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Special education departments end up eat-

ing large portions of local and state school
budgets, which creates a competitive relation-
ship between regular and special education,
as they vie for the same scarce funds. This
situation is not the fault of school districts, but
a direct result of Congress’s inadequate fund-
ing of IDEA.

Special education has received a billion dol-
lar increase over the past two years. Yet even
with this substantial increase, funding is still
substantially below Congress’s 40 percent
promise. This means that states and districts
will continue to be unfairly burdened by these
excess costs.

Congress is simply being unfair to our local
school districts by not living up to our end of
this bargain and we are taking needed re-
sources away from regular education.

I hope the Congress will live up to its obliga-
tion, and fully fund IDEA. If we do not, all stu-
dents across this country will suffer.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, H. Con. Res. 84
calls for increased funding for IDEA at the ex-
pense of initiatives like the Clinton/Clay Class
Size Reduction Act. While I support increased
funding for IDEA, we should not be robbing
Peter to pay Paul.

Achieving the goal of 100,000 new teachers
will ensure that every child receives personal
attention, gets a solid foundation for further
learning, and is prepared to read by the end
of the third grade.

I am disappointed that the Republicans
have continued their attempt to torpedo this
critical program. On the Ed-Flex bill, Repub-
licans tried to raid class size funds for other
programs. We should never pit one program
against another—we should support overall in-
creases in education spending.

I believe that reducing class sizes with well-
qualified teachers is the single most significant
action we can take to enhance student
achievement.

We should increase funding for IDEA, but
not at the expense of class size reduction.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this resolution to fully fund the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).

IDEA ensures that all children with disabil-
ities receive a free appropriate public edu-
cation. Prior to IDEA, 2 million children were
excluded from receiving their right to a public
education. Another 2.5 million children re-
ceived an inadequate education.

IDEA has served as a civil rights initiative
for our Nation’s children for more than 22
years.

Fully funding this educational program is im-
portant to the millions of learning disabled stu-
dents in our districts across the country. It is
important to our communities that benefit from
the achievement level of all these students.

IDEA is another example of how govern-
ment support of an educational program pro-
vides the foundation for states and local edu-
cational agencies to work together. Funding
this initiative for the sake of our children is im-
portant for the future success of our schools
and communities.

In addition to fully funding IDEA, Congress
should also better fund other educational pro-
grams that are seriously underfunded. For ex-
ample, consider Hispanic Serving Institutions
(HSI’s).

We have charged these institutions with en-
suring the academic success of the Hispanic
students that are at their institutions. Similar to

IDEA, these institutions cannot fulfill their duty
to the students and the community at large
without adequate funding.

The funding of IDEA is critical along with the
funding of all our education programs that aim
to serve every child that has the right to fair,
and equitable access to a quality education.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
highlight one of the most important issues for
our nation: educating our young people. Ev-
eryone agrees that a good education is critical
for the future success of our children, and yet
are not providing the financial resources that
make this possible. This is especially true for
the education of children with disabilities.

School districts are struggling with how to
provide the best education possible for all chil-
dren within often very tightly constrained budg-
ets. I applaud their efforts. In many cases,
however, school districts can not reduce class
sizes, build needed schools, or hire new
teachers while still providing the services so
important to students with disabilities. In my
home state of California, over 600,000 stu-
dents receive special education and related
services in public schools at a reported cost of
$3.4 billion. Without federal assistance, local
school districts are forced to use their general
funds to the detriment of other programs.

This is not to say that the IDEA hasn’t been
successful. It has. By providing children with
disabilities with the same educational opportu-
nities as their abled peers, we now have a
system supporting happier and more produc-
tive adults. According to the Department of
Education, disabled young people are three
times more likely today to attend college than
prior to 1975 and twice as many of today’s
twenty-year olds with disabilities are working.
But we must do more to make sure there are
more success stories than setbacks.

I applaud my friends on the other side of the
aisle for bringing to the floor House Concur-
rent Resolution 84, which urges the Congress
and the President to fully fund the federal
Government’s obligation under IDEA. This
must be more than just words in a Resolution
though. I call upon this Congress, this year, to
fulfill its pledge for full funding of IDEA. It is
time that the federal government make good
on its obligation to the school districts and our
children across the country.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) that the
House suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res.
84, as amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, on that

I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Con. Res. 84.

