example the Healthy Start
Program a program geared at reducing
infant mortality. This country of ours
ranks 20th in the world for infant mor-
tality, and in different places in the
country, places like the Native Amer-
ican reservations in North Dakota, we
even rank behind the countries of Bul-
garia, Cuba, and Jamaica, for God’'s
sake, with infant mortality.

Mr. Chairman, we have reduced in-
fant mortality with Healthy Start by
programs that have allowed little fel-
lows like E.J. Chantell, to survive
when he otherwise would not have
made it. He came into this world with
water on his brain and serious stomach
disorders, but with Healthy Start, and
his fighting spirit, E.J. is alive. He is
going to make it.

In fact we have taken 4 percent off of
our infant mortality rates in the res-
ervations in just 4 years. Why in the
world would someone come to a mike
professing to care about kids, while ar-
guing for a program that cuts Healthy
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Start by 50 percent? Tomorrow’s E.J.
might die because of this cut, and no
more hypocritical statement would be
made to say that you are for kids while
you take away the very programs that
let them live.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. EsHOO].

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, in my
view, there is a gap in the debate we
are engaged in. The mantra is that we
must cut, cut drastically for the long
term, for future generations.

Mr. Chairman, there is a new genera-
tion, Congress, and they are alive
today. They are our young; they are
our kids. They have a right to hope and
fulfill their dreams for themselves.
They are the little ones of America
today. Today, Mr. Chairman.

We need to balance our budget, but
the Republican budget priorities, tax
breaks for the most fortunate of our
country, who are not even asking for
them, by the way, coupled with in-
creased defense spending on the one
hand and massive cuts in critical
health and education programs on the
other, shows just how little this major-
ity really cares about the children of
today.

Healthy Start is a small program
with a big payoff. It began 4 years ago
as a demonstration project, providing
funds to 15 communities with the high-
est rates of infant mortality in the
country.

Every industrial society measures it-
self by infant mortality rates. It oper-
ates on the premise that we should
plant a seed, which is nurtured by local
communities, with input from health
care providers, so that we can solve
this terrible problem.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is a sad
commentary on the priorities of this
Congress, and this country, to increase
defense spending, provide corporate
subsidies that total over $100 billion,
and insist on hundreds of billions of
dollars in tax cuts while denying our
tiniest citizens a chance at a healthy
start. It is wrong-headed, it is wrong
for the future of our Nation, and I
think that it is shameful that the Con-
gress would be doing this.

0 1145

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me point out, first
of all, in response to the previous
speaker’s comments, that, of course,
we are talking about an appropriations
bill here that does not in any way af-
fect the Tax Code or tax policy and cer-
tainly does not grant any kind of tax
breaks to American citizens or busi-
nesses.

Mr. Chairman, proceeding under my
own time now, I would like to direct
the attention of our Democratic col-
leagues to one section of the bill. I
would like to, Mr. Chairman, point out
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that this particular appropriation bill,
despite the very real budgetary con-
straints that we have been discussing
here on the House floor this morning,
provides level funding for three of the
titles of the Ryan White AIDS Care
Act, and an additional $23 million in-
crease over 1995 for title I of the Ryan
White Care Act, which provides assist-
ance to American citizens. This in-
creased funding for title I, which I
fought for in both the subcommittee
and full committee markup of the bill,
is to address the funding pressures re-
sulting from additional cities becoming
eligible to join the program in 1996.
This is the so-called hold-harmless
funding that is intended to address the
growing AIDS epidemic in our major
metropolitan centers in America.

At least 7, and perhaps as many as 10,
new cities will be eligible for this fund-
ing in 1996. Many of those cities, in
fact, are located in California, where
we have borne the brunt of the AIDS
epidemic, and again this bill is in-
tended to provide funding for those
communities that are struggling to
cope with the AIDS crisis.

I think we are all aware and, again
we have attempted to reflect this in
the priorities set out in the bill, that
the impact of the HIV epidemic contin-
ues to grow in America, both in the
numbers of people infected as well as
the geographic areas of the country
that are impacted. The people affected
are often medically underserved, with
substantial access problems to quality
health care. Demographic changes in
the epidemic, for example, the increas-
ing proportions of women, youth, and
minorities contracting the HIV virus,
require changes in our planning and in
our thinking. They also require
changes in the organization and deliv-
ery of care in health services.

It is estimated that 800,000 to 1.2 mil-
lion individuals have HIV in the United
States. Large numbers of people are
still not receiving care. Others receive
insufficient or inappropriate care or
are being served in inappropriate care
or are being served in inappropriate or
high-cost settings.

The committee has maintained fund-
ing for Ryan White programs in rec-
ognition of the extent of unmet need in
serving this population. We have in-
creased funding again for those larger
metropolitan areas where the HIV epi-
demic continues to grow.

I want to salute my colleagues on the
subcommittee and the full committee
for finding the funds to increase the
Ryan White AIDS funding overall,
again within the very difficult fiscal
constraints of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD].

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair-
man, the cuts in the Republican Labor-
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HHS-Education bill, that targets the
national senior service corps’ volunteer
program, is a display of blatant arro-
gance toward the value and experience
of our country’s older Americans.

As we place emphasis in ensuring
that all people become productive and
contributing members of our society,
we must not forget those who have al-
ready contributed greatly to our Na-
tion and will continue to do so, if we do
not deny them the opportunity.

Recent figures indicate that there
are 13,000 senior volunteers and the
numbers are growing.

The retired and senior volunteer pro-
gram helps hospitals nurture and care
for children afflicted with a serious ill-
ness.

In the foster grandparent program,
the forgotten child benefits from the
guidance and love of a senior.

The senior companion program pro-
vides frail adults with assistance in
daily activities helping them remain
independent and in their communities.

These programs allow seniors to play
a role where their expertise, time, and
attention fill many voids that the rest
of our society neglects.

It is a disgrace that Republicans will
help destroy the spirit of senior vol-
unteerism with these cuts.

Instead of praising senior volunteers
as a model of citizenship, Republicans
are dismissing their contributions and
treating them as if they have nothing
to offer.

Republicans are wrong.

Seniors most certainly have much to
offer.

Those of us who highly value the
worthwhile contributions of our sen-
iors have yet another reason to vote
against the Labor-HHS-Education bill.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. ROBERTS], the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I am rising in support of an amend-
ment that will be offered later in the
debate to restore approximately $9 mil-
lion for rural health care research.

As a past cochairman of the House
Rural Health Care Coalition, and that
involves about 140 Members who are
obviously very much interested in the
rural health care delivery system, we
have really worked very hard to
strengthen and preserve the rural
health care research. Our coalition was
organized back in 1987, and we have
been able to establish a Federal office
of rural health policy. We have worked
very hard to try to eliminate the
urban-rural Medicare reimbursement
differential with State offices of rural
health and the rural health transition
grant program.

I know that we have very severe
budget responsibilities, Mr. Chairman.
However, let me point out that these
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are just a few of the letters I have from
my small community hospitals in my
66 countries out on the prairie, point-
ing out the value of the $9 million, and
note I said ‘“million,” not “*billion,” in
regard to research. I just cannot stress
how important it is that we maintain a
presence for rural health at the Federal
level.

We have been working for years to
overcome our physical and our age and
our geographical barriers to health
care. Let us not put up one more bar-
rier by removing the rural health re-
search component.

So, when the amendment is intro-
duced as of later this afternoon, I cer-
tainly urge all Members to support it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida [Ms. BROWN].

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, behind me are pictures of three of
my constituents who are participants
in senior volunteer programs in Or-
lando, FL. The first, largest, and best
in the State of Florida.

These successful programs, such as
the Foster-Grandparents and RSVP
programs, will be cut by $21 million in
this shameful bill. Not only do these
programs provide opportunities to
older people of all backgrounds and in-
come levels to contribute to our com-
munities, they also allow seniors to
make a difference in the lives of so
many of our children by providing the
structure and guidance that would oth-
erwise be missing from these children’s
lives. This prevention program is often
the only thing preventing these kids
from a life of crime.

Mr. Chairman, these programs work.
It is disgraceful and downright shame-
ful to cut these programs which pro-
vide so much to our communities, to be
cut.

I strongly urge my colleagues to op-
pose the Labor-HHS appropriations
bill. Shame, shame, shame.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WOOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, most
of my colleagues would think that
Green Thumb would be a garden club
or an environmental group. But if they
know someone whose life has been
changed through Green Thumb, they
know that it is a unigque employment
training program for low-income sen-
iors.

In fact, this chart shows the typical
participant. There is a Green Thumb
program in my hometown of Petaluma,
CA, and one woman in my county
whose life has been changed by Green
Thumb is Lynn Gibbs. Lynn Gibbs is a
62-year-old graduate. A few years back,
Lynn lost her successful business and
was left living on an income below the
poverty level. Thanks to Green Thumb
and the training and job placement as-
sistance program, Lynn is now working
at a local boys' and girls' club.
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I will bet that almost every one of
my colleagues knows someone who has
worked hard, played by the rules, but
who found they needed a helping hand
in their older years.

Last year, Green Thumb placed more
than 19,000 seniors in jobs and commu-
nity service projects.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. PETERSON].

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, I just want to follow on
with the comments by my friend, the
gentlewoman from California, on the
Green Thumb program.

This is a senior community service
employment program. It is a major,
critical part of the Older Americans
Act that we have supported here for
many years. This program is very criti-
cal to the quality of life for our senior
citizens.

We talked about children. They are
important. We want to take care of our
children. They are our future. But we
cannot forget our seniors.

This is a means-tested program. This
is people over 55 with incomes lower
than 125 percent of the poverty level.
We have got to take care of these peo-
ple because it is quality of life. It al-
lows them to participate in our com-
munities.

This budget that we are setting in
front of us, this appropriations bill,
cuts this program by $60 million under
what was budgeted, $42 million over
what was in last year’s.

As a result of this bill, 14,000 seniors
will lose their jobs. Ladies and gentle-
men, we owe it to our children to pro-
tect their future. We owe it to our sen-
iors for their efforts for paying them
back for the sacrifices they have made
in our behalf.

Vote against this appropriations bill.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BONILLA], my colleague on the
subcommittee.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, 1
would like to talk for just a minute
about the hypocrisy of those who are
standing up to oppose our bill this
morning.

We have fully funded the TRIO pro-
gram, for example. We have fully fund-
ed the community and migrant health
care center program. We are supporting
the 190 percent increase over 5 years of
the Head Start Program. We are in-
creasing funding for the Ryan White
Program. We are increasing funding for
the National Institute of Health.

Anyone who supports these programs
on the other side of the aisle ought to
stand up proudly and say these are
good programs, that we need to support
the increased funding for, and vote for
this bill.

They have taken a handful of items
out of over 400 items that this bill ad-
dresses, taken a handful and turned it
into a huge propaganda machine to try
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to act like we do not care about TRIO,
we do not care about community and
migrant health care centers or Head
Start or Ryan White or the National
Institutes of Health.

So let us stop this hypocrisy that we
are hearing on the floor today of those
who say that we are not interested in
preserving and supporting and increas-
ing funding for these programs.

What do you want us to do, take
money out of TRIO to fund an increase
for OSHA? Do you want us to take
money out of community and migrant
health care centers to give it to the
Labor Department, to attorneys at the
Labor Department? Do you want us to
cut funding for Head Start to give it to
phony, duplicative job training pro-
grams? Do you want us to cut Ryan
White money to support Goals 2000? Do
you want us to cut the National Insti-
tutes of Health to support some of
these other boondoggles in the pro-
gram?

If not, stand up and vote for the bill
and stop being hypocritical.

The former chairman of this commit-
tee, Mr. Natcher, who I worked very
closely with, and for whom we all had
tremendous respect, always said, “If I
had my way, we'd double everything in
this bill."' He did not have the money
to do it either. We do not have it ei-
ther. We are doing the best we can.

I encourage all of my friends on the
other side of the aisle to stand up for
these good programs that we are trying
to aupport. and vote for the bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 12 minute

The fact remains you are cutting $9.5
billion out of education, health and job
programs. It is true that a few pro-
grams managed to escape your ax. Big
deal. Even a stopped clock is right
twice a day.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MARTINEZ].

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, this
bill is cutting back on all the programs
that benefit families. I am not sure the
family values new majority understand
the dire consequences of their actions.
One of the most onerous cutbacks is on
a program that was designed to ensure
that seniors receive adequate nutri-
tion. Enabling them to live independ-
ently and not be an economic burden
on their families or society.

The Senior Nutrition Program is the
major reason that seniors can live
independently in the community rath-
er than in $34,000 per year nursing fa-
cilities. Another program that is being
eliminated is the Ombudsman Program
which protects vulnerable seniors in
nursing homes. It has been shown that
most nursing home operators are car-
ing professionals who provide signifi-
cant support to frail elderly patients.

But “*20/20"" recently graphically dem-
onstrated instances of real physical
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abuse of elderly patients in nursing
homes.

Without the independent Ombudsman
Programs, those abuses will continue
and will, I believe, grow in number and
in severity.

In addition, the bill proposes slashing
the budget of the three senior volun-
teer programs—Foster Grandparents,
Senior Companions, and the Retired
and Senior Volunteer Program [RSVP].

These programs were developed at
the grass-roots level, tried in many
places and then presented to the Fed-
eral Government as an idea whose time
had come.

Since these programs were first fund-
ed, they have shown time and again
that the small investment by the Fed-
eral Government reaps significant re-
wards, such as the cooperative agree-
ment between the Senior Companion
Program and the Visiting Nurses Asso-
ciation. By providing a visiting nurse
to visit only 1 day a week, in support of
the daily visit by the Senior Compan-
ion, the patient is ensured that he or
she can live independently.

I remember a volunteer from my own
district who organized his fellow retir-
ees into a community street patrol.
They provide mature eyes and ears for
the public safety service and allow po-
lice officers to respond quickly and
provide greater community safety.

These stories are not unique to the
31st District of California, they are re-
peated in every congressional district.

| urge Members to oppose these cuts, vote
“no” on this bill, and protect the economic
benefits of these programs.

Send a message that this is truly a family
friendly Congress—not one that is ready to
destroy the elderly, the children, and the fam-
ily.

yM.r. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Texas wanted to know what he would
have us to do on this side. We would
have you to balance your priority. The
gentleman from Texas, we will say, we
will have you to have a sense of com-
passion. We also would have you to rec-
ognize that is not ineffective, non-
essential to make sure that senior citi-
zens have heat in the winter and have
air-conditioning in the summer.

It is not ineffective, no longer need-
ed, that those almost 500 people who
died in Chicago, the majority of them
senior citizens, the majority of them
low-income, had no air-conditioning.
That was life and death. So we are
talking about priorities.

This bill, more than any other bill,
makes the distinction between the
policies of the minority and the cruel
extreme policies of the majority. You
will go to a balanced budget at the cost
of anything, regardless of whether peo-
ple live or die.
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You raise the issue about children,
and yet you depress the opportunity
for them to learn, to live, and to be
healthy. You claim that you are about
family values and yet you deny the op-
portunity, even want to deny the op-
portunity of family planning. This is,
indeed, lack of consistency and borders
on hypocrisy.

So what we would have you to do is
to understand there are consequences
to your actions. You cannot ignore the
pain and distress that you cause mil-
lions of people if you pursue this pol-
icy.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote against this unthinkable bill.

Mr. Chairman, this bill clearly demonstrates
the differences between the policies of the mi-
nority and the extreme policies of the majority.

Over the past several days, cuts have been
made in programs which have benefited
Americans for many, many years. But now we
are debating the most unconscionable cut of
all—elimination of a program which serves
thousands of senior citizens across America.

Next week, as we begin the August recess
of the House, we will come face to face with
our constituents.

As much as | enjoy visiting in my congres-
sional district, | am not looking forward to hav-
ing to explain why there is less money for low-
income housing programs: Why there is less
money to combat homelessness; why there is
less money for construction of VA facilities;
why there will be no more drug elimination
grants; why there is no summer youth employ-
ment program; and why there is no Goals
2000 Education Program.

But just how do you explain to people that
the House of Representatives has eliminated
a program so critical to the health and well-
being of so many people. LIHEAP is a pro-
gram which provides assistance to thousands
of senior citizens across our Nation to help
them pay for heat in the winter and cooling in
the summer.

This is certainly an appropriate time for us
to vote on this program.

Think about it. Weather people have been
telling us that this past July has hosted a
record number of days over 90 degrees. And
the hardest hit—those most affected by the
heat—are our senior citizens.

How can we in good conscience tell those
thousands of senior citizens that they will just
have to “make do.”

“Stay cool the best way you can.”

Tell that to the families of the more than 500
people in Chicago who died as a result of the
heat. And most of these people were senior
citizens.

They were someone's parents—someone's
grandparents. That's an unsettling thought.

| wonder just how well we would do if the
air-conditioning in this Chamber—and our of-
fices—was cut off for just 1 day during this
sweltering heat.

Where is our compassion?

| cannot—in good conscience—vote to
eliminate this program which serves so many.
| ask for your compassion as well.

Vote “no” on H.R. 2127.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1'%
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].
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Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, this bill is such a crime
against senior citizens, there should be
an assault weapons ban included to
protect them.

It says it will cut your Social Secu-
rity and cost-of-living increase; we will
ask you to pay $5,000 more in out-of-
pocket expenses for Medicare, take
away your fuel assistance program,
take food out of your mouths, take
away protections to protect seniors
against elder abuse, and restrict your
jobs. It forces seniors to choose be-
tween heating, eating, lifesaving medi-
cines, providing for fuel assistance, and
cooling bills. Make no mistake about
it. This bill makes tough choices even
tougher.

What are the Republicans thinking
about when they end the fuel assist-
ance? This heat wave has already
killed over T00 Americans, most of
them senior citizens, and many, many
more will die as the actions are taken
on this bill today.

There are 12 million people that
count on the Congregate Meals and the
Meals on Wheels program; 150,000 sen-
iors will be cut off from their only
source of daily food. It abolishes the
program that protects our seniors from
fraud and nursing home abuses and, fi-
nally, it restricts opportunities for
older workers who still want to work.

Have the Republicans gone to Wash-
ington and forgotten about their par-
ents and grandparents? What is hap-
pening to the conscience of this party?
The Grand Old Party has sunk to a low
of coming to this House floor trying to
cut the budget of America in order to
protect the tax cut for the wealthiest
people in this country.

Mr. Chairman, let us stand up for our
senior citizens that build this country
up, not knock them down for the sake
of our pockets today.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. GUNDERSON].

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
think this is the most difficult bill I
have debated in 15 years. Going to war
was easy compared to this.

I come here with the greatest respect
for the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER] because I think he was given
the most impossible and most unfair
task that any subcommittee Chair
should ever be asked to do. I do not
blame him, because he was given a
602(b) allocation cutting $10 billion
from last year, and I got to talk to my
own party.

Our macro priority of balancing the
budget is absolutely right, but the
micro priority that cuts $10 billion in
human investment is absolutely wrong
and we will pay for that for future gen-
erations in this country.

We all want to break down the bar-
riers to trade for a global economy. We
all want to pass the tax incentives to
modernize and equip business for high
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technology, and we somehow suggest
that in that process there is no time,
there is no effort, and there are no re-
sources to ftrain and to educate a
skilled force to be able to compete in
that high technology global economy.

One cannot cut 63 percent from child
training programs and expect those
kids to get off the street and to give up
crime and drugs and to go to work. One
cannot cut 33 percent from the adult
job training programs in 1 year and ex-
pect that we are going to transition
rural America, where I come from,
where we are losing farm jobs, or the
inner city, where some of you come
from, where we are losing industrial
jobs, and expect us to put those people
back to work. Because we do not like
the delivery systems of the past does
not give us the right to deny that the
problems exist, and that is the problem
with the bill in front of us, and it is the
price that our party will pay, which I
personally regret, but worse than that,
that our Nation will pay, that every
one of us as a citizen must be totally
disturbed by.

We are debating the section on
health care. I do not know what some
of you know about health care, but I've
got to tell you, we are struggling to
keep the hospital open in my home-
town, and we are struggling in western
Wisconsin to give people an access to
emergency lifesaving care, and this bill
guts, totally guts, trauma care. Zero
money.

Now, when you close down our hos-
pitals and you eliminate our emer-
gency health care, that is not a prob-
lem in some of America’'s beautiful
suburbs, but I got to tell you, that is
life and death in rural Wisconsin. It is
not just the State offices of rural
health being eliminated. Probably
some of them should not have been
continued. It is not just eliminating
the Office of Rural Health or a 43-per-
cent cut in transition grants. It is the
basic bottom line. We have got to find
some different priorities or, trust me,
we will pay a lot more in the future.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM].

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
want to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. GUNDERSON] on his commenda-
tion of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. PORTER] and the other statements
that he made about priorities.

It is not necessary for us to have had
to do what the gentleman has had to do
in bringing the bill before us today.
There was an alternative budget that
was out, but I want to speak just brief-
ly to the area of rural health, some-
thing that is a minor portion of this
bill but is a major portion to my dis-
trict, appropriations for rural health.

I want to just say I am confused, be-
cause it seems to me that the commit-
tee report states that big government
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is better and small government is not
preferable, and I talk specifically about
the Office of Rural Health, and I would
like to submit for the RECORD what I
have received from the Texas Rural
Health Association and the Texas
State Grange in support of the good
work done by the Federal office.

These folks do not talk about some
distant bureaucratic wasteful Federal
office. They talk about a friendly face,
an advocate in Government which rolls
up its sleeves and provides support and
advice and administers small but vital
programs. It helps them communicate
with other rural programs across the
country. These are the kinds of things
that are working in our Government
and should not be left out.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to talk briefly about
something which is a very minor portion of this
bill but which is of huge importance to my dis-
trict and my State—appropriations for rural
health.

| do want to thank my Texas colleague, Mr.
BoniLLA, for his good work in promoting a
number of rural health programs in this bill
and | also want to thank Chairman PORTER
and the committee for recognizing the impor-
tance of programs such as the National Health
Service Corps and outreach grants.

| do have to day, however, that | am con-
fused by one decision the committee made
and confused by the committee report lan-
guage which explained that decision.

The committee report stated:

The [Federal Office of Rural Health Pol-
icy’'s] size and location at HRSA limit its im-
pact on Federal health reimbursement poli-
cies and other concerns of rural areas.

What | am unclear about is whether the
committee is suggesting that small govern-
ment can not be effective, that big government
is preferable?

It's true that the office is tiny, especially in
government standards. It employs only 15
people out of a total of 60,000 HHS. The fund-
ing is tiny as well. Very few Federal offices
can operate effectively with less than $10 mil-
lion. But the Office represents the best con-
centration of expertise on rural health in the
Federal Government. Even with their David
status, they have taken on the Goliath of HHS
and frequently been victorious. The Office has
been instrumental in raising the awareness
that a one-size-fits-all approach does not work
in rural America. For example, they have
helped to win victories on hospital reimburse-
ments and small laboratory regulation.

Or, is the committee arguing that the Fed-
eral Office should be enlarged and raised in
the Department structure?

As one who was around when the bipartisan
Rural Health Coalition first called for the cre-
ation of this office, | can tell you that it was in-
tentionally established outside of Department
headquarters to ensure that it would serve as
a quasi-independent office to look out for the
concerns of rural health. It functions as a
broker, not a bureaucracy. In fact, you might
say it was intended to be a thorn in the side
of Federal bureaucracy.

Today, the Office is the Federal voice bring-
ing attention to obstacles in the path of rural
telemedicine and rural managed care. It is
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also the Government's only official rural voice
in the debate over restructuring Medicaid and
Medicare. We would be happy for it to be big-
ger or higher if the committee wishes to fi-
nance such stature, but absent that, let's
make sure we support its current role rather
than eliminating it, as this bill does.

| would like to submit for the record letters
| have received from the Texas Rural Health
Association and the Texas State Grange in
support of the good work done by the Federal
Office. These folks do not talk about some dis-
tant, bureaucratic, wasteful Federal office.
They talk about a friendly face and advocate
in the Government which rolls up its sleeves,
provides support and advice, administers
small but vital programs, helps them commu-
nicate with other rural programs across the
country, and assists them in avoiding mistakes
and duplication. In these days when so few
people speak of positive experiences with the
Federal Government, why would we want to
eliminate one of the bright lights that exists?

Like my constituents, | certainly hope that
before this appropriation bill is signed into law,
funding for these valuable services will be re-
stored.

TEXAS STATE GRANGE,
San Antonio, TX, July 31, 1995.
Hon. CHARLES W. STENHOLM,
17th Congressional District of Texas.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE STENHOLM: The
Texas State Grange is very concerned with
the cuts/elimination of funding for the rural
health care programs contained in the FY'96
appropriation bill for the Departments of
Labor, Health and Human Services, Edu-
cation, and Related Agencies. If passed, this
bill will eliminate the following essential
rural health care programs:

Federal Office of Rural Health, State of-
fices of rural health, rural health research,
telemedicine, new rural health grants, trau-
ma care, and essential access community
hospitals.

The Federal Office of Rural Health is the
only office that provides a voice for rural
health care in Washington, D.C. It is also a
crucial link in the federal-state-local health
care provider chain. This office needs to be
maintained, not eliminated.

While we understand that when originally
authorized, funding for the State Offices of
Rural Health was to be eventually phased
out, not all states have made an investment
in their State Offices of Rural Health. Ten to
fifteen of the offices predict they will close if
funding is eliminated now.

Rural residents comprise approximately
22% of our population. In addition, farmers
have the highest percentage of injuries and/
or deaths per industry. Eliminating funds for
trauma care (and EACH is shortsighted) and
as more rural hospitals are forced to close,
funds for telemedicine become a necessity
for those communities.

The Texas State Grange recognizes and ap-
preciates the 104th Congress' attempts to be
fiscally-minded in its appropriations. How-
ever, zeroing out funds for essential services
to rural health care programs is not a “‘fair
share" cut.

We ask that if floor amendments are
brought up dealing with reinstating funds for
rural health care programs, you will vote
“yes'! Thank you.

Sincerely,
ARCHIE D. KNIGHT.
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TEXAS RURAL HEALTH ASSOCIATION,
Austin, TX, August 2, 1995.
Hon. CHARLES STENHOLM,
Longworth House Office Building,
Room 1211,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE STENHOLM: The
House will be voting this week to eliminate
the Federal Office of Rural Health Policy
(ORHP). As President of the Texas Rural
Health Association, I implore you not to let
this happen. The Office of Rural Health Pol-
icy is a voice for rural health in America.
Jeff Humans and his very concerned and
committed staff monitor what is happening
to the health of rural Americans and advise
the Secretary of HHS as to trends and needs.
This Office helps coordinate and guide what
would otherwise be totally fragmented and
potentially duplicative rural efforts of other
Federal agencies.

ORHP Programs like the Rural Health
Outreach Grant Program (RHOG) help pro-
mote the development of community coali-
tions to improve the delivery of health care
by maximizing available resources. In Mount
Pleasant, Texas, RHOG funds were employed
to open a high risk prenatal clinic. In East
Texas, RHOG funds are being used to develop
a network of lay health advocates through
area minority churches and housing projects
to assist with health outreach and edu-
cation.

The telemedicine grant program helps
bring specialty care to rural Americans,
lessens provider professional isolation, and
enables patients to stay in their commu-
nities. The ORHP Rural Research Centers
provide a very important glimpse into rural
health care delivery systems—helping us de-
termine what works, under what cir-
cumstances, and where—this is real world re-
search.

Through the State Offices of Rural Health,
the Center for Rural Health Initiatives here
in Texas, the ORHP helps link health provid-
ers and communities, provides technical as-
sistance, and is a continuing source of local
support.

In sum, the Federal Office of Rural Health
Policy represents rural Americans, it hears
rural voices. We cannot afford to lose it!

Sincerely,
GAIL R. BELLAMY,
President.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. HINCHEY].

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, Repub-
licans have been running ads about
how they are helping the children in
the next generation by reducing the
deficit. That is very nice but they are
making sure that the kids pay for it by
cutting programs that help those same
kids and provide them with an edu-
cation.

Elementary and secondary education
cuts force communities to make an un-
welcome choice. They either reduce the
services that Federal funds paid for or
they raise property taxes to keep them
going. Either way, it is the people least
able to help themselves, children or
older homeowners with fixed incomes
who are being required to pay the bills.

This bill cuts funding for title I com-
pensatory education by $1.1 billion,
that is 17 percent. My state, New York,
will lose $123 million, and 100,000 New
York students will be affected.
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This program has the strongest sup-
port of any Federal education program
from our own school districts, whether
they are urban, rural, liberal, or con-
servative. They tell us how important
the program is. The program cuts fund-
ing for safe and drug free schools. It
will cost New York $59 million at the
same time that we hear about students
shooting other students and selling
drugs in schools.

It is time that we had some rationale
about what we are doing and pass a
sensible bill. This bill needs to be de-
feated.

Republicans have been running ads about
how they are helping children and the next
generation by reducing the deficit. That's very
nice, but they are making sure that the kids
pay for it by cutting programs that help kids
and that provide them with an education.

Elementary and secondary education cuts
force communities to make an unwelcome
choice: either reduce the services that Federal
funds paid for, or raise property taxes to keep
them going. Either way, it is the people least
able to help themselves—children or older
homeowners with fixed incomes—who are
being required to pay the bills.

The bill would cut funding for title | compen-
satory education by $1.1 billion, 17 percent.
New York will lose $103 million, and 100,000
New York students will be affected. Title |
pays for remedial education. It has the strong-
est support of any Federal education program
from our own school districts—liberal and con-
servative, rural and urban. They tell us how
important they think the program is.

It cuts funding for Safe and Drug-Free
Schools Programs by 59 percent, $286 million
nationwide, $59 million in New York. Does this
make sense when we hear almost daily about
students shooting other students, or students
selling drugs in schools?

It cuts funding for children at risk—52-per-
cent cut in Healthy Start, HHS program to re-
duce infant mortality; $137 million in Head
Start, cutting 60,000 children out of Nancy
Reagan's favorite program for children; cut of
20 percent in programs for homeless children.

It cuts funding for education reform—$250
million in funding for Eisenhower Professional
Development Program for teacher improve-
ment; total elimination of funding for Goals
2000, to improve and upgrade school curric-
ula. Cost to NY: $18.8 million for Eisenhower,
$27 million for Goals. Goals was the product
of the bipartisan effort by governors, blessed
by the Bush Administration, to respond to the
“Nation at Risk™ report which said that our
education system was weak enough and in-
consistent enough that it threatened our eco-
nomic future.

So, maybe today’s kids will be paying less
in Federal taxes—but they’ll be living in a
third-rate economy that was too cheap to give
them the good education that all children need
and deserve.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1}4
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. WYDEN].

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, the real
story of this bill is that it is punishing
those in the dawn of life, our children,
and those in the twilight of life, our
senior citizens.
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In the case of the elderly, if this bill
passes in its present form, our Nation
better get out the ambulances. At a
time when our aging population is
growing so rapidly, this bill hits 16 key
programs for the elderly that are a life-
line for our seniors. It eliminates pro-
grams like the elderly abuse program
at a time when elderly abuse has gone
up 94 percent over the last 5 years.
These are seniors that are being phys-
ically abused. They are being ex-
ploited. They are in a position where
they cannot defend themselves and,
yet, this Congress eliminates that pro-
gram.

The same is true of the long-term
care ombudsman program, a program
that provides an early warning signal
to seniors that are being abused in
long-term care.

Let us not do this. We have supported
those programs in the past on a bipar-
tisan basis. Let us keep them strong
for our Nation's seniors.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr., FORD].

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to what the Repub-
licans and what the chairman of this
committee is trying to lay before the
House.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong opposition to
the Labor-HHS-Education appropriations bill.
H.R. 2127 is an assault on our Nation's most
vulnerable.

Mr. Chairman, historically, the Labor-HHS-
Education bill has been a testament to our
commitment to the things which have held our
Nation together: good health, education, and
obs

But this bill is a disgrace. In one giant
sweep we manage to cut the funding for pro-
grams that alleviate the misery this Nation ex-
periences from lack of economic opportunity
and poor health.

If this bill is passed, we will turn our backs
on poor mothers, babies and young people.

HEALTHY START

Healthy Start cuts will deepen the infant
mortality crisis in the United States.

The bill will cut Healthy Start by $55 million
in 1996 and eliminate funding after 1996.

The United States—the wealthiest and most
industrialized country in the world—has an in-
fant mortality rate that is worse than many
third world countries.

Babies born in the United States are less
likely to reach their first birthday than babies
born in 22 other industrialized countries.

In my district alone, the infant mor-
tality rate is over 17 percent. In other
urban areas across the United States,
the infant mortality rate is over 20 per-
cent.

These cuts will be devastating to the
public hospital in my congressional
district that is struggling to reduce the
number of low-birthweight babies.

LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE

Abolishing funding for LIHEAP will
worsen the devastating effects of this
summer’s heat wave.

According to the public health offi-
cials, over 700 people have died from
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the heat wave this summer. Of these,
550 were in Chicago which has had tem-
peratures as high as 103 degrees and av-
erage temperatures of 96 degrees. Are
we going to turn our backs on the hun-
dreds that could die as a result of
eliminating LIHEAP?

The National Weather Service pre-
dicts that this heatwave will continue
unabated. Are we going to turn our
backs on the 6 million families who
will suffer if LIHEAP is eliminated?

SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT

This bill cancels appropriations for
summer jobs for young people. The
President rightfully requested $958 mil-
lion for this program.

In Memphis, over 30,000 young people
have benefited from this program since
1984.

In 1995, Memphis received $2.3 million
and employed 1,600 kids who worked in
summer jobs as a result of this pro-
gram.

Summer jobs give our neediest young
people a vital income and keeps them
productive when school is out,

CONCLUSION

Abolishing Healthy Start, summer
jobs, and energy assistance will result
in the deaths of thousands of Ameri-
cans.

In South Carolina, a jury sentenced
Susan Smith to life imprisonment for
killing two innocent children.

What will the sentence be for Repub-
licans who are cutting programs that
will cost the lives of thousands?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I want to
balance the budget for our children. I
agree. I voted for a balanced budget
amendment this year and in years past.
1 voted for the Stenholm amendment
to balance the budget in 7 years.

But those who stand on this floor and
say we are balancing the budget do not
tell the truth. We are taking $9 billion
from children that my constituents do
not believe are pork, from seniors that
my constituents do not think is waste,
from rural health that my constituents
do not believe is fraud, and from people
who need energy assistance to keep
warm and cool in distress, and people
do not believe that is abuse.

Mr. Chairman, we are taking that $9
billion and we are giving it not to bal-
ance the budget, not to bring down the
deficit, not to save our children from
debt, but we are taking that money
and we are shifting it over here to the
wealthiest Americans among us so that
they can have a tax cut.

We are not saving any money. We are
not reducing the deficit by these cuts.
In point of fact, we have been on a
downhill slide on domestic spending
like education and like health care.

Reject this bill. It is bad for America,
it is bad for the future, it is bad for our
children, and it does not make sense.
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Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the remainder of the time.

Mr. Chairman, all of us in Congress
have our priorities. We are rural or
city. We are putting education or
health or national defense or agri-
culture at the top of our list. Every one
of us are here crying for a balanced
budget, provided we do so on someone
else’s priorities.

The gentleman from Indiana, the
gentleman from Wisconsin said earlier
it is the B-2 bomber that is the prob-
lem. We are for balancing the budget
provided we do it on the B-2 bomber or
national defense or elsewhere.

Let me say that you cannot balance
the budget on someone else’s priorities.
Everyone has to contribute to this
process. I voted against the B-2 bomb-
er, consistently. I am voting against
tax cuts now until the budget is into
balance. We cannot do it without ev-
erybody giving something to the proc-
ess. Those who say balance it on some-
one else's priorities are part of the
problem and not part of the solution.

If I may say to the gentleman on the
other side and some on my side as well,
the funding under this section of the
bill is not going down. It is going from
$181 to $198.2 billion. It is going up sub-
stantially. The cut in the diseretionary
portion is 3.5 percent and in services
probably a good deal less than 3 per-
cent.

Should it make a contribution? Yes.
Is this the way to move toward a bal-
anced budget? Yes. I believe that we
have done a very responsible job in
handling this section of the bill. I
think the hyperbole on the other side
is, frankly, just that, hyperbole.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Time for general
debate on title II has expired.

Are there any amendments to title
112

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MORAN

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment numbered 95, offered by Mr.
MoRAN: Page 30, line 13, insert before the pe-
riod the following: *‘: Provided further, That
of the funds made available under this head-
ing, $7,500,000 shall be available for carrying
out the activities of the Office of Alternative
Medicine under section 404E of the Public
Health Service Act'.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of yesterday, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN] will be recog-
nized for 10 minutes in support of the
amendment, and a Member opposed
will be recognized for 10 minutes.

Does the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. PORTER] wish to claim the time as
the opponent?

Mr. PORTER. We have no objection
to the amendment, so if there is a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Member opposed, they should claim the
time.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I know
of no one who objects to the amend-
ment. I would like to explain it, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized for 10 min-
utes.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment simply earmarks an addi-
tional $1.9 million within the Office of
the Director of NIH for the Office of Al-
ternative Medicine. It does not in-
crease the budget. In fact, as I say, this
is unallocated money, but I think it is
terribly important that we put a little
bit more money into the Office of Al-
ternative Medicine.

You know, 80 percent of the world’s
medicine is considered alternative
medicine. It is amazing, the fact that
80 percent of the rest of the world uses
different therapies than the conven-
tional therapies that we use in the
United States and that, in fact, 50 per-
cent of the American people who are
faced with a very serious illness like
cancer try alternative medicines. In
fact, they pay out of pocket about $10
billion. As much as they pay out of
pocket for hospital care, they are pay-
ing out of pocket, uninsured, for alter-
native approaches to traditional medi-
cine.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I came across
this issue because of a personal experi-
ence in our family. My child had a ma-
lignant brain tumor and had maybe a
10- to 20-percent chance of living up to
the age of 5, we were told, and so it was
recommended to take the traditional
approach, which is surgery, chemo-
therapy and radiation. Essentially cut,
poison, and burn.

The surgery was not able to get all of
the tumor and so we gave her chemo-
therapy. We soon realized, the debili-
tating effect that chemotherapy was
having on her. She is only a 3-year-old,
but it generally has an adverse impact
on anyone taking chemotherapy. We
also put off the radiation.

A story was written about our situa-
tion, and we got thousands of letters
from all over the world, primarily from
the United States. We got boxes of
them. I do not have the time to read
them. My wife has been reading most
of them. It is amazing the common ex-
periences that are shared and the fact
that the majority of people have tried
alternative approaches and yet they do
not have anywhere to go to determine
the efficacy of these different ap-
proaches, because there are no random
clinical professional tiials done on
most of these approaches.

We are trying something that we
found out about from hundreds of peo-
ple who have had success with pow-
dered shark cartilage. People wince
when we mention it. We do not have
anywhere to go to determine whether,
and under what conditions, it is likely
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to be effective, but the reality is, it
seems to be working with our daughter
in combination with high doses of vita-
min C and other nutrients.

I only mention the personal experi-
ence because our experience is being
shared by thousands of families, if not
millions across the country. We need
some professional analysis. We need
random trials that are done in a profes-
sional, scrupulous manner.

We have a new director at the Office
of Alternative Medicine with the right
kind of background in clinical trials.
He was at Walter Reed. He is an ex-
tremely competent physician. He is
going to direct this office, but we need
to give him at least the minimal
amount of resources to determine
whether some of these alternative
therapies work.

They will be done in collaboration
with what the other National Insti-
tutes of Health are doing, and so I
would urge that this small amount of
increase to the Office of Alternative
Medicine, which would bring it up to
$7.5 million out of billions we put into
the total budget for the National Insti-
tutes of Health, be approved by this
body and that we make some progress
in giving the kind of professional anal-
ysis we have the ability to provide, to
s0 many American families who are
desperately in need of it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
DEFAZIO].

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding time to
me. The issue is, you know, will we
transfer a small amount of funds, $1.9
million, to the Office of Alternative
Medicine. The director’s office from
which we would transfer this receives
$3.5 million more than the President
asked for. The Office of Alternative
Medicine is receiving the same small
amount of funds it got last year.

We are in kind of a catch-22. People
say to me, well, Congressman, your
idea is here, the ideas expressed by Mr.
MORAN are not clinically and scientif-
ically proven, but we are not funding
the Office of Alternative Medicine so
we can conduct those scientific and
clinical tests.

You know, the problem is many of
these potential cures are nonpro-
prietary. They are not going to be bil-
lion dollar drugs. Many of them are
natural substances. Many of them have
long been in use in other countries.
They cannot be patented in the United
States under current law. They are or-
phans.

So unless the Office of Alternative
Medicine has the budget to research
these substances, to do clinical tests,
we are not going to move forward.

This is preventive medicine. It can
save tremendous amounts of money.
You can look at folic acid for heart at-
tack prevention. A lot of documenta-
tion in other countries, some in this
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country, but no clinically scientifically
proven tests, so doctors are prescribing
other things that perhaps are not even
as effective.

Degyleyrrhizinated licorice, tough
word to say, for stomach problems, as
opposed to tagamet and other propri-
etary drugs, not a lot enthusiasm out
there for something that you can buy
for $15 a month when you can prescribe
something for $100 or $200 a month.

If we are going to save money, if we
are going to have a healthier populous,
we need to begin looking at some of
these alternatives, and this small
amount of money transferred over to
the already existing Office of Alter-
native Medicine, doing nothing to im-
pact the director’s budget which will
still exceed the President's request,
would move this country forward tre-
mendously, and it would meet the
goals of all of us who want to see that
Americans have the widest range of
choices available to them when they or
their loved ones have health problems.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, since it is such an im-
portant topic, I am going to make a
few more remarks, and I appreciate the
fact that the chairman is not opposed
to this amendment. In fact, he would
probably like me to speed this up as
rapidly as possible and get on to more
controversial amendments.
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I think it is important to recognize
that with a $1 trillion health budget, 70
percent of the illnesses that we come
down with are preventable, if we had a
better concept of how to keep ourselves
healthy, and that is largely what this
is all about. It is determining how we
can bring about the healthiest popu-
lation possible and not rejecting things
because they are not taught in tradi-
tional schools of medicine, even though
they have been used efficaciously
throughout the globe.

So I would appreciate greater atten-
tion being given to what I think is an
area at NIH that holds tremendous
promise, that does not cost a lot of
money. The rewards are going to be far
more than what they cost for investing
in the Office of Alternative Medicine.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any Mem-
ber who wishes to be recognized in op-
position to the amendment?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say it is acceptable on both
sides of the aisle.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other
amendments to title II?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
III.

The text of title III is as follows:
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TITLE III-DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
EDUCATION REFORM

For carrying out activities authorized by
titles II and III of the School-to-Work Oppor-
tunities Act, $95,000,000, which shall become
available on July 1, 1996, and remain avail-
able through September 30, 1997.

EDUCATION FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

For carrying out title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
$6,014,499,000, which shall become available
on July 1, 1996 and shall remain available
through September 30, 1997. Provided, That
up to $3,500,000 of these funds shall be avail-
able to the Secretary on October 1, 1995 to
obtain updated local-educational-agency-
level census poverty data from the Bureau of
the Census: Provided further, That no funds
shall be reserved under section 1003(a) of said
Act.

IMPACT AID

For carrying out programs of financial as-
sistance to federally affected schools author-
ized by title VIII of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965, $645,000,000, of
which $550,000,000 shall be for basic support
payments under section B8003(b), $40,000,000
shall be for payments for children with dis-
abilities under section 8003(d), $50,000,000, to
remain available until expended, shall be for
payments under section 8003(f), and $5,000,000
shall be for construction under section 8007:
Provided, That notwithstanding the provi-
sions of section 8003(a)2), children described
in section 8003(a)(1}D) shall have a weight of
zero for the purpose of computing basic sup-
port payments under section 8003(b) and con-
struction payments under section 8007: Pro-
vided further, That no payments shall be
made under section 8003(d) or 8003(g) for chil-
dren described in section 8003(a)(1)(D): Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds provided
shall be used for payments under section
B8003(e).

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS

For carrying out school improvement ac-
tivities authorized by titles II, IV-A-1, V-A,
VI, and X of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 and the Stewart B.
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act;
$842,000,000, of which $723,000,000 shall become
available on July 1, 1996, and remain avail-
able through September 30, 1997.

BILINGUAL AND IMMIGRANT EDUCATION

For carrying out, to the extent not other-
wise provided, bilingual and immigrant edu-
cation activities authorized by title VII of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, $103,000,000: Provided, That State edu-
cational agencies may use all, or any part of,
their part C allocation for competitive
grants to local educational agencies: Pro-
vided further, That the Department of Edu-
cation should only support instructional pro-
grams which ensure that students com-
pletely master English in a timely fashion (a
period of three to five years) while meeting
rigorous achievement standards in the aca-
demic content areas: Provided further, That
no funds shall be available for subpart 3 of
part A.

SPECIAL EDUCATION

For carrying out parts B, C, D, F, and H of
the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act, $3,092,491,000, of which $3,000,000,000 shall
become available for obligation on July 1,
1996, and shall remain available through Sep-
tember 30, 1997.

REHABILITATION SERVICES AND DISABILITY

RESEARCH

For carrying out, to the extent not other-

wise provided, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
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the Technology-Rel.ted Assistance for Indi-
viduals with Disabiiities Act, and the Helen
Keller National Center Act, as amended,
$2,455,760,000.
SPECIAL INSTITUTIONS FOR PERSONS WITH
DISABILITIES

AMERICAN PRINTING HOUSE FOR THE BLIND

For carrying out the Act of March 3, 1879,
as amended (20 U.S.C. 101 et seq.), $4,000,000.
NATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTITUTE FOR THE DEAF

For the National Technical Institute for
the Deaf under titles I and II of the Edu-
cation of the Deaf Act of 1886 (20 U.S.C. 4301
et seq.), $39,737,000: Provided, That from the
amount available, the Institute may at its
discretion use funds for the endowment pro-
gram as authorized under section 207.

GALLAUDET UNIVERSITY

For the Kendall Demonstration Elemen-
tary School, the Model Secondary School for
the Deaf, and the partial support of Gallau-
det University under titles I and II of the
Education of the Deaf Act of 1986 (20 U.S.C.
4301 et seq.), $72,028,000: Provided, That from
the amount available, the University may at
its discretion use funds for the endowment
program as authorized under section 207.

VOCATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION

For carrying out, to the extent not other-
wise provided, the Carl D. Perkins Voca-
tional and Applied Technology Education
Act, the Adult Education Act, and the Na-
tional Literacy Act of 1991, $1,057,919,000, of
which $1,055,000,000 shall become available on
July 1, 1996 and shall remain available
through September 30, 1997: Provided, That of
the amounts made available under the Carl
D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Tech-
nology Education Act, $1,000,000 shall be for
national programs under title IV without re-
gard to section 451.

STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

For carrying out subparts 1 and 3 of part A,
part C, and part E of title IV of the Higher
Education Act of 1965, as amended,
$6,916,915,000, which shall remain available
through September 30, 1997.

The maximum Pell Grant for which a stu-
dent shall be eligible during award year 1996—
1997 shall be $2,440: Provided, That notwith-
standing section 401(g) of the Act, as amend-
ed, if the Secretary determines, prior to pub-
lication of the payment schedule for award
year 1996-1997, that the $5,697,000,000 included
within this appropriation for Pell Grant
awards for award year 1996-1997, and any
funds available from the fiscal year 1995 ap-
propriation for Pell Grant awards, are insuf-
ficient to satisfy fully all such awards for
which students are eligible, as calculated
under section 401(b) of the Act, the amount
paid for each such award shall be reduced by
either a fixed or variable percentage, or by a
fixed dollar amount, as determined in ac-
cordance with a schedule of reductions estab-
lished by the Secretary for this purpose: Pro-
vided further, That no Pell grant shall be
awarded to any student during award year
1996-1997 if the amount of that grant as de-
termined under section 401(b) of the Act is
less than $600.

FEDERAL FAMILY EDUCATION LOAN PROGRAM

ACCOUNT

For Federal administrative expenses to
carry out guaranteed student loans author-
ized by title IV, part B, of the Higher Edu-
cation Act, as amended. $30,066,000.

HIGHER EDUCATION

For carrying out, to the extent not other-
wise provided, parts A and B of title III,
without regard to section 360(a)(1)(B)(i),
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chapter 1 of subpart 2 of part A of title IV,
subpart 2 of part E of title V, parts A and B
of title VI, title VII, part D of title IX, and
part A and subpart 1 of part B of title X of
the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amend-
ed, and the Mutual Educational and Cultural
Exchange Act of 1961; $757,700,000, of which
$16,712,000 for interest subsidies under title
VII of the Higher Education Act, as amend-
ed, shall remain available until expended.
HOWARD UNIVERSITY

For partial support of Howard University

(20 U.8.C. 121 et seq.), $170,366,000.
HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES LOANS

The Secretary is hereby authorized to
make such expenditures, within the limits of
funds available under this heading and in ac-
cord with law, and to make such contracts
and commitments without regard to fiscal
year limitation, as provided by section 104 of
the Government Corporation Control Act (31
U.S8.C. 9104), as may be necessary in carrying
out the program for the current fiscal year.

COLLEGE HOUSING AND ACADEMIC FACILITIES

LOANS PROGRAM

For administrative expenses to carry out
the existing direct loan program of college
housing and academic facilities loans en-
tered into pursuant to title VII, part C, of
the Higher Education Act, as amended,
$700,000.

COLLEGE HOUSING LOANS

Pursuant to title VII, part C of the Higher
Education Act, as amended, for necessary ex-
penses of the college housing loans program,
previously carried out under title IV of the
Housing Act of 1950, the Secretary shall
make expenditures and enter into contracts
without regard to fiscal year limitation
using loan repayments and other resources
available to this account. Any unobligated
balances becoming available from fixed fees
paid into this account pursuant to 12 U.S.C.
1749d, relating to payment of costs for in-
spections and site visits, shall be available
for the operating expenses of this account.
HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY

CAPITAL FINANCING, PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The total amount of bonds insured pursu-
ant to section 724 of title VII, part B of the
Higher Education Act shall not exceed
$357,000,000, and the cost, as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, of such bonds shall not exceed zero.

For administrative expenses to carry out
the Historically Black College and Univer-
sity Capital Financing Program entered into
pursuant to title VII, part B of the Higher
Education Act, as amended, $166,000.

EDUCATION RESEARCH, STATISTICS, AND
IMPROVEMENT

For carrying out activities authorized by
the Educational Research, Development, Dis-
semination, and Improvement Act; the Na-
tional Education Statistics Act; part A of
title III, parts A and B and section 10601 of
title X of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, as amended,
$255,107,000: Provided, That $3,000,000 shall be
for section 10601 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act: Provided further, That
$25,000,000 shall be for section 3136 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act (K-12
technology learning challenge): Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds appropriated in
this paragraph may be obligated or expended
for the Goals 2000 Community Partnerships
Program.

LIBRARIES

For carrying out, to the extent not other-
wise provided, titles I and III of the Library
Services and Construction Act, $101,227,000.
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DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

For carrying out, to the extent not other-
wise provided, the Department of Education
Organization Act, including rental of con-
ference rooms in the District of Columbia
and hire of two passenger motor vehicles,
$327,319,000.

OFFICE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS

For expenses necessary for the Office for
Civil Rights, as authorized by section 203 of
the Department of Education Organization
Act, $53,951,000.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For expenses necessary for the Office of the
Inspector General, as authorized by section
212 of the Department of Education Organi-
zation Act, $28,154,000.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. No funds appropriated in this Act
may be used for the transportation of stu-
dents or teachers (or for the purchase of
equipment for such transportation) in order
to overcome racial imbalance in any school
or school system, or for the transportation
of students or teachers (or for the purchase
of equipment for such transportation) in
order to carry out a plan of racial desegrega-
tion of any school or school system.

SEC. 302. None of the funds contained in
this Act shall be used to require, directly or
indirectly, the transportation of any student
to a school other than the school which is
nearest the student's home, except for a stu-
dent requiring special education, to the
school offering such special education, in
order to comply with title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. For the purpose of this
section an indirect requirement of transpor-
tation of students includes the transpor-
tation of students to carry out a plan involv-
ing the reorganization of the grade structure
of schools, the pairing of schools, or the clus-
tering of schools, or any combination of
grade restructuring, pairing or clustering.
The prohibition described in this section
does not include the establishment of mag-
net schools.

SEc. 303. No funds appropriated under this
Act may be used to prevent the implementa-
tion of programs of voluntary prayer and
meditation in the public schools.

SEC. 304. No funds appropriated under this
Act shall be made available for opportunity
to learn standards or strategies.

SEC. 305. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, funds available for section 458 of
the Higher Education Act shall not exceed
$320,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, of which
$160,000,000 shall be available for the pay-
ment of administrative cost allowances to
guaranty agencies. The Department of Edu-
cation shall, within 30 days of enactment, de-
velop a plan for the payment of administra-
tive cost allowances which shall be submit-
ted to the Chairs of the House Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportunities
and the Senate Committee on Labor and
Human Resources, Notwithstanding section
458 of the Higher Education Act, the Sec-
retary may not use funds available under
that section for subsequent fiscal years for
administrative expenses of the William D.
Ford Direct Loan Program during fiscal year
1996, nor may the Secretary require the re-
turn of guaranty agency reserve funds during
fiscal year 1996.

No funds available to the Secretary may be
used for (1) marketing, advertising or pro-
motion of the William D. Ford Direct Loan
Program, or for the hiring of advertising
agencies or other third parties to provide ad-
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vertising services, or (2) payment of adminis-
trative fees relating to the William D. Ford
Direct Loan Program to institutions of high-
er education.

None of the funds provided by this Act may
be used to hire staff at the Department of
Education if such hiring would increase on-
board employment at the Department as of
the date of enactment of this Act.

None of the funds provided by this Act may
be used to conduct an evaluation of the Wil-
liam D. Ford Direct Loan Program except as
administered by the Advisory Committee on
Student Financial Assistance.

None of the funds provided by this Act may
be used by the Department of Education to
implement new Individual Procurement
Agreements (IPAs).

SEC. 306. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be obligated or expended to
carry out sections 727, 932, and 1002 of the
Higher Education Act of 1965, section 621(b)
of Public Law 101-589, the President’s Advi-
sory Commission on Educational Excellence
for Hispanic Americans, and the President’s
Board of Advisors on Historically Black Col-
leges and Universities.

SEC. 307. Section 444(b)(1)(E) of the General
Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C.
1232g(b)(1)(E)) is amended to read as follows:

“(E) State and local officials or authorities
to whom such information is specifically—

‘(i) required to be reported or disclosed
pursuant to State statute adopted before No-
vember 19, 1974;

“(ii) allowed to be reported or disclosed
pursuant to State statute adopted before No-
vember 19, 1974, if the allowed reporting or
disclosure concerns the juvenile justice sys-
tem and such system's ability to effectively
serve the student whose records are released,
or

“(iif) allowed to be reported or disclosed
pursuant to State statute adopted after No-
vember 19, 1974, if—

‘(1) the allowed reporting or disclosure
concerns the juvenile justice system and
such system's ability to effectively serve,
prior to adjudication, the student whose
records are released; and

“(I1I) the officials and authorities to whom
such information is disclosed certify in writ-
ing to the educational agency or institution
that the information will not be disclosed to
any other party except as provided under
State law without the prior written consent
of the parent of the student;".

SEC. 308. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used by the Office of Civil
Rights of the Department of Education after
December 31, 1995, to enforce title IX of the
Education Amendments of 1972 (20 U.S.C.
1681 et seq.) with respect to gender equity in
intercollegiate athletic programs, except
when it is made known to the Office that the
Department has issued updated policy guid-
ance to institutions of higher education
which includes objective criteria clarifying
how such institutions can demonstrate a his-
tory and continuing practice of program ex-
pansion for members of the underrepresented
sex and full and effective accommodation of
the interests and abilities of the underrep-
resented sex.

This title may be cited as the “Department
of Education Appropriations Act, 1996".

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER] will be recognized for 45 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY] will be recognized for 45
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PORTER].

e ———
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Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr, Chairman, at the outset, let us
agree that if money, both Federal,
State, and local were the problem, we
should have already solved our edu-
cation problems. Between 1960 and 1990,
inflation adjusted spending for edu-
cation rose from $50 billion to almost
$190 billion and per pupil spending,
again adjusted for inflation, increased
from $1,454 in 1960 to $4,622 in 1990; an
increase of over 300 percent in real
terms. However, student scores on
their SAT's and National Assessment
of Educational Progress declined. Be-
tween 1976 and 1994, Federal funding for
elementary, secondary, and vocational
education rose from $4.6 billion to $14.8
billion, again, an increase of over 300
percent.

As in other titles, the bill sets clear
priorities while providing significant
contributions to our goal of eliminat-
ing the Federal deficit by 2000.

Total discretionary funding for the
Department of Education declines by
$4.5 billion from the fiscal year 1995
originally enacted levels and $3.7 bil-
lion from the post-rescission levels.

The bill places a high priority on stu-
dent assistance. The maximum Pell
grant is increased by $100 to $2,440, the
largest increase ever provided to raise
the grants to the highest levels in his-
tory, Federal Supplemental Edu-
cational Opportunity grants, Federal
Work-Study and TRIO programs are all
held at last year's levels.

The Committee recommendation
maintains the $6 billion available for
Perkins loans. While ending the Fed-
eral contribution, prudent manage-
ment by the schools plus their contin-
ued contribution to this high priority
program will allow the balance avail-
able for loans to students to increase.

The bill eliminates over 90 mostly
small, duplicative programs in the De-
partment of Education.

The mark terminates many of over 50
planning, dissemination, technical as-
sistance, and research programs in edu-
cation, including Goals 2000.

The Goals 2000 program initiated by
the Bush administration was a vol-
untary effort by States to develop and
implement goals and standards. The
current program is simply another
Federal grant-in-aid program which,
while having few formal requirements,
will see a proliferation of informal
rules and specifications as it is imple-
mented down through the multi-lay-
ered bureaucracy of the Washington of-
fice and the regional offices.

While this program has no specific,
written, substantive requirements,
there are many connections between
Goals 2000 and funding for other pro-
grams. Not so subtle pressures will
surely arise to address issues such as
opportunity to learn, gender equity
and other issues that are part of the
administration’s national educational
policy.
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This account funds National Oppor-
tunity to Learn Standards and School
Financial Equity programs. The ad-
ministration would impose these social
experiments on localities with little
evaluation and where evaluation ex-
ists, it indicates that there is little re-
lationship between spending and learn-
ing outcomes. According to Dr. Dianne
Ravitch *“. . . No one knows what such
standards are, so it seems premature to
expect States to establish them.”’

School-to-Work and tech-prep activi-
ties are funded at $190 million in an-
ticipation of their inclusion in larger
block grants. These programs are slat-
ed to be consolidated into a block
grant by the Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities Committee and
this funding level was decided upon in
anticipation action by the authoriza-
tion committee.

Title I funding for Education for the
Disadvantaged is reduced by $1.14 bil-
lion, or 17.9 percent based on evalua-
tions indicating little impact and the
fact that the broad distribution of
funds, to even the wealthiest school
districts in America, diffuses the effec-
tiveness of this program.

I would say, Mr. Chairman, that I be-
lieve very strongly that this money
should be targeted only to the schools
most in need, those in the inner cities
and rural areas that have a high per-
centage of at risk children, and not be
sent to school districts all over the
country, including those in the most
wealthy areas, as it is today. The pro-
gram is extremely poorly targeted.

Mr. Chairman, according to the final
report of the National Assessment of
the chapter I program, the program
‘% % * Does not appear to be helping
close the learning gap.” Recently en-
acted reforms make some changes, but
their impact on performance is un-
clear.

There is little targeting in the pro-
gram, 90 percent of the local school dis-
tricts receive funding from this pro-
gram, including many of the most
wealthy school districts in the coun-
try. Those districts that do not partici-
pate are generally not those that are
rich, but those that are so small as to
not meet the minimum number of poor
school aged children.

Four hundred eighty-nine million
dollars of fiscal year 1994 funding for
Education for the Disadvantaged went
to the 100 richest counties in Amer-
ica—with per capita personal income
ranging from $24,000 to $49,000. While
these counties surely contain disadvan-
taged children, with this level of in-
come, these localities can provide more
of the support for disadvantaged edu-
cation themselves.

Impact Aid, which reimburses local
schools for the costs of educating mili-
tary dependents, is reduced by 11 per-
cent to $645 million. Funding is tar-
geted only to students whose parents
live and work on Federal installations.
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Funding for military “b" students is
provided for in the Defense bill.

Library service grants and inter-
library cooperation programs are sup-
ported at approximately last year's
level while funds are terminated for
smaller, categorical library programs.

The bill amends authorizing statutes
to limit the administrative costs of the
Direct Student Loan Program and to
prevent implementation of opportunity
to learn standards.

Opportunity to learn standards focus
on inputs rather than results. They di-
vert attention to issues such as
amounts spent per pupil, class size,
years of schooling of the teacher, num-
bers of computers, and allow justifica-
tion of failure rather than the focus on
results.

This title represents the clearest ex-
ample of priority setting by the com-
mittee, of elimination of duplicative
and redundant programs and of reform
of programs and administration.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, in the first section of
our debate we discussed what this bill
was doing to cripple our workers and
worker programs. In the second section
we talked about what it was doing to
savage programs that support the most
vulnerable people in this society. Now
we are turning to a discussion of how
this bill is, pure and simple, an attack
on education.

This bill is the anti-education appro-
priation act of 1995, pure and simple. It
cuts 18 percent out of what we appro-
priated just last year for Federal edu-
cation programs. That means almost
one out of every 5 dollars that was
there a year ago will not be there this
year.

It takes almost $2.5 billion away
from local school districts, and that is
most assuredly going to result in lower
quality and higher property taxes. And
it does it all to provide a $20,000 tax cut
for people making $350,000 a year.

I would suggest there are an awful
lot of people in society who make that
amount of money, who recognize that
if they have to choose between getting
a $20,000 tax cut at that bracket, and
seeing to it that the basic education
structure of this country is sound, they
will opt for education, because they
know they cannot in the end dis-
connect from society. You cannot
achieve success by working up the op-
portunity ladder yourselves, and then
pull it on up so that someone else can-
not use that ladder as well.

The answer from the Republican side
of the aisle seems to be, Well, our edu-
cation programs do not work, so let's
give up and give some rich guy a tax
cut. Well, I do not think that is an es-
pecially effective way to go about it.

I have one last simple thought: For
as long as I have been in this House,
support for education has been a bipar-
tisan proposition. But whether back
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home in Wisconsin, when I served in
the legislature, or here in the Congress,
support for education has always been
bipartisan. Look at some of the pro-
grams that are named after distin-
guished Republican leaders in the area
of education: Stafford, Javitz, Gold-
water, Eisenhower. Has this party real-
ly moved even beyond them? Are they
no longer acceptable? I simply do not
believe it.

It just seemns to me that the most
fundamental purpose of any society is
to see to it that its children are made
top priority, that they receive decent
opportunity, decent education. That is
what this bill walks away from. That is
why this bill ought to be defeated.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER] be allowed to control
my time and yield time from this
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, let us get back to ba-
sics on this and why we are doing this.
These are tough choices we are mak-
ing. It is not easy to have to establish
priorities in our spending. But that is
exactly what we are doing. So let us re-
member what we are doing. We are bal-
ancing the budget, the most important
single thing we can do for the genera-
tion today and for future generations.

Let me just show you what numbers
amount to. The budget of approxi-
mately §176 billion means we are over-
spending right now $670 for every man,
woman, and child in this country. We
are overspending. We are going into
debt. I have a family with two children.
That is $2,700 worth of debt we are
going into this year. We have a debt for
every man, woman, and child in this
country of over $18,000 per person. We
are going to build it and get it larger
and larger, and spend more and more
on interest.

So our goal is to balance this budget,
start that glide path to a balanced
budget. The other side just wants to
spend, spend, spend, and we know how
to spend in Washington. We have had
lots of experience in spending for the
past 25 years. We have to get some
sense and fiscal sanity to what we are
doing here.

We keep hearing the rhetoric: We are
cutting this. We heard it earlier this
year: We cut the school lunch program.
We increased it by 4.5 percent. They
say we are cutting Medicare. We are in-
creasing Medicare spending from $4,800
for every man and woman in Medicare,
to $6,700, in 7 years, in the Medicare
Program. We are increasing spending.
So the most important thing we can do
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is to balance this budget and get on
that glide path. It is important to
every American.

Let me show why. As a member of
the Committee on the Budget, Mr.
Greenspan, the Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board appeared before us
on two different occasions, discussing
what would it mean if we balanced the
budget. He uses the word remarkable,
what is going to happen over the next
years. Some of the thoughts he is talk-
ing about is children will have a higher
standard of living than their parents if
we can get this budget under control
and stop wasting money on interest of
the national debt. There will be im-
provement in the purchasing power of
their incomes. There will be a rise in
productivity.

Our competitiveness in the world is
important in this issue. There would be
a reduction in inflation. There is a
strengthening of the financial markets,
actual rates of long-term economic
growth. That means jobs.

There would be a significant drop in
long-term interest rates. He says it
will be around 2 percent; that is, for
someone having a $§75,000 mortgage on
their home, that is about $100 a month
less they are going to have to spend on
that mortgage. That is money in some-
one's pocket.

We have to get this deficit under con-
trol. That is what we are talking about
here today. We can say I wish we had
more money here or there. Maybe we
could have changed it a little bit.
These are tough choices. We are trying
to balance what we have to work with.
We have to live within our budget.

I have to live within my personal
budget. Every American has to live
within a personal budget. Only the
Federal budget has this credit card
that has no spending limit; you just
spend, spend, spend. That is not right.
It is wrong. Balancing the budget is the
best thing we will do for every single
American today and for the future gen-
erations.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this title of the bill is
education. Americans believe strongly
in education, and everybody on this
floor wants to balance the budget. As a
matter of fact, unlike the gentleman
who just spoke, I voted to reduce the
deficit by $500 billion in 1993. The gen-
tleman did not.

Whether conservative or liberal, all
Americans believe in the American op-
portunity society. My parents wanted
me to have a better life than they had.
That is what I want for my three
daughters, and, yes, for my grand-
daughter. The United States is a great
Nation because we give people that op-
portunity, the opportunity to make a
better life for themselves and their
children. Education is the doorway
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through which American access that
opportunity.

But this appropriation bill is an all-
out assault on the American oppor-
tunity society. The words opportunity
society are meaningless if you do not
have the education you need to com-
pete in today's global marketplace.
The word opportunity is meaningless if
you cannot make a living wage and
your kids cannot get a good education
in school.

Why are the Republicans waging this
attack? The reason is not so they can
bring that deficit down, I tell my
friend, but so that we can take that
money and shift it over to a tax cut for
the wealthiest folks in America.

0O 1245

That is what we are doing. We are
not taking that money that they gen-
tleman just talked about to bring down
that $670 figure, what we are doing is
taking that money and shifting it over
here for a tax cut: a $245 billion tax
cut.

Nobody likes paying taxes, but I do
not talk to any constituents who be-
lieve that it is not important to see
that our kids are educated, and that is
what that title is about.

Mr. Chairman, what does this attack
mean for local schools? Let me talk
about a school in my district,
Carrollton Elementary School in
Prince George's County.

At Carrollton, parents attend work-
shops to learn what their children are
learning in the classroom to help their
kids at home. We know if parents are
not doing the job, nothing we do is
going to suffice. The budget cuts in
this bill would end those parent work-
shops.

Carrollton needs reading and writing
materials to reach the new higher edu-
cational standards the State of Mary-
land has set, appropriately, so we can
compete in the world markets. The
school board has approved them and
the contract has been signed, but these
budget cuts will cancel that program.

Mr. Chairman, at Carrollton more
than 100 third- and fourth-grade stu-
dents are struggling to learn to read.
Some kids have a tough time. These
cuts mean the teacher who works to
help those kids catch up with their
classmates will lose their job.

This is real. This is not some chart so
that we can shift money to the
wealthiest in America, not bring down
the deficit, I tell the gentleman from
Florida. It is to give that $245 billion
cut, that seems so important, at the
expense of these kids.

The American people know that cut-
ting support for kids at Carrollton and
across the country is bad educational
and economic policy. That is why the
polls show, I tell my colleagues, over 90
percent of the voters in America be-
lieve we must invest more, not less, in
improving education.
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Mr. Chairman, this bill is short-
sighted. I am going to mention this
again, but I want to mention it now, do
not take my word for it. Let me quote
from a statement made by Secretary
Terrel Bell, who served as the Sec-
retary of Education under Ronald
Reagan. It was not a Democratic ad-
ministration, you understand; Ronald
Reagan. Let me read to my colleagues
what he says on July 13, 1995:

“The drastic and unwarranted edu-
cation cuts made in congress by the
House Appropriations Subcommittee,”
the bill we are considering, ‘“‘must be
restored or we will undercut commu-
nity efforts to better educate our chil-
dren.”

He closes with this: ‘“The American
people support educational excellence,
not political extremism."’

That is what he refers to this bill as.
That, Mr. Chairman, was Secretary
Terrel Bell, the Secretary of Education
under Ronald Reagan.

Mr. Chairman, let us reject this po-
litical extremism that is masked as
deficit reduction, when it shifts from
our kids to the wealthiest Americans
our resources to improve this country.

MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. GOODLING], the chairman of the
Committee on Education and Eco-
nomic Opportunities.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to put to rest, once and for all, this
phony business that has been going on
in this House for many weeks, in fact
several months, where people keep try-
ing to say that we are taking from the
poor and giving to the rich through a
tax program.

Let me tell my colleagues a little bit
about the tax program. Is a $500 credit
for home care for the rich? Darn right,
it is not. It is for the most needy peo-
ple around here.

Is a $500 credit for long-term care in-
surance for the rich? One of the most
important things for senior citizens is
that long-term care. That is not for the
rich.

Is a $2,000 TRA for the parent who
stays at home for the rich? No, that is
not for the rich.

Is the $500 for an adoption? We talk
about pro-choice/pro-life all the time.
Is that for the rich? No, it is not.

Mr. Chairman, I was a sucker for a
while, thinking that the $500 credit for
every child was for the rich. Then I got
off my high horse and did a little
study, and I discovered that, as a mat-
ter of fact, 31 percent of that goes to
families with incomes of $18,000 and
less; 65 percent of it goes to families
with incomes of $50,000 and less.

Yes, then they say, but what about
capital gains? In my district, every
farmer and every fruit grower that I
have is not rich by a long sight, but
they sure are at the point where they
should be retiring and they would love
to retire.
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If they retire, Mr. Chairman, they
have to sell what it is they have in
order to take care of themselves in
their golden years, or we have to send
money out to do that. But if they sell,
between us and the State, we take 60
percent of everything that they have.

So I think we ought to put that non-
sense to rest.

If this were a perfect world, Mr.
Chairman, I would be here screaming
for billions more for education and bil-
lions more for training. I would be
screaming for what Terrel Bell said,
which we had better emphasize.

He talked about quality education,
and I have been here saying over and
over again for 20 years, just do not pour
$40 billion into chapter 1. Do not just
pour $20 billion into Head Start, if that
is all you are going to do. Pour it in to
get quality. We do not have any studies
to really tell us that we have done a re-
markable job in helping the people
that we wanted to try to help with that
$60 billion of expenditure.

Mr. Chairman, as I said yesterday,
the one thing I wanted to do with a
slight reduction in both of those areas
is finally get a message out there that
they have to clean up their act and
they have to provide quality in every
one of those programs, all over this Na-
tion. Access is not acceptable. Access
will not serve us well in the 21st cen-
tury.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we
can do the very best we can with what
we have, because if we do not, since it
is not a perfect world, we are then
faced with a deficit that does this to
the very young people we are trying to
train, the very young people we are
trying to educate.

We are saying to them, after you get
all your training and all your edu-
cation, we will take 80 percent of ev-
erything you make in tax dollars. Why
get up in the morning and go to work
if that is what we are going to do?

Mr. Chairman, I hope we can develop
a program where we are talking about
quality education, quality training. I
hope we will be in a position sometime
to put more money into those pro-
grams, and we will do some of that
today, after we are ensured that it is
quality that we are talking about.

Again, access is no longer acceptable,
Mr. Chairman. It has to be access to
quality, because we are failing the very
young people we are trying to help be-
cause we are not giving them an oppor-
tunity to get a piece of the American
dream because they do not have, in
many instances, a quality program.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise simply to say that the
statement of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING] is one of the
finer statements I have ever heard on
this floor.
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Mr. Chairman, just sending money
without worrying about quality is what
has been wrong with this place. It is
why the American taxpayer is react-
ing. They want to see people served and
they want to see them served well.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
has worked at this for years, very, very
effectively. Finally, the gentleman is
in a position to really impact that
process, and I commend the gentleman
for his good work.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
MENENDEZ].

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, | rise in op-
position to the bill. | rise today to express my
disgust with this bill. This is the bill where Re-
publicans rewrite the world in their own
image—where they create their own brave
new world, if you will. They will weed out the
poor, the needy and the weak to provide sub-
sidies to corporate interests and tax cuts to
the wealthy. And the middle class will foot the
bill. A world where capital is more important
than labor.

Let me tell how this image will play out in
New Jersey. According to the Children's De-
fense Fund, this image will mean 3,850 chil-
dren will lose Head Start services, 54,200
New Jersey students will lose access to reme-
dial education through title | and 42,200 ba-
bies, preschoolers and pregnant women in
New Jersey will lose infant formula and other
WIC supplements. This is the new America
Republicans have created for your children
and grandchildren.

The new America will have $4.5 billion less
in funding for education, less funding to keep
schools safe and drug free and less funding
for young people struggling to earn a bach-
elors degree. The new America will provide
less assistance for dislocated workers, like the
2000 individuals working at MOTBY, in my
district, unemployed due to recent base clos-
ings. It will have fewer resources for job train-
ing and it will have no funding for the Low-In-
come Home Energy Assistance which serves
51,000 needy seniors in New Jersey.

And yet Republicans can find the resources
to fund Agriculture subsidies for wealthy farm-
ers and to fund B—2 bombers that the Defense
Department didn't even want?

| have a clear image of this brave new world
which Republicans seek. It has nothing to do
with balancing the budget and it has nothing
to do with making a better America for the
working poor, our children, our young people
or our seniors. Clearly it is designed to be a
world where the rich and privileged will be free
to prosper without the nagging and nettlesome
problem of caring for their less fortunate broth-
ers and sisters.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. KILDEE].

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in very strong opposition to the
Labor-HHS appropriations bill, because
it will result in very real damage to
very real students and teachers in real

schools in communities throughout
this country.
Mr. Chairman, I say to my col-

leagues, the education policy in this
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bill is based on two somewhat conflict-
ing assumptions. First, that because
the national contribution to education
funding is so small that it does not
matter and will not be missed; second,
that the national role in education is
too large and too intrusive and needs
to be scaled back.

Mr. Chairman, these assumptions are
both wrong. These assumptions dis-
honor decades of bipartisan coopera-
tion over education policy as a shared
priority.

Mr. Chairman, this bill will seriously
erode the long-standing role that we
play on the national level to ensure
that educational opportunities are
available to those who have been de-
nied them. Laws like the Individuals
With Disabilities Education Act [IDEA]
were enacted 20 years ago because over
1 million disabled children were ex-
cluded entirely from public schools.
Those 1 million disabled children now
have a chance to realize their full po-
tential and contribute to American so-
ciety because of what Congress did
then.

Mr. Chairman, ask the parents of
Caitlin Cody, who live in my commu-
nity. Caitlin is a bright 8-year-old with
spina bifida who joins her classmates
every day in her neighborhood public
school to discover the joys of learning.
They will tell you that in the absence
of the Federal role in education,
Caitlin's future would not be as prom-
ising as it is.

Mr. Chairman, this bill cuts IDEA. It
cuts funding which will severely cur-
tail professional development, re-
search, and outreach activities which
are crucial for improving services to
children with disabilities.

This bill also cuts chapter 1 by $1.2
billion. With this cut, over 1 million
disadvantaged children across this
country will be denied a chance to suc-
ceed. In Flint, MI, which is struggling
right now to regain its economic foot-
ing, over 2,800 students will lose vital
academic help. These students will lose
the guidance of 47 teachers and 109
teaching aids.

Who are these children and who are
their teachers? Mr, Chairman, let me
tell my colleagues the story of one
chapter 1 student. Shelly is a real per-
son who lives right now in my district.
She is not a composite; a real individ-
ual person.

Shelly entered middle school in the
seventh grade last fall. Shelly came to
school every day, because there she
could get a meal. Then her teachers
discovered that Shelly lived with her
mother and younger brother right in
my neighborhood, wherever they could
find a place to stay at night. They had
been evicted from their apartment and
stayed in a shelter or with friends.

When Shelly moved to Michigan, she
was identified as a chapter 1 student.
Shelly’s teacher recognized that she
needed the stability of a regular class-
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room and instead of pulling her away
from her peers, she provided Shelly
with reading support services in her
science and social studies classes.

As the year progressed, because of
this program, Shelly's life improved
and her teacher made connections to
mentors and helped find a place for her
to live because this teacher believed in
Shelly’s potential.

Shelly entered middle school as a
homeless child. She finished the year
as an honor student.

Mr. Chairman, we should not take
opportunities away from the Caiflin’s
and the Shelly's to finance a tax cut
for the very, very rich.

Vote “‘no” on this.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHIN-
SON].

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
especially commend the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], my
chairman, for his outstanding state-
ment a few moments ago in which he
gave a clear rebuttal for the mindless
political rhetoric, that we hear over
and over again, in which the opponents
of this bill recite like a mantra the
phrase ‘‘tax breaks for the wealthiest
in our society.”

Mr. Chairman, are the wealthiest in
our society like that couple in my dis-
trict that makes $25,000 a year with
two children who are going to find,
with the $500 per child tax credit, that
their Federal tax liability will be
eliminated altogether? Or like my
wealthy friends, the grandmother and
the grandfather who have worked for 30
years on a farm in northwest Arkansas
and as they reach retirement age and
want to move in town, to get close to
quality health care, discover they can-
not afford to sell their farm because of
exorbitant capital gains tax rates?

Mr. Chairman, yes, these are the
wealthy friends that we want to help in
our society.

My colleague says that, yes, 90 per-
cent of the American people support
higher investment in education. I be-
lieve that. I believe my constituents
do. But they want to invest it where it
will work and it will work when we in-
vest that money locally, not when we
invest it in more Federal spending on
education.

Mr. Chairman, Americans last No-
vember rejected the ‘‘government-
knows-best' philosophy that has held
sway for far too long.

Goals 2000, which we defund in this
appropriation bill, is a manifestation
of that very failed philosophy. What
Goals 2000 does is lay the groundwork
for all future Federal experimentation
with education, which takes control
away from parents and local school dis-
tricts where it belongs.

It increases the Federal role by im-
posing a congressional formula for re-
form on any State, school district, or
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local school that wishes to receive
funding under the act.
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Only 40 percent of the money appro-
priated for Goals 2000 ever reaches the
schools. The other 60 percent con-
stitutes the bureaucratic skim that is
being used at each level to create the
new framework for the educational sys-
tem.

The American people did not buy
into the misguided idea of national
health boards in the last Congress, and
they do not want national school
boards. If the past 30 years have taught
us anything, it is that national solu-
tions do not solve local problems.

It is amazing to me my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle can stand
and defend the status quo. The past
three decades, American taxpayers
have been pouring money into the pub-
lic school system with almost no en-
couraging signs that this money is
buying better education for our chil-
dren.

Who knows best what children need
but their parents and people who are in
contact with them every day? This ap-
propriation bill begins to put the focus
back upon the local schools, empower-
ing parents to control the education of
their children.

There were originally six national
goals that were developed in 1989, hand
in hand with the States, but they now
have been increased to eight. The two
additional goals differ from the States’
original intentions, leading us even
further away from the direction that
education in this country should be
taking, which is back to the parents.

We can, in defunding Goals 2000, as
we do in this appropriations bill, we
can take a decisive first step in return-
ing education to the State and to the
local school boards and empowering
parents to participate and to control
the education of their children.

I urge support of this Labor-HHS ap-
propriations bill.

Mr. HOYER. Mr, Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. SAWYER], a distinguished member
of the authorizing committee.

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I am
grateful for the opportunity to join
with my colleagues on this side of the
aisle, but with some regret, to oppose
the passage of this bill.

The work that we do today, the work
that has preceded us over the last dec-
ade really emphasizes a singular im-
portant message, and that is that to-
day’s graduates have got to be prepared
to enter a world of profound and con-
stant change. The people of this Nation
are moving more rapidly across and
within this Nation than we have for 100
years, and all of today’s children sim-
ply must be able to graduate equipped
with skills that are not just techno-
logically adaptable to a variety of dif-
ferent employment situations across
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the United States, but which also will
make them intellectually flexible.

Now, our colleagues have suggested
that somehow this is not a national
problem. The truth of the matter is
that education has always been a local
function and a State responsibility, but
today, my colleagues, it is an overarch-
ing national concern. Education from
the national level is not a matter of
federalizing education at all. It is not
even a matter of directing education,
but it is recognizing that if we are to
be successful, we must connect edu-
cation all across this country, 50 mil-
lion students, 2.5 million faculty, 15,000
school districts in diverse communities
all across this country, as diverse as
Missoula, MT, or Meridian, MS, or all
of the metropolitan areas of this Na-
tion. The children have got to be
equipped to be competitive and to con-
tribute to this Nation's capacity.

Education is, indeed, a national pri-
ority, nowhere more so than in rec-
ognizing that the expectations that we
have for these children have vastly
outstripped the ability of some schools
to keep pace. We have got to elevate
the expectations of our schools, of our
teachers and our children, and in that
sense what we do here today or ought
to be doing here today is to provide the
connective tissue, the ability to im-
prove and elevate a curriculum, not to
be forced upon local schools, not to be
adopted, but to be adapted throughout
this country to local need. We have got
to recognize that in a 30-year career, a
teacher who began with certification
that may have been perfectly sufficient
in 1960 is no longer suitable to the kind
of change that has been undertaken in
this world and in this Nation in the 30
intervening years.

We need to have the capacity to
share that improved curriculum, that
improved professional development all
across this country. I have to tell you
I do not think that anybody ever said
it better than Allen Wertzel, vice
chairman of Circuit City, who agreed
that growing businesses need students
to graduate with higher skills. He said,
“High academic expectations in
schools is probably the single most im-
portant component of education re-
form."

Drawing this Nation together in that
capacity is our single highest priority.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 12 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. CLEMENT].

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to enter into a colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, with regard to the
Education Research Statistics and Im-
provement account within the Depart-
ment of Education there is an interest
among a number of House Members to
provide funding of about $300,000 within
the total provided to not less than two
institutions to support programs utiliz-
ing innovative technologies and prac-
tices for the professional development
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and training of teachers in music edu-
cation. Is it correct to say that the
House report accompanying the Labor-
HHS fiscal year 1996 bill speaks favor-
ably, but with less specificity, to music
education and its impact on learning?

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., CLEMENT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is correct. We at-
tempted to economize on verbiage
where we could in preparing the com-
mittee report.

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Chairman, the
bill will shortly be considered by the
other body. If, during that consider-
ation, the other body includes more
specific language regarding music edu-
cation, could I have the chairman’s as-
surance that the House conferees would
carefully consider the generic direction
for these funds in light of my favorable
recommendation to accept the more
specific allocations of funds for music
education programs?

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I assure the gentleman from Ten-
nessee that the House conferees will
keep your recommendation in mind
when we address this issue in con-
ference.

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his support on
this issue,

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BECERRA].

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Well, we hear the Republicans say
they want to balance the budget and
that is why we are cutting so dramati-
cally into education programs.

Well, do we want to balance the
budget?

We are cutting about $450 million out
of two programs very important to our
children: Safe and Drug Free Schools,
which makes sure we try to protect our
children as they go to school so they do
not have to worry about drug dealers
on the corner trying to sell them drugs
or the gang violence they may encoun-
ter on the way to school; Special Edu-
cation, $174 million is being cut out of
that program for our kids who are dis-
abled, who need a little bit of extra at-
tention so they can succeed with their
peers.

On the other hand, we put $500 mil-
lion extra into the defense budget
which was not even requested by the
Department of Defense for new spend-
ing on bharracks and other pork that
the Pentagon, as I said, never re-
quested, and all of it targeted to 26 of
the 31 States represented by the people
who sit on the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Cut in education: $1.2 billion in our
title I program that helps kids that are
behind in their reading and in their
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sciences learning. What is not cut?
Well, we see on the Senate side the
Armed Services wants to spend $1.3 bil-
lion for an amphibious assault ship
that the Navy says is does not even
want. Cut in education: $566 million for
a school-to-work program which helps
our kids have abilities once they get
out of school. What is not cut? Well,
$42 million, that is the amount the
Committee on Appropriations pre-
served in taxpayer subsidies for to-
bacco growers.

We are talking about balancing the
budget? At the same time that we hear
that we must cut the $4 billion out of
education to balance a $5 trillion debt
and an annual deficit of about $200 bil-
lion, we find that the Defense Depart-
ment got $8 billion more than it even
asked for, and we find that the Repub-
licans are trying to spend about $300
billion on tax cuts over 7 years.

That is not the way to go. We do not
need to cut $4 billion out of education
when it is so dramatic and so needed.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. WYNN].

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I take
strong exception to the unconscionable
cuts in this bill for the Safe and Drug
Free School zones.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman form Califor-
nia [Mr. MILLER], one of the ranking
members of the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities,
former chairman of the Children's Task
Force.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing this time to me and for adding to
my resume here.

Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee, these cuts in education are
deep, and they are serious, and they
are real, and they are going to have an
impact in each and every one of our
districts.

Because let us understand something,
they are not cutting this money to give
it back to the schools at the local
level. They are cutting this money to
provide for a tax cut, the overwhelming
benefit of which goes to people earning
in excess of $200,000 a year. So they are
gathering up money from poor schools,
from poor children, from handicapped
children, from all of the school dis-
tricts in the country and transferring
that to the wealthiest people in the
country. That is simply not fair, and it
does not make sense.

Let us understand that these Federal
dollars are what allows these school
districts to engage in teacher training,
to provide inservice training for teach-
ers, to move toward 21st century tech-
nologies for many of our school dis-
tricts that have no ability to do that.
They do not have the financial capabil-
ity of doing that.

These Federal dollars are what al-
lows school districts to take care of the



21892

neediest, the poorest children in our
society, because they do not have the
capability of doing it without these
dollars.

Let us understand something. We
hear time and time again about the in-
ability of the local school board and
the local school district. Let me ex-
plain to you that many of those school
districts are bringing you today the
abysmal education that America’s chil-
dren are reaching. And why? Because
they do not do these activities without
Federal help. They were not educating
the poorest children in this country
without Federal help. They were not
educating handicapped children with-
out Federal help. They were not pro-
viding teacher training without Fed-
eral help, and it is very likely they will
not again if the Federal Government
does not help them out.

So understand the Federal Govern-
ment is a catalyst for education pro-
grams. Goals 2000 is a catalyst to make
the States, and to help them, finance
world-class standards for our children
so that our children can compete with
the children of any country in the
world in the future.

Today they cannot. They cannot
compete in math. They cannot compete
in language skills. They cannot com-
pete in critical thinking. It is a na-
tional disgrace, and these few Federal
dollars, very, very important to meet-
ing those goals, because in fact in my
own district and many other districts,
without these moneys, those efforts
will go by the wayside and we will con-
tinue to see children graduated who
cannot read their diploma. We will con-
tinue to see children passed on to the
next grade who cannot read at grade
level.

This is that opportunity. But this is
the opportunity that the Republican
budget cuts would deny our school dis-
tricts. This is a disinvestment, a dis-
investment in the children of this Na-
tion, in the education of this Nation
and their ability to participate in the
world economy of the future.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. BUNN], a member of the sub-
committee.

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I wish to enter into a colloquy with the
chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER].

Mr. Chairman, I understand the great
fiscal pressure under which the chair-
man put together his appropriations
bill. I applaud his efforts to make this
a fair bill, not only for the taxpayers of
the country but also by addressing the
out-of-control spending that is costing
our children their future earnings.

With that in mind, I would like to ad-
dress the level of the general strength-
ening institutions program, title III(A)
of the Education Act. I am concerned
that the current funding level of the
program will not allow the Federal

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Government to fully fund continuing
multiyear grants. Under the adminis-
tration’s request, the title III grants
will be phased out over 2 years, with
public community colleges cut out of
the system immediately.

0 1315

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. As the gen-
tleman knows, I offered an amendment
during the full committee to partially
restore the necessary funding to the
title III program. But due to the tight
constraints that we are working under,
we were unable to find adequate fund-
ing for the program.

I ask the subcommittee chairman if
the other body does find a way to more
fully fund the title III section A pro-
gram, if there is a way to consent to
the other body's funding level?

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand that the level of funding in our
bill would perhaps create financial dif-
ficulties for many of the institutions
that have relied on this funding in the
past and I will work with the members
of the conference in the other body to
achieve a higher level of funding of
transition funding for this program
than was possible in this bill.

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. I thank the
gentleman and appreciate his efforts on
behalf of community colleges of the
Nation.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii [Mrs. MINK].

Mrs. MINK of Hawalii. I thank the
gentleman from Maryland for yielding
me time.

Mr. Chairman, I stand here in abso-
lute dismay at this bill that we are
being asked to vote on today, which
decimates the funding for education
throughout the country. This debate is
basically a debate of the disavowal of
the majority of our national promise
that we would care, defend, and protect
our Nation's children.

Under this camouflage of budget
rhetoric, the majority party has appro-
priated an appropriations bill that cuts
$3.9 billion from our education pro-
grams and dismantles a 30-year record
of increasing support for our children.

I feel betrayed because I always be-
lieved the discussions with respect to
our national priority, always put our
children on the top. In discussing our
care and compassion for children in
this country, we always pledged our
full support to their education.

Mr. Chairman, we all recognize that
there are vast differences in our coun-
try, rural, urban America, rich and
poor, but we have always said that the
National Government has a respon-
sibility to make sure that no matter
what the circumstances of poverty or
whatever the location is in geography,
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that the children would be protected
and that the assurance of equal edu-
cational opportunity was a solemn
pledge and contract that we made for
our children.

This appropriation bill denies that. It
takes money away from children in the
poorest of circumstances, children who
come from middle America, who have
disabilities, who have difficulties, who
come from troubled -circumstances,
who have handicaps, who have defi-
ciencies in learning. The smallest of
our children all over the country are
going to be hurt by this budget. I ask
this House to vote it down..

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. ROEMER].

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I was
on the floor 1) hours ago talking
about how this bill is devastating and
cutting Head Start children out of the
program when even President Reagan,
President Bush, talked about how
much do we increase this bipartisan
program that is working. Where in
Michigan City, IN, 80 children are wait-
ing to get into the program, this bill is
going to say to these children, not only
can you not get in, we do not have
room for you; we are going to cut more
children out of Head Start. That is
what this bill says.

This bill is like a Shakespearean
comedy of errors. It is tragically al-
most funny. We debated drug-free
schools the last few years and I have
joined with my colleagues on the Re-
publican side, many of whom I have the
utmost respect for, and the gentleman
from Delaware, Mr. CASTLE and I, Mr.
BARRETT and I proposed amendments
to restore Dare and drug-free school
money. This year, we are cutting drug-
free school money by over 50 percent.

Mr. Chairman, it is not that Demo-
crats want the status quo and Repub-
licans want to balance the budget. I
voted for a balanced budget amend-
ment. I led the efforts to cut a space
station that is $80 billion over budget.
I will vote to cut 20 B-2 bombers that
the Pentagon doesn’t even want out of
the budget. Let us make up our minds
what is important around here.

A recent survey done by the Colum-
bia University Institute asked our
schoolchildren, What is the biggest
problem you face in school today? Is it
an algebra equation? They did not say
that. Was it a biology test? No. Was it
a gun in a school? No. By a 2-to-1 mar-
gin, children in America today said, we
are afraid of drugs in our schools, 2 to
1.

So what are we doing about it? We
cut the drug-free school money by over
50 percent. What does that tell you
about our priorities? I want to move
toward a balanced budget. I want to
make some of the tough cuts to move
there, but we should do that in a fair
and evenhanded manner.
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Mr. Chairman, it seems sometimes
around here that if you have got a lob-
byist working for you, you are going to
do real well. You are going to maintain
the B-2 bomber. You are going to main-
tain a space station. You are going to
maintain hydrogen programs. But if
you are a child, if you are in a Head
Start program, if you are in a drug-free
school program, you are on your own.
Good luck.

Mr. Chairman, that is not what the
priorities of America should be about
today.

Doris Kerns Goodwin has got a won-
derful book and I will have to continue
my review of that wonderful book
later.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. DICKEY], an excellent member
of our subcommittee.

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Chairman, I think
what we need to do is have the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] g0
talk to the members of the subcommit-
tee of the Labor-HHS Committee on
Appropriations because what happened
one night was that Head Start was
made available to have funds restored
to the tune of $§161 million. Every mem-
ber of the subcommittee who were
Democrats voted against Head Start,
$161 million.

Those of us who voted for both of
those issues said we wanted to put chil-
dren first. We wanted Head Start to
come first, and those members on that
subcommittee could have taken the ar-
gument of the gentleman from Indiana
and said, we want to honor Head Start.

Who did they honor? We honored law-
yers in the NLRB, $26 million. The
offer was made to your colleagues, let
us give this to Head Start because we
are listening to what you are saying
that it is important—

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. ROEMER. As the gentleman
knows, I am not a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. I did not
vote on that particular appropriations
bill as it was going through at 1 or 2
o’clock in the morning. But certainly
we have the ability on the floor today
to try to correct the bill that is kick-
ing 48,000 children off of Head Start,
and I know the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. DICKEY] would love to support
those children.

We do not want to go to places like
Michigan City, IN, where 880 children
are waiting to get on Head Start,
where I only have 35 percent of my eli-
gible children enrolled, and tell the
children there, which ones are going to
get kicked off, I ask the gentleman?

Mr. Chairman, I would not want to be
going into Head Start programs around
this country saying, you, you, and you
are out of Head Start. That is not the
direction this country should be going
in.
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Mr. DICKEY. Reclaiming my time,
all I am trying to say, for the sake of
the people who might be listening to
this conversation, is that your talking
should be to them, not to us. If we had
been successful on our end of the table
late that one night for Head Start, we
would have §161 million restored.

Not one of your colleagues voted in
favor of that because they wanted to
honor things like lawyers, and they
wanted to honor the NLRB that is
going out here and causing destruction
in our economy and walking over peo-
ple who are trying to keep jobs in place
so that we can have taxes so we can
have more money for education.

All T am saying is it does not seem
proper. It is not right that we get to
the point where we start talking about
you all over there, or you all over
there, when we are all trying to help
Head Start.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. DICKEY. Certainly, I yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. ROEMER. I would just like to en-
gage the gentleman, the Republican
gentleman from Arkansas, in a col-
loquy. He and I worked together on
many issues. This should not be a par-
tisan issue. We have always agreed in
this body to support Head Start and in-
crease funding on Head Start, whether
it was in committee or on the floor.

Now, for the first time, we are kick-
ing children off. How can we work to-
gether to restore that cut, increase
Head Start?

Mr. DICKEY. I think what we ought
to do is we ought to look from the
standpoint of trying to help the chil-
dren, rather than trying to make a po-
litical statement. What is unfortunate
about this is that $161 million could
have been restored to Head Start and it
was not because there were other pro-
grams that were preferred over this.

Now, if your colleagues could talk it
over and we could talk it over, then we
would not have this partisanship. The
partisanship occurred. All five Demo-
crats voted against Head Start in both
of those instances, and there are two
standing right here that will also try
to make this a partisan issue and say
that we somehow are at fault for not
bringing Head Start in in the proper
funding.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman from Ar-
kansas [Mr. DICKEY] is my friend and
we work closely together on some
things, but so that everybody on the
floor knows what we are talking about,
has sought to cut justice for workers.

We will pursue it further.

Mr. DICKEY. I will be happy to.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON].
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Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Chairman, this bill clearly dem-
onstrates our Nation's commitment to
education and to our youth, mostly
words but not real resources. Where a
Nation invests its resources indicates
its priorities. Education should be our
Nation’s priority.

This bill is blindness march toward a
balanced budget, without consideration
of the merits of the programs proposed
to be cut or eliminated.

But worse, this bill ignores the pain
it will cause to the many children,
youth, and elderly of America. This is
a shame.

The Labor-HHS bill is an obstruction
to education.

Half of the cuts in the bill—some $4.5
billion—comes from education.

Fifty thousand disadvantaged chil-
dren who need a little help in the be-
ginning of our lives—at the onset of
their education—will not get that help.
Head start is cut by $137 million.
Healthy Start is cut by 52 percent.

Thousands of needy school children,
in my congressional districts during
their most important educational and
formative years, will be without vital
support. Title I is cut by $1.1 billion,
Drug-free schools is cut by 59 percent.
The Goals 2000 Program is eliminated,
and, vocational education is cut by 27
percent.

And, thousands of those school chil-
dren, willing to work, who have found
hoe in a mountain of hopelessness, will
not be able to work. The School-to-
Work Program is cut by 22 percent.
And, worse, the Summer Jobs program
is terminated.

The privilege of an education belongs
to all in America. Many have toiled
long and hard to achieve that aim.

The Labor-HHS appropriations bill,
with the stroke of a pen, takes that
privilege away.

The deep and irresponsible cuts in
education are made worse by other
cuts in this bill.

In fact, more than 170 programs are
eliminated by the kind of slicing and
carving undertaken in this bill, like
nothing we have ever seen before in the
history of this Nation.

Even the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program [LIHEAP] is elimi-
nated.

This bill says to young people in
America, *“You have no future’ and to
seniors, '‘You have no past.”

Mr. Chairman. I am at a loss.

Critical programs are being cut—pro-
grams that have served our citizens
well—and, the savings will go to in-
creasing the wealth of the wealthy.

Mr. Chairman, our colleagues tell us
that this bill and others puts us on the
glide to a balanced budget.

To balance, however, means to
steady. Steadiness promotes stability.
Stability promotes security. And, secu-
rity is what every American seeks.
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This bill gives us neither steadiness,
nor stability, nor security. It is not
good for this Nation. It should give us
shame.

Vote “No’ on this bill.
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Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. HOEKSTRA], a member of the
authorizing committee.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER] for yielding this time to me.

This morning in the Committee on
the Budget we had the opportunity to
have what I thought would be a good
dialog and debate about much of what
has been going on here on the floor
today, a discussion and a debate about
what our policy agenda is on both sides
of the aisle as the President and as the
majority here in the House both strive
to reach for a balanced budget. But
then it became very, very clear that
the two sides are playing with a dif-
ferent set of rules. The Republican plan
scored under this Congressional Budget
Office does within 7 years get to a bal-
anced budget. The President’s plan
scored under the same rules, however,
enables the president to have $200 bil-
lion more per year to spend.

So, as we are talking about how are
we going to achieve and what policies
are we going to implement to achieve a
balanced budget, we are finding that
one side is playing with one hand tied
behind their back. One side actually
gets to a balanced budget, the other
side can continue going around the
country and can continue going around
to special interest groups promising a
whole set of programs and priorities
and spending that really does not exist
and that totals out to about $200 bil-
lion.

We also find that the other side is
really trying to perpetuate a program
and a philosophy that over many years
we know does not work, and this book
here, “*‘Reviving the American Dream,"
written by Alice Rivlin, who is the
head of the Office of Management and
Budget, Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, she highlights
the failed policies that in many cases
we are finding are being debated in this
bill. Here is what she said about edu-
cation, and remember this person
works for the President:

Improving education will take bottom-up
reform, Presidential speeches and photo op-
portunities, national testing and assessment,
federally funded experimental schools. Even
new grants spent in accordance with Federal
guidelines can make only marginal contribu-
tions in fixing the schools. The popular Fed-
eral Head Start Program demonstrates that
preschool education helps children from poor
families cope better in school. The negative
legacy of Head Start, however, is that States
and communities have come to believe that
the responsibilities for preschool education
lie with Washington, not with them. Change
would come more rapidly if concerned citi-
zens, parents, and educators worked to im-
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prove their own preschools instead of lobby-
ing Washington to allocate more funds for
Head Start.

Mr. Chairman, she goes on to say
that top-down management by the Fed-
eral Government is unlikely to bring
about needed change in education,
skilled training, and other areas where
reform is essential. She also goes on to
state that when these programs and re-
sponsibility for these programs are
moved from the Federal Government to
the State government, we will see more
action, more effectiveness, and better
results.

This is coming from the administra-
tion.

All of what we are seeing here de-
bated from the other side is a continu-
ation of pushing policies and programs
that we have had for too long and that
we know do not work. Let us embrace
the future, let us move to a balanced
budget, and let us move to move deci-
sionmaking where it is most appro-
priate.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
WATT].

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman,
| rise in strong, vigorous opposition to this bill
and title lll, and | rise today to protest the
shortsighted cuts included in this mean-spir-
ited bill. In an effort to frantically balance the
budget on the backs of poor and middle in-
come families, Republicans have completely
lost sight of those important, cost-effective
programs which work well.

One such program is the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Program. This program is
not welfare. Each State participates in this
program. It reaches more than 5.8 million peo-
ple nationwide. Last year, the average benefit
for the 452,000 recipients in my home State of
North Carolina was $91. Seventy-nine percent
of these recipients have an average income of
less than $8,000. In many cases this was the
safety net that kept the poor and elderly from
being cold or freezing to death.

Who are these people, you might ask. In
North Carolina, almost 64,000 households
have recipients over the age of 60. Almost
60,000 households have recipients who are
children under the age of six. And over 36,000
households have recipients who are disabled.
How can we expect these people, whose an-
nual income is less than the poverty level, to
survive these vicious cuts?

These cuts border on being criminal, Mr.
Chairman. If they're not criminal, they're cer-
tainly irresponsible. We should not penalize
these people because they are poor. Yet that
is exactly what we are going to do by passing
this mean-spirited bill.

In this body, we have a tendency to get
caught up in arguing over numbers and lose
sight of the people whose lives depend upon
these programs. This program is a success.
Let's not let the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program become another victim in
the Republican numbers game. This program
will not break the Government but it will break
the little comfort and will of the 452,000 recipi-
ents in my State who depend on this program.

August 3, 1995

| urge every Member of this House to reject
this bill.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Phila-
delphia, PA [Mr. FOGLIETTA].

Mr, FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today to urge my colleagues to
vote against this shortsighted, hard-
hearted Labor-HHS-Education appro-
priations bill. As chairman of the Con-
gressional Urban Caucus, I tell you
that this bill is the most antiurban,
Government act since President Ford
told New York City to drop dead. It is
antifamily. Antichild. Antisenior.
Antieducation.

Our constituents sent us to Congress
to make choices on their behalf. Some-
times they are tough choices. But the
choices made in this bill are nothing
but harsh, mean, and cruel. The edu-
cation title demonstrates this vividly.

Last week, this Congress protected
Gallo Wine's welfare program—giving
them tax dollars to market their wine
to the French.

But today, we vote to send our kids
to school to fend for their lives—on
their own—against guns and drugs. The
French get Gallo wine, while our chil-
dren risk their lives in schoolyards.
Bad choice.

Time and time again, this Congress
spares the space station from extinc-
tion. But today, we'll cut vocational
skills programs for youths who will
never make it to college. We'll build
shelter in space, but leave our young
people little or no job opportunity at
home. Bad choice.

This Congress spends billions to build
B-2 bombers that we don’t need. The
cold war is over. Yet today, we’ll vote
to cut Head Start. Thus, we're making
fat-cat defense contractors fatter,
while Head Start turns into a no start.
Bad choice.

This is a lesson in poor choices.
Wrong choices. The best thing—the
only thing—we can do is throw this bill
out and try again. Again, I urge my
colleagues to vote a resounding ‘‘no”
against this legislation.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON], one of the
whips on the Democratic side who has
done such extraordinary work inter-
nationally.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
cannot support this bill. The education
cuts in it are devastating for the coun-
try and for my State.

In one school district where 60 per-
cent of the students beginning school
do not speak English, these cuts mean
that 6,000 students will not understand
what is being taught.