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

There was no objection.
f

URGING CONGRESS AND PRESI-
DENT TO INCREASE FUNDING
FOR PELL GRANTS

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 88)
urging the Congress and the President
to increase funding for the Pell Grant
Program and existing Campus-Based
Aid Programs.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. CON. RES. 88

Whereas the Basic Educational Oppor-
tunity Grant Program, now known as the
Pell Grant Program in honor of Senator
Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island, was first au-
thorized in the 1972 amendments to the High-
er Education Act of 1965;

Whereas the Pell Grant Program has be-
come the largest need-based Federal higher
education scholarship program and is consid-
ered the foundation for all Federal student
aid;

Whereas the purpose of the program is to
assist students from low income families
who would not otherwise be financially able
to attend a postsecondary institution by pro-
viding grants to students to be used to pay
the costs of attending the postsecondary in-
stitution of their choice;

Whereas in the late 1970’s, the Pell Grant
covered seventy-five percent of the average
cost of attending a public four-year college;
by the late 1990’s, it only covered thirty-six
percent of the cost of attending a public
four-year college;

Whereas families across the country are
concerned about the rising cost of a college
education, and for children from low income
families, the cost of college continues to be
an overwhelming factor in their decision to
forego a college education;

Whereas children from high income fami-
lies are almost twice as likely to enroll in
college as children from low income families;

Whereas higher education promotes eco-
nomic opportunity for individuals and eco-
nomic competitiveness for our Nation;

Whereas the Pell Grant and Campus-Based
Aid Programs target aid to low income stu-
dents as effectively as any programs admin-
istered by the Federal government; and

Whereas student borrowing to finance a
postsecondary education has increased to an
average indebtedness of $9,700, and therefore
increased grant aid is more important than
ever: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress and the
President, should, working within the con-
straints of the balanced budget agreement,
make student scholarship aid the highest
priority for higher education funding by in-
creasing the maximum Pell Grant awarded
to low income students by $400 and increas-
ing other existing campus-based aid pro-
grams that serve low-income students prior
to authorizing or appropriating funds for any
new education initiative.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. MCKEON) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MARTINEZ)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCKEON).

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, today we are consid-

ering H. Con. Res. 88, which sets forth
specific priorities for higher education
funding and proposes that we refrain
from creating new education programs
until we adequately fund these prior-
ities.

The top funding priority for higher
education is the Pell Grant Program,
and the goal is to increase the max-
imum award to students from low-in-
come families to $3,525. This amount
represents an increase of $400 to the
maximum Pell grant award and would
be the largest increase since the incep-
tion of the program in 1972.

The resolution also recognizes the
importance of providing increased
funding for the existing campus-based
student aid programs. These need-
based programs provide financial aid
administrators at colleges across the
country with considerable flexibility in
the packaging of financial aid awards
that best meet the needs of their stu-
dents.

The Pell Grant Program is one of the
largest voucher programs in the coun-
try, and it is considered the foundation
program for all Federal student aid.
Students eligible for a Pell grant can
use that money to attend one of almost
6,000 postsecondary institutions in the
country.

The Pell Grant Program was created
in 1972, and the goal of the program
was simple. Congress wanted to assist
students from low-income families who
would not otherwise be financially able
to attend a postsecondary institution.

In the first year of the program,
176,000 students received Pell grant
awards. Funding Pell grants at the
level set forth in the resolution would
make more than 4 million students eli-
gible for Pell grants next year, includ-
ing an additional 21,000 students in my
home State of California.

Ninety percent of the students who
will receive a Pell grant come from
families with incomes under $30,000,
and 54 percent of those students come
from families with incomes under
$10,000. This is a program that simply
continues to serve the vital purpose for
which it was originally created.

This is not the first time that we
have stated our support for making the
Pell Grant Program the top funding
priority for higher education. On June
26, 1997, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING), the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY), the ranking
member, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. KILDEE) and I sent a letter to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER)
and the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) that began by saying, we greatly
appreciate support for increased fund-
ing for the Pell Grant Program, and we
believe it should be the top funding pri-
ority of all higher education programs.

I continue to believe that the Pell
Grant Program should be the top high-
er education funding priority. I also
think a $400 increase to the maximum
award is a very reasonable request.

For more than 7 years, the Pell grant
maximum fluctuated between $2,300

and $2,400. However, after years of stag-
nant funding levels, the Committee on
Appropriations has shown over-
whelming support for the program dur-
ing the past 3 years by increasing fund-
ing for the Pell Grant Program by
more than $2.7 billion. Had the admin-
istration not cut $250 million from last
year’s appropriation level for the Pell
Grant Program in order to fund its
other priorities, we would be well on
our way to our goal of a maximum
award of $3,525.

In addition to the Pell Grant Pro-
gram, this resolution supports in-
creased funding for the campus- based
student aid programs. While Pell
grants open the door to postsecondary
education for many students from low-
income families, it is the campus-based
programs that provide these same stu-
dents some degree of choice in select-
ing a postsecondary institution.

After years of double-digit increases
in the cost of a college education, the
maximum Pell grant no longer covers a
large percentage of the cost of attend-
ance at most public 4-year institutions
in the country. However, a Pell grant,
coupled with awards from the campus-
based program, goes a long way in re-
ducing the amount a student needs to
borrow in student loans in order to pay
the bills for tuition and room and
board.