Bilingual education programs teach
students like Elisa, who started the 2d
grade not able to speak one word of
English. Last year Elisa walked across
the stage as the valedictorian of her
1,200 member graduating class.

Impact aid funds provide a kinder-
garten for Gallup-McKinley County
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School District. The cuts contained in
this bill mean 300 children will not go
to kindergarten.

Clovis municipal school system will
lose a school counselor who works with
children who are at risk of drug and al-
cohol abuse.

The Belen School District has over
1,700 children who need reading and
math help. With cuts to chapter 1 fund-
ing, the school district will have to
choose which lucky 400 students out of
1,700 will get the help they need.

Mr. Speaker I cannot go back to my
district and look into the faces of chil-
dren and explain to them that I voted
to eliminate their chance to go to col-
lege, stay away from drugs and vio-
lence, and improve their reading and
math skills.

Vote against this bill.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MILLER], a member of the sub-
committee.

Mr., MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I think it is a shame that this de-
bate constantly veers away from the
true issue for which we are here in Con-
gress and here today. We are currently
facing one of the most important moral
and economic challenges of our time,
to balance the Federal budget. For too
long the Federal Government has lived
beyond its means, and our problem in
getting this budget into balance is
spending. We have got to cut the spend-
ing side. President Reagan said the
problem we had was not that we are
taxed too little, we spend too much. We
must cut spending and control the
spending in order to balance our budg-
et.

Mr. Chairman, due to this gluttonous
behavior here is what we are facing
today. The national debt is almost $5
trillion. What are the practical impli-
cations of this? In just 2 years the Fed-
eral Government will pay more for in-
terest on the debt than we pay for na-
tional defense. Think about that. What
does that say of our national prior-
ities?

If we had adopted the President’s
budget proposal, the amount U.S. tax-
payers will pay in taxes over the next
11 years for interest would have
equaled the entire debt we have today.
This is a kind of out-of-control spend-
ing, without regard to consequences.
That spending must be under control
now.

The Democrats cannot believe that
we are only going to spend $60 billion,
over $60 billion in this program. We are
spending over $60 billion in this one ap-
propriation bill for the discretionary
programs alone. “Why would Repub-
licans want to make cuts in Federal
spending,” the frustrated minority
keeps asking. Here is the answer:

Next year we are going to spend $235
billion for interest on the national
debt. That is four times what we are
spending on this bill, four times more
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then we are going to spend on interest
on the national debt, and we keep
wanting to increase it.

Someone said, ‘“What is our priority
of spending?”” A Member on the other
side was asking, ‘““What is our priority
of spending? Where do we rate prior-
ities?’’ Well, if we just want to keep
spending, spending, spending, our pri-
ority must be more interest on the na-
tional debt. We are overspending this
year by 3670 for every man, woman, and
child in the United States, and that
just adds to our national debt, and that
increases our interest that we are
going to pay.

Now I am a big supporter of edu-
cation. I am a former college professor.
My son just graduated from college.
My daughter is just getting ready to
start graduate school, getting a mas-
ter's in social work, by the way. So I
feel very strongly about the need for
education, but education is primarily a
local, State, and family matter. Nine-
ty-five percent of the money for ele-
mentary and secondary education
comes from the State and local govern-
ment, not the Federal Government.
Unfortunately for the 5 percent of
money the Federal Government pro-
vides, we get all the bureaucracy, all
the regulations that are imposed in our
local schools.

In 1950 the average family sent 5 per-
cent of their wages to Washington.
Today, with a bloated Federal Govern-
ment, we are sending 24 percent of our
money to the Federal Government. We
are not spending 24 percent of our in-
comes for Federal Government. We
cannot continue doing it. What will be
the best thing we can do for our chil-
dren today is to not continue to fund
these duplicative wasteful programs
and the huge bureaucracy in the De-
partment of Education. Let us
prioritize our spending.

Before the Democrats stand up again
and rant and rave about Republicans,
just stop and think for a moment that
we are going to spend four times as
much in interest for the national debt
than we are going to spend for the De-
partment of Labor, the Department of
HHS, the Department of Education.
That's the disgrace that we must stop.

I urge my colleagues to support this

bill.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HoYER] for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, there are many rea-
sons to vote against this Labor-HHS
bill, but this education title is just an
abomination. It cuts $3.7 billion from
last year's education budget, a 14-per-
cent decrease, and it is $5.2 billion less
than the Clinton administration re-
quests for an investment in our chil-
dren.

The sad thing is to hear our col-
leagues come to this floor and say we
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have to cut the education of our chil-
dren to balance the budget. I ask my
colleagues, ‘“Don't you know by now
you're never going to be able to bal-
ance the budget unless we invest in our
children, unless we give them personal
opportunity, unless we give them the
earning power, the education to
achieve the earning power to contrib-
ute to the competitiveness of our coun-
try?” So balancing the budget is tied
to investing in our children. Any fam-
ily can tell us that.

Their protestations about balancing
the budget ring hollow in light of the
fact that they are cutting education
for children in order to give a tax cut
to the wealthiest Americans. They
tried trickle down once. It didn't work
then, and it will not work now. Vote
“no" on this bad bill.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Maryland
for his kindness and his leadership.

First, Mr. Chairman, we begin to
eliminate good health for our children,
and then we go on and put the nail in
the coffin by taking away the dollars
for their education.

What we are doing today with the
Labor-HHS bill is simply saying that
we are taking $266 million from the
safe and drug-free schools program, we
are taking some $174 million from our
special education program, $325 million
from our vocational and adult edu-
cation program and $701 million from
student financial assistance.

Let me talk about special education,
and that is special. It is for our special
children, not our children that we have
given up on. It is the child that needs
an extra helping hand, the child that
can be a successful contributor to this
society and yet today we find that this
legislation is undermining that child’s
opportunity to get an education.

And what about vocational and adult
training for dislocated workers, oppor-
tunities for them to start anew?

Mr. Chairman, this is not a bill for
our future. It is one that nails the cof-
fin shut on the lives of Americans. I op-
pose the major cuts in this legislation
in vital health and education services,
that Americans need and deserve.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MCKEON].

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
discuss a few key points on higher edu-
cation that are contained in this bill.

First let me say this. In a perfect
world, a world without these enormous
deficits as far as the eye can see, it
would be nice for us to consider provid-
ing additional support to our Nation’s
college students. They hold the future
of the Nation in their hands, and they
deserve our support, all that we are
able and can afford to give.
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However, this is not a perfect world.
Given our current fiscal environment
we have one overriding issue we must
focus on over and over above all others,
and that is reducing the Federal defi-
cit. Given this priority, this is a bill
that does the best it can for higher
education. This is a bill that does a
number of important things for higher
education, such as providing the high-
est maximum Pell grant in the history
of the program. It saves important
campus-based programs such as work
study and SEOG. It restricts the De-
partment of Education’s ability to
spend wastefully on its gold-plated di-
rect loan program by eliminating its
ability to spend on lavish trips for bu-
reaucrats and campaign ads for the
President.

These key items as well as other key
education reforms that my subcommit-
tee is considering provide important
supporting to higher education. Be-
cause of the fiscal realities we are fac-
ing, the time is now to bring much-
needed focus to Federal higher edu-
cation programs.

This bill does what it needs to do. It
puts us on a path toward a balanced
budget while at the same time support-
ing key higher education programs for
young Americans.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ENGEL).

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I bring
today to the floor this shirt which says
‘shame.” It was given out yesterday by
people in the labor movement, but it is
just as good to illustrate what we are
doing to the children of America today,
for shame.

S is for s=elling out the children of
America, selling them out by eliminat-
ing the safe and drug-free schools pro-
gram, by a 27-percent cut in vocational
and adult training, $1.2 billion cut from
title I, the Goals 2000 education stand-
ards eliminated, 50-percent cut in bilin-
gual education.

H is for Head Start, which will lose
more than $137 million when we sac-
rifice our future.

A is for the aged, which will have to
choose between food and heat when we
destroy their low-income home energy
assistance program.

M is for mean spirited, which is what
these attacks on the most vulnerable
in our society are.

E is for enough, enough of taking
from working people, the aged, our
children, to pay for the Republican tax
cuts for the rich, these same people
who gained the most from the trickle-
down years.

Mr. Chairman, this is a sad day for
this institution, and it is a sad day for
America. It has been said that we
should be judged by how we treat those
who are least able to defend them-
selves. By that standard, our Repub-
lican friends should feel nothing but
shame for what they are about to do.
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This is the worst bill I have seen in
my 7 years in Congress, and it should
be soundly defeated. Shame on all of us
if we pass this bill. Shame on what we
are doing to the children of America,
to the working people of America and
to the elderly of America, all to pay for
a tax cut for the rich. Shame.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BONILLA], my
colleague from the subcommittee.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I think
those who oppose this bill should be
ashamed of themselves for working off
of a fallacy and a myth in this country
that somehow throwing money at an
educational problem is going to solve
it.

I do not need a lecture from anyone
in this Chamber about what it is like
to grow up in a low-income neighbor-
hood. I did such a thing. I went to a
high school that had a 50-percent drop-
out rate where, when I started high
school in south San Antonio, all of the
teachers quit because of the mess that
the school board was involved in at the
time.

And you know what made a dif-
ference in me finishing school? It was
not a government program. It was the
fact that my parents cared enough to
get involved in my education, to show
up at the after-school projects and
some of the events that we held in the
evenings to promote education. It was
not because someone threw a bunch of
money at us and suddenly decided that
they were going to help me graduate.

The problem with education in this
country is that the parental respon-
sibility is broken down in neighbor-
hoods. We need to work at a grass-
roots level, at a civic level like I do,
trying to talk to parents at schools,
trying to organize efforts and support
efforts in our local neighborhoods to
get parents to be involved in a person’s
education.

We only have to look right here in
our own backyard, in Washington, DC,
where we spend over $9,000 per capita
for each student to put them through
the D.C. school system. What good has
that done? They have a terrible success
rate.

It is unfortunate that that has oc-
curred, but it is because adults in this
country have not taken the respon-
sibility upon themselves to get in-
volved and be responsible for their
child's education. It is not going to
matter what we do up here with Fed-
eral programs.

There are some that work. We are
supporting Head Start. The 190-percent
increase over 5 years, we are for that
because it is a program that works. We
are going to help the TRIO program be-
cause that works as well. We are fully
funding that this year. We are funding
bilingual education programs to the
point where they can be administered
in a transitional way and not allow
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students to exist on a bilingual pro-
gram forever and they never learn to
adapt to the English-speaking society
that we have and succeed.

We are also supporting the greatest
increase, to refer to this chart, the
greatest increase in history, the great-
est increase that is allowed by law in
Pell grants, because this is a program
that has helped kids as well that want
to go to college.

So we are trying to preserve the good
programs that work in this country,
but do not stand up here and give me a
lecture and give us lectures about what
it takes to help people in low-income
neighborhoods. We understand that
very well on this side of the aisle, and
we want to continue to support these
good programs. Do not stand up and
give us a lecture about what it is like
to grow up in a low-income neighbor-
hood. We understand that very well. So
do not act like you understand it any
better than we do.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

Understanding it is not enough, I say
to my friend, the gentleman from
Texas, you need to act on your under-
standing, not just talk about it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
very distinguished gentleman from
New York [Mr. OWENS].

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, all taxes
are local. The Federal money came
from the local level. We pay our in-
come taxes and send them to Washing-
ton.

We need our money back for edu-
cation. The States and the cities are
not going to be able to take care of the
education problems.

Let me just tell you about two
schools in my district. Public school
208 in East Flatbush, Brooklyn, is one
of them. Nearly 70 percent of all the
children are from low-income families.
Most of them are working poor. The
school is overcrowded, filled to 120 per-
cent capacity, with an average class
size of 30. About one-third of the stu-
dents test below what the State consid-
ers minimum competency in math and
reading. If this bill passes next year,
the title I tutoring of 270 of these chil-
dren will no longer be there.

Prospect High School is another
school in my district. It is 68 percent of
students from low-income families.
The building is almost 70 years old, in
shocking disrepair. Many of the class-
rooms do not even have blackboards.
There are not even enough chairs in
the cafeteria to seat all the students,
s0 some of them must stand up and eat
or they eat propped up against the
wall. Extracurricular activities are
nonexistent. If this bill passes next
year, these students will not have title
I programs they need, 1,000 students
will miss out on title I programs.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. OLVER], the distinguished
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successor of Silvio Conte, who would
have opposed this bill.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I heard
this bill described today as a careful
consideration of priorities and elimi-
nation of useless Federal programs.
Well, Mr. Chairman, I do not consider
education goals for the year 2000 as
useless, nor dropout prevention useless,
nor education for homeless children
useless, nor a Teacher Corps useless,
nor workplace literacy useless, and I
deplore the cuts in student financial
aid and Head Start for affording 8,000
students and cuts in safe and drug-free
schools.

And as for priorities, Mr. Chairman,
the start-up cost for the B-2 bombers,
the 20 new B-2 bombers which are
unneeded and were not even asked for
by the Pentagon, they would pay for
all the costs of all those cuts in all
these education programs that we are
talking about today.

The Republican priorities here are
simply wrong. We should kill this tur-
key. As the gentleman from Wisconsin
had said, we should kill this turkey of
a bill.
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman. I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. GENE GREEN].

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Maryland for yielding me this time. I
serve on the Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities and am
proud to serve there.

Like my colleague from Texas him-
self, I remember where I come from,
and I remember in 1965 was the first
time we received public Federal edu-
cation funds at the school that I went
to, at Jeff Davis High School in
northside Houston. We did not have
audiovisual equipment until we got
that funding.

Nowadays it pays for much more
than hardware. It pays for teachers and
better education. That is why I wanted
to serve on the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities. I
represent a district that the median in-
come is $20,000, compared to my Repub-
lican colleagues which is double that
and more.

If we are going to increase that level
of funding for our families, then we
have got to do it with better education.
This bill today, cutting it is wrong.
The difference between the Democrats
who are opposed to this bill and the Re-
publicans is that we remember where
we come from and we know what we
have to do to provide a better quality
of life for the future of the United
States, and that is provide more edu-
cation funding.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.
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Mr. Chairman, I sat back in my office
and I am watching the rhetoric on both
sides, and I think there are some
things that we can actually work to
help some of these things. We have got
an amendment, for example, that is
coming up that is going to provide $6
million in outlays, in which we are
going to be able to plus-up the Eisen-
hower grants. We talk about we want
teachers to be better and our students
to be better. I understand you all are
going to accept the amendment, which
is great. This is the kind of thing we
need to fight toward, to work together.

I also feel eventually I would like to
take education and would like to move
most of it to the States. We get a very
low percentage of the tax dollars back
down to the classroom. A lot of it is
eaten up with the in-between in the bu-
reaucracy. I think it is better off down
there. But in the meantime, what we
need to take a look at is, while we are
doing this, education is front loaded. It
is forward funded. And unless we pro-
vide some transportation or some in-
between time to do that, we are going
to actually damage some of the things
that we need to do.

We are going to provide the money
for Eisenhower grants. We are going to
provide the money to help impact aid
for B's and B's. We are going to take
some of the money, over $100 million,
and put back into other programs, in
job training for students. These are the
kinds of things that I would hope my
colleagues would focus on.

Yes, I think in some places we have
probably gone a little too far. Let us
work together and bring it back in
line. Let us work at it, instead of just
firing rockets at each other all day
long.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Guam
[Mr. UNDERWOOD].

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, we are engaged in a
great debate of priorities on this floor
and it is a necessary debate. We have
been told by the other side that we are
establishing priorities with this appro-
priation, that this is the basic purpose
here—we want to create the glide path
to a balanced budget.

Nothing could be truer and it is
abundantly clear that the priorities of
the other side do not include children,
the priorities of the other side do not
include programs which will help our
young people take advantage of eco-
nomic opportunities, hecome more
competitive in the world market, in
short, become educated. The priorities
of the other side do not include edu-
cation, planning for it, using it as a
basis to expand opportunity for the
most vulnerable in our society.

The other side has made the compari-
son to doing our own family budget and
that we must get our own Nation in
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order in the way we get our own home
in order. Well based on what the other
side has come up with, we have a fam-
ily budget which has invested in bur-
glar alarms at the expense of school
books, a family budget which has in-
vested in military toys instead of com-
puters and a family budget which guar-
antees that your rich uncle will be get-
ting more in the future than your re-
tired grandmother.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES], a senior Member of our
body and a member of our subcommit-

tee.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, we need to be up front
in telling the American people what
this bill does to the education of the
Nation’s children. We need to tell par-
ents how this bill threatens the quality
of their children's education, their
school safety, and their future career
opportunities. And, while we are doing
this, let's be mindful that everyday
parents across-the-country are telling
their children to study hard, get a good
education, and you will be a success.

Parents need to know that the Re-
publicans on the committee voted
against amendment after amendment
to even partially restore funding to
critical education programs. Even as
we meet here today, the Republicans
have said that these cuts are meaning-
less.

Well, I do not think that the parents
of the 1 million children that will be
denied title-I assisted learning in read-
ing and math will find the over $1 bil-
lion cut in title-I meaningless. I do not
think that parents who are concerned
about drugs and crime in their commu-
nity’s schools will find the $266 million
cut in safe and drug free schools mean-
ingless.

Mr. Chairman, our children should
not be forced to pay for a tax cut for
the wealthy. Let’s not deny our chil-
dren their chance to achieve the Amer-
ican dream. For the children's sake, I
ask my colleagues to vote against H.R.
2127,

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the chairman of the Repub-
lican Conference, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER].

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the chairman of the sub-
committee for the fine job that he had
done and for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, to my colleagues that
have been about watching this debate
over the last several days and to people
whom I am sure have been watching it,
probably wondering why all of this ran-
corous debate, why all of this strife. A
lot of people might call it partisan
bickering, yelling at one another. But
what is really going on here I think we
all understand is a very serious debate
about what the appropriate role of the
Federal Government here in Washing-
ton is today.
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Now, last November the American
people, I think, made a big decision.
They sent this town a wvery serious
message, that they want government
in Washington to be smaller, less cost-
ly, and less intrusive into their lives.

While they said that, they sent a new
Congress here to change the way Wash-
ington does its business. Probably our
largest priority is to actually put for-
ward, and we are going to pass, a plan
that will actually balance the Federal
budget here in Washington. As we do
that, we are going to reinvent govern-
ment here in Washington and reinvent
the role of government here in Wash-
ington.

I am surprised as I listen to some of
the debate from my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, that they think
that compassion ends at the outer
edges of the beltway in Washington,
that our States and local communities,
that parents do not really care about
what happens to their children’s fu-
ture.

Well, they do.

Another point I would make is that
as we redesign this Government and
shrink this Government, what we are
going to do is save the future for our
children and theirs. I ask my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
who have designed these 240 Federal
education programs, what good it real-
ly does for our children and theirs if we
are going to have these programs, but
we are going to let them pay for them
over the next 40, 50, 60 years, because
all it is doing is adding to the national
debt?

How fair is that? The fact is I think
we can go a lot further moving these
programs back.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this bill.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. WARD].

Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, 1 would
like to engage the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. PORTER] and the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee,
in a brief colloquy if I may.

Chairman PORTER, 1 greatly appre-
ciate your taking the time to talk with
me about my concerns over the 40-per-
cent cut made in the budget of the
American Printing House for the Blind.
As you know, the American Printing
House is located in my district, in Lou-
isville, KY, and carries out the man-
date of the 1879 Act of Congress to pro-
mote the education of the blind.

Over these many years, the American
Printing House has produced and dis-
tributed special educational materials
to legally blind students enrolled in
pre-college programs. In fact, I under-
stand that the Hadley School for the
Blind in your district utilizes Amer-
ican Printing House materials.

Mr. Chairman, the 1995 budget last
year provided $107 per youngster for a
total of $6.6 million in the budget. The
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cut in this bill would have a very det-
rimental effect on the ability of the
American Printing House to carry out
its vital mission. If the cut proposed
becomes final, legally blind students in
every State will have less access to the
educational aides that are produced
only at the Printing House for the
Blind.

Mr. Chairman, I know you share my
concern for these young people. When
the House goes to conference with the
other body, I would be most grateful
for any help you can give to restore the
necessary funding for the American
Printing House for the Blind.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WARD. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. PORTER. Mr, Chairman, I am
very well acquainted with the work of
the American Printing House for the
Blind, both through the Hadley School
and through my work on the sub-
committee. I do share the gentleman
from Kentucky's interest in providing
for the educational needs obviously of
blind people. In conference I will do all
I can to increase the amount of funding
for the American Printing House.

Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman very much, on behalf of
all those people at the American Print-
ing House for the Blind, for his assist-

ance.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CAs-
TLE].

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
speak very briefly about three areas of
concern that I have. I think, first of
all, it is probably not the end of the
world that we are making some cuts in
education. I think we can probably live
with some of that. But there are areas
about which I am concerned.

I believe the goals panel, the national
goals panel is a very, very important
step we should reinstate. I am talking
about $3 million or some relatively
small amount of money. But those
goals are not standards, they are not
telling anybody how to do anything,
they are goals that we need to reach by
the year 2000 and I do not think we are
doing it.

I would hope at some point as this
goes through the Senate and goes
through conference, we will look at the
safe and drug-free schools, and hope-
fully we can restore that money, be-
cause I think that program has worked
so significantly well.

Also, if there is anything left over, I
think that the chapter 1 program has
by and large worked effectively in the
United States of America. I realize
that we have to make the cuts, and I
realize we are going to have to make a
lot of tough decisions, but I also be-
lieve these are programs we should
look at.
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So I would urge all of us as we con-
tinue this to take a look at those par-
ticular programs.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, we started this debate
talking about opportunity, and that all
of us on this floor, I believe, are for an
opportunity society, and that, gen-
erally speaking, our constituents be-
lieve that opportunity’'s door is
through the schoolhouse.

The schoolhouse door is the door that
has given most Americans the oppor-
tunity to better themselves, prepare
themselves for the workplace, prepare
themselves to be responsible, partici-
pating citizens. Yes, taxpaying citizens
of our country who wanted to partici-
pate in making America great, they
have done so.

We have then talked about, however,
the deficit, and how the deficit is of
great concern to all of us. I want to tell
again my friends that I voted for the
balanced budget amendment. I voted
for the Stenholm amendment, which
would balance the budget in 7 years, I
did not vote, however, for a large tax
cut in the face of large deficits. It
clearly does not make sense, because
we need to get the deficit down first.

The only reason I continue to suggest
that we need to make these draconian
cuts in education, in shortchanging the
children of America, is because of the
necessity of the Republican side to get
to some numbers caused by their very
significant tax cut of $245 billion.

Now, someone said oh, yes, but that
is distributed evenly throughout mid-
dle American the middle class, and the
rich were not getting rich, and it was
unfair of us to say we were taking $9
billion from children and putting that
$9 billion, just a portion of the $245 bil-
lion, over here for a tax cut for the
wealthy.

My friends, here is the distribution:
Here is the distribution of the tax cut.
On the far right you have the bottom 20
percent, then the second 20 percent, the
third, the fourth, and the top 20 per-
cent. But then, my friends, you have
the top 1 percent, and the tax cut they
get.

Now, I suggest if somebody says this
is factually incorrect, I am sure they
will correct me. But I am sure that I
will not be corrected, because this is
the accurate depiction of what your
tax cut will result in and that is the
distribution.
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Twenty thousand dollars that every-
body in the top 1 percent will get is
being taken from Head Start children,
chapter 1 children, student loan chil-
dren, energy assistance, from this bill.

Now, an additional argument that
was made was, it all ought not to be in
Washington. We agree with that. As a
matter of fact, we agree very much
that it ought to be local people, local
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school systems, local parents, local
teachers that become engaged in how
to make the education of our children
better and more effective.

That is why only 2 percent, only 2
percent of the money in this bill for
education is kept in Washington; 98
percent, out to students, goes out to
State school systems and local school
systems. Hear me now, 98 percent. That
is not a bureaucracy in Washington
being made fat. That is Washington
trying to make sure that, as a nation,
these are not just Maryland students
and California students and Maine stu-
dents and Florida students. These are
Americans who will participate in the
future in making America great. That
is why we who represent all of the
American people direct ourselves to
this program.

It is $3.8 billion cut in education in
this bill, again, I suggest to you, made
necessary not by budget deficit reduc-
tion but by the $245 billion in the tax
cut. You have to get it from some-
where, and the kids are here, and that
is where you are getting it.

Now, title I, 1 million students are
being cut out. Safe and drug-free
schools, 60 percent is being cut. I
frankly do not have any of my con-
stituents come up to me and say, hey,
we have accomplished our objective.
We have safe schools, no violence in
them, no drugs in them; we do not need
to make the effort anymore. They do
not believe that. We still have a very
virulent cancer on our community, and
it is drugs and violence in our schools.
We need to help.

We are not the sole answer, but we
need to help our local school systems,
Goals 2000. The former Governor of
Delaware rose and said this is a good
program. The gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. GUNDERSON] came up and said,
the macroobjective of bringing the def-
icit down is excellent. I disagree with
that. But the micromethod you have
undertaken on your side of the aisle, he
said, Republicans, you are wrong. That
was Mr. GUNDERSON from Wisconsin,
not the gentleman from Maryland, Mr.
HOYER.

Under the Reagan-Bush 12 years, we
quadrupled the budget. Let me say to
my Republican friends again, not one
red cent was spent in America from
1981 to 1993 that Ronald Reagan and
George Bush did not sign off on. They
could have stopped any and all funding
in its tracks. They did not do that.
They chose to endorse the priorities
that were sent to them.

This President, by the way, is not
going to do that, because he is right.
These priorities stink and he is going
to veto this bill. I am going to support
his veto and applaud him in effort. I
guarantee you in my opinion the Amer-
ican public are going to support him,
too.

Why? Because over 90 percent of
them think, yes, balancing the deficit
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is important, but saying to a child, you
will not be able to compete, you will
not be able to have a job, you will not
be able to support your family, you
will not be able to compete in global
economy but, by the way, you will owe
less debt, you think that makes any
sense to them? They will not have a
job. They will not care what debt they
owe.

Vote against this cruel cut in edu-
cation for our children.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, well,
here we go again. Once more, my Democratic
colleagues and myself are needing to stand
up against the majority’s assaulis on poor
women, children and the elderly.

Poor women on Medicaid who will be de-
nied good health care for them and their chil-
dren. The legislation even undercuts the very
successful healthy short program that give
poor children early preventive health care.

The Head Start program gives millions of
American children the opportunity to start their
adolescent and academic development on the
right foot. The Republicans are choosing to re-
duce funding for this program. | can envision
it now * * * little by little, they will try to dwin-
dle this program into obscurity as well. We will
not stand for this.

And our poor seniors. What will come of
them during this so-called revolution? We
have already seen a glimpse of what the ma-
jority wishes to do to the Medicare program
* * * and now, they want not to reduce fund-
ing for the Low Income Home Energy Assist-
ance program, but to eliminate it!

Houston, a city that experiences extreme
temperatures and a high heat index, needs a
program like LIHEAP. | spoke today with the
Houston Harris County Area Agency on Aging
about the effects on our seniors if this pro-
gram is eliminated. The outlook is not good.

In our most recent Houston heat wave, the
city's multi-purpose and senior centers in-
creased their hours of operation for the emer-
gency placement of elderly citizens at alter-
native sites—they needed a cooler place to
stay * * * not only for their health, but for their
safety. This can often be a life or death situa-
tion. Swiftly eliminating a program of such im-
portance is irresponsible legislating.

| urge my colleagues to oppose this legisla-
tion which effectively disregards this Nation's
commitment to life, liberty, and equality for all.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposi-
tion to these unwise and unwarranted cuts to
the future of our country. By cutting funds to
student aid programs we are dulling the edge
of our Nation's future competitiveness.

This bill decimates the Perkins Loan Pro-
gram for our neediest students. In my district
682 students at Macomb Community College
alone may be forced to leave school.

This bill takes seed money away from the
Michigan Competitive Scholarship Program,
which provides college assistance to dis-
advantaged students who show unusual aca-
demic promise. Isn't academic promise what
we're trying to encourage?

And 250,000 currently-eligible students will
be denied a Pell Grant. This is not progress,
this is moving backwards.

Finally, for our youngest kids, Safe and
Drug-Free Schools funding is reduced by
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more than 50 percent, cutting $9.2 million from
my state’s DARE and school-based anti-drug
efforts.

Why is this happening? Because Repub-
licans have put a priority on tax cuts for very
wealthy families that just don’t need it. These
priorities are backwards and just plain wrong.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate on title III has expired.

Are there amendments to title III?

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will take just a mo-
ment because the gentleman was un-
able to yield to me. I had yielded to a
Member on his side as part of our de-
bate.

I say that sounds wonderful, but with
the cuts in this section of the bill, in
education, they amount to exactly
three-quarters of 1 percent of the
money spent in education in our coun-
try this year, three-quarters of 1 per-
cent is what these cuts amount to. The
sky is not falling. The sky is not fall-
ing.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GOODLING: Page
45, line 7, strike ‘‘$1,057,919,000.” and insert
‘*$1,062,788,000, of which $4,869,000 shall be for
the National Institute for Literacy; and’.

Page 49, line 1, strike *'$255,107,000"" and in-
sert “*$250,238,000".

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of August 2, 1995,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GooDLING] will be recognized for 10
minutes, and a Member opposed to the
amendment will be recognized for 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING].

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Today 1 am offering an amendment
to support the continued funding of the
National Institute for Literacy. In my
mind, there is no more effective solu-
tion to many of the social ills facing
today’s society than ensuring that we
have a literate society. Unfortunately,
in the United States of America we do
not. A large percentage of our people
have an eighth grade literacy ability.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER],

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Goodling amendment
to restore funding for the National In-
stitute for Literacy. We have done a
great deal of work over the last 5
years. It has been in the best tradition
of the bipartisan effort that we have
enjoyed for many years on our commit-
tee. Adult literacy problems remain in
the forefront of America’s educational
and productive economic needs
throughout the country. The National
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Institute for Literacy has been instru-
mental in forwarding its goals.

I have to add that, even with this
amendment, the bill will continue to
force programs that invest in our peo-
ple to fight for the same pot of insuffi-
cient funds, but this amendment re-
flects a return to the kind of bipartisan
support for adult education and lit-
eracy that has been so important to
our work together.

Funding from OERI to the National
Institute for Literacy extends this bi-
partisan commitment to education re-
search. However, given the cuts in edu-
cation research and the increase in
number of programs that would come
out of the OERI line item, I would like
to ask the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia to clarify if it is his intention in
any way to affect the current distribu-
tion of funding levels between the edu-
cation and the research centers and the
clearinghouses within the overall OERI
budget, or is it simply a positive step
toward ensuring the availability of all
times of educational research.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman's support for
the amendment. He has always been in
the forefront in our fight to improve
the literacy of this country.

It is fitting that we are standing here
today since we stood together on this
floor in 1991, and the gentleman is cor-
rect about the intention of my amend-
ment. I have no intention of affecting
the current structure of funding for the
lab, center, and clearinghouses within
OERI

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the commitment of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, his leader-
ship in this arena, commend him for
his support for this and research activi-
ties. I urge my colleagues to fight
against illiteracy and yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Wisconsin, [Mr. OBEY] wish to be
recognized in opposition to the amend-
ment?

Mr. OBEY. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I will not make a big thing of this be-
cause I understand that it is just a
small item, but I did nonetheless want
Members to understand that, while ev-
eryone would like to restore funds for
the institute for literacy, it does come
at a cost. I do not think that cost is ad-
visable.

The amendment, as I understand it,
obtains the funding for the gentleman’s
purposes by reducing the increase in
the education research account by $5
million so there would be $15 million
above last year left in the education re-
search account.
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The problem with that is that, while
it sounds like that account is being
healthily enhanced, the problem is
that, in fact, this bill is cutting some
70 education programs, which the gen-
tleman from Illinois, the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee, has de-
scribed as being duplicative. We have
said about 115 times on this side of the
aisle that we agree with the elimi-
nation of many of those programs in
the interest of consolidation and in the
interest of rationalizing administrative
structures and delivering more service
for dollars spent. And because of the
deficit squeeze.

But the problem with the elimination
of those 70 programs is that we have
been told by the committee that be-
cause those programs represent about
$200 million in previous expenditures,
some of those people interested in
those programs have been told, well,
you can try to apply, you can try to be
funded in some way out of education
research.

If you are cutting out $200 million
and telling folks to go apply at door B
but door B is only increased by $20 mil-
lion, then you have got a very small
percentage chance of actually getting
an answer when you knock on that
door.

S0 while T am certainly not going to
strenuously insist on my point, and I
am not even going to push this to a
rollecall, 1 assure the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, I take this time mainly
to explain the fact that there is a cost
to this amendment.

I am dubious about the value of the
trade-off. I recognize the intention of
the gentleman, but I wanted to indi-
cate that, if this were pushed to a roll-
call, I for one would vote ‘‘no” because
I think that, while we can have great
arguments about the Federal role in
education, it seems to me there can be
no argument about the necessity for
the Federal Government to try to stim-
ulate research which can help us find
answers to many questions which have
s0 far being unanswerable.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

I rise to make a couple of observa-
tions. The chairman of the committee
just a few seconds ago—he would not
yield to me—said, look, we are just
cutting a little bit of money and the
sky is not falling. Well, apparently the
gentleman from Pennsylvania believes
the sky is falling as it relates to the
literacy council.

Other colleagues on his side of the
aisle said, we ought to send the money
out of Washington. We ought to let the
local people make the decision. We
ought to have local application. We
ought to have local people working on
that.

Is it not ironic that the first amend-
ment offered is to add $56 million, and
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do you know where that $5 million
goes? Here in Washington, not out to
the States, not out to local school sys-
tems, not out to local literacy coun-
cils, here in Washington,

S0, my friends, I say to you, we have
had a lot of rhetoric about the awful
Democrats that centralizing money in
Washington, and the first amendment
offered by the Republican chairman of
the committee, of the authorizing com-
mittee, offers an amendment to restore
totally $56 million which, if divided, ob-
viously, into 50 states, means $100,000 a
State. But it does not go to the States.
It stays right here in Washington,

I find it a little bit ironic. I am not
against it, by the way. I want to tell
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, for
whom I have a great deal of respect and
with whom, as he knows, I agree on his
comments in the earlier part of our de-
bate where we need to make sure that
programs work effectively. He and I
agree on that, whether it is chapter 1,
Head Start or any other program. I am
not just spending these resources and
not making sure they work. But the
fact of the matter is, this money, as
the distinguished ranking member
knows, stays right here in Washington
with all those Washington bureaucrats.
I am shocked that this amendment
would be offered.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

I want to make several points. First
off, there is a 23.5-percent increase in
the bill at the present time for OERI.

Second, I want to take issue, great
issue with whether the money stays in
Washington, DC. We have a lot of lit-
eracy programs. We need a combina-
tion, we need somebody to be a clear-
inghouse. We need somebody to make
sure that the local and the State gov-
ernment efforts are coordinated. That
is exactly where this money is going,
my dear man from Maryland, the
money is going for the development of
technical assistance and information
that is provided to State and local pro-
grams. They need that kind of assist-
ance. We give them that kind of assist-
ance, and OERI still has a 17-percent
increase in this budget.

I cannot think of a better way to
spend money, if you really are inter-
ested in tackling the illiteracy problem
that exists in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, as I un-
derstood the gentleman's answer was
that the local governments needed to
have this information coordinated and
sent back to them on literacy.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen-
tleman. What I said was that the $5
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million was for work done here in
Washington to coordinate that infor-
mation, to send it back to the locals.
But the money that the gentleman’s
amendment is adding back in is going
to be spent here in Washington. I
believe I am correct on that. If I am
not, I stand to be corrected, but staff
seems to believe that is the case.

The gentleman, in his answer to me,
simply said that we sent it back, that
we sent that information back. That is
correct. He said they need it; they need
that kind of coordination from Wash-
ington. I appreciate his observation.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will look on page 1079 of the
hearings, part 5, you will find abso-
lutely no question this is a Washing-
ton-based activity.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the gentleman for
calling my attention to the specific
page and am pleased to hear that I was
correct.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. OWENS].

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I think it
is important to note that there has
been a misstatement about adding $5
million. This is squeezing $5 million
out of other programs that are already
in OERI. OERI's budget was increased
by 17 percent, but at the same time,
they were forced to assume responsibil-
ity for a number of other programs
that were defunded.

Mr. Chairman, if we add up the
money taken away from those other
programs, like the desegregation cen-
ters, the technical assistance centers,
we will find what is taken away from
them is far greater than the increase
that OERI received. Assuming that
this colloguy had some meaning, the
colloguy protects the labs, the centers,
and one other item that was mentioned
there as being protected. Only those 3
items are protected. All of the other
entities that are included in OERI will
have to suffer as a result.

Mr. Chairman, this is a squeezing, be-
cause of the fact that we start out with
the wrong amount for OERI to begin
with, because we have the wrong
amount for the Department of Edu-
cation totally. The problem is, back to
the B-2 bombers, back to the F-22s,
back to all the wastes that exist in
other parts of the budget. We are forc-
ing the other education programs to
eat each other, and that is not proper.

We should not be laboring under the
illusion, thinking that $56 million is
being added here and that is going to
take care of the literacy program and
none of the other programs in OERI
will be hurt. Many vital programs in
OERI have already been eliminated and
they must make up for that and as-
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sume those responsibilities with the
existing money that they have.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment does
not allow them to do that. It only
places a greater burden on what is left
in OERI, including the funding of five
institutes that have to be started up
and they are part of the existing OERI
structure that has been approved.

All of that is being put under the
hammer in terms of $5 million being
taken away.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr.
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, of course the money
does not come from the existing pro-
grams; it comes from the increase.
There is still a 17-percent increase for
all of those programs.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume, to
make one point.

Mr. Chairman, there is $20 million in-
crease in the budget for this operation.
There is a potential increase in respon-
sibilities of $200 million. Sounds to me
like that is about 10 cents on the dol-
lar. Far from having increased ability
to do the research they need, they are
going to be squeezed incredibly. I think
Members need to understand that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there addi-
tional amendments?

AMENDMENT NO. 120 OFFERED BY MR. HASTERT

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HASTERT: Page
54, line 14, strike ‘““‘objective criteria’ and in-
sert “specific criteria™.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of August 2, 1995, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT] will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes, and a Member
opposed will be recognized for 10 min-
utes.

Does the gentlewoman from Hawaii
[Mrs. MINK] take the time in opposi-
tion?

Mrs. MINK of Hawadii. I do, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] will be recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT].

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, I want
to acknowledge the work of the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN-
SON] in bringing to my attention a pos-
sible unintended consequence of the
current title IX language included in
H.R. 2127.

As one who has pointed out the unin-
tended consequences of title IX, in gen-
eral, I certainly do not want to create

Chairman, I

21901

any possible problems. I commend the
strong commitment of the gentle-
woman from Connecticut to the pro-
motion of women's athletics and to
title IX in general. We agree that wom-
en’'s opportunities must continue to
grow.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
she may consume to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] to
discuss the concern that she has with
the current language in H.R. 2127.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, the current language reads
that the Office of Civil Rights of the
Department of Education must have
updated policy guidance, including ob-
jective criteria clarifying how colleges
and universities can demonstrate, first,
a history and continuing practice of
program expansion; and, second, full
and effective accommodation of the in-
terests and abilities of the underrep-
resented sex.

I believe the word ‘‘objective’ can,
ironically, be a subjective standard. It
is my fear that parties who oppose title
IX, or schools that simply do not wish
to comply, could take the policy guid-
ance developed, by OCR, to court over
whether or not the criteria developed
are truly objective.

If such a court case was pending, Mr.
Chairman, it is entirely possible that
funding for OCR's enforcement of all
civil rights laws would be in jeopardy.
This is absolutely ludicrous and far
from the gentleman’s intent and far
from anyone’s intent in proposing the
language in the bill.

My concern is alleviated by the sub-
stitute amendment we offer today,
which replaces objective criteria with
specific criteria. This language still en-
sures OCR must provide more guidance
to schools by December 31, 1995. How-
ever, it is hard to argue in court that
criteria are not specific. Therefore, I do
not believe the same threat of a loss of
funds for civil rights enforcement due
to court cases exists with this lan-

guage.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I further emphasize
the intent of this language is to make
sure that OCR issues clear guidance to
make the second and third prongs of
the opportunities test of title IX usable
for colleges and universities. Current
guidance is simply not working. We
definitely do not want to eliminate
funding for the enforcement of impor-
tant civil rights laws.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, last week I filed an
amendment which would have struck
all of the language with reference to
title IX, because I felt that it would do
egregious harm to the enforcement of
the program and to all the wonderful
things that title IX has achieved over
the years since 1972.



21902

I want to acknowledge the willing-
ness of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HASTERT] to modify the language
of the provision in the appropriations
bill and to address our very grave con-
cerns about the use of the word ‘‘objec-
tive’” and how it could completely
modify the enforcement potential of
title IX with respect to athletic pro-
grams.

In taking the lead, my colleague, the
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs.
JOHNSON], has shown great leadership.
The gentlewoman's concern was
brought to my attention at one of our
meetings. I shared that concern, and
we have been working together to try
to work our modification of the lan-
guage.

However, Mr. Chairman, I stand in
opposition to the inclusion of any lan-
guage whatsoever. 1 appreciate the
modification that it makes is less oner-
ous to the department and less difficult
to deal with. However, my general feel-
ing is that this language is not nec-
essary, should not be included as legis-
lation in an appropriations bill, and
certainly, from the majority point of
view, where it has been expressed on so
many occasions that we ought not to
be micromanaging the executive
branch, this is a clear indication of
micromanagement in an area where I
do not feel this type of instruction is
either useful or necessary.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point
to a letter which was sent to two of our
colleagues on that side of the aisle. It
is a letter from the U.S. Department of
Education in June 1995. We had public
hearings on this issue and the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT]
came and testified and provided us
with a clear view of the concerns that
the gentleman was raising with respect
to the intercollegiate athletic pro-
grams.

The Department of Education point-
ed out that, notwithstanding the views
that are out there in the public, the
Department of Education’s guidelines
clearly point out that the three areas
of concern that have been expressed in
the hearings are in the alternative that
is repeatedly expressed at the hearings,
and that these three guidances that
have been elaborated in part of the pol-
icy documents of the Department, are
expressed in alternatives. It is not a
situation where all three of these
guidelines need to be complied with.

The first has to do with substantial,
proportionate enrollment. That is an
alternative.

The second alternative is the estab-
lishment of history and continuing
practice of program expansion for
members of the underrepresented sex.
That is an alternative way in which
the universities’ programs could meet
the requirements of title IX,

The third alternative is whether full
and effective accommodation of the in-
terests and abilities of the underrep-
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resented sex have been accommodated
by the universities’ programs. That is
another alternative.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that
the hearing clearly put forth the De-
partment's understanding as to how
they apply these guidance criteria and
that in no case does the department
take the point of view that all three
criteria need to be met.

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, the De-
partment has recently stated that they
are in the process of trying to meet
these concerns that are out there in
the various universities, and that they
are in the process of putting forth new
guidance with respect to these three
guidance positions.

Mr. Chairman, the Department has
more than adequately stated their po-
sition and clarified the problem. This
provision in the appropriations bill is
totally unnecessary. I would have
hoped that the provision would have
been stricken, together with all of the
other legislative language that had
been included in the global amendment
of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] the other day, but it was not, so
the problem still persists.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], our minority
whip.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleague for yielding and I want to
commend her and the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] for
their leadership on this issue.

Mr. Chairman, as a young man, 32
years ago, I was fortunate enough to
receive an athletic scholarship to the
University of Iowa. Quite frankly, had
I not received that scholarship, I am
not so sure that I would have been able
to continue my education at that time.

I went through the University of
Iowa, played football, and I do not re-
call at that time if there were any
women at that university who were on
athletic scholarships.

Mr. Chairman, title IX, instituted 20
years ago, has helped literally tens of
thousands of women and young women
in this country get an education who
normally would not have had a chance
to get an education.
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The opportunity that an athletic
scholarship provided me in terms of my
education is now available, the door is
now open to literally tens of thousands
of young women. It has been a tremen-
dous success, and I would hope that we
would not in this Congress or in this
legislation or in this amendment roll
back the door, roll back the opportuni-
ties that are available to young
women.

I want for my daughter the same op-
portunities that my son will have, and
title IX has provided that for literally
countless numbers of young women
today in America.
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Even though title IX has been in
force for over 20 years now, women ath-
letes still have far fewer opportunities
to play in intercollegiate sports than
male athletes. While women are over
half the undergraduates in our colleges
and universities, female athletes are
limited to just one-third of all varsity
slots.

I might also point out at this point,
Mr. Chairman, that men’s athletic op-
portunities have not suffered overall as
a result of title IX. Men's participation
in intercollegiate sports has increased
since the passage of title IX. In fact,
for every new dollar spent on women's
sports, two new dollars have been spent
on men's sports. So let us not turn
back the clock. Let us keep the door
open. Let us make sure that these
young women coming out of high
school today who would normally not
have had a chance to get an education
and live a dream that many of them
seek, have that opportunity, and I en-
courage my colleagues to be supportive
of this program.

I want to associate myself at this
time with the remarks of the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Hawaii
[Mrs. MINK].

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

I would like to associate myself and
address myself to the gentleman, the
minority whip. You know, the purpose
of this thing, I absolutely support
women's athletics. As a matter of fact,
my spouse is a women’'s athletic coach,
and I think it has been great, the
growth that title IX has brought for-
ward in the last few years.

The problem is in my district and in
districts across this country, many
schools, when confronted, because the
law has not been clearly laid out for
them, especially in two of the three
prongs, they have decided, many
schools have decided, not to expand
women's sports but to instead cut back
men's sports to meet the proportion-
ality rule. That certainly was never
the intent of the law.

What we are asking in this is for
them to set up a more definite, specific
language so they can meet those last
two wordings of those tests.

I think that is certainly something
that we can work together on, that I
am completely dedicated to and, as a
matter of fact, one of the things that
has happened across this country, in
the gentleman’s State of Michigan, my
State, Iowa, your alma mater State, we
have lost literally hundreds of minor
men's sports teams because of this type
of cutback, swimming programs, gym-
nastic programs, wrestling programs,
those types of sports. Those partici-
pants have lost the opportunity to par-
ticipate.

We are hoping that we can clarify
that language and make it easier for
everybody to have an opportunity to
compete.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. JOHNSON].

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I would just like to say that
as one who probably would not be here
today if I had not had the opportunity
to participate in a very competitive
women’s sports program, I am pleased
that we are all united on the value of
title IX. We would not have the women
in basketball, women excelling at the
Olympics, women tennis players of the
excellence and caliber, women drivers,
women excelling in all of the sports,
without title IX, and I commend my
friend, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HASTERT], and the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. IsT0OK], for their com-
mitment to title IX and making sure it
works well for women throughout
America in the course of our discus-
sions about this amendment.

It is very important that the Federal
Government be able to work with insti-
tutions so that competitive sports is a
strong, healthy part of the lives of all
Americans, and I believe it is critical
that together we assure that not only
are these regulations completed on
time but they are completed in a way
that the universities and colleges of
America can comply with them read-
ily, and we can all assure that progress
is made toward equal opportunity for
sports, to participate in competitive
sports in the decades ahead for all of
our kids.

I thank the gentleman from Illinois
for his work on this important issue.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
remainder of my time, 1 minute, to the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
WOOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of my colleagues, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] and
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. JOHNSON] and in support of title
IX.
I would just like to say that I have
very athletic children. In fact, my
youngest son is an Honorable Mention
All-American college football player. I
know how important that experience
was to him. He also has a brother that
is an athlete and a sister that is an
athlete. It was equally important for
them to have athletic experience. It
gave them a grounding that we cannot
overlook, and it taught all of them,
boys and girls alike in my family,
teamwork, taught them individual
competitiveness, and it taught them
self-assurance and self-respect.

We must, must support title IX, and
we cannot ever take away from that
program. As a matter of fact, I do not
suggest that we cut men'’s sports. I sug-
gest we expand our contribution to all
sports.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. GUNDERSON].

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, 1
rise in strong support of this amend-
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ment. I want everyone to understand
this is not a debate about title IX. This
is a debate about some kind of clarity
and equity in the enforcement of title
IX

We have held hearings on this issue
in front of our subcommittee in the
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities as recently as
July. I received a personal letter from
Norma Cantu, the assistant secretary,
where she said:

I agree OCR should take steps to clarify
our existing standards and to ensure that
colleges and universities fully understand
what steps are required to comply with title
IX.
I have to tell you this right here is
just part of the communication be-
tween the University of Wisconsin and
the Office of Civil Rights on this issue,
and it is clear that the Office of Civil
Rights has decided you meet standard 1
or you do not qualify, and if you do not
accept standard 1, initially, we are
going to require additional remedial
corrections by you; it is absolutely ab-
surd. Either this office clarifies and
corrects this, or next year we are going
to have to prohibit any funding for this
particular activity, and I hope none of
us arrives at that point in the process.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute

Mr. Chairman, the whole purpose of
putting this, as I regret in doing it be-
cause it stemmed out of a letter writ-
ten to the Office of Civil Rights on
June 30 with 134 signatures asking for
clarification. We have never received
that clarification.

It is not out intent to stop or to limit
any activity, athletic activity, but we
want to clarify that for schools who
are participating.

I think this language takes that ac-
tion, and I ask for a positive vote on
this amendment.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the Hastert amendment. In my dis-
trict in east-central lllinois, | represent lllinois
State University which has been wrestling with
the gender equity issue for the last half year.
In the last 6 months, the university has seen
lawsuits raised for fraud, the canceling of its
men's wrestling and soccer programs, and
student athletic scholarships canceled. We
have a policy at the Department of Education
that is in desperate need of clarification and
review.

In May of this year, the Postsecondary Edu-
cation, Training and Lifelong Learning Sub-
committee held hearings in which it was abun-
dantly clear that universities nationwide had
no idea if they were in compliance with gender
unity or not. In some cases, even after
schools had been OK'd by the Department of
Education for title 9 compliance they later
found in court that they were not in compli-
ance at all.

Back at lllinois State University, the men's
wrestling and soccer teams have been elimi-
nated in the name of gender equity while
women's soccer has been added. | am happy
to see that many young women have gained
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new opportunities in sports at ISU, but | am
also disappointed that many young men have
lost opportunities as well, especially when they
had been recruited to the university to partici-
pate in those programs. In 1974, when Con-
gress first enacted gender equity its intent was
clear: Expand athletic opportunities for female
athletes. The authors of this legislation never
intended to eliminate opportunities for men.
Nevertheless, in the middle of their spring se-
mester many young men were told that their
team was going to be eliminated and that if
they wanted to play soccer or wrestle they
would have to do it somewhere else. These
students had invested time and hard work,
and were very disappointed, so disappointed
that these young athletes now have an attor-

ney.

\?\Je have heard that the gender equity regu-
lations are under review, but promises are no
longer good enough. This inconsistent and
confusing regulation is another example of the
Federal Government micromanaging the local
lives of Americans. | urge a “yes” vote on the
Hastert amendment which will require the De-
partment to clarify their regulations by Decem-
ber 31, 1995.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman,
| rise in support of the amendment offered by
Representative HASTERT that modifies a provi-
sion in H.R. 2127 that would require the De-
partment of Education’s Office of Civil Rights
[OCR] to clarify its enforcement policy of title
IX of the Educational Amendments Act of
1972.

Colleges and universities across Nebraska
have asked that the Department clear up the
confusion that's been created because OCR
has failed to clarify two of the three tests that
ensure women and men have equal athletic
opportunities.

While we all want to ensure that all students
have equal opportunities to participate in and
have athletic programs, the Department has
continued to apply only one of three tests that
are supposed to be used to help schools de-
cide if they're meeting this requirement. Be-
cause of the Department's actions, there now
exists a quota system in college athletics.

The other two tests have become meaning-
less because schools have no objectionable
standard in which to gage full compliance with
title 1X.

The Hastert modifying amendment simply
requires that that the Department issue spe-
cific standards on these two tests by the end
of this year, so that colleges and universities
will finally be able to evaluate their programs
based on solid standards, instead of the cur-
rent quota system.

Mr. Chairman, current title IX enforcement is
threatening viable athletic programs that have
benefited men and women. In Nebraska, our
outstanding football program has provided a
valuable source of income to the athletic de-
partment which has in turn helped the Univer-
sity’s other athletic programs. It would be un-
fortunate that what has taken years to develop
and has become the pride of Nebraska, could
be threatened because the Department has
failed to fully clarify title IX's opportunities
tests.

| urge my colleagues to support the Hastert
amendment to H.R. 2127.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.
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The CHAIRMAN.
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HASTERT].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express my
appreciation to the distinguished col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle who
truly believe that education is impor-
tant. The gentlewomnan from New York
[Mrs. LoweEY] will be bringing forward
an amendment to accent education.

This is an important occasion be-
cause we are addressing problems that
will affect the future of the United
States well into the next century.

We are concerned because our Nation
has deep problems. We are wrestling
with the problems of poverty, because
we have had an imbalance in our budg-
et.

But we are also wrestling, I submit,
with a larger poverty, a poverty of vi-
sion and of self-assurance that would
teach us that we have the resources in
this Nation to enter the next century
as the greatest Nation on Earth eco-
nomically, the mightiest militarily,
and the strongest in pursuit of demo-
cratic ideals. But we are too poor, we
are told and I am here today to say
that I am tired of people saying that
this country is too poor to meet its ob-
ligations to our young people for an
education, we are too poor, to meet our
commitment to our veterans, we are
too poor, we are told, to continue to
live up to the trust of Medicare.

Mr, Chairman, this Nation does have
financial problems. We have great fi-
nancial problems. I have been told that
every person in this country owes
$18,000 in debt. That is a terrible
amount of debt. It is terrible to think
that we are that deeply in debt.

But let me tell you something, Mr.
Chairman, this is not the worst debt
this country has ever had. At the end
of World War II, after the Great De-
pression and after fighting Germany
and the Axis powers and Japan to a
victory, this Nation owed 120 percent of
its gross national product in debt, head
over heels in debt. We owed $260 billion
and our total income, for everyone, was
only $212 billion. By contrast, in the
1970’s, we had pulled our debt down to
23 percent of our gross national prod-
uct. By wise investments and increased
productivity we reduced our debt down
to 23 percent of our gross national
product in the 1970's. Then we went on
a spree of spending more and cutting
revenues, creating huge deficits with
the result that our debt is nearly 70
percent of our gross national product.
This is bad, but not as bad as the 120
percent at the end of World War II.

These percentages of financial pov-
erty are not as important as the pov-
erty of courage, the poverty of vision.
At the end of World War IT our Nation

All time has ex-
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was head over heels in debt, worse than
at any point in its history, but we did
not say, ‘‘We are too poor to meet our
obligations to our servicemen, we are
too poor to educate our young people.”
No, sir, we did not say that.

One of the last things President
Franklin Delano Roosevelt proposed
before he died at Warm Springs was
that when they return from conflict,
we should establish a GI bill to provide
an education for every serviceman and
servicewoman in this country. Mr.
Chairman, we are not too poor to edu-
cate our children. We were not then,
and we are not now.

Just a few years later, another great
President, Dwight David Eisenhower,
proposed to a country which was still
head over heels in debt, that we are not
too poor to build an interstate system
that stretches from Maine to Califor-
nia, from Florida to Washington, and
we built the infrastructure of this
country so we could have a thriving
economy which has made us the
mightiest Nation on Earth.

Mr. Chairman, I am deeply concerned
that today, as we address the problems
of the future, we are making the excuse
we are just too poor, we just cannot af-
ford it, we just cannot afford to edu-
cate our children, to keep our commit-
ment to our elderly, we cannot keep
our commitment to our veterans, be-
cause, you see, we are broke, we are
broke. We owe $18,000 per person.

0 1500

But where in that accounting of debt
are our assets? How much is it worth to
be an American citizen? Mr. Chairman,
please tell me why people from Central
America and the Caribbean and East
Europe are battering the doors of this
country down to move here? Do you be-
lieve they want to come in and help us
carry that $18,000 of debt; that they
just want to be a part of this bankrupt
country? No. sir.

They know what every American cit-
izen knows, that we are the richest and
most powerful Nation on the face of
the earth and that what we have is
much greater than what we owe. We
have an obligation to invest our money
wisely.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. THORN-
TON] has expired.

(On request of Mr. WILLIAMS, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. THORNTON was
allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Chairman, the
point is, that every businessman worth
his salt has debts far greater than
$18,000, but will wisely make invest-
ments for future returns. Everyone
knows that poverty is not a thing to be
proud of, nor ashamed of, but to be got-
ten rid of as quickly as conveniently
possible, and as my grandad told me, if
you are head over heels in debt, you
cannot spend your way out of debt, but
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you cannot starve you way out of debt.
The only way to get out of debt is to
work your way out of debt, and the
way you do that is by investing in the
future, in the education and training of
our young people.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. THORNTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Montana.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, along with the atten-
tion that I think we owe the gentleman
in the well is also our attention to his
statements about the poverty of cour-
age and boldness and grandness in
America today.

Let me extend that just one addi-
tional step. Not only were those who
came before us in Franklin Roosevelt
and Harry Truman’s time and the citi-
zens who served with them, not only
did they have great courage, even in
the face of debt, but they understood
something that this particular Con-
gress appears not to understand, and
that is, investments in education will,
in fact, in the near term, reduce the
deficit.

Mr. Chairman, a former Speaker of
this House asked for a review of a cost-
benefit analysis of the cost of the GI
bill and the benefits returned to the
Treasury. When the results came back,
they were astonishing. The GI bill has
now paid off the entire capital cost of
World War II several times. Had we not
spent that education money in the
1940’s, the debt would be much higher
than it is today.

One of the reasons that debt contin-
ues to rise under Republican Presi-
dential leadership is because they do
not understand the necessity of invest-
ment. Businesspeople understand it.
Certainly the Japanese have under-
stood it. America not only lacks, it
seems to me, in its leadership the
power of courage today, but we mis-
understand the necessity of invest-
ments, such as continued and increased
national investments in education.

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, every family in
America understands the importance of
educating our children, and, Mr. Chair-
man, I come before you today urging
support of the Lowey amendment and
to urge that we recapture the self-as-
surance, courage, and vision which
guided us after World War II to invest
in the future. An investment in edu-
cation reduces our deficit, and secures
our future.

AMENDMENT NO. 30 OFFERED BY MRS. LOWEY

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, marked as amendment
No. 30.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 30 offered by Mrs. LOWEY:
On page 45 line 15, strike “*and 3" and insert
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“3 and 4" and on page 45 line 17, strike
$6,916,915,000 and insert $6,920,915,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of August 2, 1995,
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
Lowgy] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes, and a Member opposed will be rec-
ognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to oppose
the bill’s cuts in student aid. Unfortu-
nately, these cuts only foreshadow the
$10 billion in student aid cuts which
will be made this fall in the reconcili-
ation bill. This bill alone cuts the Per-
kins loan program, one of the oldest
and most important Federal student
aid programs in this country.

Three-quarters of a million students
across America depend upon the Per-
kins program. In my State of New
York alone, Perkins provided low in-
terest loans to nearly 60,000 deserving
students.

As you can see on this chart, over 88
percent of undergraduate students who
benefit from Perkins loans come from
families with incomes under $50,000.
These are kids from hard-working,
middle-class families who are feeling
squeezed, squeezed in whatever they do
in their life, These families need more,
not less, help to send their kids to col-
lege.

The bill completely eliminates an-
other program, State student incentive
grants. Over 200,000 students depend
upon these grants. The modest $63 mil-
lion which the Federal Government
spends on the program drives over $650
million in State funds, a huge return
on the Federal dollar.

The elimination of SSIG will not be
made up by other sources of student
aid. Where will these 200,000 students
turn for help?

Let me tell my colleagues about two
students who depend on Federal stu-
dent aid. Sebastian Tuccitto of the
Bronx attends St. John's University in
my district. Sebastian is in his junior
year studying accounting. Unfortu-
nately, like so many other families in
this country struggling to get by, Se-
bastian's parents cannot contribute
much to his education. His father is a
carpenter who was injured on the job
and his mom works at a supermarket.
Neither of his parents went to college,
and let me say, school is anything but
fun and games for this young man who
works several jobs struggling to get
that education. He works at least 20
hours a week while he attends school
and he still gets a 3.1 GPA.

Does this Congress really want to
make it more difficult for young men
like this to go to college?

Or Denise Fiacco who will be a senior
at a State school where she will major
in chemistry and math. Like Sebas-
tian, Denise is on her own. Her parents
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are not able to help with her tuition so
Denise works to earn money for school
which supplements her student aid.
She even had to drop out of school for
a year in order to earn money for col-
lege.

Is this Congress willing to tell Denise
and Sebastian that they cannot be part
of the American dream? Are we today
in the United States of America, the
most prosperous Nation in the world,
going to tell these young people that
we are not going to invest so they can
get the skills so they can earn their
way in this great country our ours so
they can compete in the global mar-
ketplace?

A college degree today is simply a
matter of economic survival. Again,
my colleagues, look at this chart. Look
at the facts. A person with a college de-
gree earns close to twice as much as
someone with only a high school edu-
cation earns. The more a person learns,
the more a person earns.

Are we willing to tell Denise and Se-
bastian that we do not care about their
future today? I certainly am not.

I cannot find any way, my col-
leagues, to defend these cuts. We are
going to hear a lot of excuses, but
there is no way to defend these cuts.
Let us not balance the budget on the
backs of our Nation’s future, our stu-
dents. Let us give each and every stu-
dent the same chance at the American
dream that our own children have.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Illinois wish to be recognized in
opposition?

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I would.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] is recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the bill contains the
largest single year increase in Pell
grants ever and raises the maximum
grant to the highest level in history,
$2,440. This is the program that pro-
vides access to the most financially
needy students in America who would
otherwise not be able to afford to go to
college.

The bill fully funds the supplemental
educational opportunity grants at the
President's request and at the 1995
level. The bill fully funds the work
study program at the President’'s re-
quest at the 1995 level. The bill fully
funds the TRIO program at the Presi-
dent’s request at the 1995 level. That is
over $7 billion in student assistance
and it is all grant assistance, not loans
that have to be repaid.

As the gentlewoman from New York
notes. we have reductions in funding
for two programs which together pre-
viously represented less than 3 percent
of Federal student financial assistance
in this bill. The Perkins loan program
is a revolving loan program that al-
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ready has $6 billion in assets in it. I
might note that the President himself
proposed terminating capital contribu-
tions for this program last year as we
have done in this bill.

The Perkins funds are funds that are
controlled and matched by over 2,000
participating schools. Loans are made
by the schools and when they come
into repayment, new loans are made.

Our bill in no way affects the $6 bil-
lion in those revolving loan funds.

It is true, however, that we are not
adding new capital to the program. In
this budget environment, we simply
cannot be increasing the program. But
the funding that is already out there is
going to stay there. Now loans will be
made.

Earlier, the gentlemnan from Wiscon-
sin suggested that hundreds of thou-
sands of students are not going to get
loans because we are not adding $158
million in new capital to the Perkins
program. That contention is simply
wrong. Every kid that would be served
by Perkins if we put that $158 million
in new capital in the program will
qualify for a direct student loan or a
Federal family education loan. This de-
cision on Perkins will not prevent a
single student anywhere from getting a
Federal loan, period.

Now, we have some who have sug-
gested that if we do not add capital to
this program, it will wither and die
over time. This is also misleading, Mr.
Chairman. Students pay 5 percent in-
terest on Perkins loans, which means
that they repay more than they are
loaned. So the program actually grows
over time. In addition, schools must
match at least one-third of the Federal
contribution. They tell us that this is a
very high priority program for them.

Well, if the schools continue making
their contribution to the program in
addition to the $6 billion they already
have in their revolving funds, the pro-
gram will continue to grow.

The only way Perkins will shrink in
the absence of Federal capital con-
tributions is if schools do a poor job of
collecting loans, if they permit de-
faults in excess of 5 percent plus their
contributions to the programs.

Mr. Chairman, the gentlewoman's
heart is in the right place, but the Per-
kins program is going to remain
strong. It is going to continue to grow
despite this small, reasonable contribu-
tion to deficit reduction.

I want to address the issue of the
State student incentive grant program
for which the Federal contribution is
terminated in this bill. Just like Per-
kins, this is a program that President
Clinton proposed to terminate last
year and he still proposes terminating
it.

This program was created in 1972 as a
temporary incentive program to en-
courage States to establish their own
need-based grant programs. It was not
intended to be a permanent subsidy to
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the States. In 1972, only 26 States had
need-based grant programs. Today, all
50 States and the District of Columbia
have these programs.

As the National Performance Review
indicated, the program has achieved its
purpose and should now be terminated.
In addition, today 46 States overmatch
the SSIG requirement; 42 States award
need-based aid other than SSIG and 33
States award non-need-based grants; 23
States make grants to part-time stu-
dents and 21 States make grants to
graduate students. Clearly, the Federal
responsibility and role have dis-
appeared.

According to the Department of Edu-
cation, the Federal contribution to
SSIGs represents only 2.5 percent of
grants awarded by States. The mem-
bers of our subcommittee felt, I think
rightly, that at a time when we have to
reduce spending in this bill by 13 per-
cent overall, 9 percent in this cycle, it
is certainly fair to ask the States to
accept a reduction in Federal subsidies
of their grant programs of only one-
fifth of that amount.

Some critics have suggested that
some states may discontinue their
grant programs if the SSIG funding is
terminated. I cannot imagine a more
irresponsible response to this bill. All
of the States have had 24 years of Fed-
eral assistance to get their systems up
and running and to become self-suffi-
cient. If the States cannot become self-
sufficient in 24 years, they have either
grossly mismanaged their education
funds or they have abused the Federal
assistance by treating it as a perma-
nent operating subsidy rather than as
start-up assistance, as it was intended.
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Mr. Chairman, this bill and the stu-
dent loan entitlements will make
available to students $35 billion in stu-
dent financial assistance in 1996. These
reasonable reductions and strong sup-
port for student aid proposed in this
bill will not adversely affect students,
and they should be adopted.

The sky is not falling.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the Per-
kins Loan Program began in 1958 in re-
sponse to the Russian Sputnik pro-
gram. It was part of the National De-
fense Education Act. I would not be
here in Congress today if it were not
for that National Defense Education
Act. That is what enabled me to get a
college education. -

This Congress, a long time ago, de-
cided to give people like me the oppor-
tunity to work their way up the oppor-
tunity ladder, and I am very grateful
for it. About one-third of the Members
of this Congress have been bene-
ficiaries of the very same program

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

which we are suggesting now that we
will not fund for the first time since
1958. I ask my colleagues to not pull
the ladder of opportunity up after they
have climbed it before they let others
do the same thing. Give them the same
opportunity that we have had.

The Republican majority says, “‘Oh,
don't worry, don't worry. This isn't
much of a cut.” Tell that to the 150,000
students who are not going to get Per-
kins loans. Tell that to them. Go
ahead. And keep in mind the second
step is going to come in September
when the reconciliation bill comes to
this House, and in that bill the Con-
gress is going to be cutting $10 billion
additional money out of student aid.
That is estimated to increase the cost
to student borrowers on average by 20
percent. If my colleagues think in-
creasing the cost to student borrowers
by 20 percent is opening the door of op-
portunity, I think they need a new dic-
tionary.

I just cannot believe that we are
about to do this. You talk about a $10
billion reduction, they talk about the
elimination of the Perkins loan pro-
gram, as though it is nothing at all.
Well, if it is not real savings, then how
are we going to be able to use that $10
billion for the purpose you intend,
which is again to provide those tax
cuts for people making more than
$100,000 a year. It is a bad mistake.

Defeat this bill.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOwEY] for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, Lu Ann Nye and her
daughter are the kind of folks that are
going to be impacted by what is hap-
pening here today. She is a courageous
woman who had the courage to leave
welfare, and go back to Austin Commu-
nity College, and get a degree to sup-
port her daughter. Our Republican
friends came after the daughter and
her friends when they began cutting
school lunch earlier in the year. Now
they come after the big brothers, and
the big sisters, and the older students,
like Lu Ann, and cut into their Federal
study financial assistance, and when
they cut, it is not just dollars that
they are cutting, but the hopes, and
the aspirations, and the dreams of a
generation of people, up to, as the
chairman said, the ranking member
said, 150,000 young people on the Per-
kins loan program.

How extraordinary it is that this
House is headed by a Speaker who is a
sometime professor of history at a time
that we are ending an historic Federal
commitment to education.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from San Diego, CA [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
there is a difference in philosophy, and
I think, if debate boils down, I think
we ought to point out the differences in
philosophy.

This side of the aisle are saying that
we are cutting education. On our side
we think that they will fail to see the
solution to a very simple problem, that
there is too much bureaucracy that
eats up the dollars that we send back
to the Federal Government, and, by the
time we send it back to the States, we
only get about 23 cents out of every
dollar back down into the classroom.

The second misnomer is it is not
their money. Every time that my col-
leagues take and give a dollar out, they
have got to first take it away from
somebody. They are taking it away
from the very people that they try to
give it back to, and they give it out,
and only 23 cents on the dollar. I say to
my colleagues they sure could not run
a business like that.

So, if my colleagues want to increase
the amount of spending on education,
we need to send it back to the States.
We also need to limit the size of State
government so that that bureaucracy
does not eat up the money for the very
thing that we are trying to do.

Let me give my colleagues a classic
example. I have got a school in Scripps
Ranch. That school has got fiber optics
into it. It was a partnership between
the city and State. We have got com-
puters in every classroom. I have got
boys and girls in vocational education
swinging hammers. They are building
modular units. And guess what? They
are selling those units, and then they
reinvest the money in high-tech edu-
cation equipment within that school.
Those that are college-bound in archi-
tecture, design, and computerization
are also encouraged, and they have ac-
tually redesigned the whole school, and
guess what, in the summertime the
partnership of labor and private enter-
prise are higher in those same kids.

Now think of the advantage that
these kids have over someone that does
not have that program. It is on a local
level.

And then they chastise us and say we
do not care about kids because we are
cutting money from the summers jobs
program. The summer jobs program
has probably taught less than 5 percent
of the kids how to work and how to get
a job. The place to teach kids on how
to survive in the future is in education,
is at the site, either vocational or
those that go for college bound, and we
need to take those kinds of moneys and
invest them in those programs.

We double our knowledge every year
now, not 30 years like we used to, Mr.
Chairman, and, if we do not have the
facilities for the kids to learn, then
they have a legitimate gripe that the
difference between those that have
money and those on a low-income will
increase disproportionately, and that is
what we need to do.
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If my colleagues really want to take
a look at how to kill education, keep
the Federal bureaucracy going. We
have got to eliminate the power of
Members in this body to send home
dollars so that they can get reelected
over and over, and take that power
away and give it back to the people,
and that is the difference of opinion.

We are not killing education. We are
giving the power of the people and the
States the power to control their own
destiny and take the money and the
power away from Washington, DC.
That is the total difference.

Now the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] said that, if it had not been
for the National Defense Education
Act, he would not be here. Many of us
wish in that case that it had never ex-
isted. Mr. Chairman, I am joking. The
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
is a good friend.

But in the grant that the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]
worked hard on, those are good grants
out of the Federal Government.

Education is financed by 95 percent
in the States. We only fund about 5
percent, and we are destroying it? No,
what we are doing is saying we need to
turn that 5 percent, get most of it back
into the classroom, eliminate the bu-
reaucracy in Washington, limit the bu-
reaucracy in the States, and get more
of the money down into the classroom.
That is not a concept that should be
beyond the Members over here, but yet
they want to hang on to the power, the
power to get reelected.

And I look at the Pell grants, and the
history and look at the number of dol-
lars that have been taken from the GI
bill. We did not have the bureaucracy
we had when the GI bill was stated.
Most of it went directly down to those
people that loaned it, and, Mr. Chair-
man, when my colleagues think about
cutting education they should take a
look and mention the school lunch.
The school lunch program is set to feed
those kids that need it, 185 percent
below poverty level, and the gentleman
from Texas fails to see that solution
also. Why should the Government, why
should they have the power to send dol-
lars to feed my daughters? They do not
need the money, but yet they want the
exclusive right to control all the dol-
lars.

That is wrong, Mr. Chairman, and
that is the difference between the phi-
losophies. Let us take care of the peo-
ple that really need it, and let us take
the power away from the Federal Gov-
ernment. I am trying to take my own
power away, and my colleagues’, and
treat that power and get it to the kids
and to the families. That is the dif-
ference of opinion. We are not cutting
education. My colleagues are stopping
education from growing because of the
big-government Clinton politics that
their side supports.
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Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mon-
tana [Mr. WILLIAMS].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, be-
ginning with Thomas Jefferson and
throughout the ensuing two centuries
this Nation has followed a grand and
productive tradition of the local, State,
and Federal education partnership.
Today with shame the U.S. House of
Representatives sounds an unprece-
dented retreat on that centuries-old
commitment to America’'s students,
and this amendment describes why.

Three years ago this Congress passed,
and President Bush thankfully signed,
the Middle Income Student Assistance
Act, of which I was the sponsor. Today
with shame the House of Representa-
tives reneges on that commitment.

Perkins student loans are particu-
larly valuable to middle-income college
students and their families, and with
shame this House is about to vote to
cut 157,000 middle-income students off
of that assistance. I say to my col-
league, those aren't bureaucrats, Mr.
CONNINGHAM. Those are middle-income
students, American citizens. Today the
House changes in the Pell grant pro-
gram will deny 220,000 middle-income
students a Pell grant. Those aren't bu-
reaucrats. Those are your kids.

AmeriCorps accepts middle-income
people, as it should, and they can earn
39,000 in college stipends. Shamefully
that program was eliminated by the
Republican majority law week.

These efforts of the new majority in
this House aimed at America’s middle-
income struggling parents and students
are shameful, and they are unneces-
sary, and they are imprudent, and they
are unwise, and worse, my colleagues,
they will end up increasing the Federal
deficit in just the next decade. That is
the shame.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. REED].

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
Lowgy].

Mr. Chairman, the legislation before
us will impose severe cuts on edu-
cational assistance, and it will deny
millions of Americans the chance to go
to college, and this is an opportunity
that is increasingly elusive for middle-
income Americans, and I would like to
illustrate the effect of these cuts by in-
troducing my colleagues to a young
lady. Her name is Jenifer. She is from
Hockum, WA. She is one of eight chil-
dren, the first in her family to go to
college. Jenifer lives on her own. She
supports herself, and indeed she helps
her family with their expenses. Her fa-
ther is a logger, and he makes about
$28,000 a year. She has to pay a tuition
of about $11,600 a year. She commutes
60 miles a day to school. She works 30
hours a week in her hometown, and she
works an additional 15 to 20 hours at
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her college, and when she graduates
she wants to become a teacher. Jenifer
currently receives Federal financial as-
sistance in the form of Pell grants,
Perkins loans, State student senate
grants, all of which are reduced or
eliminated under this legislation.
Under this bill she would most likely
loose her SSIG grant and her Pell
grant, and the amount of her Perkins
loan would either be reduced, at best,
or eliminated. This adds up for her edu-
cation to an additional $2,000 to $3,000
in added costs, and I ask my Repub-
lican colleagues where is she going to
get this money? She cannot possibly
work any longer. She already com-
mutes 60 miles a day to school, but I
tell my colleagues what I think is like-
ly to happen.
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She very well might be forced to drop
out and to compromise her chance for
a college education. She represents ex-
actly the type of young person we
should support, but instead this legis-
lation is taking away that support.

We must continue to support higher
education through these programs. We
must continue to provide people a
chance to achieve the American dream.
Let us not take that dream away by
passing this legislation. Let us rein-
force and reinvent the future of this
country.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], the distinguished
Chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, it
has been a long day or two on this hill.
Every time I walk into the Chamber I
hear some of the most incredible stuff
imaginable. The world is truly coming
to an end, according to the other side.
We are reneging on our commitments,
whether you are talking about violence
against women, which has nothing to
do with this section of the bill but I
know is a primary source of concern
for the gentlewoman from New York
who spoke earlier on that.

We are spending more on this bill
than has ever been spent on that pro-
gram. Speaking of spending more than
ever—3$278 billion—is what this bill
would spend—$278 billion on health,
education, labor issues, and workfare
issues—3$270 billion—more than we
spent on defense of the Nation.

Now, 37 billion of that would be spent
directly on education assistance for
people who do not have any money, $7
billion. As I said earlier, you remember
Everett Dirksen's comment that a bil-
lion dollars here and a billion dollars
there and pretty soon you are speaking
of real money, 37 billion is a lot of
money. Not only is it a lot of money,
but the fact is it breaks down into
some 240 separate programs, each with
its own constituency, each with its
own bureaucracy, each overlapping,
each spending money unnecessarily.



21908

I heard the gentleman who preceded
me say unnecessary cuts. I would say
there is unnecessary spending because
we are spending money on bureauc-
racies that compete with each other to
shovel out money. But whose money is
it? The money belongs to the American
taxpayer. As long as these people can
stand there and say how much they are
doing for people in America, using
money from the American taxpayer, as
long as they can write the checks, as
long as they can pass out the credit
card, they are happy. They do not want
to streamline Government. They do
not want to cut back. They do not
want to make it more efficient. And
then they have the gall, the audacity,
the effrontery to stand in this well and
say how badly we are cutting.

Let me show you how we are cutting.
Here is a good example. We have heard
Pell grants talked about for the last
several minutes. This bill supports stu-
dent assistance by providing the larg-
est maximum Pell grant award in his-
tory, $2,440 per student. Now, that is
the largest amount ever in the history
of the Pell grant system, 32,440 per stu-
dent.

So are we cutting back? Oh my good-
ness, we are giving more money to the
students than ever before. In the work
study program it is fully funded at last
year's level, $617 million. The program
provides grants to 3,700 schools to pro-
vide work study opportunities for
713,000 students who receive $1,092 per
year.

The Federal supplemental education
opportunities grants program provides
$583 million, and the Trio program pro-
vides $463 million, which benefits mi-
nority and disadvantaged students.
They are both preserved at last year's
spending levels. Let me repeat that for
those that missed it, last year's spend-
ing levels.

There is $6 billion left in the Perkins
loan program, which we heard so much
about. If schools manage their port-
folios, do not permit defaults and con-
tinue their current contributions, that
account could actually grow so not a
single student will go without aid as a
result of these actions.

Now they say the sky is falling, the
world is coming to an end, but not a
single student will go without aid as a
result of these actions. I urge the adop-
tion of this bill.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1% minutes to the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. WOOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, this
Congress has passed some awful legisla-
tion, but this bill is worse than I ever
thought possible.

Mr. Chairman, this bill signals the
beginning of the end of the Federal
Government having any responsibility
whatsoever, in helping middle income
and low income students get a college
education.

Mr. Chairman, I know first hand the
importance of education, because, 27
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years ago, I was a single, working
mother receiving no child support.

1 was forced to go on welfare, even
though I was working, in order to give
my three small children the health
care, child care, and food they needed.

Fortunately, I had advantages that
many mothers on welfare do not. You
see, I had an education. I had some col-
lege and I had good job skills.

But, just because I made it off wel-
fare, I will never, not for 1 minute,
think that so can others with fewer ad-
vantages—those with less education, or
no education at all. That is why, for
the life of me, I cannot understand why
some Members who used student aid,
the G.I. bill, as a ladder to make a bet-
ter life for themselves now want to pull
that ladder up behind them.

This righteous attitude of *‘I did it,
so why can’t you" has no place in this
body. It has no place because it leads
to elitist and dangerous policy like the
drastic cuts in student loans we are
considering today.

These cuts make it clear that the
Gingrich Republicans would rather in-
vest in a tax break for the fat cats,
then student loans for low and middle
income families.

Mr friends, I could go on and on
about the other faults of this hill, but
they are much too numerous to men-
tion.

But, one thing is for sure. This bill
will go down in history as a declaration
of war on our children, our working
families, and seniors.

I urge all Americans who care about
the education of their children to tell
their Representatives to oppose this
bill.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING], the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time just
to make two observations. One I made
yesterday when the gentleman from
Ohio offered his amendment where I in-
dicated that he was buying 40 minutes
of time, but he was not buying any edu-
cation or any training.

I have to say the same is true, of
course, in this amendment, where we
are buying 40 minutes of time or how
much ever time it is but only buying
$600,000 worth of outlays in money.

The second observation I want to
make, two or three speakers ago made
the statement that we are cutting out
the Perkins loan, and I want to make
very sure that nobody goes home with
that thought in mind, because, of
course, the $6 billion in the revolving
fund is still there. The encouragement
is to make sure that you collect it so it
can revolve so more students can use
it.
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So we are not cutting out the Per-
kins loan, as a matter of fact. What we
are doing is allowing the $6 billion in
the revolving fund to continue. I want-
ed to make those two observations to
bring a little reality to the debate.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr, Chairman, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. GREEN].

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank my colleague for
yielding me the 12 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the value of a college
education is unguestioned in our soci-
ety yet the Republican majority has
decided that a college education should
only be granted to those with enough
cash to pay up front. By reducing the
funding available to the Federal stu-
dent loan program, 5 million under-
graduate students will see increased
costs for their college education.
Again, the Republicans are asking a
generation of Americans who did not
run up our debt to pay the cost of re-
ducing the deficit.

The message is simple. If your par-
ents are wealthy, you can expect the
finest education anywhere in the
world. However, if you are from a
working class family you can expect to
work harder, make less, and have no
hope of a college education unless you
can manage to work full-time while
you go to school just to pay the inter-
est on your college debt.

This is the most profound attack on
the American dream in over 20 years.
By eliminating the opportunity of a
college education, the Republicans are
sentencing millions of young Ameri-
cans to the McJob market: low pay, no
benefits, no potential for growth.

In essence, the cuts in higher edu-
cation equal an attack on the standard
of living for every American. A less
educated society demands less in the
terms of salary and cheap labor results
in mega-profits. We are no longer in
the era of sending jobs overseas for
cheap labor, the Republicans are at-
tempting to grow their own cheap
labor right here in the United States
by ensuring that the children of the
well-off get educated and the children
off the middle class and working class
become the cheap labor force of the fu-
ture.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan [Ms. RIVERS].

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, in 1935
Thomas Wolfe said, America, it is a
fabulous country. It is the only coun-
try where miracles not only happen but
they happen all the time.

Well, Mr. Chairman, I have lived an
American miracle. I began my adult
life as a mother at 18, mother of two by
21, and my husband and I struggled
with the problems that ordinary people
all over this country are facing. We
know first hand what it is like to be in
a job market without any real skills,
to go without health insurance, to have
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a table full of bills that add up to more
money than there is in the checkbook.
Yet today I have both undergraduate
and law degrees, and I have had the op-
portunity to serve my community at
all levels in government.

What happened? Hard work and lots
of it. But hard work was not enough for
me or for many other people in this
country. Without the helping hand of
student loans and grants, my college
education would have been out of my
reach. My husband and I could not af-
ford it. My parents were not in a posi-
tion to help me. My father was a mail-
man, my mother was a homemalker, or-
dinary people without resources to con-
tribute to my education. Financial aid
was the key to my success.

Of course now, as a Member of Con-
gress, I can easily pay for my chil-
dren’s education. In fact, all 435 Mem-
bers of this body can pony up the
money necessary for college tuition. In
fact, these cuts we are discussing will
not hurt the children of the people who
are vigorously defending them.

It is also interesting to note that
many of the individuals who support
these cuts took help from these very
programs when they were on the way
up. What hypocrisy. I guess it is easy
to pull up the ladder of success once
you and your children are safely on
top.

But what about students like me, the
children of mailmen, of autoworkers,
of waitresses, of cabbies, of ordinary
people all over this country who want
so very much for those kids?

Mr. Chairman, we must keep the
doors of educational opportunity open.
Miracles are waiting to happen.
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Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me just say I have
to marvel at some of the comments
coming from the other side of the aisle.
one would think that we have in fact
defunded or we are proposing to elimi-
nate funding for worthy and needy col-
lege bound students, when nothing
could be further from the truth. What
we are actually talking about here is
increasing access for needy young peo-
ple in America to a college education.

Now, the gentleman from Illinois,
Mr. PORTER stood just a moment ago
and explained I thought very thor-
oughly, very patiently, that we are in-
creasing in this bill funding for the
Pell Grant Program. In fact, we are
providing the largest maximum Pell
grants in the history of the country,
$2,440 per student.

We are also in this bill making sure,
of course, that the Perkins Loan Pro-
gram, the revolving loan program, con-
tinues in existence. That program has
$6 billion in assets already in it. As-
suming that the default rate stays at a
reasonable level, that program should
continue for a considerable length of
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time, in fact in perpetuity. Loans are
made by the schools participating in
this program. and, frankly, we have
over 2,000 schools participating in the
Perkins program today.

All we are doing here in response to
the amendment of the gentlewoman
from New York [Mrs. LOWEY] is, frank-
ly, acceding to a budget recommenda-
tion made by the administration,
which proposed to eliminate the cap-
ital contribution to the Perkins Loan
Program.

We also want to stress, again, Mr.
Chairman, that we have attempted to
be responsive in the preparation of this
particular bill. Chairman PORTER cited
earlier that the bill fully funds the sup-
plemental education opportunities
grants at the President's budget re-
quest and at the 1995 level. The bill
also fully funds the work study pro-
gram at the President’s request and
the 1995 level. The bill fully funds the
TRIO program, which is designed to as-
sist minority and disadvantaged stu-
dents, at the President’'s request and
the 1995 level.

Taken together, that adds up to over
$7 billion in student assistance. It is all
grant assistance, not loans, that have
to be repaid. We can stand today and
say to our Democratic colleagues that
in fact we have made a good faith ef-
fort here to increase access to a college
education. We have provided again the
largest maximum increase in Pell
grants in history, and, frankly, the
gentlewoman’s amendment should be
defeated in the face of this overwhelm-
ing evidence that no needy, qualified
young person who is college bound is
going to go without Federal assistance
should they qualify.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. DEFAZIO].

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the
full committee got before us and he
gave us some mind-boggling numbers.
Let us reduce it to something a little
more understandable. There are a few
people who did not make it into his
scale. There are 2,600 young people in
the State of Oregon getting State stu-
dent grants this year who will not get
those grants next year because we are
zeroing out that program. That is 2,600
Oregonians.

That is mirrored time and time again
around the country. State student in-
centive grants are gone. They are ze-
roed out. They can go over and apply
for the increased Pell grants. We heard
a lot about the increased Pell grants. It
is partially true. They are increasing
the amount of the grant, but there are
an estimated 221,000 students who
would be eligible under this year’s in-
come guidelines, middle-income kids,
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who will not be eligible under their
new guidelines.

So yes, those lucky few who still get
the grants will get a little bit more,
but 221,000 middle-income American
kids, scholastically qualified to go to
college, will not get help with Pell
grants next year because of changes
they are making in the program. Seven
hundred fifty-seven thousand Perkins
loan kids are put at risk because of the
changes we are making in the program.

I got student loans, many of you got
student loans. Let us remember back
to those distant days. There are others
here who are much more wealthy, they
never needed student loans. Try and
have a little compassion. Try and un-
derstand the plight of the average
American family. I know it is hard
when you are at $133,600 a year and you
live in the cocoon of Washington, DC to
understand average American families.
But just try. They need this help so
their kids can do a little better, like we
did.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from New York is recognized for 2 min-
utes.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, yes, in
the words of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], there really
is a difference in philosophy, and noth-
ing has made it clearer than the debate
we have seen over this amendment, and
in fact through the entire bill. We have
heard people say ‘‘Cut the bureau-
crats.”

Mr. Chairman, we are cutting kids;
we are not cutting bureaucrats. These
are loans to middle-income kids, fami-
lies who are striving, who are working
hard to find the American dream. We
are not cutting bureaucrats. Let us tell
it to Denise, let us tell it to Sebastian
in my district, let us tell it to the mil-
lion or more youngsters who. are not
getting a student loan as a result of
our actions today. And the best is yet
to come, because we have seen prom-
ises in the budget, in the reconciliation
bill of the leadership, that would cut
even more deeply into student loan
programs.

We are talking about the American
dream. We are talking about investing
in our youngsters. We are talking
about giving youngsters the oppor-
tunity to get that education, to work
hard, so they can be something.

Government should not be a handout,
government should be a hand up. I can-
not think of any program that fulfills
that philosophy. Oh, yes, the distin-
guished chairman of the committee
said that we have the gall, the audac-
ity, to fight for these programs. Yes,
we have the gall, yes, we have the au-
dacity, to stand up for working fami-
lies, to stand up for their children, to
stand up for the future of our country.

Let us be sure that our student loan
program is protected. Let us be sure
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that we continue to establish our prior-
ities and invest in our young people
and our future.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, in response to the
comments by the gentleman from Or-
egon, I would just like the gentleman
to know that not everyone on this side
of the aisle is completely heartless and
insensitive. I am currently supporting
my 19, soon-to-be-20-year-old son, who
is attending a wvocational education
program in the Washington metropoli-
tan area, so I think I know a little bit
about the kind of financial commit-
ment it takes to help support a depend-
ent child obtain a career education.

Second, Mr. Chairman, I simply
would like to say that, again, in cut-
ting the State student incentive grant
program, in eliminating the capital
contribution to the Perkins program,
we have adopted proposals made by the
President and his administration to
terminate those two particular pro-
grams.

Overall, Mr. Chairman, in this bill,
the funding in this bill, coupled with
student loan entitlements, will make
available to students $35 billion in stu-
dent financial assistance in 1996. We
think that demonstrates strong sup-
port for student aid. I urge Members to
oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, pursu-
ant to an agreement with the majority,
I ask unanimous consent to withdraw
my amendment, because there could
not possibly be enough resources allo-
cated in this bill to make up for the
cuts.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, this bill contains leg-
islative provisions concerning the new
direct student loan program that would
severely damage the Department of
Education’s ability to manage that
program effectively; and that con-
stitutes blatant protection for special
interests at the taxpayers’' expense.

The bill cuts student loan adminis-
trative funds from $550 million to $320
million, and reserves half of that for
the guarantee agencies. Since the guar-
antee agencies were projected to re-
ceive only $156 million based on this
yvear's ACA formula and next year's
projected loan volume, they are guar-
anteed a $4 million increase by this
bill, and it could be more. Meanwhile,
funds available for the Department are
cut from $39%4 to $160 million. That’s a
cut of $234 million, or 60 percent. The
Department says it could easily live
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with a $100 million cut, and perhaps it
could absorb somewhat more. But a 60
percent cut is nothing more than a
clear attempt to totally gut the admin-
istration of direct loans. This is a
stealth attack on that program carried
out in this appropriations bill where it
does not belong, before the proper au-
thorizing committee has considered the
issue.

Now when we are cutting everything
else, why on Earth are we guaranteeing
an increase of at least $4 million, and
possibly much more, for these guaran-
tee agencies? Is this the Guarantee
Agency Protection Act? This is ridicu-
lous.

Chairman PORTER argued in his
“‘Dear Colleague’ letter yesterday that
guaranteed loans, with 69 percent of
the total loan volume, would be man-
aged with only half of the administra-
tive funds, namely this $160 million re-
served for the guarantee agencies. I re-
spect my colleague so highly that I
know he has been terribly misled by
someone, for he would never knowingly
put out such total claptrap. Here is
what guarantee agencies get in addi-
tion to the $160 million in administra-
tive cost allowance. They get a 1 per-
cent fee from borrowers, totalling
about $170 million next year. By the
way, that is not scored by CBO as a
cost of guaranteed loans, even though
the Federal Government gets to keep
that amount on direct loans. They get
the interest on their $1.8 billion of tax-
payer-provided reserve funds. At 6 per-
cent, that would be about $108 million.
That's also not scored as a cost of
guaranteed loans, even though the tax-
payers could take back that entire $1.8
billion under 100 percent direct lending.
They get to keep 27 percent of what-
ever they collect on loans after they
have gone into default. That's about
$300 million a year. By the way, it also
gives them an incentive to allow loans
to go into default. Finally, they make
untold profits as secondary market
players by arbitraging with tax free
bonds at cost to the taxpayers of $2.3
billion over 5 years, also not scored as
a cost of guaranteed loans even though
it would not happen with direct loans.

All told, the guarantee agencies sup-
port their 8,000 employees with reve-
nues of about $638 million plus their
arbitraging profits. Actually, 5,000 em-
ployees are supported by the $638 mil-
lion, an average of $127,600 per em-
ployee. But these agencies aren't the
servicers of most guaranteed loans at
all. The lenders do that using part of
the interest paid by students. These
agencies are nothing but middlemen
who would be completely unnecessary
under direct lending. Their entire $638
million plus cost could be wiped out.
So, the claim that $160 million of their
funds represents the total cost of ad-
ministering guaranteed loans is an out-
rageous distortion.

Now let's look at the Department’s
funds. Of the $394 million the Depart-
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ment was to get next year, it says $200
million was for the guaranteed loan
program—to administer the default
payment system, the loan application
and management system, and the col-
lection system. By the way, the recent
CBO scoring actually counted that
money as a cost of direct loans rather
than of guaranteed loans—an inexcus-
able plain error.

Now, if the department has only $160
million to administer both guaranteed
and direct loans, including the entire
cost of direct loans—even the servic-
ing—there’s no way that can be done
without gutting direct loans. That’s
the real purpose of these provisions,
and we should not be fighting that bat-
tle on this bill.

The second purpose is to protect the
guarantee agencies. If that's not obvi-
ous from the provision increasing their
ACA to $160 million, it's obvious from
the provision preventing the Secretary
from taking back any of their reserve
funds. With direct lending growing, we
will not need as many guarantee agen-
cies. Why prevent us from taking back
the reserves when any of them go out
of business? This is blatant special in-
terest protection, and we should be
ashamed to be putting it in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
New Jersey, [Mr. ANDREWS] and I were
going to offer an amendment to elimi-
nate these terrible provisions. Because
he cannot be here today, and because
we have not had enough time to edu-
cate the Members about these issues, I
will not offer that amendment. But I
do urge the committee to reconsider
this issue, and change these provisions
in conference.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time sim-
ply to try to tie up some loose ends on
the last discussion. By all means, cut
the deficit. By all means, for the 105th
time we say: “We agree, cut duplica-
tive programs and cut waste.” But you
cannot have it both ways. You cannot
say to the American people, “Oh, we
are going to have sweeping change
throughout this country,” and then
say, “Oh, but, by the way, do not worry
about it, folks; nobody will feel any-
thing when we make these major
cuts."

The distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations says let
us quit taking money from the tax-
payers. The fact is that the education
programs we have been describing have
been our Nation's effort to give money
back to those working taxpayers. Evi-
dently our friends on the majority side
do not want to do that, at least not as
much as we used to. Instead, they want
to give billions of dollars back to the
truly needy corporations of this world,
everybody from AT&T, Texaco, Inter-
national Minerals, Xerox, Union Camp,
Panhandle, Grace, you name it. They
want to give them back billions of dol-
lars, because they want to eliminate



August 3, 1995

the corporate minimum tax. Even
though companies make billions of dol-
lars in profits, they do not pay zip in
taxes. So you put corporations ahead of
students and working families. I do not
think that makes much sense.

We are also told, ‘‘Oh, we are increas-
ing opportunity.” Very interesting.
The last time I looked, the discre-
tionary funds in this bill went from $72
billion last year to $62 billion this year.
That is a $10 billion reduction. In addi-
tion to that, in the reconciliation bill
which you intend to do, it is to take
away another $10 billion in student aid
and raise the cost to the average stu-
dent getting help under these programs
by 20 percent over their lifetime.

You say, ‘‘Oh, we didn't cut Pell.”
Thank God for small favors. But the
fact is that the Pell program under this
budget is still in real dollar terms $300
below where it was in 1991.

The reason we are upset with these
reductions in education is because this
is what has happened in the budget
since 1980. In 1980, what we spent on
our budget on investment, and I mean
investment in kids by way of edu-
cation, investment in infrastructure by
way of decent roads and bridges, in-
vestment in science so we could make
the economy grow and create better
opportunity for everybody, investment
was 16 cents out of every budget dollar
in 1980, before Ronald Reagan walked
into the White House.
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By 1992 it had been cut down to 9 per-
cent. That is about a 40-percent reduc-
tion as the share of our national budg-
et. That is a mistake. We are eating
our own seed corn. When you deny stu-
dent loans to kids, that is exactly what
you are doing. It is penny-wise and
pound-foolish, and it is cruel to boot.
We urge Members to vote no on this
bill.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage in a
colloquy with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. RIGGS].

Mr. Chairman, last year I introduced
H.R. 1337, legislation which provided
competitive grants for public second-
ary schools wishing to increase their
academic year.

Mr. Chairman, on this floor we de-
bate the question of funding in edu-
cation. It is, of course, not only a ques-
tion of funds. Our students can do no
more than we challenge them to do.
America has the shortest school day
and the shortest school year in the in-
dustrialized world. The language that
was included in the elementary and
secondary schools reauthorization bill
provided for a Federal program to
allow school districts to begin experi-
menting with a longer school year.

That legislation included an explicit
authorization for $90 million for fiscal
year 1995 and such sums as may have
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been necessary in the ensuing 4 years
to begin experimentation with a longer
school year.

In title II of the bill we are currently
debating, $842 million is authorized for
school improvement programs. While I
regret the Committee on Appropria-
tions was unable to specifically allo-
cate money for this program, I would
like to make it clear that this is not a
reflection of a lack of support for the
authorization that this Congress voted
upon last year but, rather, a simple re-
flection of the reality of difficult fiscal
constraints that the committee cur-
rently faces.

Mr. Chairman, it is my understand-
ing that efforts are under way in the
other body to include a limited appro-
priation which would enable this pro-
gram to commence. Should this occur,
it is my hope that the House conferees,
on a bipartisan basis, will consider the
importance of extending the school
year, as evidenced by last year’'s au-
thorization, and carefully consider ap-
propriating a limited amount of funds.

Mr. Chairman, in my own district in
the community in which I live, in En-
glewood, NJ, we have begun exactly
this program. We have found that dur-
ing the summer months much of what
students learned in the preceding year
is lost. Indeed, studies have found that
up to a third of the new school year is
lost simply refreshing students about
what they forgot from previous in-
struction.

I believe that experimentation to ex-
tend this year and, indeed, to lengthen
the day would do a great deal as, unfor-
tunately, our German and Japanese
competitors have already found, to im-
prove instruction.

I would like, Mr. Chairman, like to
include in the RECORD the authorizing
language from last year and a full
statement of my own in support of a
longer school year.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of the
Longer School Day Program.

While we have spent a good deal of time
over the past few years debating the quality of
what we teach in the schools, we have paid
little attention to the far simpler question of
whether we are spending enough time teach-
ing. | was pleased when Congress finally gave
serious consideration to lengthening the
school year in the United States so that our
students can compete on equal footing with
their counterparts in other countries.

In 1991, Congress authorized the National
Education Commission on Time and Learning
to conduct a comprehensive review of the re-
lationship between time and learning in the
Nation’s schools. The report released last year
confirms that the United States will not main-
tain its economic superiority unless we provide
our children with a competitive education by
reforming the structure of or school year.

The report specifically cites that the current
American educational system consists of 6
hour days where students spend less than half
of their school day studying core academic
subjects. It also notes that in order to graduate
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from high school, the United States currently
requires a 180-day school year. In contrast,
our counterparts in Germany have a 210-day
schedule and Japan imposes a 240-day
school year.

The International Educational Association
conducted a study which compared the aca-
demic skills of the top 1 percent of all 12th
graders. Those from the United States ranked
dead last. Their study also found that among
15 developed and less developed countries,
students from the United States scored at or
near the bottom in the areas of Advanced Al-
gebra, Functions/Calculus and Geometry.

These numbers show how woefully inad-
equate our school system is in preparing our
children to compete in the global economy.
American students quite simply are not learn-
ing what they should be. The Longer School
Year program would establish a grant program
for public secondary schools who increase the
academic day to 7 hours and the school year
to 200 days.

A longer school day and school year clearly
makes sense in a society where in 90 percent
of the two-parent families, both parents work.
Keeping kids off the streets and in schools
should be an especially welcome relief to par-
ents who cannot afford after-school day care
or summer camp. Schools also provide a safe
haven for students who come from disinte-
grated families, are malnourished, or are sus-
ceptible to drug abuse and violence.

At a time when international tests are show-
ing American students scoring well below stu-
dents from other countries; a time when cor-
porate leaders are beginning to complain
about a lack of skilled workers; and a time
when we are clearly falling behind our eco-
nomic rivals in the world marketplace, we
must question whether we are doing kids a
favor by granting them a long summer vaca-
tion.

My program would establish competitive
grants for public secondary schools wishing to
increase their academic day to at least 7
hours and their school year to at least 200
days. We are unquestionably doing our chil-
dren a disservice by not requiring more time in
school. It is time for Congress to send out a
positive message to our Nation’s youth.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Ricas].

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding and com-
mend him for his efforts. I can person-
ally say, as a former school board
member in my home communities and
two-term school board president, that
two essential reforms, based on my ex-
perience, would be the gentleman’s ef-
forts to lengthen the school day and
also efforts in local communities
across the country to reduce class size.
So I thank the gentleman for bringing
this program to my attention and to
the attention of the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER], and
the other members of the subcommit-
tee. Again, I commend the gentleman
for his longstanding commitment to
this issue.

I can tell the gentleman that the
committee's decision not to specifi-
cally allocate funds for this program is
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not an indication of a lack of support
for its merits. Should the other body
appropriate money for this program,
the gentleman has my assurance and
the assurance of Chairman PORTER and
the other conferees that we will give
the program every consideration that
it deserves.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his support,
for his words and, of course, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER], my
friend.

I believe that, if the other body were
to decide to invest these sums, it would
‘be an important statement to local
communities. All of our States and
communities differ. A longer school
day or year might make sense in some
States more than in others. But it is an
experiment that is worth pursuing, as
indeed this Congress voted on a biparti-
san basis in the authorization bill.

I thank the gentleman again for his
comments.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT],
my good friend and colleague.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
California for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I was tied up in some
meetings today and was unable to be
on the floor during debate on title II of
H.R. 2127. I had hoped to be able to
have a few minutes to discuss some
concerns that I had about the funding
provided in the bill for some of the var-
ious programs that address the health
care delivery needs of rural America.

I would like to associate myself with
some of the comments that were made
earlier by the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. ROBERTS] and the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] and some of my
other rural colleagues.

I have a statement to submit for the
RECORD expressing my particular con-
cern about the funding which is elimi-
nated for the Office of Rural Health
Policy and a letter addressing the im-
portance of that funding from Dr.
Keith Mueller of the University of Ne-
braska Medical Center.

Mr. Chairman, I insert those mate-
rials in the RECORD, as follows:

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the opportunity
to express to Chairman PORTER and the rest
of the House my concern about one area of
funding eliminated by this bill—that for the
Federal Office of Rural Health Policy.

The Appropriations Committee stripped the
Office of Rural Health Policy of $9.4 million,
essentially its entire budget. Supposedly, we
are told, the office may continue to exist be-
cause the salaries for its staff are funded
under another line item. But no one can tell
me that an office without programs to admin-
ister is going to survive, and that means rural
health care takes another shot in the back of
the head.

The $9.4 million for the ORHP is a mere
drop in the bucket of this $256 billion bill. That
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funding can easily be found, but those of us
concerned about the ongong struggle of rural
health care are hampered in offering amend-
ments to restore that funding—we run up
against the hurdles of dealing with unauthor-
ized programs on appropriations bills and into
the brick wall of this very urban-dominated
House.

Attempts to assure me that the functions of
the ORHP are duplicative and its programs
will be picked up elsewhere are, in reality, no
assurance whatsoever. The office was estab-
lished for the very reason that those other pro-
grams for years and years ignored and over-
looked the needs of the rural health care.

Let me share with my colleagues comments
from one of the leading experts of rural health
care, Dr. Keith Mueller, who has been a con-

stant and reliable source of information for this __ '/ oh" 0o o - rantees, and has been in-

Congress in recent years because of the re-
search programs he oversees at the University
of Nebraska Medical Center, some of which
admittedly, are a result of federal funding.