In closing, I want to address some of
the objections I have heard with re-
spect to this resolution. We all know
the budget caps are tight, and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations will have a
difficult time in making funding deci-
sions, but that simply supports getting
our priorities on record.

I have copies of testimony submitted
to the subcommittee of the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. PORTER) from var-
ious higher education organizations,
and each one identifies certain funding
priorities important to the particular
organization. However, there are two
consistent messages. The first is strong
support for a $400 increase to the max-
imum Pell grant. The second is strong
support for funding proven education
programs, rather than creating new
ones that take money away from the
existing programs.

Finally, do not misread this resolu-
tion. It does not say only fund Pell in
the campus-based programs. It does not
say that we should cut the class size
teacher program. Unlike the Presi-
dent’s budget that cuts several existing
programs, including the Pell appropria-
tion, impact aid, the Title VI block
grant and others, this resolution does
not propose cuts to existing programs.
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This resolution simply establishes
funding priorities for higher education.
We have many higher education pro-
grams that have been in existence a
long time and serve students well, such
as the TRIO programs, Graduate As-
sistance in Areas of National Need, In-
stitutional Aid programs under Title
III, and many others. We reauthorized

these programs last year, and we sup-
port their continued funding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the fol-
lowing associations and organizations
that have given their support for this
resolution, including the American As-
sociation of Community Colleges, the
American Association of State Colleges
and Universities, the United States
Student Association, the Career Col-
lege Association, the American Council
on Education, the National Association
of Independent Colleges and Univer-
sities, the U.S. Public Interest Re-
search Group, the National Association
of Student Financial Aid Administra-
tors, the Coalition of Higher Education
Organizations, the Association of
American Universities, the National
Association of State Universities and
Land-Grant Colleges, and finally, the
Association of Jesuit Colleges and Uni-
versities.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues
to support this resolution and the high-
er education funding priorities it estab-
lishes for the Congress and the Presi-
dent.

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

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise reluctantly today
in opposition to House Concurrent Res-
olution 88.

I want to be very clear that I do sup-
port the priority for Pell Grant and
campus-based student aid programs.
However, specifically, I oppose the last
12 words of this resolution, which I be-
lieve are not only unnecessary to the
intent of the resolution, but have the
potential to tie the hands of Congress
in our ability to help the children of
this country.

Were we not considering this resolu-
tion under a suspension of the rules, I
would have offered an amendment to
strike those 12 words, as I did during
the committee markup, which would
allow, if we did strike those 12 words, it
would allow myself and I daresay all of
my colleagues on this side of the aisle
to lend wholehearted support to this
resolution. Members may get support
from some of the Members on our side
because those Members would not want
to be on record as seeming to vote
against Pell Grants, but they would
not get their unconditional support.

I would stress that my colleagues and
I are not opposed to establishing the
Pell Grant and campus-based student
aid programs as a funding priority. On
the contrary, over the past years we
have always supported Pell Grants and
the increase in Pell Grants and cam-
pus-based student aid programs.

As a matter of fact, on the other side
of the aisle, until recently they did
not. But we, as a matter of fact, are de-
lighted to see that our colleagues on
that side are taking so much of an in-
terest in these programs that have pro-
vided millions of low-income students
with an opportunity to pursue higher
education.
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On this side of the aisle, we have al-

ways believed that providing an oppor-
tunity to less fortunate people of our
country is a paramount responsibility
of the government. The Pell Grant pro-
gram has provided millions of low-in-
come students with the opportunity to
pursue their higher education dreams
and goals.

Moreover, I firmly believe that my
good friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCKEON), the sponsor of
this resolution, is sincere in his desire
to expand opportunity to millions of
other struggling students. I sincerely
regret that I cannot join him in sup-
porting this resolution.

As I stated, my concern surrounding
the resolution are the last 12 words,
which call for the funding of Pell
Grants and campus-based aid pro-
grams, and I quote, ‘‘prior to author-
izing or appropriating funds for any
new education initiative.’’

Earlier, my colleague said that it
does not cut other programs, but it
does prevent other programs from
being funded. Although I understand
and agree with my colleague and his
desire to fund existing programs that
work before we create and fund new
programs, I am concerned that the lan-
guage in this resolution is ambiguous
and may tie our hands and our ability
to help the children of our country.

The problem, as I see it, is that
House Concurrent Resolution 88 fails to
define the term ‘‘new education initia-
tive,’’ and leaves open the question of
how it might affect the future work of
this Congress.

For instance, is the class size reduc-
tion initiative, which, although cur-
rently authorized for only 1 year, is in
full swing in many of the States, is
that a new program? Is the Reading
Excellence Act which was just passed
last year a new program?