Dr. Mueller writes:

I sympathize with the imperative to elimi-
nate unnecessary bureaucracies, but the
ORHP does not fall into that classification.
Contrary to the perception stated in [the re-
port], the ORHP does much more than sup-
port state bureaucracies. Less than one full
time equivalent position is devoted to the
important task of assistance to state offices
of rural health. The more important roles of
ORHP are direct assistance to rural commu-
nities (telemedicine [for example]), develop-
ing a rural health agenda, maintaining re-
sources for rural health analysis, monitoring
regulatory activities to assess rural impact,
and providing policy relevant research to a
wide audience. The loss of these functions of
the ORHP would be a tremendous loss to
rural America.

At the proper time, Mr. Chairman, | will ask
that Dr. Mueller's entire letter be included in
the RECORD.

This money has a tangible and important
impact on improving and maintaining access
to health care for more than one-fourth of this
country’s population. That's a fair return on
our tax dollars, and it should meet the test of
programs worth retaining.

If today we can't get the amendment passed
to restore ORHP funding, we will turn to the
other body for help, and | want to urge Chair-
man PORTER to then look on this funding fa-
vorably in conference.

UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA,
MEDICAL CENTER,
Omaha, NE, July 25, 1995.
Hon. BILL BARRETT,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BARRETT: I am writing
to ask you to consider supporting the Gun-
derson/Poshard amendment to restore fund-
ing for the Federal Office of Rural Health
Policy. The programs of ORHP benefit rural
America in many ways, including direct ben-
efits to Nebraska.

I sympathize with the imperative to elimi-
nate unnecessary bureaucracies, but the
ORHP does not fall into that classification.
Contrary to the perception stated in the
Chairman’s mark of the budget resolution in
the House, the ORHP does much more than
support state bureaucracies. Less than one
full time equivalent position is devoted to
the important task of assistance to state of-
fices of rural health. The much more impor-
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tant roles of ORHP are direct assistance to
rural communities (telemedicine), develop-
ing a rural health agenda (National Advisory
Committee), maintaining resources for rural
health analysis (national clearinghouse),
monitoring regulatory activities to assess
rural impacts, and providing policy relevant
research to a wide audience (rural health re-
search centers). The loss of these functions
of the ORHP would be a tremendous loss to
rural America.

The ORHP has been responsible for a spe-
cial grants program to assist rural health
care providers and communities in develop-
ing telemedicine systems. The grants award-
ed thus far include one in Kearney, Ne-
braska. The grants make it possibly for rural
providers to initiate telemedicine systems
now rather than wait for urban-based sys-
tems to possibly extend such services, and
terms of use, later. The ORHP provides tech-

strumental in advancing our knowledge of
how to use this technology effectively.

The National Advisory Committee on
Rural Health, staffed by the ORHP, has pro-
duced annual reports that identify critical
issues in rural health that are affected by
federal policies. The most recent report fo-
cused on potential changes in Medicare poli-
cies, especially reimbursement for health
providers. The Committee helps researchers
and policy makers alike anticipate need for
further analysis and policy development. An-
other valuable resource is the Rural Health
Clearinghouse, which provides information
to rural health providers, researchers, and
community leaders in an on-line modality.
The cornerstone of the ORHP programs, in
my view, is the research center program. The
ORHP provides modest support to develop
and sustain rural health research centers.
The ORHP also helps those centers develop
research agendas and produce reports that
are written for the policy maker audience.
Those reports address pressing policy issues
with research results that can help improve
policy. A few examples are:

““The National Health Service Corps: Rural
Physician Service and Retention,” Univer-
sity of Washington, WAMI Rural Health Re-
search Center

“*The Feasibility of Health Care Coopera-
tives in Rural America: Learning from the
Past to Prepare for the Future,” University
of North Carolina (UNC) Rural Health Re-
search Program

‘“A Predictive Model for Retention of Rural
Nurses,” University of North Dakota Rural
Health Research Center

‘“Access of Rural Medicaid Beneficiaries to
Mental Health Services,” Maine Rural
Health Research Center

““Health Care Reform for Rural Medicaid:
Finding Solutions with Limited Resources,"
New York Rural Health Research Center

“A DRG-Based Service Limitation System
for Rural Primary Care Hospitals,” Min-
nesota Rural Health Research Center.

The University of Nebraska Center for
Rural Health Research received ORHP sup-
port for two years under this program, ex-
tended with special awards for two years to
produce a series of Policy Briefs that critique
health reform proposals from a rural per-
spective. We would compete for the next
cycle of center support from ORHP if this
program continues. The ORHP has sup-
ported, through the budget for the Maine
Center, some of the work of the Rural Health
Delivery Expert Panel of the Rural Policy
Research Institute, on which I serve.

I cannot imagine how rural health would
continue to have a voice within the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services without
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the ORHP. This Office is a true success
story, developing programs that make im-
portant contributions directly to rural citi-
zens and directly to you and others who
must make important policy decisions.
Please support the Gunderson/Poshard
amendment to restore funding. Even with
rural programs, there are lower priorities
than this Office. I would be pleased to com-
ment further or answer any questions.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
KEITH J. MUELLER,
Professor and Director, Nebraska Center for
Rural Health Research.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say in response to the com-
ments made by the distinguished rank-
ing member earlier, I would just like to
point out for the other Members that
approximately 30 percent of the spend-
ing cuts that were made to the various
programs under the jurisdiction of the
Labor-HHS-Education Appropriations
Subcommittee were made in fact in the
context of the emergency supplemental
appropriations and rescissions package.
I think it is important to note that for
the record since that legislation has
now become law with the bipartisan
support of both bodies, both Houses of
the Congress and, of course, the Presi-
dent’s cooperation and signature.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CUNNINGHAM

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, CUNNINGHAM:
Page 42, beginning on line 13, strike ‘““That
notwithstanding” and all that follows
through the comma on line 20.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of August 2, 1995,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM] and a Member opposed
will each be recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to be recognized in opposition to
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that Mem-
bers on the other side of the aisle do
have some legitimate issues. One of the
issues, in my opinion, is that while we
attempt to move this money back to
the States that I know an example in
the State of California, the devastating
defense cuts have cost us nearly a mil-
lion jobs. We have little things called
gnat catchers and spotted owls that
have affected those positions. We have
had natural disasters, and the people in
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the State of California, on a State level
and a Federal level, are taxed at pretty
much an extreme rate.

It is very difficult to pass a school
bond to build a school or to provide for
that instruction.

When we affect education, we also af-
fect, because it is forward-funded, not
only the funds in the future but the
funds that go down right now.

We have to provide a transition for
those. This particular amendment
helps that. It also sets the stage for a
direction where we can reallocate and
put a little different priority and put
some of those dollars back into edu-
cation. The amendment improves the
Labor-HHS-Education appropriations
bill that deletes legislation language in
the bill that prohibits impact aid fund-
ing to schools for what they call mili-
tary B kids.

Impact aid, for the Members, if you
are a military recipient of funds and
you register, say, in the State of Illi-
nois and you move to the State of Cali-
fornia, you still pay your State taxes.
You shop at the commissary; you shop
at the exchange. All those taxes go not
to the State where your children go to
school. You impact that school, but
they do not get any money back for it.
So what we are doing is shifting the
money.

All this amendment does is, in the
current language it restricts it only to
impact aid. Impact aid students are
those students that live on base with
their parents. But the majority of
Members, both Republicans and Demo-
crats that represent districts, those
military families live off base and do
not qualify for that funding. This
amendment eliminates that.

Second, it sets the stage. I have got
two of my colleagues that, one is the
gentleman from  Nebraska [Mr.
CHRISTENSEN], the other one is the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. EDWARDS],
from the other side of the aisle, who
have been bulldogs on this issue. They
have fought tooth, hook, and nail to
preserve something that is very impor-
tant, not just in their districts but
around this country.

What it does, it is also going to allow
us later on in an amendment to put
over $18 million in authority into BA.
We are going to put $15 million more
back into Eisenhower grants for teach-
er training. We are asking our teachers
to increase it. We are also going to put
another $100 million in BA into the vo-
cational education programs.

This amendment does not affect it,
but it is part of a series of amendments
that we are going to offer to try and
help the gentleman with some of his
reservations and put the money back
into education. Mr. CHRISTENSEN and
Mr. EDWARDS have been tigers in this
field. I want to commend Members
from both sides of the aisle in helping
us with this.
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What it is going to do is allow us to
take that impact of those students and
put some of it back in.

I would also like to thank my col-
league from California, Mr. RicGs, who
has also been fighting not only on im-
pact aid but these other areas to fight
for that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RiGGS].

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
engage in a brief colloquy to clarify
one particular point with the gen-
tleman regarding his amendment.

I would like to clarify that his
amendment does not affect the hold
harmless prohibition in the bill?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment has zero effect, no ef-
fect on hold harmless.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
will not eat up the whole 10 minutes. I
think this is an important piece of leg-
islation. I think it is a piece of legisla-
tion that Members on both sides of the
aisle will support or can support by
taking some of those dollars and allow-
ing the impact of military families on
the school systems to help relieve
those school systems and also help the
teacher training and also come back
and help the vocational education pro-

gram.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Let me simply say that I do not want
to make a Federal case out of this.
Again, while I have misgivings about
it, I will not push it to a roll call.

Let me simply explain to the Mem-
bers of the House the situation we are
in. It appears that at this point that
what the gentleman is asking will in
fact result in a negligible impact on a
lot of districts. We are not quite cer-
tain, frankly, because we do not yet
have an official computer run from the
agency or CBO or anybody else.

The problem is that, at least I feel
that there is a much bigger impact on
the local school districts with A's than
there is with B's, because you have a
double loss of property tax base with
the folks involved.

I also would point out that whether
or not this turns out to be a reasonable
balance depends upon a further con-
tribution from the defense bill. And
while I expect that that is going to
occur, we do not have any official cer-
tainty that it is going to occur.

Mr. Chairman, I am minimally en-
thused about the gentleman’s amend-
ment, to put it politely, for the mo-
ment. But as I say, while I have mis-
givings about it, I am not going to
push it to a vote. I understand the gen-
tleman from Ilinois [Mr. PORTER] is
going to accept it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. ED-
WARDS].
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Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the minority ranking
member for yielding.

I would like, if I could, to have a dis-
cussion with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], who has
worked very hard, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN], the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. CHRISTENSEN], and
others of us, trying to find money for
impact aid.

I do want to be clear. This amend-
ment does not add a single dollar to
the impact aid program that has not
already been appropriated in the de-
fense appropriations bill or elsewhere.
If that is correct, I must say I am per-
sonally disappointed, because at one
point I thought there was an under-
standing that some of this money was
going to be directed to impact aid. And
if it has not, we keep going on promises
made and yet no action seems to occur
to find any new dollars for impact aid.

O 1615

If I am wrong, I stand corrected, but
to be clear, this amendment does not
add any new appropriations to impact
aid, is that correct?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
fully understand the frustration of the
gentleman from Texas. I also have gone
through a lot of frustration on this par-
ticular issue.

The reason that I brought up the im-
pact later on and what we are going to
do is, first of all, this amendment does
not add direct dollars, but it gives the
fiexibility to move. If the gentleman’s
particular district has impacted A's or
B’s, it gives it that flexibility, and all
this initial stage is doing is trying to
remove it.

The second aspect of it, the $35 mil-
lion from the defense authorization
bill, T have been guaranteed, I would
say to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY], that this is going to happen
and it is going to go into the general
fund.

Mr. Chairman, I am also supporting
an amendment of the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. EDWARDS] later on, from
other sources to impact, to put the $23
million into that fund also. It is kind
of a series of packages, but I also un-
derstand the gentleman's reservations.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I appreciate the
good intentions and I hope something
will come about, but as of now, this bill
cuts impact aid to military children’s
education by over $40 million.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 30 seconds to say that the gen-
tleman indicates that he is guaranteed
that the $35 million in the defense bill
will materialize. That requires a little
matter of having to pass the House,
pass the Senate, go into conference;
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and frankly, at this point, I do not
know if the defense bill is going to be
finished before we leave here for the
August recess.

The gentleman may have a greater
comfort level in the security of that
guarantee than I have.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize the prob-
lem. The way this House works some-
times boggles all of us. As far as the
scoring, when they did away with the
old system and they went to the A sys-
tem only, the formula was a little dif-
ferent. We are going to make sure in
the future legislation that the for-
mulas agree, so that we do have strong
confidence that it is a positive impact.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Nllinois [Mr. PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I apolo-
gize for not being able to be on the
floor for the discussion. I strongly sup-
port the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think that everyone
should understand that I probably have
more impacted schools and students
than many in the House. I have a vital
personal interest in the Impact Aid
Program.

I believe that when we finish our
work on this bill, we will have achieved
95 percent of last year’s funding level
for Impact Aid. I believe we will have
protected severely impacted schools in
an ironclad way, and I believe that the
Senate mark on Impact Aid will be at
about 98 percent of last year's level.

Mr. Chairman, we have a very good
chance of ending up with very little re-
duction in the program at a time when
cuts are being made in many other
areas. I believe we have done the best
possible job that we can do on this. I
will certainly be putting it at a high
priority in conference, Mr. Chairman,
and I think everyone will be pretty
well satisfied, when we get finished,
that the job has been done properly.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
the reason for part of that is, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. EDWARDS], the
gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK],
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
CHRISTENSEN], and the coalition that is
supportive of this issue. I would like to
personally thank them in public.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. EDWARDS].

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER] for his comments and commit-
ments to impact aid. I know he has a
genuine interest in that effort and has
worked tirelessly on behalf of the pro-
gram.

Mr. Chairman, I do want to make the
record clear to people throughout this
country and to Members of Congress
that, after speeches on the floor by the
majority leader several months ago
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and several other Members of the ma-
jority party, this bill, as of today, cuts
$47 million out of education funds for
the children of military families, chil-
dren whose parents may be serving
overseas, children who may not see
their parents months on end.

Mr. Chairman, I hope to have the
chance to continue to work with the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]
and the gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM], but I do not mind saying
I am disappointed that, as of today,
this bill cuts $47 million out of that
terribly important education program.

Mr. Chairman, children whose par-
ents have been willing to put on the
uniform and fight for our country de-
serve the commitment of this Con-

gress.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. PORTER], the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], the Speaker,
and I have met and they have promised
me their commitment to this. This
whole package is part of those pledges
that you talked about and that the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]
spoke of.

I do not think the gentleman from Il-
linois can do any more for us. I wish we
could do more, and in the future, I
promise to work with the gentleman to
even make it ‘‘more better,” as they
say.
Mr. Chairman, I also understand the
gentleman's concerns. The gentleman
has my tireless pledge to make sure
that that happens, and I have the
pledge of the Speaker and the majority
leader to help do that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by gentleman
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title III?

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER],
my subcommittee chairman, in a brief
colloquy with regard to continued
funding for the National Education
Goals Panel.

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from
Illinois knows, we have received a very
recent communication dated, actually,
August 1, a letter from a bipartisan
group of six State Governors, to the
gentleman from Illinois and the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON].

Mr. Chairman, I briefly would like to
read this letter for the record. It says:

Following the historic 1989 education sum-
mit in Charlottesville, Virginia, the Gov-
ernors and President Bush agreed on edu-
cation goals for the Nation and created the
National Education Goals Panel as an ac-
countability mechanism to monitor and re-
port on the Nation's progress towards
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achieving the goals. We believe that the
panel continues to play a significant role in
assisting States as they work to improve
educational performance for all students.

The Goals Panel members have recently
initiated new efforts to collect and distrib-
ute information on the development of world
class academic standards and assessment of
student achievement at the State level. This
kind of information will fill an essential
need for State policymakers.

While we recognize the difficult decisions
that you face, we strongly urge you to con-
tinue funding for the National Education
Goals Panel in the appropriations process.

The letter is signed by Governors
Bayh of Indiana; Hunt of North Caro-
lina; Romer of Colorado; Engler of
Michigan; Rowland of Connecticut; and
Whitman of New Jersey.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, and as
the concern of the Governors indicates,
our bill presently eliminates funding
for the National Education Goals
Panel. We have acknowledged the let-
ter from the Governors today, and the
important role, as they suggest, that
the national Education Goals Panel
plays in helping States develop and im-
plement academic standards within
their own States.

The Goals Panel is made up pri-
marily of Governors and State legisla-
tors for the primary purpose of helping
States determine how to best imple-
ment academic standards based on the
needs of their students.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] whether he
will be able to commit to restoring.
funds for the National Education Goals
Panel in conference and work with me
as, a fellow conferee, to get the Senate
to restore these funds?

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield, I received a
call from Gov. Tommy Thompson of
Wisconsin, the State neighboring my
State of Illinois, and had a discussion
about the panel. I will do the best I
possibly can to restore funds for the
National Education Goals Panel in the
conference.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Delaware [Mr.
CASTLE], our friend and colleague and
the former Governor of Delaware.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I will be
brief, but I could not support this col-
loquy more, and all Members should.

Mr. Chairman, this panel has ulti-
mately set goals for America which are
extraordinary. The Governors support
it. It is across all of the States. Just
because there has been some confusion
about what is in the goals, it does not
mean that the panel should not con-
tinue to exist.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the tre-
mendous effort by the gentleman from
California. I am sure that every single
Governor in the country and every
child in America does as well.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, we look forward to work-
ing with the governors and the Na-
tional Education Goals Panel as we
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prepare our education reform block
grant bill in the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities.

Mr. Chairman, I include the letter
and newspaper editorial for the
RECORD:

AUGUST 1, 1995.
Hon. BoB LIVINGSTON,
Chair, Committee on Appropriations,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN LIVINGSTON: Following the
historic 1989 education summit in Char-
lottesville, the Governors and President
Bush agreed on education goals for the na-
tion and created the National Education
Goals Panel as an accountability mechanism
to monitor and report on the nation's
progress toward achieving the goals. We be-
lieve that the Panel continues to play a sig-
nificant role in assisting states as they work
to improve educational performance for all
students.

The Goals Panel members have recently
initiated new efforts to collect and distrib-
ute information on the development of world
class academic standards and the assessment
of student achievement at the state level.
This kind of information will fill an essen-
tial need for state policymakers.

While we recognize the difficult decisions
that you will face, we strongly urge you to
continue funding for the National Education
Goals Panel in the appropriations process.

Sincerely,
Gov. EVAN BAYH,
State of Indiana.
Gov. JAMES B. HUNT JR.,
State of North Carolina.
Gov. RoY ROMER,
State of Colorado.
Gov. JOHN ENGLER,
State of Michigan.
Gov. JOHN G. ROWLAND,
State of Connecticut.
Gov. CHRISTINE T.
WHITEMAN,
State of New Jersey.
JUST PLAIN DUMB
(By David S. Broder)

BURLINGTON, VT.—Louis V. Gerstner Jr.,
the chairman of IBM and the man who has
engineered its recent turnaround, had a mes-
sage for the nation's governors when he ap-
peared before their annual summer meeting
here this week. Warning that real reform re-
quires resources, Gerstner said, ‘‘True
change agents put their money where their
mouth is.”

That message has broad application, not
only to the governors but to the self-styled
revolutionaries in Washington, who often ap-
pear to be letting their budgetary goals pre-
determine the way they are reshaping pro-
grams and agencies.

But there is particular pertinence for one
small program that has been a bipartisan
project of the governors and now is threat-
ened by small-minded economizers in Con-
gress,

“A decade ago, farsighted governors of
both parties including both Bill Clinton of
Arkansas and his would-be 1985 Republican
opponent, Lamar Alexander of Tennessee,
launched a program to raise the achievment
standards in American shcools. Their ‘“‘na-
tional goals effort was embraced by Presi-
dent Bush in 1989 at his “education summit
in Charlottesville, Va. Last year, it was writ-
ten into “‘Goals 2000" legislation by Congress
with strong support from President Clinton.

A small but critical piece of the law was
the creation of the National Education Goals
Panel to ride herd on the project.

21915

Now the House Republicans have moved to
kill the entire Goals 2000 program, including
the $2.7 million for the goals panel. Even be-
fore they heard Gerstner, the governors were
saying that strangling this effort is dumb.

That is the view not just of long-time edu-
cation advocates such as North Carolina's
Jim Hunt and Colorado's Roy Romer, both
Democrats, but of conservative reformers
such as Wisconsin's Tommy Thompson and
Michigan’s John Engler, both Republicans.

Thompson told me that because so few of
the governors who met with Bush in 1989 to
launch this campaign are still around, and
because few businessmen are as committed
to the cause of Gerstner, ‘‘we need to jump-
start this effort again.”

Thompson and Romer both acknowledge
that whether they like it or not, the federal
grants to states for Goals 2000 programs are
likely victims of the budget-cutters. But the
goals panel is, in Thompson's words, ‘“the
catalyst” and the forum that is needed to
keep the effort going.

The governors' original notion was a sim-
ple one. In a competitive world, the quality
of the education America's youngsters re-
ceive is the prime determinant of the na-
tion's future well-being. So they set out
goals for themselves. Among others, they
said, by 2000, all children would start school
ready to learn and at least 90 percent of
them would finish high school. Every grad-
uate would have demonstrated competence
in nine basic subjects.

No one could argue with the goals. But by
setting their deadline so far in the future,
Gerstner said, the governors “left a little bit
too much . . . cover" for themselves. And, he
pointedly said, “‘Goals aren’t worth a damn
if you don’'t measure every day'’ how near or
far the schools are from achieving them.

Last week, in a report that was as direct as
Gerstner's speech, the American Federation
of Teachers (AFT) documented how far we
are from being able to measure that
progress.

While every state but Iowa has began to
develop tougher academic standards for its
students, only 13 states have standards that
are “‘clear and specific enough™ to guide cur-
riculum development. While 33 states have
or are developing student assessments geared
to those standards, only seven states require
high school seniors to meet the standards set
for 10th-, 11th- or 12th-graders in order to
graduate.

The public has become skeptical about
education ‘‘reforms” that are designed to
provide comfort for teachers or students, in-
stead of ensuring that knowledge and skills
are actually acquired. This effort falls into
the latter category.

The AFT wants an end to platitudes, in-
stead of saying that fifth-graders ‘‘should be
able to use basic science concepts to help un-
derstand various kinds of scientific informa-
tion,” as one state does, the model should be
another state's requirement that those 10-
year-olds ‘“‘should be able to describe the
basic processes of photosynthesis and res-
piration and their importance to life.”

That same kind of rigor is what the gov-
ernors are seeking—and what the goals panel
is all about.

Killing it would be one of the dam-best
things Congress could do.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there addi-
tional amendments to title III.

If not, the Clerk will designate title
Iv.

The text of title IV is as follows:
TITLE IV—RELATED AGENCIES
ARMED FORCES RETIREMENT HOME

For expenses necessary for the Armed
Forces Retirement Home to operate and
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maintain the United States Soldiers’ and
Airmen’'s Home and the United States Naval
Home, to be paid from funds available in the
Armed Forces Retirement Home Trust Fund,
$58,186,000, of which $2,051,000 shall remain
available until expended for construction
and renovation of the physical plants at the
United States Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home
and the United States Naval Home: Provided,
That this appropriation shall not be avail-
able for the payment of hospitalization of
members of the Soldiers’ and Airmen's Home
in United States Army hoapitals at rates in
excess of those prescribed by the Secretary
of the Army upon recommendation of the
Board of Commissioners and the Surgeon
General of the Army.

CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY
SERVICE

DOMESTIC VOLUNTEER SERVICE PROGRAMS,
OPERATING EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the Corporation
for National and Community Service to
carry out the provisions of the Domestic
Volunteer Service Act of 1973, as amended,
$168,974,000.

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

For payment to the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting, as authorized by the Commu-
nications Act of 1934, without regard to sec-
tion 396(k)(3)(B)(iii), an amount which shall
be available within limitations specified by
that Act, for the fiscal year 1998, $240,000,000:
Provided, That all funds appropriated herein
shall be made available only if authorized:
Provided further, That no funds made avail-
able to the Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing by this Act shall be used to pay for re-
ceptions, parties, or similar forms of enter-
tainment for Government officials or em-
ployees: Provided further, That none of the
funds contained in this paragraph shall be
available or used to ald or support any pro-
gram or activity from which any person is
excluded, or is denied benefits, or is discrimi-
nated against, on the basis of race, color, na-
tional origin, religion, or sex: Provided fur-
ther, That for any fiscal year, the Secretary
of the Treasury shall, notwithstanding sec-
tion 396(k)(2)(B) of the Communications Act
of 1934, make funds available to the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting in accordance
with the payment methods required under
Office of Management and Budget Circular
A-110 to minimize the time between the
transfer of funds from the Federal Treasury
and the outlay or expenditure of such funds
by the Corporation.

FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION
SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the Federal Me-
diation and Conciliation Service to carry out
the functions vested in it by the Labor Man-
agement Relations Act, 1847 (29 U.S8.C. 171-
180, 182-183), including hire of passenger
motor vehicles; and for expenses necessary
for the Labor-Management Cooperation Act
of 1978 (29 U.S.C. 175a); and for expenses nec-
essary for the Service to carry out the func-
tions vested in it by the Civil Service Reform
Act, Public Law 95-454 (6 U.S.C. chapter T1),

FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW
COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the Federal
Mine Safety and Health Review Commission
(30 U.8.C. 801 et seq.), $6,467,000.
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NATIONAL COMMISESION ON LIBRARIES AND
INFORMATION SCIENCE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the National
Commission on Libraries and Information
Science, established by the Act of July 20,
1970 (Public Law 91-345, as amended by Pub-
lic Law 102-95), $450,000. c

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the National
Council on Disability as authorized by title
IV of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as
amended, §1,397,000.

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the National
Labor Relations Board to carry out the func-
tions vested in it by the Labor-Management
Relations Act, 1947, as amended (29 U.S.C.
141-167), and other laws, $123,233,000: Provided,
That no part of this appropriation shall be
available to organize or assist in organizing
agricultural laborers or used in connection
with investigations, hearings, directives, or
orders concerning bargaining units composed
of agricultural laborers as referred to in sec-
tion 2(3) of the Act of July 5, 1935 (29 U.S.C.
152), and as amended by the Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Act, 1947, as amended, and as
defined in section 3(f) of the Act of June 25,
1938 (29 U.8.C. 203), and including in said defi-
nition employees engaged in the mainte-
nance and operation of ditches, canals, res-
ervoirs, and waterways when maintained or
operated on a mutual, nonprofit basis and at
least 95 per centum of the water stored or
supplied thereby is used for farming pur-
poses: Provided further, That notwithstanding
any other provisions of law, no part of this
appropriation may be used by the National
Labor Relations Board for the investigation
or prosecution of alleged unfair labor prac-
tice charges under section 8 of the National
Labor Relations Act, where such charges are
based, in whole or in part, on an employer’s
taking any adverse action, including refusal
to hire, discipline, or discharge, against an
individual(s) who is an employee or agent or
is otherwise working under the control and
supervision of a labor organization, until
such time as the United States Supreme
Court has held that such individual(s) are or
are not protected under section 8 of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act: Provided further,
That no part of this appropriation may be
used by the National Labor Relations Board
to petition a United States district court for
temporary relief or a restraining order as de-
scribed under section 10(j) of the National
Labor Relations Act unless there is a reason-
able likelihood of success on the merits of
the complaint that an unfair labor practice
has occurred, there is a possibility of irrep-
arable harm if such relief is not granted, a
balancing of hardships favors injunctive re-
lief, and harm to the public interest stem-
ming from injunctive relief is tolerable in
light of the benefits achieved by such relief:
Provided further, That no part of this appro-
priation shall be available for the exercise of
the National Labor Relations Board’s au-
thority under section 10(j) of the National
Labor Relations Act (29 U.S.C. 160(j)) unless
four-fifths of the Board’s members have
voted to exercise such authority, where five
Board members are voting: Provided further,

That no part of this appropriation shall be’

available for the exercise of the National
Labor Relations Board's authority under sec-
tion 10(j) of the National Labor Relations
Act (29 U.S.C. 160(})) unless before determin-
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ing that an action for injunctive relief is
warranted the Board allows a named party
to an injunction an opportunity to review
and respond to the General Counsel’s memo-
randum of recommendations and to present
oral evidence.
NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Railway Labor Act, as
amended (45 U.S.C. 151-188), including emer-
gency boards appointed by the President,
$8,000,000.
OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW
COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For expenses necessary for the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Review Commis-
sion (29 U.8.C. 661), $8,200,000.
PHYSICIAN PAYMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For expenses necessary to carry out sec-
tion 1845(a) of the Social Security Act,
$2,923,000, to be transferred to this appropria-
tion from the Federal Supplementary Medi-
cal Insurance Trust Fund.
PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT ASSESSMENT
COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For expenses necessary to carry out sec-
tion 1886(e) of the Social Security Act,
$3,267,000, to be transferred to this appropria-
tion from the Federal Hospital Insurance and
the Federal Supplementary Medical Insur-
ance Trust Funds.
SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION
PAYMENTS TO SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUNDS

For payment to the Federal Old-;&gs and
Survivors Insurance and the Federal Disabil-

ity Insurance trust funds, as provided under

sections 201(m), 228(g), and 1131(bX2) of the
Social Security Act, $22,641,000.

In addition, to reimburse these trust funds
for administrative expenses to carry out sec-
tions 9704 and 9706 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, $10,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

SPECIAL BENEFITS FOR DISABLED COAL MINERS

For carrying out title IV of the Federal
Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977,
$485,396,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

For making, after July 31 of the current
fiscal year, benefit payments to individuals
under title IV of the Federal Mine Safety
and Health Act of 1977, for costs incurred in
the current fiscal year, such amounts as may
be necessary.

For making benefit payments under title
IV of the Federal Mine Safety and Health
Act of 1977 for the first quarter of fiscal year
1997, $170,000,000, to remain available until
expended.

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME PROGRAM

For carrying out titles XI and XVI of the
Social Security Act, section 401 of Public
Law 92-603, section 212 of Public Law 93-66,
as amended, and section 405 of Public Law
95-216, including payment to the Social Secu-
rity trust funds for administrative expenses
incurred pursuant to section 201(g)(1) of the
Social Security Act, $18,753,834,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That any
portion of the funds provided to a State in

_the current fiscal year and not obligated by

the State during that year shall be returned
to the Treasury.

For making, after June 15 of the current
fiscal year, benefit payments to individuals
under title XVI of the Social Security Act,
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for unanticipated costs incurred for the cur-
rent fiscal year, such sums as may be nec-
essary.

For carrying out title XVI of the Social
Security Act for the first guarter of fiscal
year 1997, $9,260,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, including the hire
of two medium size passenger motor vehi-
cles, and not to exceed $10,000 for official re-
ception and representation expenses, not
more than $5,275,268,000 may be expended, as
authorized by section 201(g)(1) of the Social
Security Act or as necessary to carry out
sections 9704 and 9706 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 from any one or all of the
trust funds referred to therein: Provided,
That reimbursement to the trust funds under
this heading for administrative expenses to
carry out sections 9704 and 9706 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 shall be made, with
interest, not later than September 30, 1997.

In addition to funding already available
under this heading, and subject to the same
terms and conditions, $407,000,000, for disabil-
ity caseload processing.

In addition to funding already available
ander this heading, and subject to the same
terms and conditions, $228,000,000, which
shall remain available until expended, to in-
vest in a state-of-the-art computing net-
work, including related equipment and ad-
ministrative expenses associated solely with
this network, for the Social Security Admin-
istration and the State Disability Deter-
mination Services, may be expended from
any or all of the trust funds as authorized by
section 201(g)(1) of the Social Security Act.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For expenses necessary for the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended, $4,816,000, together with not to ex-
ceed $21,076,000, to be transferred and ex-
pended as authorized by section 201(g)1) of
the Social Security Act from the Federal
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund
and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust
Fund.

RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD
DUAL BENEFITS PAYMENTS ACCOUNT

For payment to the Dual Benefits Pay-
ments Account, authorized under section
15(d) of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1974,
$239,000,000, which shall include amounts be-
coming available in fiscal year 1996 pursuant
to section 224(c)(1)(B) of Public Law 98-76;
and in addition, an amount, not to exceed 2
percent of the amount provided herein, shall
be available proportional to the amount by
which the product of recipients and the aver-
age benefit received exceeds $239,000,000: Pro-
vided, That the total amount provided herein
shall be credited in 12 approximately equal
amounts on the first day of each month in
the fiscal year.

FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO THE RAILROAD
RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS

For payment to the accounts established
in the Treasury for the payment of benefits
under the Railroad Retirement Act for inter-
est earned on unnegotiated checks, $300,000,
to remain available through September 30,
1997, which shall be the maximum amount
available for payment pursuant to section
417 of Public Law 98-76.

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses for the Railroad
Retirement Board in administering the Rail-
road Retirement Act and the Rallroad Unem-
ployment Insurance Act, $90,912,000, to be de-
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rived as authorized by section 15(h) of the
Railroad Retirement Act and section 10(a) of
the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act,
from the accounts referred to in those sec-
tions.

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT FUND

To effect management improvements, in-
cluding the reduction of backlogs, accuracy
of taxation accounting, and debt collection,
$659,000, to be derived from the railroad re-
tirement accounts and railroad unemploy-
ment insurance account: Provided, That
these funds shall supplement, not supplant,
existing resources devoted to such oper-
ations and improvements.

LIMITATION ON THE OFFICE OF INSPECTOR
GENERAL

For expenses necessary for the Office of In-
spector General for audit, investigatory and
review activities, as authorized by the In-
spector General Act of 1978, as amended, not
more than $5,100,000, to be derived from the
railroad retirement accounts and railroad
unemployment insurance account.

UNITED STATES INSTITUTE OF PEACE
OPERATING EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the United
States Institute of Peace as authorized in
the United States Institute of Peace Act,
$6,500,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title IV?

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. HOEKSTRA

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HOEKSTRA:
Page 55, strike line 20 and all that follows
through page 56, line 19 (relating to the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of August 2, 1995, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] will be
recognized for 10 minutes, and a Mem-
ber opposed will be recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim the
time in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin will be recognized for
10 minutes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA].

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, if we take a look at
the document next to me, there is
something seriously wrong with this
document. It is a check. Take a note of
the date. This is a check that is going
to be issued on August 3, 1995. It is for
the amount of $240 million.

Mr. Chairman, we are not arguing
about the amount, but if Members take
a look at the memo line, it says “For
fiscal year 1998."" That is the debate
that we are having here on the floor
today.

Mr. Chairman, This is not about the
merits of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting. It is about the concept of
advanced funding for this program for 2
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years. In other words, what this means
is that the appropriations bill we are
considering today will determine the
funding level for the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting, not for 1996 like
every other program we are consider-
ing today, not for 1997, but for 1998, in
the amount of $240 million.

This appropriation, this should be
considered in 1997, not in August of
1995.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 3% minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I find it ironic that
this amendment is being offered at the
same time, in the same week, that we
are apparently going to be considering
the ill-considered telecommunications
bill. The Corporation for Public Broad-
casting has already been cut to the
tune of 18 percent in the fiscal 1997 ap-
propriation.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly do not like
all of the product that I see on public
television, but I know I certainly do
not like a whole lot more that I see on
commercial television.

Mr. Chairman, my wife and I have
two grown sons. Frankly, with some of
the garbage and sex and violence that I
see on commercial television these
days, I am glad they grew up earlier
than some of the children who are
watching that stuff now.

We are going to be debating on the
telecom bill whether we ought to use
the V-chip to give parents the oppor-
tunity to decide for themselves wheth-
er garbage on television, whether pub-
lic or commercial, will come into their
own homes. We are about to enter the
world of 500 channels and parents, I
think, would like a little assurance
that they are going to have some abil-
ity to decide what is going to happen,
what kind of stuff is going to be enter-
ing their home, as someone said last
night, whether they are out of the
house or in the kitchen.

At the time that we are apparently
going to turn down the V-chip, and
unleash commercial television and live
straight by commercial values, at the
expense of family values, it seems iron-
ic to me that at the same time we are
going to scuttle what I think most ob-
jective people would say is a television
product of considerably higher quality,
in most instances, than we get on com-
mercial television.
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We get a lot of fine programming on
commercial television, but certainly a
lot of it is an awful lot of junk, and I
like to know that we have public tele-
vision to serve as sort of at least a
competitor for conscience, to try at
least in some way to have an alter-
native standard that you require com-
mercial television to meet. And that is,
I think, one role that public broadcast-
ing plays. And it obviously is impor-
tant, not just on television but on
radio as well.
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We have had this debate many times.
We will have it many times more. It
just seems to me that just the cost of,
and again I will go back to that, just
the cost of one B-2 bomber would pay
the entire cost of our Federal contribu-
tion to public broadcasting for a good 5
years and maybe more, depending on
what the cost of that baby is finally
going to be.

So I would urge that we consign this
amendment to the oblivion it so richly
deserves.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to my colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BOEENER].

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I find
little to disagree with the gentleman
from Wisconsin, the ranking member
on the Committee on Appropriations. I
like public TV. I like what they do.

The question here is the same ques-
tion we have been debating on many
other issues this afternoon and over
the last several months, is: What is the
appropriate role of the Federal Govern-
ment today?

For 20 years the Federal Government
has been funding the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting. I and others
would like to see the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting continue, but I
would like to see it continue without
Federal funds, and I think over the
next 2 years we can help the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting in that
transition to private funding to do the
great work that they have been doing.

The reason that I am here tonight to
talk about this issue goes beyond that.
We have kept our promises to the
American people all year about the
changes that we wanted to make in
Government. We committed to the
American people that it would not be
business as usual. But what is usual
and business as usual in this bill today
that causes this amendment to come
forward is that we are talking about
fiscal year 1998 funding. All of this bill,
the rest of this bill, talks about fund-
ing that begins in October 1995.

It does not call for funding in 1997.
We are talking about 1998 funding.

There is no other program that I
know of in the Federal Government
that forward funds programs the way
we have for the CPB for 20 consecutive
years.

Even if you disagree and you want to
continue to fund them, I do not know
why we should make that commitment
today to fund the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting in 1998.

Let us support the Hoekstra amend-
ment. Eliminate 1998 funding, and then
let us continue to work at how we can
move CPB in a transition to funding
from the private sector.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I got up on this floor earlier
today, and I talked about a painter in
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my district who had a paint stirring
stick that he had been using for 5
years, and he saved about 5 cents a day,
he figured out about $200, by wiping
that thing off and reusing it. And he
said to me, he said, ‘“Think about me
and my trouble making ends meet and
having to wipe this stick off all the
time, every time you think about rais-
ing taxes or spending money."”

Here we are today, and we are being
asked to spend money for the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting in 1998. I
cannot now look that man in the face
and say, ‘‘Yes, I think we spent your
hard-earned money properly,” when we
forward funded the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting into the year 1998.

I think the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. HOEKSTRA] has a very reasonable
amendment. It will go a long way to
helping us reach a balanced budget in
the future, and it is responsible spend-
ing. I support the Hoekstra amend-
ment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. PORTER], the distinguished sub-
committee Chair.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very,
very ill-advised amendment. It is an
amendment that was offered in the
subcommittee, failed on a large vote,
failed in the full committee. I think it
will fail in the House in the same way.

We have a process that we have been
engaged in for some time now, working
to ensure that CPB becomes an inde-
pendently funded agency without a
Federal subsidy and that in the mean-
time we preserve the essence of what
public broadcasting is without com-
mercializing it. We do not know how
long it will take to move to that inde-
pendent stream of revenue or streams
of revenue. We are depending, of
course, upon the authorizing commit-
tee to work through that legislation
and to provide that guidance.

Very frankly, the authorizing com-
mittee has not had time yet because of
the telecommunications bill to address
this issue.

It is a forward funded program. It has
always been a forward funded program.
That is the authorizing law that we are
working with.

We have moved through a series of
downsizing, rescinding funds for fiscal
years 1996 and 1997, to the tune of about
$100 million, so we are definitely mak-
ing cuts in the program. This will bring
it down again to a yet lower level, and
as part of the language of our bill, we
have also taken $18 million of interest
that they would otherwise have earned
away from them. So we are downsizing
it very substantially.

But to send a signal now that we are
not going to support the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting in terms of its
future and work it over across into an
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independently funded agency it seems
to me is a very, very bad signal to
send, indeed.

This country values public broadcast-
ing. It is an integral part of our culture
that adds greatly, and I would urge the
Members to strongly oppose this
amendment.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. DICKEY].

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Chairman, I think
a significant thing that we need to con-
sider in this discussion is whether or
not we are going to be censors, whether
the Government is going to be censors
of what goes on with public broadcast-
ing, whether it is TV or radio or what-
ever.

For instance, if we happened to like
what is going on in NPR and we hap-
pened to think it is a proper conserv-
ative type of viewpoint, we might be
for it right now. Next Congress, we
might change our mind, and we might
say, ‘““No, it is too liberal or it is too
conservative,”” and those folks might
not like it.

So what we have is an opportunity. If
we keep financing from the Federal
Government, we have an opportunity
of being judges all the time. We have
no business being that.

We have fought problems with our
economy. We have problems with other
people watching this financing and
what they say is, “*“What are they going
to do with that which can be funded
from private enterprises?"” I think we
owe it to those people we are cutting in
other areas, to be just as fair with
them as we are with the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, let us
be clear about this. Rather than taking
a big sledgehammer to the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting, what the gen-
tleman is trying to do with this amend-
ment is chip away and chip away. This
amendment is simply a continuation of
the attack against public television.

The supporters of the amendment say
that CPB does not deserve an advance
appropriation. How can the Republican
leadership expect CPB to move toward
more independence from Federal fund-
ing without giving them the time to
plan ahead? Either Congress wants to
work cooperatively with the public tel-
evision stations or not.

At least those Members who are very
clear and say, “Kill it, kill it,” are
being honest. Let us not go around the
edges. Let us be clear about our mo-
tives.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG].

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of the
Hoekstra amendment.

We do not need at this point in Amer-
ica’s financial history, with the budget
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crisis we face, to embrace the creation
of yet one more new semi-entitlement.
There is a serious effort going forward
today by Members of this Congress, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS]
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Krug], to work toward a plan to defund
the Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing into the future, and they ought to
be allowed to do that without a bias of
having created an entitlement status
for the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting. It simply makes no sense.

In fiscal year 1995, to appropriate $240
million to fund the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting not in 1996, not in
1997, but in fiscal year 1998, that, I
would argue, is the creation of a sub-
sidy that we do not need.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ENGEL].

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, this is a
very dangerous amendment, and it
really ought to be defeated, and it
ought to be defeated soundedly.

The Corporation for Public Broad-
casting, public radio and television,
has worked. It is the perfect example of
a public-private partnership that has
worked.

Why do we want to kill something
that has worked? I am the father of
three children. We are all fathers,
mothers, grandmothers, and grand-
fathers here, and we know that chil-
dren’s television, ‘‘Sesame Street,”
“Mr. Rogers,’’ works.

CPB funds serve as seed money for
new programs and station support. For
every Federal dollar that we give, they
raise $5 and $6 of moneys. It is very,
very important seed money. Federal
seed money is crucial to public broad-
casting.

Ending this partnership will only
hurt the children and families who rely
on public broadcasting as their source
for news and education.

There are many, many things we do
here. Some make sense and some do
not. This amendment certainly does
not make sense. If anything, we ought
to restore the $20 million and fully
fund public broadcasting.

Defeat this ill-advised amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman,
this is not a question of money. It is
really a question of policy, and this lit-
tle fellow—pointing to baby picture—
who is exploring right now, is an exam-
ple of curiosity that is promoted by
public broadcasting stations. It means
the opportunity for our children to
hear and to see and to learn. It means
the opportunity to grow and to thrive
for all children in our communities
without access to cable or other
sources of learning tools.

Do you realize that you do not need
a big TV to look at a public broadcast
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station? You do not need a big TV in
Houston TX, to look at channel 8, to
view Sesame Street, to look at it and
to learn to count numbers and count
your ABC's. This is family viewing in
the real sense of the term. PBS pro-
vides diverse political opinions, histor-
ical exposé, children’s T.V., and
straight-forward news programs.

Let us not make the wrong policy de-
cision. Support public broadcast today!
Oppose the Hoekstra amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER].

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, this is
not a question of a budget here. We are
talking about a total appropriation of
less than 1/200th of 1 percent of the
Federal budget, 1/200th of 1 percent. So
it is not a question that we cannot af-
ford the money.

What is a question here is an ideo-
logical determination that Govern-
ment has no role in making sure that
children have educational television to
see, that alone among industrialized
democratic countries in the world, we
would not have any public noncor-
porate television, and this amendment
ought to be defeated.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MARKEY].

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, it is an
outrage that Congress is being asked
on the same day to kill public tele-
vision, kill Big Bird, kill the Children’s
Network, and at the same time to deny
parents a violence chip to protect their
children against excessive violence and
sexual content on commercial tele-
vision.

There is only one place parents can
turn today for good children's pro-
gramming. That is public television.
Commercial television is awash with
the explicit sexual and violent pro-
gramming that is troubling every par-
ent with adolescent children in this
country, and on the same day during
the same debate, we would have a kill-
ing of the one thing that every parent
relies upon every day, Big Bird and
public television, in an effort to deny a
violence chip for every television to
keep out that which is disturbing every
parent of every child in this country. It
is a shame and it should be defeated.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, shame, shame, shame
is exactly the appropriate way to de-
scribe this debate and how it has been
characterized. This is not about a de-
bate about the value of the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting. This is about
how the House will run its business.

We have funded the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting for 1996. We have
funded it for 1997. This is a debate
about policy. In the long run, the
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chairman of the authorizing committee
supports this amendment. He believes
that during the next 2 years perhaps
this Congress can decide on a long-
term plan for how we will work and
how we will fund the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting.

Mr. Chairman, it is not tied up in the
telecommunications bill. This program
is not authorized through 1998. The
Committee on Commerce will soon
consider reauthorization.

It is ludicrous for this House to write
a $240 million check for 1998 when it is
very likely that a plan will soon
emerge to make CPB a freestanding en-
tity.

It is not about Big Bird. It is not
about ““Sesame Street.'” It is about this
Congress developing an approach that
means that we will run it in a more
businesslike manner, but we will have
a greater respect for those dollars that
our taxpayers send us.

Mr. Chairman, there is no need for
advance funding. This stops the con-
cept of advance funding. As one of the
earlier speakers said, it has almost
moved the CPB to its status of an enti-
tlement program.

Now is the time to start funding this
program in the appropriate way. Go
through an authorization process, ei-
ther in the rest of this year, 1995, or we
have all of 1996 to consider, or we have
all of 1997 to consider reauthorization.

Let us take that time. Let us do the
program right. Let us spend $240 mil-
lion in the right way. Let us not spend
$240 million for a program that is not
authorized and that needs to be reau-
thorized and that will be reconsidered.
Let us go about establishing a process
that gives the American people some
degree of confidence that we are spend-
ing their money in a proper and an ap-
propriate way and not in an ill-con-
ceived and unwise way.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
seconds to the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
just want to urge Members to oppose
the Hoekstra amendment because CPB
funding is crucial to bringing together
the other necessary funding to com-
plete major projects. Americans want
it. It only costs us $1.09 per person.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to express my support
for continued Federal funding for public broad-
casting and my opposition to the Hoekstra
amendment.

There are two primary reasons for forward-
funding of CPB. The gentleman’s amendment
exemplifies one of those reasons, that is, to
protect public broadcasting from immediate,
politically motivated attacks on its funding.

In addition, broadcast productions, particu-
larly in television, require some lead time to
get going. Forward funding provides public
broadcasters with advance planning capability
which allows them to move forward in arrang-
ing for funding of productions. CPB funding is
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crucial to bringing together the other nec-
funding to ete major projects.

PBg and RQPR mnﬁuochp‘& so little:
they cost each one of us only $1.09 per per-
son. Americans overwhelmingly approve of
Federal funding for public television and radio,
with only 13 percent favoring a reduction or
elimination. Although the Federal allocation is
small, it is vital seed money that makes every-
thing else possible.

| urge Members to oppose the Hoeksira
amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to say
this is, in fact, what is really going to
happen under the majority party budg-
et. Whether there is any money in this
bill or not for public broadcasting, this
amendment makes clear that the in-
tent is eventually to wipe it out. It
simply does it at a sooner period of
time. It takes the hypocrisy away.

It is a bad amendment substantively,
but it does have the usefulness of dem-
onstrating what the long-term plans
really are.

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
opposition to the Hoekstra amendment that
will eliminate all funding for the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting [CPB] in fiscal year 1998.

In reviewing this week’s “TV Week,” | would
like to share with all of you the list of excep-
tional programming made available through
the existence of the Public Broadcasting Serv-
ice: children's educational programming such
as “Sesame Street” and “Kidsongs”; docu-
mentaries about science and nature, as well
as sports programming; musical entertainment
including “Evening at Pops” and “Austin City
Limits”; and the ever popular “Masterpiece
Theatre.”

This list of programming is but a taste of the
wide range of positive PBS programming. Of
course, during the week we are all too familiar
with additional programming such as the
“MacNeil/Lehrer Newshour.”

| do not believe that any Member in this
body can, in earnest, question the overall
quality and educational benefit of the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting. | supported the
budget proposal to phase out funding for CPB
and | support privatization; however, rash de-
cisionmaking, which is what this amendment
represents, will ruin our opportunity to pre-
serve public broadcasting for generations to
come

We have taken the necessary steps toward
the privatization of CPB, as well as toward a
balanced budget. Let us not get so caught up
in this whirlwind of fiscal constraint, so as to
sacrifice those things that make this Nation

reat.

’ CPB is a clear benefit to society. Let's en-
courage an orderly transition to privatization
and avoid this tragic and rash mistake. | urge
a vote against this amendment.

Mr. C%ANE. Mr. Chairman, my colleagues
here in the House are aware of my opposition
to the Corporation for Public Broadcasting. |
believe that the Federal funding for CPB is
unneeded, misguided, and detrimental to the
overall health of the Nation and therefore |
would prefer to see the CPB eliminated imme-
diately. However, | recognize that other Mem-
bers in this body feel differently.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Some believe that the CPB should continue
to be funded. Others support a gradual phase-
out. While | regret the fact that compromise on
this issue is necessary, | believe the Hoekstra
amendment takes a position on which all sides
can agree.

As other speakers here have reminded us,
the CPB funding in this bill is not for fiscal
year 1995, it's not for fiscal year 1996, and it's
not even for fiscal year 1997. We would be
funding the CPB for fiscal year 1998, more
than 2 years down the road. | cannot imagine
any rationale for forward-funding CPB by 2 full
years that would not apply to virtually every
other Government program. Much to my dis-
appointment, the Hoekstra amendment will not
eliminate the CPB. It will simply say that CPB
should be on the same year-to-year funding
cycle as every other discretionary program.
The Hoekstra amendment will simply allow the
Congress to address this issue in 1997.

My colleagues should keep in mind the fact
that the CPB has not yet been authorized for
fiscal year 1998, making it even more impor-
tant that Congress have the opportunity to ad-
dress the funding question at some later date.
The chairman of the authorizing subcommit-
tee, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, has announced that
he intends to dramatically reshape the pro-
gram, making it less dependent on the Federal
subsidy. If we appropriate $240 million in fiscal
year 1998 dollars, we will have blatantly
usurped the authority of Mr. FIELDS and others
on his subcommittee. Since funding for the
next 2 years is already in place, Congress
should feel no need to rush through an unau-
thorized appropriation. In 1997, once an au-
thorization has been debated and approved,
Congress would be free to appropriate as it
saw fit.

| believe that Congress should delay making
a decision about CPB funding until the uncer-
tainties about the program having been re-
solved. | hope all Members, whether they be-
lieve in immediate elimination, whether they
support a gradual phaseout, or whether they
would like the program to continue un-
changed, would recognize that delaying a de-
cision about CPB is a positive step toward re-
sponsible budgeting. Again, this is not the
amendment | would like to see but | believe it
is an amendment that all Members should
support. Vote “yes” on the Hoekstra amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of August 2, 1995,
further proceedings on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] will be postponed.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title IV?

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I originally had an
amendment which would restore the
$20 million to public broadecasting that
was allocated for fiscal year 1996 from
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240 to 260. I will not offer that amend-
ment because frankly I think this bill
is so terrible and so bad that nothing
can improve it and nothing can make
it better.

Mr. Chairman, I do want to use the
opportunity to talk about public broad-
casting and what it means and why it
is so important that not only do we not
cut it, but that we absolutely have to
continue to fund it at current levels
and even increase funding.

I know that many of my colleagues
are debating a communications bill
and we are very concerned about vio-
lence on TV. We talk about the V-chip
and we are very concerned about what
our children see.

I appreciate public radio and tele-
vision. I know that my children have
grown up on public television, and I
know when I put on a public television
station they will be seeing wholesome,
good learning entertainment. I do not
have to worry about violence. I do not
have to worry about a million commer-
cials. I do not have to worry about any-
thing that is negative. I know that it is
all going to be positive.

There is so much in Government that
does not work. There is so much in pri-
vate industry that does not work. We
have an example here on a public-pri-
vate partnership that works and works
well, and yet this is what we are penal-
izing.

It makes no sense to me whatsoever,
unless there is some ideological bend
that some people feel that they do not
like public broadcasting for whatever
reasons.

Public broadcasting has a very good
mix. William Buckley’s Firing Line is
on public broadcasting. No one can say
that is a liberal elitist program. There
is a good mix. People appreciate it. My
constituents appreciate it. For every
dollar we give them, they raise $5 or $6,
and our dollars are important seed
money to continue public broadcasting.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGEL. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to thank the gentleman
for yielding me time, and if I could join
in and associate myself with his re-
marks and point out the fact that I
think what many Americans, and cer-
tainly many Americans families, find
comfortable about public broadcasting
is that it is directed at trying to
achieve the best with our children, and
it places a value on our children. It
places a value on our children learning.
It places a value on the media that we
offer to our children. It is for that rea-
son that millions of American parents
are comfortable with their children
watching public broadcasting and chil-
dren’s TV in the morning and in the
afternoon.

They are comfortable with their chil-
dren using this to amend what they are
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doing in early childhood education, in
their elementary education, to learn
critical thinking, to learn mathe-
matics, to learn language skills, and to
learn about other cultures. Parents
make this decision every day, to turn
on that TV and to offer this program-
ming to their children.

Parents also recognize, as the gen-
tleman from New York pointed out,
that this is not TV that is driven by
commercials. This is not TV, as the
gentleman from New York pointed out,
that is driven by the best interests of
the cereal companies or the movie
companies or the candy companies or
the toy companies. This is about TV. It
recognizes excellence and it recognizes
the excellence of our children, of each
of our own children, and about rec-
ognizing that our children are capable
of so much, that they can acquire so
much knowledge, they can acquire so
many functions if properly told about
them and schooled in them, and public
TV is providing that service.

Mr. Chairman, that is why people rail
against amendments. It is not an issue
of forward funding or not forward fund-
ing. It is an issue of crippling a success
story that is embraced by millions of
American families who are looking out
for the very, very best in their chil-
dren, and in many instances those fam-
ilies do not have a lot more to offer.

There is an awful lot of things going
on in some of those families that cause
great stress and great strife and people
are home alone, but where do they go
when they want comfort? Where do
they go where they trust with their
children? They go to children’s TV on
public broadcasting.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot leave these
children to the will of the toy compa-
nies and the cereal companies. What
those boards of directors decide to pur-
chase has nothing to do with the inter-
est of our children.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. ENGEL]
has expired.

(At the request of Mr. MILLER of Cali-
fornia and by unanimous consent, Mr.
ENGEL was allowed to proceed for 3 ad-
ditional minutes.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield fur-
ther, what they do is see how many
children they can acquire in one-half
hour's time, that those cereal compa-
nies can acquire; they will acquire vio-
lence. If it is something else that
brings children’s attention, they will
do that.

Mr. Chairman, that is not what we
want. That is not the standard that we
have come to know in America's fami-
lies. I want to thank the gentleman
from New York for taking this addi-
tional time to raise these points about
the relationship between America's
families and public TV.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the gentleman from California
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[Mr. MILLER] and I want to say, we
talk about family values in this coun-
try and in this Congress. I can think of
no greater family values than the ones
we see on public television.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGEL. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to the elimination
of funding for public broadcasting. The
day may come when we do not need
public broadcasting, but we are hardly
at that point now. I fear that the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting's op-
ponents have let their dreams of a
high-tech world obscure today’'s re-
ality.

Today, a sizable portion of the Amer-
ican public does not have access to
cable, and even if it did, has the private
sector provided the kind of program-
ming of which this Nation can be
proud? I don't think so.

Mr. Chairman, you need not take my
word for it. Look at what even the peo-
ple who oppose public broadcasting are
saying about commercial television,
about all the violence on television.

Mr. ENGEL. Reclaiming my time, be-
cause I think the gentleman makes a
very important point that 40 million
Americans do not have access to cable
TV, and so public television is really
the only chance they get to see these
kinds of educational programs.

Mr. BOEHLERT. That is a very im-
portant point. I would agree.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Maybe at some fu-
ture date the private sector will create
a ‘‘Sesame Street' or a Barney or an
‘“All Things Considered’”” or a
‘‘MacNeil/Lehrer Report.” It is just a
little hard to depend on because it has
never actually happened.

The American public supports public
broadcasting because it provides a val-
uable service, a service that promotes
good values, a service that would not
otherwise be available. Let us ensure
that that service continues.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
WOOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion of the Hoekstra amendment.

Public broadcasting is an important
source of education and cultural pro-
gramming for adults and children in
my district and across the Nation.

Public television provides viewers
with the kind of high-quality program-
ming that cannot be found on commer-
cial stations, and it is often the only
source of educational programming
available to the many households that
do not subscribe to cable television.

As a mother of four, I remember how
difficult it was to find entertaining and
educational programs for my children.
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Like many parents who do not want
their children watching the increas-
ingly violent and adult-oriented pro-
grams found on commercial television,
I relied on PBS.

Public Television also provides
Adults with informative programs such
as “Frontline”; “Nova'’; ‘‘the MacNeil-
Lehrer Newshour’; and, national pub-
lic radio keeps millions of Americans
informed about issues affecting their
lives every day.

For the price of $§1 per person, the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting
ensures that every American house-
hold, rich or poor, urban or rural, has
access to a wide range of educational
and cultural programming.

Mr. Chairman, this is a small price to
pay for the valuable services provided
by PBS stations throughout the Na-
tion.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
Hoekstra amendment, and support the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

O 1700

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, there is a move here
in Congress to eliminate political advo-
cacy on the part of nonprofit busi-
nesses and nonprofit groups. My argu-
ment, Mr. Chairman, is based on the
fact that Federal funds should not be
used for political advocacy. We all
agree with that. But I strongly oppose
any effort to keep people who are polit-
ical advocates and who are receiving
funds, private funds of their own, not
to be able to speak out. It gives more
favorable treatment to some, as I have
heard, American businesses, than to
others. We all know that many cor-
porations get Federal funds through
various programs that the bill, in it-
self, coming through this House calls
grants. Under this bill they are prohib-
ited from using more than 5 percent of
their own funds for political activity.
But other corporations get Federal
funds by selling to the Federal Govern-
ment. The bill does not apply to them.
This is patently unfair, Mr. Chairman.

Recently I got a letter from a con-
stituent who owns a farm, and it is an
incorporated farm, and it is in Florida.
His letter said to me that his company
employs 175 people to grow crops. He
urged me to support a particular bill
here in the Congress. Now he is en-
gaged in political advocacy, but he is
using his own funds, but, if these bills
that are going through the Congress
now, and these amendments, if they
pass, this farmer would not be able to
use his own private funds for political
advocacy.

The sponsors of these amendments in
this bill concede that under the bill
one-half of any crop insurance pay-
ments a farmer gets is considered a
grant. So under this bill, Mr. Chair-
man, a farmer in my district could be
barred from receiving crop insurance
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during the next 5 years because of his
political advocacy and writing to me,
his elected Congressperson. Even if he
should get to Congress the crop insur-
ance, he will have to file a lot of cum-
bersome reports on how much money
he spends on political advocacy. I real-
ly ask each one of my colleagues to
read the Dear Colleague letters that
are coming to them regarding this po-
litical advocacy bill.

On the other hand, a Federal contrac-
tor, one of the country’'s biggest cor-
porations, can use his own funds to run
large newspaper advertisements urging
Congress to fund certain military
projects, and I support many of these
projects, but I am concerned because of
this kind of political advocacy one
group of military industry can use
their own private funds, but they also
receive public funds, and this farmer
from my district could not.

I think the playing field should be
level, Mr. Chairman, for political advo-
cacy. It makes a big defense company
or a big industry, it should make them
play by the same rules as little compa-
nies like this little farmer from Home-
stead, FL.

I urge my colleagues to look very
closely at this Dear Colleague letter
that is going around asking them to
support an amendment and a bill that
would take away political advocacy
from people who use their own private
funds. It is a dangerous amendment.
Watch it, and, when it comes, please
defeat it.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there addi-
tional amendments to title IV?

If not, the clerk will designate title
V.
The text of title V is as follows:

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 501. The Secretaries of Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education are au-
thorized to transfer unexpended balances of
prior appropriations to accounts correspond-
ing to current appropriations provided in
this Act: Provided, That such transferred bal-
ances are used for the same purpose, and for
the same periods of time, for which they
were originally appropriated.

SEec. 502. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 503. (a) No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall be used, other
than for normal and recognized executive-
legislative relationships, for publicity or
propaganda purposes, for the preparation,
distribution, or use of any kit, pamphlet,
booklet, publication, radio, television, or
film presentation designed to support or de-
feat legislation pending before the Congress,
except in presentation to the Congress itself.

(b) No part of any appropriation contained
in this Act shall be used to pay the salary or
expenses of any grant or contract recipient,
or agent acting for such recipient, related to
any activity designed to influence legisla-
tion or appropriations pending before the
Congress.

SEC. 504. The Secretaries of Labor and Edu-
cation are each authorized to make available
not to exceed $15,000 from funds available for
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salaries and expenses under titles I and III,
respectively, for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses; the Director of the
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service
is authorized to make available for official
reception and representation expenses not to
exceed $2,500 from the funds available for
“*Salaries and expenses, Federal Mediation
and Conciliation Service’'; and the Chairman
of the National Mediation Board is author-
ized to make available for official reception
and representation expenses not to exceed
$2,500 from funds available for ““Salaries and
expenses, National Mediation Board".

SEC. 505. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, no funds appropriated under
this Act shall be used to carry out any pro-
gram of distributing sterile needles for the
hypodermic injection of any illegal drug un-
less the Secretary of Health and Human
Services determines that such programs are
effective in preventing the spread of HIV and
do not encourage the use of illegal drugs.

SEC. 506. (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE
EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that, to the greatest extent
practicable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available in this Act
should be American-made.

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any
contract with, any entity using funds made
available in this Act, the head of each Fed-
eral agency, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice
describing the statement made in subsection
(a) by the Congress.

SEC. 507. When issuing statements, press
releases, requests for proposals, bid solicita-
tions and other documents describing
projects or programs funded in whole or in
part with Federal money, all grantees re-
ceiving Federal funds, including but not lim-
ited to State and local governments and re-
cipients of Federal research grants, shall
clearly state (1) the percentage of the total
costs of the program or project which will be
financed with Federal money, (2) the dollar
amount of Federal funds for the project or
program, and (3) percentage and dollar
amount of the total costs of the project or
program that will be financed by nongovern-
mental sources.

SEC. 508. None of the funds appropriated
under this Act shall be expended for any
abortion except when it is made known to
the Federal entity or official to which'funds
are appropriated under this Act that such
procedure is necessary to save the life of the
mother or that the pregnancy is the result of
an act of rape or incest.

Sec. 509. Effective October 1, 1993, and ap-
plicable thereafter, and notwithstanding any
other law, each State is and remains free not
to fund abortions to the extent that the
State in its sole discretion deems appro-
priate, except where the life of the mother
would be endangered if the fetus were carried
to term.

SEC. 510. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law—

(1) no amount may be transferred from an
appropriation account for the Departments
of Labor, Health and Human Services, and
Education except as authorized in this or
any subsequent appropriation act, or in the
Act establishing the program or activity for
which funds are contained in this Act;

(2) no department, agency, or other entity,
other than the one responsible for admin-
istering the program or activity for which an
appropriation is made in this Act, may exer-
cise authority for the timing of the obliga-
tion and expenditure of such appropriation,
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or for the purposes for which it is obligated
and expended, except to the extent and in
the manner otherwise provided in sections
1512 and 1513 of title 31, United States Code;
and

(3) no funds provided under this Act shall
be available for the salary (or any part
thereof) of an employee who is reassigned on
a temporary detail basis to another position
in the employing agency or department or in
any other agency or department, unless the
detail is independently approved by the head
of the employing department or agency.

SEC. 511. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for—

(1) the creation of a human embryo or em-
bryos for research purposes; or

(2) research in which a human embryo or

embryos are destroyed, discarded, or know-
ingly subjected to risk of Injury or death
greater than that allowed for research on
fetuses in utero under 45 CFR 46.208(a)(2) and
42 U.S.C. 289g(b).
For purposes of this section, the phrase
“human embryo or embryos" shall include
any organism, not protected as a human sub-
ject under 45 CFR 46 as of the date of enact-
ment of this Act, that is derived by fertiliza-
tion, parthenogenesis, cloning, or any other
means from one or more human gametes.

SEc. 512. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to carry out any
Federal program, or to provide financial as-
sistance to any State, when it is made
known to the Federal official having author-
ity to obligate or expend such funds that—

(1) such Federal program or State subject
any health care entity to discrimination on
the basis that—

(A) the entity refuses to undergo training
in the performance of induced abortions, to
provide such training, to perform such abor-
tions, or to provide referrals for such abor-
tions;

(B) the entity refuses to make arrange-
ments for any of the activities specified in
subparagraph (A); or

(C) the entity attends (or attended) a post-
graduate physician training program, or any
other program of training in the health pro-
fessions, that does not (or did not) require or
provide training in the performance of in-
duced abortions, or make arrangements for
the provision of such training; or

(2) in granting a legal status to a health
care entity (including a license or certifi-
cate), or in providing to the entity financial
assistance, a service, or another benefit,
such Federal program or State require that
the entity be an accredited postgraduate
physician training program, or that the en-
tity have completed or be attending such a
program, if the applicable standards for ac-
creditation of the program include the stand-
ard that the program must reqguire or pro-
vide training in the performance of induced
abortions, or make arrangements for the
provision of such training.

SEC. 513. (a) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS RE-
GARDING APPROPRIATE MINIMUM LENGTH OF
STAY FOR ROUTINE DELIVERIES.—The Con-
gress finds that—

(1) the Guidelines for Perinatal Care of the
American Academy of Pediatrics and the
American College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists recommend, when no complications
are present, a postpartum hospital stay of 48
hours for vaginal delivery and 96 hours for
caesarean birth, excluding the day of deliv-
ery;
(2) the American College of Obstetricians
and Gynecologists reports that it has become
common for insurers to limit length of stay
to up to 24 hours following vaginal delivery
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and up to 72 hours following caesarean deliv-
ery, and the American College of Obstetri-
cians and Gynecologists has received reports
of insurers proposing limits of 12 hours, and
in some cases 6 hours, for routine deliveries;

(3) the American Medical Association re-
cently expressed concern about the trend to-
ward increasingly brief perinatal hospital
stays as routine practice in the absence of
adequate data to demonstrate the practice is
safe;

(4) the American College of Obstetricians
and Gynecologists has stated that the trend
toward earlier discharge is *‘equivalent to a
large, uncontrolled, uninformed experiment
that may potentially affect the health of
American women and their babies’;

(5) a recent study by Dartmouth-Hitchcock
Medical Center found that within an infant’'s
first two weeks of life there is a 50 percent
increased risk of readmission and 70 percent
increased risk of emergency room visits if
the infant is discharged at less than two days
of age;

(6) studies have shown that early release of
infants can result in jaundice, feeding prob-
lems, respiratory difficulties, and infections
of the cord, ears, and eyes;

(7) the American Medical Association has
urged hospitals and insurance companies, in
the absence of empirical data, to allow the
perinatal discharge of mothers and infants to
be determined by the clinical judgment of
attending physicians not by economic con-
siderations; and

(8) the American Medical Association rec-
ommends that the decision regarding
perinatal discharge should be made based on
the criteria of medical stability, delivery of
adequate predischarge education, need for
neonatal screening, and determination that
adequate feeding is occurring and with con-
sideration of the mother's social and emo-
tional needs and preferences.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is, there-
fore, the sense of Congress that—

(1) the Maternal and Child Health Bureau
should promptly collaborate with other con-
cerned national organizations to encourage
well-designed studies, separating economic
concerns from concerns about the health and
well-being of mothers and children, to iden-
tify safe neonatal practices with regard to
the hospital discharge of mothers and in-
fants and establish appropriate medical care
procedures during the perinatal period;

(2) decisions on how long mothers and
newborns should stay in the hospital after
delivery and before discharge should be made
by doctors and patients together based on
the medical and health care needs of the
mother and newborn and not by hospitals,
health insurers, health services organiza-
tions, and health benefit plans based pri-
marily on economic considerations; and

(3) until further empirical data are col-
lected so as to indicate a need for change in
current Guidelines, hospitals, health insur-
ers, health services organizations, and health
benefit plans should abide by the current
Guidelines for Perinatal Care of the Amer-
ican Academy of Pediatrics and the Amer-
ican College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, that state that the general time
for discharge for mother and baby should be
at least 48 hours following uncomplicated
vaginal delivery and at least 96 hours follow-
ing uncomplicated caesarian birth and that
permit early discharge if specified criteria
are met.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOEKSTRA

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will now
put the gquestion on the amendment in
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title IV on which further proceedings
were postponed.

The pending business is the demand
for a recorded vote on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] on which further
proceedings were postponed and on
which the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 136, noes 286,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 618]

AYES—136
Allard Fields (TX) Norwood
Archer Funderburk Nussle
Armey Ganske Packard
Bachus Gillmor Parker
Baker (CA) Goodlatte Paxon
Baker (LA) Goss Petri
Ballenger Graham Pombo
Barr Gutknecht Quillen
Barrett (NE) Hancock Radanovich
Bartlett Hastert ‘Rohrabacher
Barton Hastings (WA) Roth
Bass Hayworth Royce
Bliley Hefley Salmon
Boehner Heineman Sanford
Bonilla Herger Saxton
Bono Hilleary Scarborough
Brownback Hobson Seastrand
Bryant (TN) Hoekstra Sensenbrenner
Bunning Hostettler Shadegg
Burton Hunter Shuster
Callahan Hutchinson Smith (MI)
Canady Inglis Smith (NJ)
Chabot Istook Smith (WA)
Chambliss Johnson, Sam Solomon
Christensen Kasich Souder
Chrysler Kim Spence
Coble Kingston Stearns
Coburn Klug Stenholm
Collins (GA) Knollenberg Stockman
Combest, Largent Stump
Condit Latham Talent
Cooley Laughlin Tate
Cox Lewis (KY) Thornberry
Crane Linder Tiahrt
Cremeans Livingston Walker
Cunningham LoBiondo Wamp
DeLay Manzullo Watts (OK)
Dickey McCrery Weldon (FL)
Doolittle Mclntosh Weller
Dornan McKeon White
Dreier Metealf Whitfield
Dunn Miller (FL) Wicker
Ehrlich Molinari Zeliff
Emerson Myers Zimmer
Everett Myrick
Ewing Neomann

NOES—286
Abercrombie Brewster Clyburn
Baesler Browder Coleman
Baldacci Brown (CA) Collins (IL)
Barcia Brown (FL) Collins (MI)
Barrett (WI) Brown (OH) Conyers
Becerra Bryant (TX) Costello
Beilenson Bunn Coyne
Bentsen Burr Cramer
Bereuter Buyer Crapo
Berman Calvert Cubin
Bevill Camp Danner
Bilbray Cardin Davis
Bilirakis Castle de la Garza
Bishop Chapman Deal
Blute Chenoweth DeFazio
Boehlert Clay DeLauro
Bonior Clayton Dellums
Borski Clement Deutsch
Boucher Clinger Diaz-Balart

Dicks Kennedy (MA) Porter
Dingell Kennedy (RI) Portman
Dixon Kennelly
Doggett Kildee Pryce
Dooley King Quinn
Doyle Kleczka Rahall
Duncan Klink Ramstad
Durbin Kolbe Rangel
Edwards LaFalce Reed
Ehlers LaHood Regula
Engel Lantos Richardson
English LaTourette Riggs
Ensign Lazio Rivers
Eshoo Leach Roberts
Evans Levin Roemer
Farr Lewis (CA) Rogers
Fattah Lewis (GA) Ros-Lehtinen
Fawell Lightfoot Rose
Fazio Lincoln Roukema
Fields (LA) Lipinski Roybal-Allard
Flake Lofgren Rush

Longley Sabo
Foglietta Lowey Sanders
Foley Lucas Sawyer
Forbes Luther Schaefer
Ford Maloney Schiff
Fowler Manton Schroeder
Fox Markey Schumer
Frank (MA) Martinez Scott
Franks (CT) Martini Serrano
Franks (NJ) Mascara Shaw
Frelinghuysen Matsul Shays
Friza McCarthy Sisisky
Frost McCollum Skaggs
Furse McDade Skeen
Gallegly McDermott Skelton
Gejdenson McHale Slaughter
Gekas McHugh Smith (TX)
Gephardt MclInnis Spratt
Geren McKinney Stark
Gibbons McNulty Stokes
Gilchrest Meehan Studds
Gilman Meek Stupak
Gonzalez Menendez Tanner
Goodling Meyers Tauzin
Gordon Mfume Taylor (M8)
Green Mica Taylor (NC)
Greenwood Miller (CA) Tejeda
Gunderson Mineta Thomas
Gutierrez Minge Thompson
Hall (OH) Mink Thornton
Hall (TX) Mollohan Torkildsen
Hamilton Montgomery Torres
Hansen Moorhead Torricelll
Harman Moran Traficant
Hastings (FL) Morella Tucker
Hayes Murtha Upton
Hefner Nadler Velazquez
Hilliard Neal Vento
Hinchey Nethercutt Visclosky
Hoke Ney Vucanovich
Holden Oberstar Waldholtz
Horn Obey Walsh
Houghton Olver Ward
Hoyer Ortiz Waters
Hyde Orton Waxman
Jackson-Lee Owens Weldon (PA)
Jacobs Oxley Wilson
Jefferson Pallone Wise
Johnson (CT) Pastor Wolf
Johnson (SD) Payne (NJ) Woolsey
Johnson, E. B Payne (VA) Wyden
Johnston Pelosi Wynn
Jones Peterson (FL) Yates
Kanjorski Petarson (MN) Young (FL)
Kaptur Plckett
Kelly Pomeroy

NOT VOTING—I12

Ackerman Moakley Volkmer
Andrews Reynolds Watt (NC)
Bateman Thurman Williams
Filner Towns Young (AK)

Messrs. CRAPO, FLANAGAN, and
PORTMAN changed their vote from
Il&ye!I to llno'!!

Messrs. TIAHRT, HOBSON, COX of
California, and GOODLATTE changed
their vote from “‘no" to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I was unavoidably detained on
August 3 and was not present for roll-
call vote No. 618. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘no’ on rollcall vote
No. 618.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title V?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KOLBE

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment, numbered 28

The CHAIRMAN The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KOLBE: Page 69,
strike lines 12 through 17 and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 509. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of title XIX of the Social Security Act,
for quarters beginning on or after October 1,
1993, the Federal medical assistance percent-
age applicable under such title with respect
to medical assistance which consists of abor-
tions furnished where the pregnancy is the
result of an act of rape or incest shall be 100
percent.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
have a point of order against the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
have a point of order against the
amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation in an appropriation bill and
therefore violates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Arizona wish to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to be heard on the point of order.
I am prepared to concede the point of
order because clearly, under the Rules
of the House, this does violate the pro-
vision about adding legislative lan-
guage in an appropriation bill. I ask
that the amendment be read and called
up and this matter be brought up sim-
ply to make the point, as we will on
the next amendment, that clearly the
language that we are going to be deal-
ing with also was language on an ap-
propriation bill and had it not been
protected by the Rules Committee
would also have been stricken.

S0, Mr. Chairman, I would concede
the point of order that this amendment
is not in order and would hope that we
would be able to have a debate on
somrething that is less than perfect, in
my opinion, but will nonetheless serve
the purposes of this debate.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arizona concedes the point of
order. The point of order is sustained.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KOLBE
Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. KOLBE: On Page
69, strike lines 12-17.
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The CHAIRMAN. Under the order of

August 2, 1995, the gentleman from Ari--

zona [Mr. KOoLBE] will be recognized for
20 minutes, and a Member opposed will
be recognized for 20 minutes.

Prior to the beginning of the debate
on this amendment, the Committee
will rise informally in order that the
House may receive a message.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD) assumed the chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will receive a message.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin
Thomas, one of his secretaries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Committee will resume its sitting.
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DEPARTMENTS oF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] is recognized
in favor of his amendment. Does any
Member rise in opposition to the
amendment?

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] will be
recognized for 20 minutes in opposition
to the amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to yield 10 minutes of my time to the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
Lowgy], and that she be permitted to
yield time from that 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman-from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise today in strong support of this
motion to strike the language which is
section 509 in the Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation bill which allows States to deny
Medical funding for abortions for rape
and incest. This was language that was
added during the full committee con-
sideration of the bill, and it was tagged
as a States rights issue.

I had an amendment that was not
made in order which would have rein-
stated the current requirement that
makes medicaid abortions available in
circumstances involving life of the
mother, rape, or incest, but relieves
the States of any financial participa-
tion in cases of rape or incest if they
choose not to fund them.
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Mr. Chairman, as I said, last year
there were all of two Medicaid-funded
abortions in the entire country in cases
of rape or incest. The amendment that
I offered in the committee I think was
a fair compromise for Members who do
support States rights, but who recog-
nize that poor women who are pregnant
as a result of a heinous crime like rape
or incest should not be discriminated
against in the process.

Unfortunately, as we have just heard,
with it being stricken here, Members of
this body will not have the chance to
vote on what was to have been the
Kolbe-Pryce-Fowler amendment.
Therefore, I am cosponsoring with the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
LowEY] and the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA], this motion,
s0 we can return to the original Hyde
language. And I want to make that
clear. We are talking about going back
to the Hyde language, which requires
States to fund abortion under Medicaid
in the cases of life of the mother, rape,
and incest.

Mr. Chairman, the 103d Congress
passed the Hyde amendment by a large
margin, 266 to 171. A majority of the
Congress, many of whom are pro-life,
agreed that these three exceptions are
reasonable and clearly not abortion on
demand as now argued by some on the
other side. So unless this amendment
to strike passes, we will be taking a
giant step backward away from the
Hyde language.

It is a sad day to see this body di-
vided over an issue as important as
providing a legal abortion for a poor
woman who is a victim of rape or in-
cest. If any of us in this body had a
daughter or sister who became preg-
nant as a result of one of these heinous
crimes, they would certainly want to
have the option of being able to seek
an abortion. But that would not occur
for poor people in our country, at least
not if our amendment fails.

Mr. Chairman, I urge our colleagues
to vote ‘‘yes" on the Kolbe-Lowey-
Morella motion to strike.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1%4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. Twice this year, Mr.
Chairman, the Committee on Appro-
priations has seen fit to include the
language which is currently in the bill
which the gentleman from Arizona
seeks to strike.

Mr. Chairman, this is not about ac-
cess to abortion. This is about under
what circumstances will the taxpayers
of the United States and of the individ-
ual States be compelled to pay for indi-
vidual’s abortions.

Under the language previously of this
Congress, until the Clinton administra-
tion, States had the option, but were
not compelled, to provide public fund-
ing for rape and incest abortions. How-
ever, a directive issued by the Clinton
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administration in December 1993 told
the States that they must ignore their
own laws and must provide State funds
for those abortions.

Mr. Chairman, this directive of the
Clinton administration overturned the
laws of 36 States. I rise in support of 36
of the United States of America, Mr.
Chairman, who have seen fit to have a
standard different than what the gen-
tleman from Arizona seeks to impose.

The language that is currently in the
bill makes it clear that the ability of
States to combine state money with
Federal money to pay for abortions in
case of rape and incest is an option.
They may choose to exercise it, but
they are not compelled to do it. The
gentleman from Arizona would wish to
have the states compelled, as the Clin-
ton administration desires.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to spon-
sor this amendment with my col-
leagues, the gentlemran from Arizona
[Mr. KOLBE] and the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA]. This amend-
ment strikes the language in the bill
that would allow States to eliminate
funding of abortions in the case of rape
and incest. This provision callously
victimizes victims, it is draconian, it is
extreme, it is cruel, and it is unfair.

As the bill is now written, States are
given the green light to eliminate Med-
icaid funding of abortions for the most
vulnerable Members of our society, im-
poverished victims of rape and incest.
This bill subjects women who have
been raped or subjected to incest to
further indignity. This bill sends rape
victims a very clear message: You
must have your rapist’s baby. It tells
victims of incest, you must have your
father's child. Mr. ISTOOK'S own State
of Oklahoma sent that message last
vear to a 20 year old poverty stricken
woman impregnated by her own father.
This woman could not obtain an abor-
tion because Oklahoma refused to com-
ply with Federal law.

Make no mistake, my colleagues: If
this amendment is adopted, States like
Oklahoma will stop providing abortion
coverage for victims of rape and incest.
In fact, we can be fairly certain that 27
States will stop providing this cov-
erage.

Let us be very clear however: This
provision has nothing to do with States
rights. The Medicaid statute does not
give States the. right to pick and
choose which procedures they will
cover and which they will not. A
State’s participation in Medicaid is
voluntary. However, once the State
chooses to participate, it must comply
with Federal statutory and regulatory
requirements. States rights, Mr. Chair-
man, is just a smoke screen designed to
hide the fact that this amendment
would deny poor viectims of rape and in-
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cest the means to exercise their repro-
ductive rights.

Mr. Chairman, this provision is not
merely a clarification of the Hyde
amendment. Since the 1993 statute
change, three Federal appellate courts
and Federal district courts in 11 States
have rejected challenges by States that
did not want to comply with the rape
and incest language. There is not a sin-
gle case, Mr. Chairman, in which a
court has sided with States that did
not want to comply.

The law is very clear: States must
fund Medicaid abortions in the case of
rape, incest, and life of the pregnant
woman. So we are clear, this is not just
the way the Clinton administration has
interpreted the law, it is the law as it
has been interpreted by the courts. In
fact, Supreme Court Justice Scalia, an
abortion opponent, refused to stay an
order to a State to pay for abortion
services for victims of rape and incest.
The reason for his refusal was that the
law is clear, States are obligated to
pay. The provision added by the full
committee does not clarify existing
law; it changes it.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, let us
not be fooled. This provision is about
denying poor victims of rape and incest
the right to have an abortion. It is ex-
treme, it is out of the mainstream. It is
very clear that Americans do not be-
lieve that victims of rape and incest
should be forced to carry their preg-
nancies to term.

I know my colleagues, regardless of
your views on choice, many of my col-
leagues would support this amendment.
Let us not victimize the victims again.
Please support this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN-
SON].

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
Lowey-Morella-Kolbe amendment to
strike the language that would make
Medicaid coverage of abortions for poor
women who are the victims of rape or
incest a state option.

The Hyde amendment supported
women who are victims of rape and in-
cest. Rape and incest are not about
abortion. They are about wviolence.
They are about brutality. They leave
life-long scars—fear, anger, inability to
love and trust.

In the Crime Bill, Republicans spon-
sored and protected funds and program-
ming to prevent and punish violence
against women. How can we now lay
aside compassion?

Think. Rape is someone grabbing
you, assaulting you, overwhelming you
with fear for your life and then violat-
ing you in the most deeply personal
and destructive way. Please, leave to
the victim the decision as to whether
to carry or not to carry any possible
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product of such violent, vicious and
terrible act as that of rape.

Trust America’'s women. They will
choose wisely and in harmony with
their consciences. What more could we
ask in a society that prizes personal
freedom and responsibility?

The American people are not divided
on this issue. They agree that women
who are victims of rape and incest
should have choice. That is all, choice.
I am proud to represent the voice of
victimized women, in their search for
their rights, your respect, and the com-
passion of a society unable to defend
them.

Please support the Lowey-Morella-
Kolbe amendment.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, as the lady from New
York noted, 11 States have already
taken the administration to court be-
cause their laws are being threatened.
In addition, the Clinton administration
has sent notices threatening to cut off
funds to another seven States. This de-
cision properly should be made by the
States, not by Washington.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%2 minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the underlying Istook language
that was approved by the full Commit-
tee on Appropriations and in opposi-
tion to the Kolbe strike. The current
language, which this amendment would
delete, is a noble attempt to protect
the powers of the States and the rights
of taxpayers who do not wish to pay for
abortions.

The current language also protects
the constitutional prerogative of Con-
gress as the only branch of the Federal
Government with the authority to
make laws. It does this by repealing
the Clinton administration’s strained
and unfaithful interpretation of the
Hyde amendment. The Istook language
guarantees that in cases where the de-
mand for an abortion rises from rape or
incest, States may resolve this very
difficult dilemma in the manner most
consistent with values of their own
citizens expressed through their State
representatives. The amendment before
us would strike the Istook language. It
would thereby save the Clinton rules
and force all States to fund abortion in
these situations.

Supporters of the Kolbe strike claim
that they are preserving the Hyde
amendment. In fact, the Clinton rules
which they are seeking to reinforce ef-
fectively undermine the Hyde amend-
ment.
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The Kolbe amendments, under the
pretext of preserving it, would defeat
it. On the Hyde amendment language,
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let me remind Members when it was of-
fered by the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois, was permissive, not man-
datory. It allows States, it allows
them, does not force them to add Med-
icaid funds for abortions resulting from
rape or incest, but it respects the State
law when that State law is more pro-
tective of those children in that very
difficult situation. It took the Clinton
administration to urge that the Kolbe
strike amendment be defeated.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
45 seconds to the gentlewoman from
New York [Mrs. MALONEY].

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Kolbe-Lowey amend-
ment. In response to the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK], the rea-
son the 11 States lose is that the Fed-
eral law is very clear that States do
not have an option.

I strongly support this amendment;
the right to choose is meaningless
without the means to choose. Without
Medicaid funding, a poor woman who
has been the victim of a crime will not
be able to obtain a legal abortion. She
will be forced to spend 9 months reliv-
ing the crime. I cannot believe that
anyone in this room would want to
compel a woman to carry a child that
is conceived as the result of rape or in-
cest. Support: the Lowey-Kolbe amend-
ment.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Mrs. SEASTRAND].

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today to oppose the Kolbe amend-
ment, and I am in strong support of the
Istook language in this bill.

Notwithstanding the rhetoric of the
other side, this is really an issue of
States rights. Do the States have the
right to enforce their own laws or not?

It has been a central goal of this re-
form-minded 104th Congress to return
power to the States. A good argument
can be made that the 10th amendment
to the Constitution has enjoyed some-
thing of a rebirth in this Congress.
However, the Clinton administration
continues to buck this trend because
they believe Washington, DC should
impose its will on all 50 States.

In 1993, the Clinton administration
directly contradicted the intent of the
Hyde amendment when they forced
States to fund abortions in the cir-
cumstances of rape and incest—even
though it was expressly against State
law to do so. States had no choice but
to comply with the Clinton directive
becanse the Federal Department of
Health and Human Services threatened
to cut off Medicaid funding altogether.

By requiring States to spend Medic-
aid dollars on these abortions, Clinton
invalidated laws in almost three-
fourths of the States—including his
own State of Arkansas. In fact, the
States of Nebraska, North Dakota and
Arkansas were forced by the courts to
pay for abortion on demand—regardless
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of the circumstances—for all women
who qualified for Medicaid dollars.

Mr. Chairman, what the Istook lan-
guage does is simply return decision-
making power to the States where it
should be. States across America do
not need the Federal Government im-
posing its will upon them. I ask for a
no vote.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire of the Chair the time remaining
on all sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] has 7 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] has 15
minutes remaining, and the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY]
has 5% minutes remaining.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 90
seconds to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. HUTCHINSON].

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

In Arkansas, my home State, we
have an unborn child amendment that
was adopted by a vote of the people of
Arkansas. It is in our State constitu-
tion. It prohibits the spending of public
money for any abortion unless the pro-
cedure is needed to save a woman's life,
a decision by the voters of the people of
Arkansas. Regardless of how you feel
about that decision, it was the people's
decision.

The issue in the debate this evening
is not abortion, it is not abortion fund-
ing, it is not rape and incest, and ev-
erybody would like to cloud the issue.
The issue is, do the people of a sov-
ereign State in this country have the
right to rule and to pass their own laws
and to make their own constitution?
For over a year and a half now my
State has been in litigation over this.
The effect of that litigation is that the
courts have taken the ruling of bureau-
crats in Washington in HCFA, and they
have allowed those regulations passed
by HCFA to overrule the constitution
of the State of Arkansas, an amend-
ment adopted by the people of Arkan-
s48s.

What we are doing in the Istook
amendment is absolutely in accord
with the whole sentiment of this Con-
gress. We have said the States ought to
have more authority in welfare. We
have said the States ought to have
more authority in crime. We have said
the States ought to have more author-
ity and control in the area of edu-
cation.

Why in the world would we reverse
that and say in this particular area
that we in Washington have more
moral authority than the people of my
home State? Why should we say that
we have a right to overrule what they,
not by a poll, not by the State legisla-
ture, but by a vote of the people.

I urge Members to support the Istook
amendment and to defeat the Kolbe
motion to strike.
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Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA],
cosponsor of this amendment.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman,
please, my colleagues, do not be con-
fused and misled. We are simply follow-
ing the Hyde amendment as passed in
1993 to require States to provide Medic-
aid abortion coverage in cases of rape
or incest.

What we do is strike the bill lan-
guage that would allow States to pro-
hibit rape and incest coverage. Since
Hyde added rape and incest in 1993, I
want to point out three Federal appel-
late courts and Federal district courts
in 13 States have agreed that States
participating in Medicaid must comply
with the Hyde amendment and provide
rape and incest coverage. That is, each
and every Federal court that has con-
sidered the issue has said that, no di-
versions.

State participation in Medicaid is
voluntary, but once the State partici-
pates in Medicaid, they must follow the
Federal Medicaid requirements.

Abortions as a result of rape and in-
cest are rare. As was mentioned, they
represent a very small percentage of
abortion. In 1994, Federal funding cov-
ered only two abortions. These cir-
cumstances are very tragic and rare.
But they are the result of violent, bru-
tal crimes against women.

The Istook language in the bill is ex-
treme, and the States rights planning
is a facade; make no mistake about it.
This amendment could result in at
least 27 States refusing to pay for abor-
tion for rape and incest victims. We
cannot all call for an end to violence
against women in one breath and then
in the next breath vote to prevent vic-
tims of rape and incest, brutally vio-
lent crimes, to lose their rights to end
such pregnancies.

I urge my colleagues, my friends, to
vote for the Kolbe-Lowey-Morella
amendment.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs.
SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in favor of the Kolbe-Lowey
amendment and for the fact that
States do not own women.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. HAST-
INGS].

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of the Lowey-Kolbe
amendment to strike section 509 of this bill. |
had drafted my own amendment to strike this
section, but given the leadership that Rep-
resentatives LOWEY and KOLBE have shown
on this issue, | will not offer my own amend-
ment and | will support their efforts.

It has been my understanding, since | was
afforded the opportunity to join this august
body, that authorizing language is attached to
authorizing bills, and funding decisions are
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made in appropriations bills. Since section 509
is certainly authorizing language, and H.R.
2127 is an appropriations bill, 1 question the
constitutionality of this section.

But more importantly, Mr. Chairman, | am
disgusted by the intent of this language. It is
sickening that those persons who do not be-
lieve in a woman’s right to choose are using
every legislative vehicle possible to chip away
at the Supreme Court's ruling in Roe versus
Wade. They are using every opportunity, from
denying Federal employees access to abor-
tions, to this pathetic attempt to deny abortion
services to women who are victims of rape or
incest.

This is not about transferring decisionmak-
ing authority to the States. This is not about
less Federal intervention. This is about finding
ways to end the legal practice of abortion.
This is about making it more difficult and more
complicated for women to access any abortion
services.

It is outrageous that we will allow States to
not provide abortions to women who have
been raped! What if these women cannot pay
for their own abortions? Should they be forced
to bear the child of a rapist? This is a dan-
gerous, sinister attempt to erode the civil lib-
erties of women. Do not stand for it! Support
the Lowey-Kolbe amendment!

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will re-
mind all visitors in the gallery that
they are here as guests of the House
and that any manifestation of approval
or disapproval of the proceedings is in
violation of the rules of the House.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Lowey amendment.
Rape is a crime. Let us not punish the
victims of the crime.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
45 seconds to the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the Kolbe-Lowey-Morella
amendment, which deletes the provi-
sion in the bill permitting States to de-
cide whether to use Medicaid funds to
pay for abortions in the case of rape or
incest.

This langnage in the bill is discrimi-
natory and unfair. If the availability of
abortion services under Medicaid is not
uniform across State lines, we are
clearly discriminating against poor
victims of rape and incest who do not
have the means to travel to obtain
these services.

This language blames the victims of
violent, horrible, unthinkable crime.
How dare we give the States the option
to decide whether victims of rape and
incest should be responsible for the
consequences of crimes perpetrated
against them.

This language is not at all about
States' rights, as some of our col-
leagues would have us believe. States
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have the choice whether or not to par-
ticipate in the Medicaid program—they
do not and should not have a right to
pick and choose which procedures they
will cover.

The Kolbe-Lowey-Morella amend-
ment would delete this language and
continue current policy, which is fair
and correct in mandating that Medic-
aid funds pay for abortions in the case
of rape, incest, or life endangerment of
the mother.

This is not an issue of States rights,
it is about individual rights, and it is
an issue of fairness. I urge my col-
leagues to protect the rights of vulner-
able victims and support the Kolbe-
Lowey-Morella amendment.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS].

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, let me
be just perhaps a calming voice on this.
I heard my good colleague the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA],
talk about the Hyde amendment in
1993. Most of us voted for the Hyde
amendment and we did that because we
did not have the majority at that time
and we felt the Hyde amendment was
something that was better than what
the loyal opposition would offer. So we
voted on that with the understanding
that if we ever had the opportunity we
would try and develop a provision that
would permit the States to decide
whether to use Medicaid funds to pay
for abortion in the case of rape or in-
cest.

S0 I am really trying to say to my
colleagues that it is not a question of
the Hyde amendment being the law of
the land and perhaps we should con-
tinue that. What we all believe is that
we should move it back to the States
and let the States decide, because in
each State’s particular circumstances,
they will have a better understanding
of how to prohibit abortions, how to
help women. And certainly it is noth-
ing to do with brutal crimes against
women. It is all talking about a proce-
dural context, and we should remember
that. And in the end, I want Members
to support the Istook language.

Mr, ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1%4 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. DOOLITTLE].

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, the
other side would have us believe this is
really a debate about the fairness of
who can get the abortions and under
what circumstances. I do not think it
is appropriate to even get into that.

The fact of the matter is, the Hyde
amendment, the existing law, allowed
States to use their money to provide
abortions in the case of rape or incest.
It did not require it. But our liberals
here want to require it, because they
believe in the result.

We are a Federal system of laws with
50 sovereign States. This amendment,
resisting this amendment will preserve
what the existing law is. Supporting
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the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
IsToOK] will in fact recognize the sov-
ereignty of the States. Those States’
citizens, many of them have deter-
mined under what conditions their tax
money is to be used to provide abor-
tions. It is not right that we should sit
here in Washington with a command
and control directive from the top tell-
ing them what they should do.

This amendment of Mr. ISTOOK
makes clear that States can fund these
programs according to their laws. That
is the position that we as a body should
uphold.

I would ask for Members support for
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK].

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr.

FORBES].

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Istook language
and for the preciousness of all life.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DELAY].

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I think it
is pretty unfortunate that we have to
come down to the well on this issue. I
think if we just took abortions out of
this debate, we would have an auto-
matic unanimous vote against this
amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, I think it is pretty un-
fortunate that we have to come down
to the well on this issue, because this
is a States’ rights issue. The Clinton
administration decided upon its own
initiative that it would impose the will
of the Federal Government on States.
That is what this is all about.

This is a States' rights provision
that, frankly, I think corrects an injus-
tice and reaffirms the principle that
States should decide whether or not or
how they spend their funds.

The gentleman just before me said,
and T want to reemphasize this, the
Hyde amendment did not impose pay-
ing Medicaid funds for rape and incest.
What it said was those States that use
Medicaid funds for rape and incest can
continue to do so.

Mr. Chairman, it is amazing to me
that some of the Members have come
down here and said, We are going to
make them pay, whether they like it or
not. They ought to be making those
same speeches in the legislative bodies
of the States.

If my colleagues do not like the posi-
tion that the States have taken on
rape and incest and how Medicaid funds
would be used to pay for abortions for
rape and incest, then go change the
laws of the States.

But to have the Federal Government
support the Clinton administration’s
total philosophy that ‘‘big brother”
Washington, DC knows more what is
good for you than you do is total repu-
diation of the last election.
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If there was one message coming
from the last election, it is that the
American people are fed up with Wash-
ington dictating to them how they are
going to live, how they are going to
spend their State funds, and how they
are going to do business in their own
States.

Mr. Chairman, all we are saying with
the Istook amendment is let the States
decide how to spend their own funds.

I ask a “no” vote on the Kolbe
amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr, Chairman, the last two speakers,
including the gentleman from Califor-
nia, made the point that this is a
States’ rights issue and that the other
side is trying to force these abortion
services. Let me make it clear, that
that was the gentleman who moved to
strike my amendment which would
have allowed the States to have that
option.

Mr. Chairman, that could have been
there if we had made that amendment
in order and they allowed the Commit-
tee on Rules to do so. So let us make
no mistake about it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
TORKILDSEN].

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, I
applaud the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KoLBE] for his motion to strike. I
would have gladly supported his pre-
vious amendment, if it had been al-
lowed to be debated.

Mr. Chairman, I voted for the Hyde
amendment in the 103d Congress and 1
continue to support that by voting for
the Kolbe-Lowey-Morella motion to
strike.

When a State chooses to participate
in Medicaid, it must comply with Fed-
eral standards and standards require
funding for abortion in the case of pro-
tecting the life of the mother, rape and
incest.

Mr. Chairman, the overwhelming ma-
jority of Americans agree with this
standard. This is not an issue of State’s
rights. This is an issue of common
sense.

Preserving the human dignity of all
Americans, particularly victims of
these viecious crimes, must remain our
priority. I stand by the 1993 Hyde
amendment and urge all my colleagues
to do the same by voting for the mo-
tion to strike.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, despite what some
people may claim, the law of 36 States
are in jeopardy if we do not defeat the
Kolbe motion, including the laws of the
gentleman’s own State.

Mr. Chairman, these are the States
whose laws are being overturned by the
Clinton administration directive: Ala-
bama, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, In-
diana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana,
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Maine, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New
Hampshire, New Mexico, North Da-
kota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode Island,
South Carolina, South Dakota, Ten-
nessee, Texas, Utah, Towa, Minnesota,
Pennsylvania, Virginia, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to uphold the
laws of those States against the people
who are trying to say that Washington
will overrule them and Washington will
control all the important issues.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Washington
[Mrs. SMITH].

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, what I would like to start
with is talking about the States’ rights
movement in the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, the Nation is saying
more and more that big government,
big brother should not be making deci-
sions, and a lot of the women's move-
ment is saying the same thing.

Mr. Chairman, where we seem to be
differing here, although probably if you
polled the women of America they
would agree with States' rights, but
where we seem to be differing here, for
some reason on this one it is OK for us
to override 30-some State legislatures
who made decisions, tell those people
who were elected they are wrong, and
change their law to mandate that their
tax dollars from their citizens who
elected them should be used for abor-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, that is the word no
one wants to talk about it. They al-
ways call it choice. That is what we are
talking about and the American people
know it. Let us talk about it. Abortion
means terminating the life of a baby
before it is born and not letting it be
born.

That is the unspoken word we need to
say: ‘‘Abortions.”” Let us go to what
the American people say again. They
say that our tax dollars should not be
funding this procedure. Even people
that believe in some cases that abor-
tion is OK, they do not believe, in any
poll out there, that their money should
be funding, taxpayer money should be
funding this, because of the issue of the
conscience of this Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I yesterday listened to
people plead passionately for choice,
but they did not plead passionately for
what we are talking about.

I encourage my colleagues to stand
up for States' rights.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. HARMAN].

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
right to choose is a constitutionally
protected right, not a right subject to
each State’s prerogative. It is a right
guaranteed to every woman, not to
every State. But with every appropria-
tion's anti-choice rider that passes, the
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Congress votes to deny more women
the constitutional right to an abortion,
leaving Roe versus Wade a shell of the
protections envisioned by the Supreme
Court.

This provision is perhaps the cruelest
of all. It victimizes women who have
already been victims of horrible crimes
and who have endured tremendous suf-
fering. Let the record be clear, women
are not using the rape and incest ex-
ception to the Hyde amendment as a
loophole to obtain abortion services.

In fact, this provision is not even
about saving taxpayer dollars. It is
about furthering an extreme anti-
choice agenda with the ultimate end of
criminalizing all abortions. Vote to
strike.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. MEY-
ERS].

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr, Chair-
man, I rise in support of women who
have already been victimized once and
in strong support of the Kolbe-Lowey
amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. BOEH-
LERT].

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Kolbe-Lowey
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of this
amendment, which does nothing more than re-
turn this bill to the terms of current law. Cur-
rent law is hardly radical. It says that, through-
out the Nation, Medicaid must fund abortions
in cases of rape, incest or danger to the moth-
er's life.

Medicaid is a national program, a federal
program. It ought to offer the same minimal,
basic coverage nationwide. And that's what
this is—minimal, basic coverage.

We're not talking about funding abortions
that are sought as a form of birth control or
out of convenience or out of concern about
the ability to responsibly parent a child. We're
talking about federal funding for women who
are the victims of rape and incest. These are
not people who chose to get pregnant who
could be accused of acting irresponsibly in
any conceivable way. These women are vic-
tims of vicious, inhumane crimes. We ought to
be seeking to help them.

Forty-six years ago, during the early de-
bates over civil rights, Hubert Humphrey chal-
lenged the Democratic party to walk out of the
shadows of states’ rights and into the bright
warm sunshine of human rights. Voting for this
amendment is our chance to place human
rights above states’ rights.

| urge my colleagues to vote for this amend-
ment and not to add to the misery of women
who have suffered the pain and indignity of
rape and incest.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute
to the gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
ROUKEMA].

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the Lowey
amendment as a Republican, as a
woman, as a mother of 3, and as a
grandmother.
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This is a defining moment. This is a
bottom-line issue on which we have to
stand up and be counted. It is our obli-
gation to make that very clear. Those
who want Roe v. Wade overturned have
won many of the votes recently and
have forced the issue, but it seems to
be that they are doing everyone a dis-
service. It has gotten to an extreme
when they're talking about denying
choice to a woman who is a victim of
rape or incest. They are denying the
rights under the Hyde amendment for
women who are victims of rape and in-
cest, the rights that other Americans
are entitled to.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us is
saying, who cares if you have experi-
enced rape or incest, deal with it. Find
another way to pay for it. Part of life
is dealing with hardship so it does not
matter how much more physical and
mental abuse you have to endure by
carrying a forced pregnancy. And,
while I would prefer to not have to
speak about this issue in such terms, it
is the only way to discuss in real terms
the effect of the language contained in
the bill.

We should not even be debating this
issue. This is a constitutionally pro-
tected right. This is a legal medical
procedure. This decision should be left
to the woman involved after consulta-
tion with her family, her physician and
her religious counselor. This profound
moral decision should be protected by
all 50 States, This should continue to
be a right for all Americans, not only
those who can afford it. No Second-
Class citizens

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. WAX-
MAN].

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in favor of the motion to allow Medic-
aid abortions in cases of rape and in-
cest.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
45 seconds to the gentlewoman from
New York [Mrs. SLAUGHTER].

Mrs. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like the RECORD to reflect that
according to a Time-CNN poll, by an
overwhelming majority of 84 percent,
the public supports government fund-
ing for abortion in cases of rape.

When this Medicaid statute was writ-
ten, it was clear that Congress in-
tended the program to cover all medi-
cally necessary devices and services. It
did not say a State could pick and
choose. Is it possible to imagine a serv-
ice more important than the option to
have an abortion if you are a poor
woman, or a girl, who has been raped
or is an incest survivor? These women
are already victimized; and this House,
by this hard-hearted, discriminatory
language does even more to discrimi-
nate against them all over again.

Mr. Chairman, the right to choose an
abortion in these circumstances should
not just be the right of wealthy
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women; it is blatantly unfair. Nor
should abortion opponents be allowed
to argue that this service has been
overused.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
for the RECORD:

| would like to put it into the Record that: by
an overwhelming margin of 84%, the public
supports government funding for abortion in
cases of rape, according to a Time/CNN poll.

This bill also nullifies the requirement that
medical residency programs must provide
training in abortion techniques unless the indi-
vidual or institution has a moral objection to it.
And, it bans Federal funds from being used for
embryo research which leading scientists and
endocrinologists tell us may hold the key to
curing such diseases as diabetes and Alz-
heimers.

Mr. Chairman, this Congress is out of step
on issues of women's reproductive health
care. | urge my colleagues to stand up for
women and vote against this very bad bill.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. DICKEY].

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Chairman, I do not
know much about politics, but I do
know what I saw when Arkansas people
got together and filed an amendment
that said, **We want to vote on whether
or not to have publicly funding abor-
tions."” We passed that Arkansas con-
stitutional amendment, and it became
the public policy of our State.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard today
things like ‘‘States rights issue as a fa-
cade,” ‘‘States do not have an option,”
and *‘If it is a States’ rights reason, it
should be discarded.” I do not think
that is correct.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with Bill Clin-
ton, who was the Governor at the time
of this particular amendment, when he
said, ““We should not spend State funds
on abortions because so many people
believe abortion is wrong.” I do sup-
port the concept of the proposed Ar-
kansas constitutional amendment, No.
66, and agree with its stated purpose.

Mr. Chairman, we are asking that the
States be allowed to decide this issue.
That is the reason we are asking our
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’ on the Kolbe
amendment and ‘“yes” on the Istook
amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN].

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the motion of
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KOLBE].

Mr. Chairman, today, we must ask
ourselves whether or not we will re-
spect the rights and needs of victims of
rape and incest. The victims of these
horrendous crimes are unfairly caught
in the cross fire of a debate that fails
to recognize their rights.

In past weeks, we spoke loudly in de-
fense of the rights of women and chil-
dren in Bosnia who have been victims
of rapes. Should we speak any less of
the rights of rape victims here at
home? I think not.
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Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, while it is true that in polling
data we can generate polls that show
that most Americans support legalized
abortions in the setting of rape and in-
cest, and there may be some polls by
some publications that claim that the
voters actually want to fund it, the
truth is that 36 States, through the
hard work of their State representa-
tives, their State senators and their
Governors have chosen. They do not
want to fund this thing.

Mr. Chairman, one of the first things
Bill Clinton did when he was elected is,
he said, ‘“You have got to fund it."” Yes,
there are lots of courts that have gone
along with that.

What the gentleman from Oklahoma,
[Mr. IsTOOK] is saying is that if the
States-choose that they do not want to
fund it, their laws that were duly en-
acted by their State legislators and
their Governors should be respected. I
think the language of the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] is very
reasonable language, and I totally sup-
port the language.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no” on the Kolbe
amendment.
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Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
45 seconds to the gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. VELAZQUEZ].

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the Lowey-
Kolbe amendment. A far right, anti-
women minority in this chamber has
inserted a repulsive provision into this
bill. The radical minority plans to pro-
hibit the use of Medicaid funds to pay
for abortions for women who are raped
or victims of incest. This bill serves to
penalize poor women for their eco-
nomic status.

If we discriminate against women
who are least likely to be able to afford
to pay for an abortion during the trau-
matic and physically devastating cir-
cumstances of rape or incest, then
many poor woman who can not afford
to pay for the procedure will be forced
to carry their pregnancy to term.

This provision is just another step
backward to a time when the Govern-
ment made decisions about womens re-
productive health and back alley abor-
tions were common.

Rich women can afford abortion serv-
ices in cases of rape or incest, however
this bill serves to penalize poor women
for their economic status.

I urge my colleagues to join me and
the majority of the American people in
preserving every woman's right to con-
trol her own body. Support the Lowey-
Kolbe amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida [Mrs. FOWLER].

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, this
whole conflict is not about States
rights—if it were, we would be consid-
ering the Kolbe-Pryce-Fowler amend-
ment which would have protected
States’ rights.
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What is really at issue here is wheth-
er poor women should be able to get an
abortion if they are victims of rape or
incest. I want to ask my colleagues—if
you were poor and your mother, your
sister, or your daughter found herself
pregnant as the result of rape or incest,
how would you feel?

If you vote for the motion to strike,
you will be preserving the 1993 Hyde
language—which was overwhelmingly
supported by pro-life members. If you
vote “no’, you will be denying assist-
ance to women who are in a desperate
situation as the result of a criminal
act. Vote to strike this provision.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HYDE], who has been the sponsor
of that, and we have heard about the
language of the amendment, to explain
the true situation.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I am cer-
tainly against violence against women.
I am also against violence against in-
nocent, unborn children.

You can punish the rapist. I do not
know what crime the unborn child has
committed.

The Supreme Court, when it found a
statute imposing capital punishment
on a rapist unconstitutional, said,
*“The punishment is grossly dispropor-
tionate to the crime.” What crime has
the unborn child committed? Unless, of
course, you want to put more value on
a spotted owl or a snail darter than an
innocent, unborn child.

Now, I am the author of the Hyde
amendment. Does legislative intent
mean anything? I did not intend that
to be mandatory, but to be permissive.
I do not support abortions as a result of
rape or incest, because I view the child
in the womb as a human life.

Abortion is a terrible thing. Rape is a
horrible thing. The only thing worse
than rape is abortion. That is killing.
That is killing.

Violence in the womb against an in-
nocent human being is, it seems to me,
the ultimate crime.

I do not say that a woman who has
been raped has anything less than a
horrible situation. But there is adop-
tion. There is private funding. But do
not tell the States who do not want to
fund with tax dollars abortions, do not
lack the moral imagination to under-
stand, there are two people involved,
not just the woman, tragic as that is.
That is a call on our love, on our con-
cern, on our help. But why compound
the wrong by executing an innocent
human life?

If you believe the unborn is a bunch
of cells, a tumor, an appendix that
could be taken out, then go ahead and
dispose of her. But its a tiny human
life—and deserves a chance to live.

Vote for Istook.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
45 seconds to the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. WOOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, a few
weeks ago, military women, who are
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stationed overseas lost their right to
use their own money to find a safe and
legal abortion in a military hospital.

Then, Federal employees were denied
their right to receive safe and legal
abortions through their own insurance
plans. Now, rape and incest victims,
will be victimized again by this appro-
priations bill. Today, Medicaid recipi-
ents are losing their right to make de-
cisions about their own reproductive
health care, unless my colleagues stand
up now, before it is too late, before the
right to choose rings hollow for most
American women.

Support the Lowey-Morella-Kolbe
amendment, support a woman's right
to choose.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the remainder of my time, 1 minute, to
the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms.
PRYCE].

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Chairman, pro-
ponents of the bill’s current language
claim to protect State’s rights, but in
the process they are punishing victims
of tragic, violent crimes, and they for-
get that no State is forced to take
Medicaid funds, but if they do, human
decency dictates that we cover women
who are faced with unwanted preg-
nancies as a result of such heinous, vio-
lent crimes. We are talking about poor
women who have, by no fault of their
own, been brutally victimized.

Last Congress, we determined that
rape and incest are legitimate excep-
tions. This is the correct standard and
one which should be applied consist-
ently, one that does not further victim-
ize the victims of sexual abuse, and one
that innocent victims of our society's
most horrible, most terrible, and most
degrading of acts should not have to
follow.

Vote to strike the Istook language.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
45 seconds to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN].

Mr, MORAN. Mr. Chairman, this
really boils down to one most basic
question that I would like to ask all
my male colleagues to ask of them-
selves: If your daughter, your sister,
your mother, were raped and became
pregnant as a result of that rape, do
you really want us men in this body or
the men that comprise the majority of
every other State legislature around
the country making that most personal
decision for her?

I know in your hearts the answer is
“no,” and that is why you must sup-
port this amendment.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds, the remainder of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to re-
mind everyone again, this amendment
is very clear. If Members vote against
this amendment, they are sending a
message to the women of America that
the victims of rape must carry that
rapist's child, that the victims of in-
cest must carry their father’s child.
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The law is very clear. States’ rights
is always the last resort of scoundrels.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, many horrible things
happen in life. We try to remedy them.
Not all of them can be remedied from
Washington, DC.

We have a system of government
with 50 States that have obligations to
their people.

Mr. Chairman, we are covering vic-
tims of rape and incest under the
amendment that is now in the bill. Ev-
eryone lives in a State that is eligible
for Federal funds to pay for an abor-
tion procedure for a victim of rape and
incest under Medicaid funding, every
single State in the country.

It is then the choice of the State
whether to do so. Thirty-six States, far
and away the majority of the States in
this country, have declared through
their people the public policy that
says, ‘‘We are not going to use our
funds to do that.”

If these people have a complaint, let
them take it to their home States.
They uphold, I am sure, their State
governments and their State legisla-
tures. If they have a gripe with them,
take it to them. They do not want to
do that. Our constitutional system
says they should, but they do not wish
to follow it.

They intend for Washington to be in
charge of everything, and as difficult
as it may be sometimes, we must let
the States make tough choices, not say
that they are all the responsibility to
be made in Washington.

When he was Governor of Arkansas,
Bill Clinton wrote, I am opposed to
abortion and to government funding of
abortions.” That was in 1986. He said he
opposed what these people now pro-
poses, and then in 1993, as President, he
had a directive issued telling States
they must do so.

Just because he flip-flopped does not
mean we should.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the Kolbe
amendment and ask the vote accord-
ingly.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of the Kolbe amendment to restore the re-
quirement of current law that a State must pay
for abortions resulting from rape or incest for
women who are eligible under the State Med-
icaid Program.

We are dealing with a few simple facts here.
Abortion is a legal medical procedure in this
country. Rape and incest are illegal crimes in
this country. The involuntary pregnancy result-
ing from one of these crimes is a terrible bur-
den for the victim. It is wrong to make her
plight more burdensome and more difficult by
keeping her from the medical services that
she decides she needs.

Under the bill sent to this House by the Ap-
propriations Committee, the victim of the crime
of rape and the victim of the crime of incest
are punished. If they are poor—and that is
what women eligible for Medicaid are—and
they cannot afford to pay out of their own
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pockets for an abortion, their access to this
legal medical procedure is eliminated.

In the name of morality, the Members of this
House are substituting their judgment for the
judgment of the unfortunate women who have
been the victims of these unspeakable crimes.
In denying her the choice of an abortion, this
bill assaults these women a second time, and
compounds the agony they already face.

Women who are the victims of rape or in-
cest have been harmed enough by their crimi-
nal assailants. We should not be party to
compounding that harm.

| urge Members to do the only humane
thing: vote for the Kolbe amendment; retain
the requirements of the current law.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KOLBE].

The gquestion was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of August 2, 1995, further proceed-
ings on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]
will be postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GANSKE

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GANSKE: strike
line 7 and all that follows through page 72,
line 15 (relating to certain medical training
programs).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of August 2, 1995, the gentleman
from Jowa [Mr. GANSKE] and a Member
in opposition each will be recognized
for 10 minutes.

Does the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DELAY] wish to be recognized in oppo-
sition to the amendment?

Mr. DELAY. I do, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DELAY] will be recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. GANSKE].

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I
have offered with the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] is
simple. It allows professionally li-
censed organizations to continue to set
their own standards for the education
and accreditation of their members.

The bill, as it stands, replaces deci-
sionmaking by the Accreditation Coun-
c¢il on Graduate Medical Education
[ACGME] with that of politicians. My
amendment strikes that language.

This debate may produce the spec-
tacle of the four physicians of this
body debating on the floor of this insti-
tution residency requirements for grad-
uate medical education. That is a sad
way to do professional accreditation.
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The language in this bill was adopted
in response to the ACGME attempting
to put into language longstanding
practices for ob/gyn residents. These
guidelines were unanimously approved
and recognize the importance of ensur-
ing that residents are fully trained.

However, any person or program with
a religious or moral objection to abor-
tion does not have to perform abor-
tions. The bill, however, would deny
funds to those health care entities that
follow these nationally recognized
standards because it mentions the word
*abortion.”

Let me be clear. This is the language
we are debating. The language and the
accreditation says,

No program or resident with a religious or
moral objection will be required to provide
training in or to perform induced abortions.
Otherwise, access to experience with induced
abortion must be part of residency edu-
cation.

This is a reasonable standard. It rec-
ognizes the importance of exempting
abortion training for any person or
program who objects. The standard
merely states that other residents
should have access to experience with
induced abortion. Induced abortions in-
clude medically indicated abortions
such as those that protect the life of
the mother. The ACGME standard
strikes a reasonable balance that does
not need to be legislated by Congress.
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Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. WELDON], who 18 an internist and
a trained physician.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, the ACGME is the Ac-
creditation Council for Graduate Medi-
cal Education. It is the body that
makes the determination whether or
not a residency program, be it in inter-
nal medicine or obstetrics and gyne-
cology, is accredited. It has a tremen-
dous amount of delegated power and
authority because the Government of
the United States has decided that it
will not reimburse hospitals with tax
dollars under the Medicare and Medic-
aid programs unless the residents serv-
ing those patients in that hospital are
in an ACGME accredited program.

Now, the abortion industry is facing
a tremendous problem nationwide. It is
called the graying of the industry. The
abortion providers are all getting old.
They have a serious problem with the
shortage of providers. In steps the
ACGME, and I will read to you the be-
ginning part of what my colleague
from Iowa left out. It says, ‘“Experi-
ence with induced abortions must be
part of the residency."

Yes, there is a conscience clause, but
what will happen? The same thing that
happened to me when I was a medical
student.
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In the middle of the night, I did not
know any better, so I went in the room
and I saw it. I saw a 15-year-old girl be
dragged in by her mother. She was in
the late half of her second trimester.
She was showing. She did not want the
abortion, and her mother made her do
it, a saline-induced abortion. And that
is why I am pro-life. It was brutal and
it was wrong and it should be illegal.
And now we have got the ACGME step-
ping in here.

Let me tell you what the Alan
Guttmacher Institute says about this
issue. Requiring residency programs to
provide abortion training would convey
the message that abortion is a core
service within the ob-gyn specialty.
Nobody wants to do it.

I learned communism was Wwrong
when I was a little kid because I saw on
the TV that people were climbing over
the walls in Berlin to get out, and I
knew they were dying to get into the
United States. They were voting with
their feet.

The doctors in this country have
voted with their feet. They do not want
to do this procedure and now we have
the ACGME with the power of the Fed-
eral Government behind it stepping in
and saying, you have got to train them.
You have got to do it. Oppose the
Ganske amendment. Support the lan-
guage in the bill the way it is.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN].

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of an
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa, Dr. GREG GANSKE.

Mr. Chairman, let me speak from a
layperson’s perspective. My primary
concern is that we want those who
practice obstetrics and gynecology, or
any other kind of medicine, to be
trained in every legal medical proce-
dure. I certainly would want to know
that those treating my loved ones,
families or friends, would have the best
or most complete training in order to
safeguard their lives in either emer-
gency or nonemergency situations.

Quite frankly, and to close, Congress
simply has no business legislating on
this issue. Let us keep the heavy hand
of government out of graduate medical
education.

I am including for the RECORD a let-
ter from the American College of Ob-
stetricians and Gynecologists:

THE AMERICAN COLLEGE OF
OBSTETRICIANS AND GYNECOLOGISTS,
Washington, DC, August 2, 1995.
Hon. RODNEY FRELINGHUYSEN,
514 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN FRELINGHUYSEN: On be-
half of the American College of Obstetricians
and Gynecologists (ACOG), an organization
representing physicians dedicated to improv-
ing women's health care, I am writing to
urge you to support a motion that will be of-
fered by Representatives Greg Ganske and
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Nancy Johnson to strike Section 512 of HR
2127, the Labor, Health and Human Services
Education and Related Institutions FY9 Ap-
propriations Act. This section would prohibit
the government from recognizing the Ac-
creditation Council on Graduate Medical
Education (ACGME) as the accrediting body
for residency programs in Obstetrics-Gyne-
cology if the current ACGME standards re-
garding abortion training are not reversed.

Section 512 was added to HR 2127 during
the Appropriations Committee markup by
Representative Tom DeLay and is designed
to override new ob-gyn residency training re-
guirements adopted by the ACGME. The
ACGME is a private medical accreditation
body composed of the American Medical As-
sociation, the American Hospital Associa-
tion, the American Association of Medical
Colleges, the American Board of Medical
Specialties, and the Council of Medical Spe-
cialty Societies that is responsible for estab-
lishing medical standards for more than 7,400
residency programs. Earlier this year, the
ACGME adopted modifications of the re-
quirements that Obstetrics and Gynecology
residency programs must meet to be accred-
ited. These modifications include the follow-
ing:

Experience with induced aborticn must be
a part of residency education, except for pro-
grams and residents with moral or religious
objections. This education can be provided
outside the institution. Experience with
management of complications of abortion
must be provided to all residents. If a resi-
dency program has a religious, moral or
legal restriction which prohibits the resi-
dents from performing abortions within the
institution, the program must ensure that
the residents receive a satisfactory edu-
cation and experience managing the com-
plications of abortion. Furthermore, such
residency programs (1) must not impede resi-
dents in their program who do not have a re-
ligious or moral objection from receiving
education and cxperience in performing
abortions at another institution; and, (2)
must publicize such policy to all applicants
to that residency.

During the Congressional debate on this
issue, misconceptions about the ACGME lan-
guage have arisen that I wish to clarify.
First and foremost, under the ACGME re-
quirements, no institution or individual can
be required to participate in the training of
induced abortion. Thus, Section 512 seeking
to override the ACGME language in order to
protect institutions and individuals opposed
to abortion is unnecessary given that the re-
quirements already guarantee that any pro-
gram or resident with moral or religious ob-
jections are exempted from the training.
ACGME has demonstrated its fairness and
its commitment to this principle by altering
its language when it was argued that the re-
quirement forced more involvement than
those opposed to abortion were comfortable
with. Now all that is required of a program
that chooses not to provide abortion training
for moral or religious reasons is that they
notify residents that the program does not
offer the training and that they not impede
residents from getting the training else-
where. In addition, training in elective abor-
tions is not specified. Rather, the language
requires that training in induced abortions
take place.

Congressional override of the ACGME
training requirements sets a very dangerous
precedent. Never before has Congress sought
to override educational standards, let alone
standards for training in medicine. ACOG is
forced to oppose any new involvement of the
government in the education of physicians.
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Although Section 512 is intended to address
the ACGME abortion training requirements,
it actually goes much farther by prohibiting
federal and state programs that receive fed-
eral funds from relying on ACGME accredita-
tion for Ob-Gyn residency programs. This
could create havoc in the medical education
field.

For example, to assure that federal funds
are being provided for quality medical edu-
cation, the Medicare program requires that
to be eligible for federal funds a residency
program must be accredited by ACGME., Sec-
tion 512 states that the Medicare program
cannot rely on ACGME accreditation, but
fails to provide any indication of what stand-
ards should be used as a substitute. If Sec-
tion 512 becomes law, the Medicare program
would be faced with four choices in order to
comply: (1) to establish a separate federal ac-
creditation standard and compliance process
for Ob-Gyn residencies; (2) to require the
states to establish such a standard; (3) to en-
courage the formation of an alternative pri-
vate accreditation standard; or (4) to have no
standard and allow residence programs to re-
ceive federal funding with no quality dem-
onstration.

In ACOG's view, none of these alternatives
are desirable and several would create major
problems for Ob-Gyn residency programs.
The first two options involve government in
a field that has traditionally been left to the
private sector. No doubt establishing new
government. standards would be time con-
suming and duplicative of the work ACGME
has done for years. Even if this is accepted as
an appropriate role, the fate of Ob-Gyn
residencies and those that are enrolled in
such programs would be in doubt until such
new standards could be put in place. The
third option, while not involving the govern-
ment, would cause the same disruptions and
uncertainty, as current laws require that one
must have completed an ACGME accredited
program in order to become board certified
in Obstetrics and Gynecology. If the govern-
ment chooses any of the above options, pro-
grams would have to be accredited twice if
they desire to receive federal funds and to
have their residents eligible for board certifi-
cation. It is unlikely that a program that
does not have federal funds or whose resi-
dents are not eligible for board certification
could survive. The final option removes all
protections of quality, which clearly is not
the desire of physicians and their patients,
nor should it be the intent of the Congress.

Clearly, Section 512 could have many unin-
tended consequences for the federal govern-
ment, states, the medical education field,
physicians, and their patients. Although
ACOG is opposed to any federal intervention
in the ACGME accreditation process, we rec-
ognize that there are those who believe Con-
gress should intervene in this process. For
those individuals, ACOG must point out that
Section 512 is more far-reaching than nec-
essary, is vague, and non-specific and should
be opposed. ACOG urges you to support the
Ganske-Johnson motion to strike this provi-
sion when the full House considers the
Labor, HHS Appropriations bill later this
week.

Sincerely,
RALPH W. HALE, MD,
Erecutive Director.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. HOEKSTRA].

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, let
us be clear about what is going on here.
We are moving from the status quo.
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Ob-gyns were never required to perform
abortions. This is pro-life. Do we not
think there are enough abortions al-
ready? Here is why we are doing it.

The ACLU says, abortion mandatory
training would be a major step so that
we can substantially have a greater
number of programs teaching abor-
tions.

The New England Journal of Medi-
cine talks about this conscience clause,
Residents who wish to opt out of abor-
tion training should be required to ex-
plain why in a way that satisfies strin-
gent and explicit criteria. This is not
an easy way to opt out.

The Guttmacher Institute says, yes,
let us move this, and with mandatory
training, we can make this a core serv-
ice around the country in every hos-
pital.

Mr. Chairman, is that what we want?
The Catholic Health Association says,
and I agree, these program require-
ments are unacceptable. The intent is
to expand access to induced abortion.

We had hearings on this in my sub-
committee. Not once did the ACGME
bring up women’s health. Not once
were they talking about providing
women's health care. They are talking
about expanding the access to abor-
tion.

All T can say is it is ironic that at
this point, people that are pro-choice
now are saying to residents, you must,
you must perform one of the most rep-
rehensible and revolting medical proce-
dures in this country today.

Mr. Chairman, what a point that we
are moving to. I strongly urge opposi-
tion to the Ganske amendment.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 156 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, two points. First, the
ACGME was not invited to the hearing.
Second, the ACGME has never said
that residents would be stigmatized.
That was an individual editorial print-
ed not by the residency requirement
committee.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] to respond.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, later
on today I would like to give my col-
league from Iowa transcripts of the
hearing. ACGME was there. They testi-
fied. We were glad to have them there.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the ACGME was only
invited by the minority.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BENTSEN].

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Iowa for
yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for the opportunity to speak on this
amendment. This amendment is not a
pro-choice or pro-life issue. It is an
issue of Congress overriding medical
accreditation standards designed to
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provide a comprehensive medical edu-
cation for thousands of physicians.

The Accreditation Council for Grad-
uate Medical Education [ACGME] is a
private medical accreditation body re-
sponsible for establishing medical
standards for more than 7,400 residency
programs in this Nation.

This amendment would remove a pro-
vision in the bill which allows institu-
tions to bypass the accreditation proc-
ess if the standards include training in
abortion procedures.

Under ACGME requirements, no in-
stitution or individual is required to
participate in abortion training. Any
program or resident with a moral or re-
ligious objection is exempted.

Congress has never before sought to
override private education standards,
let alone standards for training in med-
icine. In a time when Congress is re-
ducing the size and influence of govern-
ment, this amendment hardly makes
sense.

It is clear that some in this Congress
want to take away the right to choose
for all women. This stealth campaign
against a woman's right to an abor-
tion—a right guaranteed by law—but
now they are going after the medical
schools and the doctors, and that is
just plain wrong.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA].

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the Ganske-
Johnson amendment.

Mr. Chairman, all that this amend-
ment does is strike the prohibitive lan-
guage presently contained in the bill
thereby maintaining Federal require-
ments concerning the Accreditation
Council on Graduate Medical Edu-
cation’s evaluation of residency pro-
grams in obstetrics and gynecology.

Mr. Chairman, this past June, the
Accreditation Council proposed impor-
tant reforms that would respect and
protect the rights of those programs
and residents with moral or religious
objections to abortions. And, let me
make clear to my colleagues just what
these reforms said.

These reforms state that those resi-
dents who want to receive abortion
education outside of the institution
they are attending cannot be impeded
from doing so. And, at those institu-
tions that do not train residents in per-
forming abortions, they must provide
residents with satisfactory experience
and education in managing the com-
plications of abortion.

And, this experience and education is
well described in a Dear Colleague cir-
culated in opposition to the Ganske-
Johnson amendment. And I quote:

OW/Gyn residents already learn the tech-
nigues to handle pregnancy, miscarriages
and complications from abortions and, in
learning these, learn the medical techniques
to handle those extremely rare situations in
which an abortion is actually performed in
response to a women’'s health emergency.
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Mr. Chairman, it is quite clear from
both the stated reforms and comments
of my colleagues opposed to the cur-
rent standards that no resident or in-
stitution opposed to abortion is re-
quired to practice such a procedure.
But, this simple truth does not matter
to some abortion opponents.

Under the language in H.R. 2127, not
only would Federal and State accredi-
tation requirements be nullified if
abortion training is a criterion, but the
Accreditation Council could not even
license or provide financial assistance
to any institution that provides train-
ing in induced abortions or assists a
resident in receiving training outside
of that institution.

Mr. Chairman, this is just plain ab-
surd. Lets get the facts straight. Once
again, abortion opponents are taking
the issue too far. Nothing under cur-
rent regulations forces abortion train-
ing for residents and conditions licen-
sure and financial assistance on insti-
tutions opposed to abortion.

Let's recognize this for what it is—

Totalitarian un-American-like interference in
Medical education curricula—ls the Federal
Government really going to dictate to profes-
sionals how their educations should be struc-
tured and their academic freedoms curtailed?
And if you think | distort or exaggerate turn the
issue around—suppose the pro-choice advo-
cates required all academic centers, even reli-
gious institutions to teach abortion medical
techniques and to perform abortions against
their convictions. That would be a violation of
their own convictions just as this provision is
a violation of professional and academic free-
doms. We are talking about a medical proce-
dure that is legal under the laws of our country
and confirmed by the Supreme Court. A medi-
cal procedure that should be taught to medical
profession as long as their own moral convic-
tions aren’t violated.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, let me say very closely that the
DeLay amendment does not force the
accreditation council to change its ac-
creditation standards, but it does say
that in determining who can receive
Federal benefits, the Federal Govern-
ment will not be guided by an organiza-
tion that discriminates against institu-
tions which do not offer, quote, experi-
ence with induced abortion as a stand-
ard part of their medical training.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would deny doctors the right to choose
not to do abortions. This is a very
heavy-handed push by the abortion in-
dustry because fewer and fewer resi-
dents and members of the medical pro-
fession are going into the abortion in-
dustry. This is a heavy-handed effort to
use the power of the Federal purse to
coercion, to force, to pressure.

Yes, there is some opt out language,
but this would mainstream the killing
of unborn children on demand for any
reason whatsoever, and to coerce these
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individual residents and their resi-
dency programs to be a part of that.
This is a part of the abortion industry's
push. I hope that this amendment gets
rejected.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, every
day I hear my Republican colleagues
say we should keep the Government
out of business, we should keep the
Government out of education, we
should keep the Government out of the
environment. Yet, here we are debating
whether or not the Government should
interfere with the decision-making
process of a private organization.

Mr hairman, we are debating
whether the lawyers and the business
people who sit in Congress should be
deciding the curriculum for graduate
medical education. So much for small
government.

The medical experts at ACGME un-
derstand that basic women's health in-
cludes the full range of reproductive
services, including abortion. They un-
derstand that women's lives will be put
at risk if OB-GYNs are not trained to
serve all of their health needs.

Mr. Chairman, who are we in this
body to impose our medical expertise
on the doctors and patients of Amer-
ica?

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment and it should reject the hy-
pocrisy of so-called proponents of small
government.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, in 1 minute, I might
say, if the moral language brought out
by the gentleman from Iowa provided
any comfort to these teaching institu-
tions, why are they against his amend-
ment and for my amendment in this
bill?

We must act on this because Medi-
care and other Federal benefits and the
heal programs that loans to these doc-
tor students are based upon accredita-
tion. Simply put, the accreditation
council has issued guidelines which re-
quire medical students to be trained in
performing abortions, and the language
in this bill ensures that Federal pro-
grams and States receiving funds under
the bill do not penalize doctors and
hospitals that refuse to perform abor-
tions when they give accreditation and
receive Federal dollars to practice
medicine. We are getting the Govern-
ment out of these private institutions.

What has happened is this ACGME
has decided to get involved in abortion
politics and to force abortion training
on people that do not want it. Vote no
on the Ganske amendment.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. WAXMAN]. .

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment is about who controls med-
ical education, the Government or the
medical profession.
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The American College of Obstetri-
cians and Gynecologists have made a
determination that while abortion is a
legal procedure, medical schools should
ensure that students know what is safe,
ethical, and legal and what is mal-
practice.

0 1845

I strongly support the Ganske
amendment. Government should not be
telling schools what they can and can-
not teach.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. DINGELL].

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment. This bill
is not the place to debate the stand-
ards, and the time and the fashion of
accrediting health professional schools.
We should not be using this bill to get
crosswise with the legitimate programs
of accreditation which rest with the
standards of practice of medical profes-
sional societies.

Since this House convened for the
first time this year, I have been hear-
ing from this side of the aisle my col-
leagues saying it is time for govern-
ment to get out of decisions which are
made by citizens on matters which af-
fect them. I see no reason why we
should not apply that very sensible
rule here at this time. Accreditation is
something which relates to profes-
sional competence, and professional
competence requires that people who
engage in professional activities should
know all about all parts of their busi-
ness.

I happen to personally oppose abor-
tion, but I recognize the need to have a
properly trained medical profession in
this country.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let us look at the lan-
guage in the requirements. The lan-
guage says no program or resident with
a religious or moral objection will be
required to provide training in or to
perform induced abortions. This is rea-
sonable. This amendment is about gov-
ernment involvement in professional
accreditation.

Whatever my colleagues’ position on
abortion, I urge them to support this
amendment and resist the effort to
overturn who controls professional
standards.

I am antiabortion, as is the cospon-
sor, but we agree that Congress should
not set a precedent which would place
us in the position of being Big Brother
to every licensed professional in Amer-
ica. Who would be next? Teachers?
Nurses? Architects? Engineers? Ac-
countants? Or lawyers?

Chairman, this bill sets a very
worrisome precedent. Will the
ACGME’s moral and religious exemp-
tion be eliminated by a future Congress
less concerned about the rights of indi-
viduals or hospitals to not perform
abortions?
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Support the Ganske-Johnson amend-
ment and limit the intrusion of the
Federal Government into private ac-
creditation.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. Johnson].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Connecticut is recognized for 30
seconds.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today to join my col-
league from Iowa in support of the
Ganske-Johnson amendment. This
amendment preserves the traditional
process of allowing private accrediting
boards to set their standards free from
Congressional interference.

Let us understand clearly the implications of
the underlying bill. It sets the precedent for
congressional meddling in accrediting stand-
ards for the training of doctors now, but poten-
tially lawyers, teachers, accountants, or any
other privately accredited profession in the fu-
ture. It is ludicrous to presume that Congress
is capable of judging and amending the stand-
ards set by bodies such as the Accreditation
Council for Graduate Medical Education, (a
professional accrediting board comprised of
the American Medical Association, American
Association of Medical Colleges, and several
others). This body has traditionally determined
the standards to which physicians and medical
schools must adhere. They revise their ac-
crediting standards on a regular basis, in order
to take into account changes in the world
around them, and their decisions have been
universally respected. Never has Congress
sought to intervene!

Let me be clear. This amendment is about
standard-setting and who should establish pro-
fessional standards. Are we prepared to judge
that inducing an abortion is not medically dif-
ferent from managing a spontaneous abortion
(also known as miscarriage) in which some di-
lation has naturally occurred, and some con-
traction of the uterus has thickened its walls?
Do we want to rule here today that there is no
greater danger of perforating a uterus when
no contractions have occurred than when con-
tractions have occurred? Do you want a physi-
cian who lacks the knowledge of what to ex-
pect, and therefore how to react? As a
woman, | don't want you judging this. | want
the experts setting these standards. The fact
that the physicians in this House disagree on
the ACGME policy underscores the impor-
tance of keeping this issue out of the political
arena.

| urge my colleagues to keep government
where it belongs, outside the process by
which America has always set high standards
for its medical training institutions. Vote “yes”
on the Ganske-Johnson amendment.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
MCDERMOTT].

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
GANSKE].

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN],
who is trained as an ob/gyn.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. CoBURN] for 3 minutes.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I would
make a correction. I am trained as a
family practice resident and obstetri-
cian.

As many of my colleagues know, I
am an actively practicing obstetrician,
and this past weekend I spent a great
deal of time and had great pleasure de-
livering a number of newborn Okla-
homa babies. Therefore, the subject I
am going to talk about is based upon
profound, prolonged, and years of expe-
rience. I cared for over 5,000 women, de-
livered in excess of 3,000 babies, and,
yes, have had the unfortunate cir-
cumstances of having had to perform
abortions to save the life of women.
But I think it is interesting that we
should talk about what the issues real-
ly are.

Many people have said that the Gov-
ernment should not be involved in this
issue. The fact that we are involved in
this issue is because a government-or-
dained accrediting agency has stepped
outside the bounds of medicine and
into the bounds of political expediency
and political correctness. That is why
it is being addressed in this legislation.
The action of the Congress in this bill
is appropriate to see that the organiza-
tions stay within the bounds of their
charter, and that is our oversight re-
sponsibility.

Now the other issue: The ACGME ar-
gument is a fallacious argument. Any
doctor trained to handle the first or
second trimester of pregnancy is al-
ready trained to do a induced abortion.
The argument is specious. They al-
ready have all the skills that are nec-
essary to perform an induced abortion.
S0, if the basis of this argument from
ACGME is not based on medical need,
what could it possibly be based on? For
such an accrediting body to act in such
an irresponsible fashion the reason is
very simple. It is very sly, but it is
very simple. It is based on desensitiza-
tion and coercion in order to obtain a
certain desired political result.

Mr, Chairman, there is a shortage of
abortionists in this country, not be-
cause they lack training, but because
most physicians abhor the procedure of
abortion and refuse to do that proce-
dure. The way they would have us fix
this is to coerce training for every resi-
dent physician. Those who object? Yes,
they can opt out, but the real fact of
being in a residency program is, if
someone tries to opt out, they are
going to be coerced in a number of
ways that will make it very difficult
for them to be in that residency. So,
the real result of the policy is to coerce
a certain action.

This is an accreditation for quality
medical care. This is about increasing
the supply of abortionists, and this is
an area of active responsibility by this
Congress to confront those who have
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shirked their delegated responsibility
and have abused it for political pur-
poses. Let us call it what it is. It is so-
cial and political engineering. It has
nothing to do with guality medical
care or quality medical training, and it
has nothing to do with quality resident
training.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment is about who controls medical edu-
cation—the Government or the medical pro-
fession.

Medical schools and professional societies
have directed their own curriculum standards
since the beginning of organized medical train-
ing.
The Federal Government has never inter-
fered in that effort, even after years of propos-
als about things that various politicians have
thought would be a good idea.

The political manipulation of curriculum and
licensure is wrong. Congress should leave
medical education to educators and should
leave professional licensure to professionals.

The American College of Obstetricians and
Gynecologists have made a determination that
while abortion is a legal procedure, medical
schools should ensure that students know
what is safe, ethical and legal and what is
malpractice.

If you want to limit abortion, you should vote
to limit abortion—and there are plenty of
chances in this bill to do that. But you should
not vote to get the Federal Government in-
volved in classrooms, curriculum, and school
accreditation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. GANSKE].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday, Au-
gust 2, 1995, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. GANSKE] will be post-
poned.

Are there further amendments to
title V?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLUTE

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BLUTE: Page 75,
after line 24, insert the following section:

SEC. 514. Of the total amount made avail-
able in titles I through IV of this Act, there
is hereby made available for carrying out
title XXVI of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1981 an amount that is equal to
2 percent of such total amount (exclusive of
funds that are by law required to be made
available) and that is derived by hereby re-
ducing each account in such titles (exclusive
of such funds) on a pro rata basis to provide
such 2 percent.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of August 2, 1995, the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. BLUTE] and a
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Member opposed will each be recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim the
time in opposition to the gentleman’s
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin will be recognized for
10 minutes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. BLUTE].

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is
fairly simple and straightforward. The
Low Income Home Energy Assistance
Program [LIHEAP] was not funded in
the appropriations process this year. I
think that was a mistake. Through this
amendment I seek to correct that situ-
ation by reducing the overall funds
available in the bill by 2 percent and
applying that money to LIHEAP. This
would provide—according to CBO—S$500
million in funding for this authorized
program, less than the program re-
ceived last year but maintaining an
important effort to help real people
with real problems.

LIHEAP provides much-needed en-
ergy assistance services for thousands
of poor and elderly Americans in my
State of Massachusetts as well as in
other cold weather States who other-
wise could not afford to heat their
homes during the cold winter months.
It is estimated that nearly 6.1 million
households nationwide received heat-
ing assistance during fiscal year 1994
and about half of those households con-
tained an elderly or disabled person.
Furthermore, in areas of the country
where the economy is experiencing
only a very modest recovery, the im-
pact of cutting fuel assistance will be
especially detrimental.

LIHEAP-eligible Americans don't
have the resources necessary to take
care of the heating bill for a variety of
reasons, and this money is needed to
help them pay the utility bill. Low in-
come households spend more of their
total income for heating than the rest
of us. That leaves precious little left
for other necessities.

Without LIHEAP funding, the choice
for these people is between eating a
meal or heating their homes during the
harsh winter months. In my opinion,
that is no choice at all. Make no mis-
take about this program. It deals with
a basic human need: adequate shelter
during extreme weather conditions.

It should also be pointed out, that if
LIHEAP funding is eliminated, the pri-
vate sector may not necessarily be able
to absorb fuel assistance costs. In New
England, the primary fuel consumed
during the winter is heating oil. While
large electric or gas utilities may be
able to absorb the costs for needy cus-
tomers who cannot afford to pay their
bills, small independent heating oil
companies cannot afford to lose that
revenue. In fact, home heating oil com-
panies already sell the fuel at substan-
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tially reduced prices to their LIHEAP
customers. Placing an additional finan-
cial burden on these small businesses is
not a smart thing to do, and it will not
work.

LIHEAP opponents will tell you that
the program was created to provide
temporary relief during the energy cri-
sis when fuel prices were high. The fact
of the matter is, even though fuel costs
have stabilized, income levels have not
kept pace and many people still find
themselves unable to afford adequate
heat in their homes. The number of
senior citizens on fixed incomes has in-
creased, continuing the substantial
need for this program.

But, Mr. Chairman, LIHEAP doesn’t
only help those enduring extreme cold.
We all are well aware of the recent
tragedy and loss of life across the coun-
try due to the massive heat wave. In an
effort to help those who cannot even
afford a simple fan to help deal with
the scorching heat, last week the
President released $100 million in
emergency LIHEAP funds to assist 19
States hit in the heat wave. With no
relief in sight from this heat, more
LIHEAP funding may be necessary to
help defray the cost of the cooling bill.

The elimination of LIHEAP funding
makes a bad situation even worse. If
the Labor-HHS bill passes without re-
storing LIHEAP funds, the next time
the temperature climbs into triple dig-
its, there won't be any money to help
people cope and the toll on our citizens
could be devastating.

The best part about LIHEAP is that
it is a block grant program. It provides
specific funds to the states to disburse
them in the best manner for each par-
ticular State and caps administrative
expenses at 10 percent. LIHEAP is not
another bureaucratic welfare program
long on good intentions but sadly short
on outcome. I strongly believe that re-
ducing the deficit should be a top prior-
ity, and that is why my amendment
cuts funding in other areas of the bill
to pay for the restoration of LTHEAP.
A program as important as LIHEAP is
to the well-being of Americans living
in areas of the country that experience
temperature extremes should not be
compromised.

LIHEAP is not a welfare program. It
is a subsidy that helps economically
disadvantaged hard working families
and older Americans make ends meet.
For this reason, I hope that you will
join me in preserving funding for
LIHEAP, vote for the Blute amend-
ment.

O 1900

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the most
spectacular cover-up amendments that
I have seen offered in a long time. I am
the sponsor, the original sponsor, of
the low income heating assistance pro-
gram. Silvio Conte and I and Ed
Muskie started that program a long
time ago. We did it because we were
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tired of seeing senior citizens have to
choose between paying their prescrip-
tion drug bills and heating their
homes.

God knows, there has been no one in
this House through the years who has
been a bigger defender of the low in-
come heating assistance program than
I have. I think it is absolutely crucial,
but I want to tell you that this amend-
ment is a last-minute operation which
effectively simply covers political
tracks for past actions taken in this
House. That is the effect of it.

If you wanted to keep funding for
LIHEAP in the budget, the time to do
that is when you voted for the budget
resolution that guaranteed that seniors
would get clobbered in this bill. If you
wanted to save LIHEAP, the time to do
that was when we had a fight in the
Committee on Appropriations over the
602(b) allocation made by the chairman
which decided how much money would
be available to this subcommittee and
how much money would be available to
Defense.

At that time, I offered an alternative
which every single Republican opposed
in that committee, every single one,
which would have added $3 billion to
this bill and then some and made it
possible for us to save LIHEAP. The
only real way, the only real way that
you can save LIHEAP is to defeat this
entire bill so that you can send it back
to the committee, send the Defense bill
back to the committee, and redo the
602 allocations so you have got some
real room to fix LIHEAP.

If you do not do that, you are pre-
tending that you are going to finance
LIHEAP and you say: ‘““Oh, it is only
going to be a 2 percent cut in other
programs.’ Baloney. Head Start has al-
ready been cut by a huge amount. Edu-
cation has already been cut by $2.5 bil-
lion. Older workers have already lost
14,000 jobs, and you are going to cut
them again. Drug-free schools have al-
ready been cut by 50 percent.

You are going to wind up, if you pass
this amendment, cutting cancer re-
search, cutting heart disease research,
cutting Alzheimer’s research, cutting
virtually every medical research oper-
ation out at NIH.

There is nothing wrong with half of
the gentleman’s amendment, the half
that tries to save the LIHEAP pro-
gram. But the place that he gets the
money from ought to be totally unac-
ceptable to anybody who cares about
education, about job training, about
health care or senior nutrition or sen-
ior jobs.

I do not know of many senior citizens
who appreciate being put in the posi-
tion where they have to choose be-
tween having a tough time paying
their home heating bills and dying be-
cause cancer research is not going to
be strengthened. I do not think that is
a choice we ought to be putting most
seniors in. I certainly do not think
that that is the kind of choice that
many Members of this House tonight
are going to find very useful.

So I would simply say I very much
want half of the gentleman's amend-
ment, but I am not going to stand here
and pretend that this is the way to fix
it. The only way that you can really
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preserve the ability to protect LTHEAP
without cutting cancer research, with-
out cutting NIH, without cutting sen-
ior nutrition is to beat this bill, send it
back to committee, get a new 602 allo-
cation so that you do not have to de-
cide which senior citizen is going to
take it in the chops.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. DICKEY].

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to refute the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY] in one respect, and
that is he talks about we are taking
money away from Head Start; $161 mil-
lion was proposed to be given to Head
Start in our subcommittee meeting.
You could have voted for that twice.
Twice you said no. Twice you said Head
Start was not a priority. You said
twice that it was not a priority.

You considered other things more
important than Head Start, one of
which was to keep 628 lawyers well fi-
nanced, well paid in the National Labor
Relations Board.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

You betcha I voted against your
amendment because of where you took
the money. You had a personal axe to
grind with Overnite Truck, with the
NLRB because you did not like what
they had done in the Overnite Truck
situation.

So what did you do? After you sent a
letter to the NLRB telling them you
wanted them to rule a certain way and
they did not rule that way, you offered
an amendment to cut the guts out of
their budget, and then you put it in
Head Start.

And you want us to give you gold
stars? Baloney. I think that is crossing
the line. I am not only proud that I
voted against your amendment, I think
you should have been ashamed for of-
fering it.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Buffalo,
NY [Mr. QUINN].

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, this is about priorities
today in this discussion, and I rise
today as I have in the past to speak on
the merits of the LIHEAP program.
This important program, of course,
provides cash supplements to assist low
income households to pay winter heat-
ing bills. It is disturbing to many of us
today that we have this bill before us
that has no funding in the Federal year
of 1996, and these serve probably the
poorest households in the country and
across all of our districts.

Many of our low-income citizens
must pay a high percentage of their in-
comes already and quite simply cannot
meet to pay their own energy needs.
These LIHEAP recipients have an aver-
age income during the course of a year
of only a little bit over $8,000 a year.
Without some kind of assistance for
their heating needs, these people could
be absolutely put in dire straits.
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The effects of being without heat are
obvious to those of us who come from
the Northeast and understand these
kind of temperatures that we are look-
ing at, not only the summer problems,
of course, but those in the winter.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to offer
my support for the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. PoORTER], the distinguished sub-
committee chairman.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, the $1.2
billion that Mr. BLUTE would add in his
amendment would require a $63 million
reduction in job training, a $17 million
additional reduction in community
health centers, a $13 million reduction
in AIDS treatment services, the same
amount that was added in the full com-
mittee by Mr. RIGGS, a $41 million re-
duction in the CDC, $1 million in the
program of violence against women, re-
duce cancer research by $45 million, in-
cluding breast cancer and cervical can-
cer, would cut heart disease research
by $27 million.

It would cut drug abuse prevention
and treatment programs by $36 million,
Head Start by $68 million. Title I edu-
cation for disadvantaged children, al-
ready reduced by $1.2 billion, would be
cut another $120 million. Pell grants
would be cut $114 million. Social Secu-
rity would be cut $118 million.

I believe that we are at a point of de-
cision as to whether a program that no
longer has any Federal rationale for its
existence here and that ought to be
handled by the States and now
amounts to simply a subsidy of the
utilities who ought to handle this prob-
lem for all of their customers, whether
this program continues or not I think
it is time say it has got to be termi-
nated. We do not have the money when
we are running huge deficits to keep
alive programs which have long since
lost any reason to exist at the Federal
level.

I would urge the vote, the Members
to vote “*no."

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds just to respond.

Mr. Chairman, in my district, in dis-
tricts across the country, this is a very
important program. Indeed the pro-
grams that the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. PORTER] has mentioned are all im-
portant programs, no doubt, but I do
not think they have the direct implica-
tion of the well-being and indeed the
very health of senior citizens and oth-
ers as this important program does.
This literally is the difference between
a winter of health problems or not. I
think it is very important.

Mr. Chairman, 1 yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. LOBIONDO].

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Blute amendment. I believe strongly in
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cutting spending and balancing the
budget. And I know that in order to do
that, we are going to have to make
some tough decisions.

But getting rid of the LIHEAP pro-
gram is a mistake.

Mr. Chairman, many areas through-
out the Nation have been experiencing
a brutal heat wave—a heat wave that
has claimed the lives of people in their
homes and apartments. And it is trag-
ic.

But the flip side of this happens in
my home State in the winter. Where
senior citizens and the poor literally
freeze to death in their homes.

This amendment will help countless
of poor people in my district to pay
their energy bills and for many of
them, it is a matter of life and death.

I know opponents will say that
LIHEAP is a relic of the energy crisis,
that energy prices have dropped since
then and therefore we no longer need
the program.

But every winter I get calls from con-
stituents and they have to decide
whether or not to pay their utility bill
or buy food because they don't have
enough money to do both. When that
happens, Mr. Chairman, it means little
to the people who cannot afford it that
energy prices have gone down.

Mr. Chairman, I am not a Member of
Congress who has been defending the
status quo or advocating more spend-
ing. I believe in balancing the budget
and I have come to this floor time and
again to support spending cuts below
the levels produced by the Appropria-
tions Committee.

I commend the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts for his amendment and ask
for a ‘‘yes” vote from my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle.

Mr. OBEY. I yield 12 minutes to the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to hear Mr. BLUTE and my
Republican colleagues speak so glow-
ingly about LTHEAP. I know how im-
portant this program is in New York
and the Northeast and other areas of
this country, and I support those
words.

However, the only way we can fix it,
and let us face it, let us talk about the
facts, is to defeat this bill and send it
straight back to the committee,

Because I want it made very clear to
the American people what this amend-
ment does. It will cut breast cancer
screening $3 million; Healthy Start, $1
million; Head Start, $68 million; men-
tal health services, $7 million; drug
treatment, $24 million; student aid,
$140 million; maternal and child health,
$14 million; and on and on and on.

This bill is broken. It is making se-
vere cuts not only in vital programs
like LIHEAP but in all the programs I
talked about. Let us defeat this bill.
Let us send it back to the committee
and let us hope we can do it right the
next time.
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Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we also face a tremen-
dous financial crisis in our country. We
need to have a balanced budget. I think
that is of prime importance to the fu-
ture of our country for all Americans.
So just as they do in State legislatures,
we are going to be forced to make
tough choices, to make tough trade-
offs, some of which we do not like.

The fact is that the ultimate good of
balancing the budget is essential. In
this case, we are showing where the
money is coming from, from more than
a budget.

Some of those things that are in
there are important, but I would sub-
mit to the Members of this Congress
and the people of this country that this
program is an essential program, is an
important program, and it has direct
effect on real people and their relative
health and well-being during the ex-
treme weather conditions that we find
across our country.

It is a national program. All States
are eligible for this assistance. The
President just released $100 million to
19 States as a result of the recent heat
wave.

It is a State-controlled program. It
limits administrative expenses to 10
percent. It helped more than 6.1 million
households last year.

Cuts in LIHEAP would disproportion-
ately hurt those most vulnerable, the
disabled, elderly, and young children.
Fifty percent of LIHEAP-eligible
households have an elderly or handi-
capped person residing in them. I hap-
pen to think this is an important pro-
gram. I am willing to see other pro-
grams lose revenue to fund this impor-
tant program.

0 1915

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Our job is not to defend programs. It
is to defend people. I would say to the
gentleman, the real level of your dedi-
cation to LIHEAP will be seen by how
he votes on final passage on this tur-
key of a bill.

I am the original author of the
LIHEAP program, but I am not cynical
enough to suggest that it be financed
by cutting Social Security, cutting
cancer research, cutting breast cancer
research, cutting drug treatment, cut-
ting student aid, cutting senior citizen
nutrition.

I would suggest instead of cutting
these programs, why not bring an
amendment up here to cut the B-2, to
cut the F-22? Why not take the money
out of there? The gentleman voted for
a budget which allowed the Pentagon
to get an increase to $7 billion, while
he took 89 billion out of this bill. Now
he is suffering the consequences and he
is wimping out. That is what is behind
this amendment.

I urge a “‘no" vote.
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Mr. STOKES, Mr. Chairman, the actions
taken by the majority on the committee dev-
astate the quality of life for two of what should
be the most cherished segments of our soci-
ety—our children and our elderly. This bill is
bad for children and bad for the elderly.

The $24 million cut in meals for the elderly
means that 12 million meals would no longer
be available. Tens of thousands of elderly
would be forced to go hungry. In my State of
Ohio, the elderly would lose over 400,000
meals. Those in California would lose over 1
million meals, Louisiana over 240,000, Texas
over 750,000, Mississippi over 100,000, Ar-
kansas over 190,000, Oklahoma over
200,000, New York over 1 million, Michigan
over 500,000, llinois over 400,000, the list
goes on and on.

While we are asking the elderly to go hun-
gry, we are also asking them to ignore their
need for heating in winter and cooling in sum-
mer. H.R. 2127 eliminates funding for LIHEAP.
One would think that the 700 tragic and need-
less deaths from the recent heat wave would
be enough to make us realize what is wrong
with this bill. Without LIHEAP, over 6 million
people will no longer have the energy assist-
ance they need, and would be forced to make
life threatening choices.

With respect to our children, while they are
the weakest and most vulnerable in our soci-
ety. They are among the hardest hit by this
bill. The $55 million, or over 50 percent, cut in
the Healthy Start Program means that over 1
million women would be denied the com-
prehensive prenatal and other health care, so-
cial and support services they need. The Na-
tion’s effort to combat infant mortality at a time
when progress is just beginning to be made in
addressing this national health problem would
be devastated. With respect to Head Start, the
$137 milion cut means that nearly 50,000
fewer children will be served.

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleague to show
some mercy on our children and our elderly,
reject H.R. 2127

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, this appro-
priations bill makes many painful and unnec-
essary cuts. But nowhere is this bill more
damaging than in its refusal to help millions of
elderly and low-income people pay their en-
ergy bills,

Eighteen months ago, we went through a
brutal winter with temperatures plunging below
zero for weeks on end. LIHEAP was there to
shield millions of seniors and children from the
cold.

This month, the temperature climbed into
the hundreds, causing hardship for many fami-
lies in my district and in districts across the
country. Again, LIHEAP was there to protect
them from the heat—and the President's
emergency release of $100 milion LIHEAP
funds was quite literally a life-saver for millions
of people.

In the coming years, we will face extreme
cold and unbearable heat again. And once
again, our constituents will look to LIHEAP for
assistance. But if we pass this bill as is,
LIHEAP won't be there for them.

Opponents of LIHEAP admit that program
works, but they think that cutting it is a smart
way to reduce the deficit. | can tell you that
when the country calls for fiscal responsibility,
it is not suggesting that we leave seniors and
children to suffer in severe weather.
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Cutting an effective program like LIHEAP is
a penny-wise, pound-foolish proposal that will
endanger our society’s most vulnerable mem-
bers.

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, | want to commend Chairman PORTER
for completing the fiscal year 1996 Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education
appropriations bill under circumstances that
can be described only as Herculean. | am a
strong supporter of the Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program [LIHEAP] and this is
where | respectfully differ from my colleague
from lllinois.

To put it quite simply, this program insures
many families in my district that they do not
have to choose between eating or heating. |
have heard the argument that this program is
no longer needed, that this program was craft-
ed only a vehicle to get our Nation's poorest
out of the energy crisis of the 1970's. But, |
believe that is incorrect. LIHEAP is still nec-
essary; unaffordable utility costs continue to
be a crisis for low-income households.

The facts speak for themselves. LIHEAP
brings potentially life-saving heat to nearly &
million poor families, or roughly 12 million indi-
viduals with an average income of $8,000; of
these individuals about 30 percent are elderly,
and 20 percent are disabled. These families
spend three times as much of their income on
energy as does the average American house-
hold and the average program benefit is only
$200.

We need to assure our constituents of our
ongoing efforts to reform Federal social serv-
ice programs, and to allow greater local flexi-
bility. Because of its 10 percent cap on admin-
istrative expenses, LIHEAP delivers maximum
benefits to those in need without any fraud or
abuse. Eliminating an effective program like
LIHEAP sends a confusing and inconsistent
message to the states. In closing, | under-
stand the budgetary reality in which we legis-
late, but | cannot stand silent as this Appro-
priations Subcommittee attempts to eliminate
this effective Federal program.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
BLUTE].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of August 2, 1995,
further proceedings on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. BLUTE] will be postponed.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title V?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
VI

The text of title VI is as follows:

TITLE VI—POLITICAL ADVOCACY

PROHIBITION ON THE USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS

FOR POLITICAL ADVOCACY

SEC. 601. (a) LIMITATIONS.—Notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, the following
limitations apply to any grant which is made
from funds appropriated under this or any
other Act or controlled under any congres-
sional authorization until Congress provides
specific exceptions in subsequent Acts:
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(1) No grantee may use funds from any
grant to engage in political advocacy.

(2) No grant applicant may receive any
grant if its expenditures for political advo-
cacy for any one of the previous five Federal
fiscal years exceeded its prohibited political
advocacy threshold (but no Federal fiscal
year before 1996 shall be considered). For
purposes of this title, the prohibited politi-
cal advocacy threshold for a given Federal
fiscal year is to be determined by the follow-
ing formula:

(A) calculate the difference between the
grant applicant’s total expenditures made in
a given Federal fiscal year and the total
grants it received in that Federal fiscal year;

(B) for the first $20,000,000 of the difference
calculated in (A), multiply by .05;

(C) for the remainder of the difference cal-
culated in (A), multiply by .01;

(D) the sum of the products described in
(B) and (C) equals the prohibited political ad-
vocacy threshold.

(3) During any one Federal fiscal year in
which a grantee has possession, custody or
control of grant funds, the grantee shall not
use any funds (whether derived from grants
or otherwise) to engage in political advocacy
in excess of its prohibited political advocacy
threshold for the prior Federal fiscal year.

(4) No grantee may use funds from any
grant to purchase or secure any goods or
services (including dues and membership
fees) from any other individual, entity, or or-
ganization whose expenditures for political
advocacy for the previous Federal fiscal year
exceeded 15 percent of its total expenditures
for that Federal fiscal year.

(5) No grantee may use funds from any
grant for any purpose (including but not lim-
ited to extending subsequent grants to any
other individual, entity, or organization)
other than to purchase or secure goods or
services, except as specifically permitted by
Congress in the law authorizing the grant,

(6) Any individual, entity, or organization
that awards or administers a grant shall
take reasonable steps to ensure that the
grantee complies with the requirements of
this title. Reasonable steps to ensure compli-
ance shall include written notice to a grant-
ee that it is receiving a grant, and that the
provisions of this title apply to the grantee.

(b) ENFORCEMENT.—The following enforce-
ment provisions apply with respect to the
limitations imposed under subsection (a):

(1) Each grantee shall be subject to audit
from time to time as follows:

(A) Audits may be requested and conducted
by the General Accounting Office or other
auditing entity authorized by Congress, in-
cluding the inspector general of the Federal
entity awarding or administering the grant.

(B) Grantees shall follow generally accept-
ed accounting principles in keeping books
and records relating to each grant and no
Federal entity may impose more burdensome
accounting requirements for purposes of en-
forcing this title.

(C) A grantee that engages in political ad-
vocacy shall have the burden of proving, by
clear and convincing evidence, that it is in
compliance with the limitations of this sec-
tion.

(2) Violations by a grantee of the limita-
tions contained in subsection (a) may be en-
forced and the grant may be recovered in the
same manner and to the same extent as a
false or fraudulent claim for payment or ap-
proval made to the Federal Government pur-
suant to sections 3729 through 3812 of title 31,
United States Code.

(3) Any officer or employee of the Federal
Government who awards or administers
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funds from any grant to a grantee who is not
in compliance with this section shall—

(A) for knowing or negligent noncompli-
ance with this section, be subjected to appro-
priate administrative discipline, including,
when circumstances warrant, suspension
from duty without pay or removal from of-
fice; and

(B) for knowing noncompliance with this
section, pay a civil penalty of not more than
$5,000 for each improper disbursement of
funds.

(¢) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this title:

(1) POLITICAL ADVOCACY.—The term ‘‘politi-
cal advocacy" includes—

(A) carrying on propaganda, or otherwise
attempting to influence legislation or agen-
cy action, including, but not limited to mon-
etary or in-kind contributions, endorse-
ments, publicity, or similar activity;

(B) participating or intervening in (includ-
ing the publishing or distributing of state-
ments) any political campaign on behalf of
(or in opposition to) any candidate for public
office, including but not limited to monetary
or in-kind contributions, endorsements, pub-
licity, or similar activity;

(C) participating in any judicial litigation
or agency proceeding (including as an ami-
cus curiae) in which agents or instrumental-
ities of Federal, State, or local governments
are parties, other than litigation in which
the grantee or grant applicant: is a defend-
ant appearing in its own behalf; is defending
its tax-exempt status; or is challenging a
government decision or action directed spe-
cifically at the powers, rights, or duties of
that grantee or grant applicant; and

(D) allocating, disbursing, or contributing
any funds or in-kind support to any individ-
ual, entity or organization whose expendi-
tures for political advocacy for the previous
Federal fiscal year exceeded 15 percent of its
total expenditures for that Federal fiscal
year.

(2) INFLUENCE LEGISLATION OR AGENCY AC-
TION.—

(A) GENERAL RULE.—Except as otherwise
provided in subparagraph (B), the term ‘“‘in-
fluence legislation or agency action' in-
cludes—

(i) any attempt to influence any legisla-
tion or agency action through an attempt to
affect the opinions of the general public or
any segment thereof, and

(ii) any attempt to influence any legisla-
tion or agency action through communica-
tion with any member or employee of a leg-
islative body or agency, or with any govern-
ment official or employee who may partici-
pate in the formulation of the legislation or
agency action.

(B) EXCEPTIONS.—The term *“influence leg-
islation or agency action" does not include—

(i) making available the results of non-
partisan analysis, study, research, or debate;

(ii) providing technical advice or assist-
ance (where such advice would otherwise
constitute the influencing of legislation or
agency action) to a governmental body or to
a committee or other subdivision thereof in
response to a written request by such body
or subdivision, as the case may be;

(iii) communications between the grantee
and its bona fide members with respect to
legislation, proposed legislation, agency ac-
tion, or proposed agency action of direct in-
terest to the grantee and such members,
other than communications described in sub-
paragraph (C);

(iv) any communication with a govern-
mental official or employee; other than—

(I) a communication with a member or em-
ployee of a legislative body or agency (where
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such communication would otherwise con-
stitute the influencing of legislation or agen-
cy action); or

(II) a communication the principal purpose
of which is to influence legislation or agency
action; and

(v) official communications by employees
of State or local governments, or by organi-
zations whose membership consists exclu-
sively of State or local governments.

(C) COMMUNICATIONS WITH MEMBERS,—

(i) A communication between a grantee
and any bona fide member of such organiza-
tion to directly encourage such member to
communicate as provided in paragraph
(2)(A)(i1) shall be treated as a (2)(A)(ii) com-
munication by the grantee itself.

(ii) A communication between a grantee
and any bona fide member of such organiza-
tion to directly encourage such member to
urge persons other than members to commu-
nicate as provided in either clause (i) or (ii)
of paragraph (2)(A) shall be treated as a com-
munication described in paragraph (2)(A)(i).

(3) The term *“legislation™ includes the in-
troduction, amendment, enactment, passage,
defeat, ratification, or repeal of Acts, bills,
resolutions, treaties, declarations, confirma-
tions, articles of impeachment, or similar
items by the Congress, any State legislature,
any local council or similar governing body,
or by the public in a referendum, initiative,
constitutional amendment, recall, confirma-
tion, or similar procedure.

(4) The term ‘“‘grant’ includes the provi-
sion of any Federal funds, appropriated
under this or any other Act, or other thing of
value to carry out a public purpose of the
United States, except: the provision of funds
for acquisition (by purchase, lease or barter)
of property or services for the direct benefit
or use of the United States, or the payments
of loans, debts, or entitlements; or the provi-
sion of funds to an Article I or III court.

(5) The term “‘grantee’’ includes any recipi-
ent of any grant. The term shall not include
any state or local government, but shall in-
clude any recipient receiving a grant (as de-
fined by subsection c(4)) from a state or local
government.

(6) The term *“‘agency action” includes the
definition contained in section 551 of Title 5,
United States Code, and includes action by
state or local government agencies.

(7) The term “‘agency proceeding’ includes
the definition contained in section 551 of
Title 5, United States Code, and includes pro-
ceedings by state or local government agen-
cies.

DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS

SEC. 602. (a) Not later than December 31 of
each year, a grantee shall provide (via either
electronic or paper medium) to each Federal
entity that awarded or administered its
grant an annual report for the prior Federal
fiscal year, certified by the grantee's chief
executive officer or equivalent person of au-
thority, and setting forth: the grantee's
name, the grantee's identification number,
and—

(1) a statement that the grantee did not
engage in political advocacy; or,

(2) a statement that the grantee did engage
in political advocacy, and setting forth for
each grant—

(A) the grant identification number;

(B) the amount or value of the grant (in-
cluding all administrative and overhead
costs awarded);

(C) a brief description of the purpose or
purposes for which the grant was awarded;

(D) the identity of each Federal, state and
local government entity awarding or admin-
istering the grant, and program thereunder;
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(E) the name and grantee identification
number of each individual, entity, or organi-
zation to whom the grantee made a grant;

(F) a brief description of the grantee’s po-
litical advocacy, and a good faith estimate of
the grantee’s expenditures on political advo-
cacy;

(G) a good faith estimate of the grantee's
prohibited political advocacy threshold.

(b) OMB COORDINATION.—The Office of
Management and Budget shall develop by
regulation one standardized form for the an-
nual report that shall be accepted by every
Federal entity, and a uniform procedure by
which each grantee is assigned one perma-
nent and unique grantee identification num-
ber.

FEDERAL ENTITY REPORT

SEC. 603. Not later than May 1 of each cal-
endar year, each Federal entity awarding or
administering a grant shall submit to the
Bureau of the Census a report (standardized
by the Office of Management and Budget)
setting forth the information provided to
such Federal entity by each grantee during
the preceding Federal fiscal year, and the
name and grantee identification number of
each grantee to whom it provided written
notice under section 1(a)(6). The Bureau of
the Census shall make this database avail-
able to the public through the Internet.

PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY

SEC. 604. (a) Any Federal entity awarding a
grant shall make publicly available any
grant application, audit of a grantee, list of
grantees to whom notice was provided under
section 1(a)(6), annual report of a grantee,
and that Federal entity's annual report to
the Bureau of the Census.

(b) The public's access to the documents
identified in section 4(a) shall be facilitated
by placement of such documents in the Fed-
eral entity's public document reading room
and also by expediting any requests under
section 552 of title 5, United States Code, the
Freedom of Information Act as amended,
ahead of any requests for other information
pending at such Federal entity.

(¢) Records described in section (a) shall
not be subject to withholding except under
exemption (b)(7)(A) of section 552 of title 5,
United States Code.

(d) No fees for searching for or copying
such documents shall be charged to the pub-
lic.

SEVERABILITY

SEC. 605. If any provision of this title or
the application thereof to any person or cir-
cumstance is held invalid, the remainder of
this title and the application of such provi-
sion to other persons and circumstances
shall not be affected thereby.

FIRST AMENDMENT RIGHTS PRESERVED

SEC. 606. Nothing in this title shall be
deemed to abridge any rights guaranteed
under the first amendment of the United
States Constitution, including freedom of
speech, or of the press; or the right of the
people peaceably to assemble, and to peti-
tion the Government for a redress of griev-
ances.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED
IN COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of August 2, 1995,
proceedings will now resume on those
amendments on which further proceed-
ings were postponed in the following
order: amendment No. 32 offered by the
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gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE],
amendment No. 10 offered by the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. GANSKE],
amendment No. 18 offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
BLUTE].

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MR. KOLBE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 206, noes 215,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 619]
AYES—206

Abercrombie Foglietta Longley
Ackerman Foley Lowey
Baesler Ford Luther
Baldacei Fowler Maloney
Barrett (WI) Fox Markey
Bass Frank (MA) Martinez
Becerra Franks (CT) Martini
Beilenson Franks (NJ) Matsui
Bentsen Frelinghuysen McCarthy
Berman Frost McDermott
Bilbray Furse McHale
Bishop Ganske McInnis
Blute Gejdenson McKinney
Boehlert Gekas McNulty
Bono Gephardt Meehan
Boucher Gibbons Meek
Brown (CA) Gilchrest Menendez
Brown (FL) Gilman Metcalfl
Brown (OH) Gonzalez Meyers
Bryant (TX) Goodling Mfume
Cardin Gordon Miller (CA)
Castle Goss Mineta
Chapman Green Minge
Clay Greenwood Mink
Clayton Gunderson Molinari
Clement Harman Moran
Clyburn Hastings (FL) Morella
Coleman Hefner Nadler
Collins (IL) Hilliard Neal
Collins (MI) Hinchey Obey
Condit Horn Olver
Conyers Houghton Owens
Coyne Hoyer Pallone
Cramer Jackson-Lee Pastor
DeFazio Jacobs Payne (NJ)
DeLauro Jefferson Payne (VA)
Dellums Johnson (CT) Pelosi
Deutsch Johnson (SD) Peterson (FL)
Dicks Johnson, E. B. Pickett
Dingell Johnston Pomeroy
Dixon Kaptur Porter
Doggett Kelly Pryce
Dooley Kennedy (MA) Ramstad
Dunn Kennedy (RI) Rangel
Durbin Kennelly Reed
Edwards Kleczka Richardson
Ehrlich Klug Rivers
Engel Kolbe Rose
Eshou Lantos Roukema
Evans Lazio Roybal-Allard
Farr Leach Rush
Fattah Levin Sabo
Fawell Lewis (GA) Sanders
Fazio Lincoln Bawyer
Fields (LA) LoBiondo Schroeder
Flake Lofgren Schumer
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Scott Thomas Waters
Serrano Thompson Watt (NC)
Shaw Thornton Waxman
Shays Torkildsen White
Sisisky Torres "‘r“s‘m
Skaggs Torricelli Wise
Slaughter Traficant \\:oolse:.'
Smith (MI) Tucker ?vyden
Spratt Upton Y:;‘;
Stark Velazquez Zeliit
Stokes Vento | Fimunar
Studds Visclosky
Tanner Ward
NOES—215

Allard Funderburk Nussle
Archer Gallegly Oberstar
Armey Gillmor Ortiz
Bachus Goodlatte Orton
Baker (CA) Graham Oxley
Baker (LA) Gutknecht Packard
Ballenger Hall (OH) Parker

Hall (TX) Paxon
Barr Hamilton Peterson (MN)
Barrett (NE) Hancock Petri
Bartlett Hansen Pombo
Barton Hastert Portman
Bereuter Hastings (WA) Poshard
Bevill Hayes Quillen
Bilirakis Hayworth Quinn
Bliley Hefley Radanovich
Boeh Hel Rahall
Bonilla Herger Regula
Bonior Hilleary Riggs
Borski Hobson Roberts
Brewster Hoekstra Roemer
Browder Hoke Rogers
Brownback Holden Rohrabacher
Bryant (TN) Hostettler Ros-Lehtinen
Bunn Hunter Roth
Bunning Hutchinson Royce
Burr Hyde Salmon
Burton Inglis Sanford
Callahan Istook Saxton
Calvert Johnson, Sam Searborough
Camp Jones Bchaefer
Canady Kanjorski Schiff
Chabot Kasich Seastrand
Chambliss Kildee Sensenbrenner
Chenoweth Kim Shadegg
Christensen King Shuster
Chrysler Kingston Skeen
Clinger Klink Skelton
Coble Knollenberg Smith (NJ)
Coburn LaFalce Smith (TX)
Collins (GA) LaHood Smith (WA)
Combest Largent Solomon
Cooley Latham Souder
Costello LaTourette Spence
Cox Laughlin Stearns
Crane Lewis (CA) Stenholm
Crapo Lewis (KY) Stockman
Cremeans Lightfoot Stump
Cubin Linder Stupak
Cunningham Lipinski Talent
Danner Livingston Tate
Davis Lucas Tauzin
de la Garza Manton Taylor (MB)
Deal Manzullo Taylor (NC)
DeLay Mascara Tejeda
Diaz-Balart MecCollum Thornberry
Dickey MecCrery Tiahrt
Doolittle MeDade Volkmer
Dornan McHugh Vucanovich
Doyle MclIntosh Waldholtz
Dreier Mica Walker
Duncan Miller (FL) Walsh
Ehlers Mollohan Wamp
Emerson Montgomery Watts (OK)
English Moorhead Weldon (FL)
Ensign Murtha Weldon (PA)
Everett Myers Weller
Ewing Myrick Whitfield
Fields (TX) Nethercutt Wicker
Flanagan Neumann Wolf
Forbes Ney Young (FL)
Frisa Norwood

NOT VOTING—13

Andrews Gutierrez Towns
Bateman McKeon Williams
Buyer Moakley Young (AK)
Filner Reynolds
Geren Thurman
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Mr. TUCKER and Mr. EDWARDS
chaned their vote from *‘no’ to “‘aye.”
So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
FERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 619 to continue the current policy to allow
the use of Medicaid funds to pay for abortions
in cases of rape and incest, | was inadvert-
ently delayed while off the floor. Had | been
present, | would have voted yes.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the Chair
announces he will reduce to a mini-
mum of 5 minutes the period of time
within which a vote by electronic de-
vice will be taken on each amendment
on which the Chair has postponed fur-
ther proceedings.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. GANSKE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. GANSKE] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr.
GANSKE.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 189, noes 235,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 620]
AYES—189

Abercrombie Dellums Gonzalez
Ackerman Deutsch Goodling
Baesler Dicks Green
Baldacci Dingell Greenwood
‘Becerra Dixon Gunderson
Beilenson Doggett Gutierrez
Bentsen Dooley Harman
Berman Dunn Hastings (FL)
Bilbray Durbin Hefner
Bishop Edwards Hilliard
Boehlert Ehrlich Hinchey
Bono Engel Hoke
Boucher Eshoo Horn
Brown (CA) Evans Houghton
Brown (FL) Farr Hoyer
Brown (OH) Fattah Jackson-Lee
Bryant (TX) Fawell Jefferson
Cardin Fazio Johnson (CT)
Castle Fields (LA) Johnson (8D)
Chapman Flake Johnson, E. B.
Clay Foglietta Johnston
Clayton Ford Kaptur
Clement Fowler Kelly
Clyburn Frank (MA) Kennedy (MA)
Coleman Franks (CT) Kennedy (RI)
Collins (IL) Franks (NJ) Kennelly
Collins (MI) Frelinghuysen Kleczka
Condit Frost Klug
Conyers Furse Kolbe
Coyne Ganske Lantos
c Gejd Lazio
Danner Gephardt Leach
Davis Gibbons Levin
DeFazio Gilchrest Lewis (GA)
DeLauro Gilman Lincoln
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Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Matsul
McCarthy
MeDermott
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Moran
Morella
Nadler
Nethercutt
Obey

Olver
Owens

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WD)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan

Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
de la Garza
Deal

DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
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Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce

Riges
Rivers
Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Shays

NOES—235

Ehlers
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everstt
Ewing
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes

Fox

Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gekas
Geren
Gillmor
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
LaFalce

Laughlin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot

Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Thomas
Thompson
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelll
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
White
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Zeliff
Zimmer

Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Mascara
MeCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
MeNulty
Metcalf
Miea
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Poshard
Quillen
Quinn

Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth

Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schifr
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
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Shaw Stump Vucanovich
Shuster Stupak Waldholtz
Skeen Talent Walker
Skelton Tanner Walsh
Smith (MI) Tate Wamp
Smith (NJ) Tauzin Watts (OK)
Smith (TX) Taylor (MS) Weldon (FL)
Smith (WA) Taylor (NC) Weldon (PA)
Solomon Tejeda Weller
Souder Thornberry Whitfield
Spence Thornton Wicker
Spratt Tiahrt Woll
Stearns Tucker Young (FL)
Stenholm Upton
Stockman Volkmer

NOT VOTING—10
Andrews Reynolds Williams
Bateman Serrano Young (AK)
Filner Thurman
Moakley Towns
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Mr. ROSE changed his vote from
“no’ to “‘aye.”

So, the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MR. BLUTE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
BLUTE], on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 53, noes 367,
answered ‘‘present’ 3, not voting 11, as
follows:

[Roll No. 621]

AYES—53
Allard Frank (MA) Molinari
Baesler Frisa Neal
Baldacci Houghton Ney
Blute Johnson (CT) Olver
Boehlert Kelly Petri
Bono Kennedy (MA) Quinn
Camp Kennelly Ramstad
Castle Kildee Reed
Chrysler King Schaefer
Clinger Elug Shuster
Danner LaFalce Skelton
Ehlers Lazio Slaughter
Emerson LoBiond Sal
English Martini Torkildsen
Flanagan McDade Volkmer
Foglietta McHugh Walsh
Forbes MeNulty Whitfield
Fox Meehan

NOES—367
Abercrombie Beilenson Brown (CA)
Ackerman Bentsen Brown (FL)
Archer Bereuter Brown (OH)
Armey Berman Brownback
Bachus Bevill Bryant (TN)
Baker (CA) Bilbray Bryant (TX)
Baker (LA) Bilirakis Bunn
Ballenger Bishop Bunning
Barcia Bliley Burr
Barr Boehner Burton
Barrett (NE) Bonilla Buyer
Barrett (WD Bonlor Callahan
Bartlstt Borski Calvert
Barton Boucher Canady
Bass Brewster Cardin
Becerra Browider Chabot

Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest,
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Drejer
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehrlich
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing

Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flake
Foley

Ford
Fowler
Franks (CT}
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
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Hancock Morella
Hansen Murtha
Harman Myers
Hastert Myrick
Hastings (FL) Nadler
Hastings (WA) Nethercutt
Hayes Neumann
Hayworth Norwood
Hefley Nussle
Hefner Oberstar
Heineman Obey
Herger Ortiz
Hilleary Orton
Hilliard Owens
Hinchey Oxley
Hobson Packard
Hoekstra Pallone
Hoke Parker
Holden Pastor
Horn Paxon
Hostettler Payne (NJ)
Hoyer Pelosi
Hunter Peterson (FL)
Hutchi P (MN)
Hyde Pickett
Inglis Pombo
Istook Pomeroy
Jackson-Lee Porter
Jefferson Portman
Johnson (SD) Poshard
Johnson, E. B, Pryce
Johnson, Sam Quillen
Johnston Radanovich
Jones Rahall
Kanjorski Rangel
Kaptur Regula
Kasich Richardson
Kennedy (RI) Riggs

Kim Rivers
Kingston Roberts
Kleczka Roemer
Klink Rogers
Knollenberg Rohrabacher
Kolbe Ros-Lehtinen
LaHood Rose
Lantos Roth
Largent Roukema
Latham Roybal-Allard
LaTourette Royce
Laughlin Rush
Leach Sabo
Levin Salmon
Lewis (CA) Sanford
Lewis (GA) Sawyer
Lewis (KY) Saxton
Lightfoot Scarborough
Lincoln Schiff
Linder Schroeder
Lipinski Schumer
Livingston Bcott
Lofgren Seastrand
Longley Sensenbrenner
Lowey Serrano
Lucas Bhadegg
Luther Shaw
Maloney Shays
Manton Sisisky
Manzullo Bkaggs
Markey Bkeen
Martinez Smith (MI)
Mascara Smith (NJ)
Matsui Smith (TX)
McCarthy Smith (WA)
MeCollum Souder
McCrery Spence
McDermott Spratt
McHale Stark
McInnis Stearns
MelIntosh Stenholm
McKeon Stockman
McKinney Stokes
Meek Studds
Metcalfl Stupak
Meyers Talent
Mfume Tanner
Mica Tate

Miller (CA) Tauzin
Miller (FL) Taylor (MS)
Mineta Taylor (NC)
Minge Tejeda
Mink Thomas
Mollohan Thompson
Montgomery Thornberry
Moorhead Thornton
Moran Tiahrt
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Torres Wamp Wise
Torricelli Ward Wolf
Traficant Waters Woolsey
Tucker Watt (NC) Wyden
Upton Watts (OK) Wynn
Vel w Yates
Vento Weldon (FL) Young (FL)
Visclosky Weldon (PA) Zelifr
Vucanovich Weller Zimmer
Waldholtz White
Walker Wicker

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—3
DeFazio Jacobs Sanders

NOT VOTING—11
Andrews Payne (VA) Williams
Bateman Reynolds Wilson
Filner Thurman Young (AK)
Moakley Towns
0O 1951
Mr. SKELTON changed his vote from

nnou to na’ye'n

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title VI?

AMENDMENT NO. 64 OFFERED BY MR. SKAGGS

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 64 offered by Mr. SKAGGS:
Page 76, strike line 1 and all that follows
through page 88, line 7.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of August 2, 1995,
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
SKAGGS] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes, and a Member opposed will be rec-
ognized for 20 minutes.

The gentleman from Oklahoma will
be taking the time in opposition; is
that correct?

Mt. ISTOOK. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. SKAGGS].

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3% minutes.

Mr. Chairman, it is important as we
start consideration of this amendment,
to strike what is referred to as the
Istook amendment out of this bill, that
we understand what the amendment is
and what it is not, that we attempt to
separate myth from fact.

Let me make a generalization to
begin with, which I intend to support
with some specifics. The generalization
is this: This proposal, now 13 pages bur-
ied in this appropriations bill, is an in-
credibly intrusive scheme designed to
do one thing, and that is to control cer-
tain kinds of political activity in this
country, activity that is clearly pro-
tected by the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States and the first amendment. It
is designed to keep many Americans
and their organizations from partici-
pating fully in the political life of this
great and free land.

That may seem incredible to Mem-
bers. How could we be running so di-
rectly into the teeth of the first
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amendment? So let me try to give
some particulars.

The first guestion to be answered is
who is covered under this legislative
proposal. We need to look at the par-
ticulars. The devil is truly in the de-
tails here. A grant here is not just Fed-
eral money, it is a provision of any-
thing of value. Any grantee who re-
ceives a grant is covered. And although
there has been a lot of propaganda put
out about this, individual persons, not-
withstanding the amendment of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]
at the beginning of the debate on this
bill, will still be subject to five out of
the eight very major restrictions that
this legislation involves. All business
and organizations, not just nonprofits,
will be subject to these very restrictive
provisions.

Those are the definitions. How do the
definitions apply to reality? Here are
some—I stress “‘some’—of the individ-
uals, businesses and organizations that
are going to become subject to this po-
litical reporting and control regime:

People getting science research
grants at your local college or univer-
sity; pregnant women in your district
getting Women, Infant and Children
vouchers and early childhood -care;
after you may have a disaster, anybody
getting FEMA disaster relief; meals on
wheels; BUREC water; even day care
subsidies.

What happens to these people? Con-
trols on their privately funded political
activity. They must handle their af-
fairs according to generally accepted
accounting principles; they are subject
to Federal audits by the GAO and IG;
subject to lawsuits by zealous citizens
that want to take on the task of being
a private attorney general; they must
certify their political activity to the
United States Government; and all of
that gets collected in a Big Brother-
like centralized computer in Washing-
ton, DC, that will keep track of the po-
litical communications and contribu-
tions in this country.

It is a stunningly chilling proposal
that should scare the heck out of every
single one of us.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time,

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes,

Mr. Chairman, the language which
the gentleman from Colorado wishes to
take out of this bill was placed there
by an open and public vote after much
debate by the Committee on Appropria-
tions.
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It also relates to hearings that have
been held on three occasions in recent
weeks by committees of this body.

Mr. Chairman, the reason is in the
United States, taxpayers’ money from
the Federal Government, approxi-
mately $40 billion, with a B, each year
goes to tens of thousands of organiza-
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tions; not for a contract, not for serv-
ices rendered or an exchange of goods
for cash, but as grants, as gifts from
the Federal Government to promote
certain purposes.

Mr. Chairman, the difficulty is these
groups are heavily engaged in lobbying
activity and political advocacy in try-
ing to advance a political agenda. The
language which the gentleman seeks to
take out says basically two things:
Those who receive these gifts of tax-
payers’ dollars, first, cannot use any of
the taxpayers' money for lobbying;
and, second, if they want these hand-
outs from the Federal Government,
then they should not use any more
than 5 percent of their other money for
any type of lobbying activity.

That 5 percent parallels restrictions
already placed on nonprofit organiza-
tions through the IRS code. They are
not prohibited from activity. Their free
speech rights are reserved, but no
longer will taxpayers’ money be used
for welfare for lobbyists, Mr. Chair-
man.

Public money stiould not be used to
try to promote bigger Government,
bigger taxes, greater expenditures, and
more feeding at the Federal trough.
That is what the language seeks to do,
which we desire to preserve by defeat-
ing the Skaggs amendment.

Mr. Chairman, organizations that are
on the public dole should not claim it
as free speech. It is taxpayer subsidized
speech.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
12 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER].

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the Skages
amendment. The Istook language to re-
strict nonprofit organizations and com-
panies from using their own private
funds for political advocacy is the most
far reaching, radical approach to si-
lencing the opposition that I have ever
witnessed as a Member of this institu-
tion. This language is simply not nec-
essary; current law already prohibits
the use of any Federal funds for lobby-
ing. If there is concerns about enforce-
ment, then lets deal with that.

I have several concerns regarding the
Istook provisions. Perhaps the most
pertinent would be the fact that this
new mandate is being pushed through
the House with little or no discussion.
An appropriations bill is clearly not
the vehicle for authorizing this type of
assault on the Bill of Rights. I find it
interesting that the Subcommittee on
National Economic Growth, Natural
Resources, and Regulatory Affairs of
the Government Reform and Oversight
has held two hearings on this language
after it was adopted in the Appropria-
tions Committee. Hearings are held to
allow the public to comment and
present testimony on pending legisla-
tive action. What has been done in this
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situation is that the Republicans have
reached a conclusion and are now mis-
using the hearing process to build their
case. It would be like a jury deciding
the innocence or guilt of the defendant
prior to the trial and then conducting
the trial, picking witnesses based on
their predetermined verdict.

I urge the adoption of the Skaggs
amendment. In any case, I am sure the
courts would find this all unconstitu-
tional if it should pass, but we should
not allow this assault on the first
amendment rights of groups like the
March of Dimes, Mothers Against
Drunk Driving, and veterans organiza-
tions. These groups should not have a
grand new bureaucracy imposed upon
them.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, we will
later have the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary to address the
constitutional issue.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY], the
majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, this is a
glorious day. We are revealing Wash-
ington's best-kept secret: welfare for
lobbyists.

This is an amendment that exposes
what has been going on in this town for
many, many years, where organiza-
tions from the left like Act-Up all the
way to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce
have taken Federal funds and have lob-
bied for more Federal funds.

It is a cycle, a continuous cycle that
we have to break, and we hope to break
it tonight. As the gentleman says,
there is $40 billion in Federal grants
each year that goes into lobbying and
we are not limiting anyone. They can
spend up to a million dollars. Is a mil-
lion dollars not enough to lobby in this
town? We are not closing anybody
down, but what we are doing is we are
breaking that chain that has con-
trolled this town for so long.

This bill attacks the problem di-
rectly and indirectly. Money is fun-
gible. If we give them Federal grants in
one pocket they can take other moneys
to lobby with, Stop welfare for lobby-
ists. Vote "no” on the Skaggs amend-
ment.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. YATES].

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, when I
came to the House as a freshman
many, many years ago, Speaker Sam
Rayburn spoke to the freshman class
and said that the floor of the House is
great theater. He said, ‘““Don’t take the
floor unless you know what you are
talking about.”

We have tried to obtain answers from
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
IsToOK]. We have tried to obtain an-
swers on definitions. Nothing has
greeted us except distortion and mis-
representation. He speaks as though
this were a bill directed against lobby-
ists.
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Take a look at what the definitions
are. The definitions themselves show
that it is not only the average lobbyist.
This is what it says is covered: carry-
ing on propaganda or otherwise at-
tempting to influence legislation or
agency action.

Anybody who writes his Congress-
man, any constituent of yours who
writes his Congressman about one of
the issues and who happens to have a
Federal grant is subject to that defini-
tion.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, there is
an exemption for individuals.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Washington
[Ms. DUNN].

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the Skaggs
amendment which is really an effort to
remove the language that ends Govern-
ment subsidies for advocacy groups.

In 1990, more than 40,000 organiza-
tions from all across the political spec-
trum received a total of $39 billion—
ves, billion—in Government grants.
Many of these groups turn around and
aggressively lobby Congress on behalf
of their own special interests. It is a vi-
cious circle, and the taxpayer loses.

Mr. Chairman, we are talking about
giving taxpayer dollars to advocacy
groups so that they can use those tax-
payer dollars to hire people to lobby
for more taxpayer dollars.

A couple of months ago, my parents
received a direct mail scare piece from
one of these Federal grant recipient
groups alleging—falsely—that I, as a
Member of Congress, was going to wipe
out my parents' retirement plans by
blindly cutting their Medicare benefits.

My father, age 84, called my congres-
sional office here in Washington, DC,
wanting to know if it were true the Re-
publicans wanted to ruin his retire-
ment by slashing his Medicare cov-
erage.

Mr. Chairman, this is a flat-out lie.
There are no plans to cut Medicare,
only hopes to save it. Yet this particu-
lar organization that sent my parents
the mailing receives $86 million of tax-
payer funds each year to help pay for
its scare-tactic lobbying. This is out-
rageous, and a huge conflict of interest
and should be ended.

Mr. Chairman, the taxpayers are bur-
ied in debt. We do not need to add in-
sult to injury by taking their money to
give it to groups which often exist
largely to lobby for more money from
the taxpayer.

This is not a question of whether or
not we support the various groups that
receive these taxpayer dollars, it is a
question of whether special interests
should be allowed to use those tax-
payer dollars to advance their agendas.

Side with the taxpayers, support this
provision, and reject this amendment.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
12 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS], the distin-
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guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Colorado.

The gentleman's amendment would
strike title VI of the bill about which I
have great concerns.

Over 400 different groups have op-
posed the restrictions on political ad-
vocacy contained in title VI of the bill.
These groups include the Red Cross,
the American Cancer Society, the Boy
Scouts, the Girl Scouts, the YMCA, the
YWCA, and many others.

Title VI contains severe, new restric-
tions on the amount a small charitable
organization can spend on political ad-
vocacy, Title VI also limits for the
first time the amount that certain pub-
lic interest groups can spend on politi-
cal advocacy. It also imposes burden-
some new reporting and accounting re-
quirements on all Federal grantees.

Mr. Chairman, I thought the new Re-
publican majority was all about lifting
government regulation from the Amer-
ican people; but, the restrictions on po-
litical advocacy in this bill do just the
opposite. Title VI of this bill tells ev-
eryone from the YMCA to the Associa-
tion of Retarded Citizens how much of
their own money they can spend on po-
litical advocacy.

These restrictions are so broad that
universities and colleges would have to
report and account annually for the po-
litical activities of its trustees, its fac-
ulty, and its students. The Red Cross
would have to require all of its volun-
teers to fill out political advocacy
statements and to account for their po-
litical activities. In addition, all those
receiving Federal grants would have
the burden of proving that they have
not spent more than 5 percent of their
own money on political advocacy in
any one of the last 5 years.

Clearly, these provisions impose new
regulatory burdens; they do not lift ex-
isting ones. I can only conclude, there-
fore, that the proponents of this provi-
sion are not interested in lifting gov-
ernment regulation for everyone.

If we look at the way title VI works,
we get an idea of who the proponents
want to regulate, and who they do not.
For example, big companies and big
charities that receive Federal grants
will not be affected by the spending
limitations in title VI. Their overall
budgets are so large that they would
never spend as much on advocacy as
the bill permits.

Furthermore, these new restrictions
discriminate against smaller, non-prof-
it groups which would be allowed to
spend only a quarter as much of their
own funds on political advocacy as
larger non-profits. In addition, these
limitations would only apply to Fed-
eral grantees, while defense and other
government contractors would be able
to engage freely and without limita-
tion in the same political activities.
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Question: Why should the YMCA be
subject to severe, new limitations in
asking Congress to allow it to continue
providing after-school services, but
General Dynamics be completely free
to lobby all it wants for a new purchase
of fighter planes? Does this sound fair?

The proponents like to say these new
restrictions are needed because money
is fungible. They say that even if grant
funds cannot be used for lobbying, it
frees up other money that can.

If the argument is that money is fungible,
then the restrictions the proponents want to
put on grantees should also be put on defense
and other contractors. Federal dollars that go
to firms in the form of contracts are every bit
as fungible as Federal dollars that go to char-
ities and other entities in the form of grants.

Proponents also like to say they simply do
not believe that the taxpayer should have to
subsidize the political activities of those who
received Federal grants. Who does?

Lobbying with Federal grant money has
been prohibited since 1919.

The only new policy in this proposal, is the
restriction on political advocacy that an organi-
zation pays for with its own, privately gen-
erated money.

Title VI provides a very sweeping definition
of political advocacy. It includes everything
from contacts with a local water and sewer
agency, to contacts with federal agencies, the
Congress, as well as litigation before the
courts.

Political advocacy is also defined to include,
and | quote, carrying on propaganda. Who is
supposed to decide what propaganda is—the
bill gives us no clue at all.

It is clear, Mr. Chairman, that if this provi-
sion is enacted, every Federal agency will po-
tentially be able to decide for itself what prop-
aganda is. These agencies compile reports on
the political activities of its grant recipients,
and the result will be nothing less than a na-
tional data base on political advocacy.

| think that is a result that can serve no use-
ful purpose. It could, however, restrain and in-
hibit freedom of political debate like nothing
we have seen since the 1950's.

In fact, David Cole, a constitutional law pro-
fessor at Georgetown University Law Center,
said:

The Istook bill is constitutionally flawed
in numerous respects, most fundamentally
because it restricts the rights of all federal
grantees to use their own money to engage
in core First Amendment protected activi-
ties, including public debate on issues of pub-
lic concern, communication with elected rep-
resentatives, and litigation against the gov-
ernment.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues, as
strongly as | possibly can, to vote for the gen-
tleman's amendment, so that titte VI may be
stricken from the bill.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, of
course, only groups which ask for and
get Federal handouts are covered.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HYDE], the chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.
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Mr. Chairman, if there is anything
unjust, almost by definition, it is being
coerced out of funds and having them
spent on causes one violently disagrees
with. That is really at the heart and
soul of having funds that one must pay
to get into a school or to be a student
in good standing, and have those funds
subsidizing causes that may violate
their conscience or their sense of pru-
dence or proportion. It is just the defi-
nition of injustice.

If a cause is worthy of its name, it
will be supported. If you build it, they
will come. But to coerce money for lob-
bying on things that you abhor is just
wrong. I do not want public funding of
elections, my money, to go to pay for
Lyndon LaRouche’s campaign, and I
daresay the Members do not either.

If a charity deserves contributions
they will get them, but do not have
them coerced out of people who resist.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
12 minutes to the gentleman from
North Dakota [Mr. POMEROY].

Mr. POMERQY. Mr. Chairman, I find
almost amusing the suggestion that
this is somehow an antilobbying bill.
As I walk down the halls coming over
to the floor of the House, just like ev-
eryone else, I pass lobbyists, lots of
lobbyists, but they are not lobbyists
representing the homeless associations
and nonprofit groups across the coun-
try. They are not lobbyists represent-
ing the nonprofit battered spouse shel-
ters.

They are lobbyists from the defense
contractors, They are lobbyists from
the highway contractors. They are lob-
byists from the space station contrac-
tors. We have written them out of this
exclusion. We do not deal with them at
all. That is where the lobbying is com-
ing from.

I asked myself why in the world
would we draw a distinction like that.
Is there something about a space sta-
tion lobbyist whose company makes
their entire revenues from space sta-
tion contracting that makes their ad-
vice on Federal legislation more valu-
able than coming from an advocate for
a battered spouse who happens to do-
nate her time helping victims of do-
mestic violence? Why in the world
would we draw a distinction like that?
Shelters do not have a lot of PAC
money. They do not support political
action committees, but in fact the con-
tractors do, the space station contrac-
tors do, the defense contractors do, the
highway contractors do. That is why
this mean-spirited amendment has
been drawn to choke out the voices of
those who cannot be heard and leaving
unchecked the raw lobbying clout of
some of the most mighty contractors
in this country.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. HAYWORTH].

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong opposition to the Skaggs
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amendment to strip the provision in
this bill which once and for all puts an
end to federally funded welfare for lob-
byists.

0 2015

Now, it is an indication of just how
difficult it is to bring this Federal defi-
cit spending under control when we
have to fight off an attempt from the
same old crowd, the guardians of the
old order who think it is absolutely es-
sential to take our Federal tax dollars
and pay people to come in here and
lobby us. Aside from the outrageous
use of taxpayers' dollars to keep lobby-
ists on the Federal trough, it is also
used by Federal agencies as an escape
hatch for the Hatch Act.

Let me give you an example. The Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation, a
private, nonprofit foundation and orga-
nization, received $§7.5 million in Gov-
ernment grants and then was asked by
the Secretary of the Interior to lobby
Congress on behalf of the National Bio-
logical Service. This is nonsensical.
Shame to those who would continue
this type of practice. It has to stop.

We can made the sea change now.
““No" on Skaggs and ‘“‘yes” on the end
of welfare for lobbyists.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. TATE].

Mr. TATE. Mr. Chairman, I was talk-
ing to one of my constituents the other
day, and he said, “Randy, do I got this
right? I work hard, I sent my tax dol-
lars to Washington, DC, then they give
it to groups to lobby against things I
do not believe in.”’

Let me give you an example. The
American Bar Association received,
what, $10 million last year, then staged
a rally against the flag amendment.

They lobby for all kinds of things we
do not believe in.

I have heard arguments across the
aisle about free speech. How can it be
free if the taxpayers have to pay for it.
I have heard about that this somehow
is Big Brother. Nothing could be more
Big Brother than going into my wallet,
taking my money, and then spending it
for causes I do not believe in.

How can you look in the eyes of my
taxpayers who already are paying
enough and ask them to take a little
bit more so we can send it back to
Washington, DC, so they can lobby for
causes I do not believe in? It is time
that those lobbyists get out of laying
sideways in the public trough and get
back out into the trenches. It is time
to end welfare for the lobbyists.

I urge your opposition.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
12 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. HASTINGS].

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of the
Skaggs amendment to title VI

This title is particularly hypocritical
since some of the same Members who
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support this language are the ones who
killed lobbying reform legislation last
yvear. Why did they kill lobbying re-
form? Because they said it would have
stifled grassroots lobbying efforts. But
it is this language which will stifle
grassroots lobbying and stifle free
speech.

This language restricts the use of pri-
vate funds for lobbying by individuals
and organizations. This is an insidious
assault on the freedoms of all Ameri-
cans who choose to avail themselves of
the political process.

This is clearly an attempt by Repub-
licans to stifle the voice of the liberal-
earthy - cunchy- labor-supporting-bran-
ola-eating individuals and organiza-
tions which devote themselves to mak-
ing America a better place by utilizing
their constitutionally mandated right
to influence the political process.

The entire premise of this title is bi-
zarre. There seems to be among con-
servative groups the misconception
that nonprofit groups are using Federal
dollars to lobby.

This is illegal. There are already laws
on the book that prohibit the use of
Federal dollars to lobby. In fact, if it is
found that Federal moneys have been
used to lobby, the group found in viola-
tion must return the money. They are
then prohibited from applying for fu-
ture grants, and there is a serious risk
that criminal procedures will be
brought against them.

I find it ironic that this language
mandates stringent reporting require-
ments, when one of the goals of the re-
strictive Republican revolution has
been to remove the Federal Govern-
ment from the everyday lives of the
American public. Requiring all Federal
grantees to fill out lengthy reports is
extraordinarily intrusive.

I am amazed that the Republican
Party, who tried to end the school
lunch program because “the
Governement should stay out of the
business of feeding our children,” is the
same party that wants to force the
American public to report their politi-
cal activities. Senator MecCarthy is
dead, but his legacy clearly lives on.

The intent of this language is obvious. It is
to send the message to labor-oriented per-
sons, nonprofits, and grassroots organizations
not to disagree with the conservatives. It tells
those groups that they may participate in the
democratic process only if they agree with the
Republicans. Well, | for one will not support
censorship. This is the United States of Amer-
ica, not Fidel Castro’'s Cuba. Support free
speech by supporting the Skaggs amendment.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 seconds to point out what
often seems to be forgotten. We are not
talking about free speech. We are talk-
ing about people who expect the tax-
payers to buy them a microphone or a
broadcasting studio or a printing press.
We are talking about groups that ask
for and receive billions of dollars of
taxpayers' money.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California [Mr. RIGGS].

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman, my colleague on the
Committee on Appropriations, for his
fine work in this area.

This is a tough fight, but I urge my
colleagues to resist the Skaggs amend-
ment and point out that we are going
to hear a lot about first amendment
rights being discussed out here on the
floor this morning, this evening, soon
to be morning.

Anyone that takes a careful look at
this amendment knows the first
amendment rights are not being in-
fringed upon. There are plenty of advo-
cacy groups out there across the land,
by the way, nonprofit educational re-
search institutes, who are sharing their
insights with us elected policymakers
without using the taxpayers' money.
This is really one of those times when
we have to, if you will pardon the ex-
pression, put up or shut up.

If we believe in lobbying reform in
this body, the Istook, and others,
amendment is a very fine place to
start, and I urge my colleagues oppose
the Skaggs amendment. Support the
Istook language in the base bill re-
ported out by the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1%2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER].

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, much
of the debate on this bill, I am sad to
say, has been full of sophistry and a lit-
tle hypocrisy.

Remember the law says you cannot
use Federal money to lobby, period, ex-
isting law. What this bill says, and re-
member, we have paid professional lob-
byists all over this town. This bill does
not affect them. We have companies
represented by those paid professional
lobbyists who get billions of dollars of
Federal contracts. This bill does not af-
fect them.

What this bill says is, to quote from
yesterday’s Chicago Tribune, if you are
a nonprofit group and you get a grant
to run a homeless shelter, shut up; if
you are a for-profit group with a con-
tract to run a homeless shelter, you
are free to speak.

In short, this amendment stifles non-
profit service groups which get money
from the Federal Government to carry
out purposes that the Government de-
cides are for a public purpose, just the
same as Lockheed gets money from the
Federal Government to carry out a
program of defense development that
Government decides is a public pur-
pose.

But we tell the local group that is
running a homeless shelter shut up, but
Lockheed can spend billions on lobby-
ists.

This amendment stifles nonprofit
service groups while continuing to
allow defense contractors, agri-
business, professional paid lobbyists
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and a host of others who also receive
billions of dollars of tax dollars in Fed-
eral money not to be gagged. Why do
we not gag these lobbyists, too? Be-
cause it is not in your ideological pur-
pose to do so.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. EHRLICH], one of the co-
authors of this amendment which is
now under scrutiny.

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, enough of the dema-
goguery, enough of the spin.

I want to talk about some facts. Fact
No. 1, I rise to speak for the unrepre-
sented here, which is the American
taxpayer, the folks not outside that
door lobbying this Congress.

Second, with respect to the scare tac-
tics employed by the other side on this
issue, if you read the bill, if you look
at the facts, the facts are as follows:
This bill does not cover recipients of
entitlements. This bill does not cover
individuals. This bill does not cover re-
cipients of school loans. This bill does
not cover the courts. This bill does not
cover State government. This bill does
not cover educational loans. They are
the facts. Read the bill.

Third, Mr. Chairman, the definition
of a grantee and the definition of a
Federal contractor, there is a clear dis-
tinction in the law. This, Mr. Chair-
man, this is the law, and these are the
regulations with respect to laws gov-
erning Federal contractors.

We do not have law with respect to
Federal grantees. That is what this bill
is about. That is what this initiative is
about.

Fourth, for some reason, Mr. Chair-
man, over the course of the last 30
years there has grown a distinction be-
tween nonprofits who perform advo-
cacy and perform service. This whole
initiative is to get nonprofits back to
actually doing what the taxpayers ex-
pect them to do, perform the service.
Do not lobby the Congress for addi-
tional money and then keep coming
back time after time after time. Do
what you are supposed to do, do the
right thing.

Mr. Chairman, lastly, what this
whole initiative is about, and I con-
gratulate my cosponsors of the amend-
ment, is to empower the American tax-
payer. It is true lobbying reform. It is
why we were sent to this Congress.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Maryland [Mr CARDIN].

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, let us be
truthful with our constituents as to
what the circumstances are. You can-
not use taxpayer money, Federal funds,
to lobby. That has been the law. That
is currently the law. Grantees cannot
use Federal funds to lobby.

What this bill does is punitive
against certain groups on their rights

21945

to petition their Government: the Can-
cer Society in dealing with health care
issues, special education groups from
dealing with the needs of children, the
NAACP in dealing with civil rights
matters. These are groups that are im-
pacted by this bill.

We are right, the defense contractors
who receive the largest amount of Fed-
eral funds are free to use their funds to
lobby Government. Why should not pri-
vate groups be able to use their own
funds to lobby Government? That is
their right. They should be able to do
it.

Let us not be hypocritical and say
some groups are subject to these rules
and others are not.

Vote for the Skaggs amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of the
Skaggs amendment. The Istook rider restricts
citizens from exercising their first amendment
right to petition the Government. The first
amendment to our U.S. Constitution states:

Congr