Also created last year was Gear Up, a
program that, like Pell and the cam-
pus-based aid programs, would allow
millions of low-income students to at-
tend college. Will it be considered a
new program?

If in the course of reauthorizing
ESEA we decide to consolidate several
existing professional development pro-
grams into a larger, more effective pro-
fessional development initiative, will it
be considered a new program and there-
fore go unfunded?

If we develop a program to address
school violence like that which took
place in Littleton, Colorado, will it be
considered a new program and be de-
nied funding?

To avoid these pitfalls, during com-
mittee mark-up I mentioned that the
Senate is currently considering a simi-
lar resolution which has bipartisan
support, and I offered that as a sub-
stitute to this resolution.

Like House Concurrent Resolution
88, the resolution currently being con-
sidered by the Senate acknowledges
the importance of Pell and campus-
based student aid programs, and urges
the Congress and the President to

make them a funding priority. How-
ever, the Senate resolution refrains
from bolstering students’ aid at the
possible expense of other programs.
Senate Concurrent Resolution 828 is
identical to this resolution except that
it does not contain those last 12 words.

The language in the Senate resolu-
tion would have allowed us to recog-
nize Pell and campus-based aid as edu-
cational priorities without denying the
importance of existing programs or the
potential importance of programs that
may come out of the reauthorization of
ESEA.

I regret that I did not have the op-
portunity to offer that amendment
here today. I regret that, as a result of
that, I will not be able to support this
resolution.

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

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise to
express strong support for the House
Concurrent Resolution 88 urging both
the President and Congress to increase
Pell Grants for low-income students,
and I commend the gentleman from
California (Mr. MCKEON), the sponsor
of this measure, for bringing it to the
floor at this time.

Because the Pell Grant is basis for all
Federal student aid, and the amount of
aid needed to cover the ever-rising cost
of higher education is increasing, it is
imperative we make students’ scholar-
ship aid a high priority.

In the ever-increasing global market,
our Nation must make sure that it
maintains its leading role. Therefore,
now more than ever we must guarantee
that our students are well-prepared to
compete against their counterparts
from all over the world. Education is
the only way that we can ensure a
strong future for America’s children,
and increasing Pell Grant awards is
one way we can begin to achieve that
goal.

Accordingly, I urge our colleagues to
fully support this measure.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER).

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of both
of these resolutions. Unfortunately, I
was detained and was not able to come
over and speak on behalf of the full
funding for IDEA.

But first let me say, on the Pell
Grants, I strongly support increasing
the Pell Grant program. As outlined by
a couple of the speakers already, clear-
ly as the cost of college continues to
accelerate, we find that we are cov-
ering a much smaller percentage of
that with the existing Pell Grants than
we had previously. Previously we cov-

ered about 72 percent of the average
costs. Now we are in the position of
covering about 34 percent of that.

As a result of that, many young stu-
dents from low-income families who
have worked very hard in high school
to get the grades in order to do the
work required and to be accepted to
college find out that economics now
stand in the way of them achieving
that education.

We should not allow that to happen,
because we obviously have an economy
that needs the contributions of all of
these young people to our economic
system. For that reason, I join the bi-
partisan support for the increase in the
Pell Grant.

I am concerned, as the gentleman
from California (Mr. MARTINEZ) pointed
out, exactly the meaning of those
words at the end of the legislation, be-
cause we know that there is a great
deal of concern that this would take
precedence over the class size reduc-
tion money, since that in fact is not an
authorized program and needs author-
ization. And if it were to take place
after the passage of this resolution,
would that knock it out of the box?

We know that class size reduction, as
we just found out last week with the
Tennessee study, is starting to have
some important positive impacts on
young people, when coupled with quali-
fied teachers. So I think the concern is
quite proper that the gentleman from
California (Mr. MARTINEZ) has raised
about that. But since I think we will
get a second shot at that in our author-
izations, I am prepared to support the
full funding.

On the question of the IDEA funding,
I am deeply concerned about the sug-
gestion that to be for full funding of
education for individuals with disabil-
ities, that therefore somehow we have
to cut other worthy programs in the
education field, because we know that
it sets up a false choice between pro-
grams like Head Start or America
Reads, all of which work to help kids
become school-ready, to help them be-
come ready to read and to participate
in schools.

While fully supporting the idea of
full funding for IDEA, I wish that the
Republicans had not tried to set it up
so they could chase away Democratic
sponsors of this legislation by sug-
gesting that it has to be done by cut-
ting these other programs.

When we look at the Republican
budget that cuts about $1.2 billion
below a freeze compared to 1999 in the
education field, if we were to fully fund
this, we would be talking about a 40
percent cut below the President’s edu-
cation request to fully fund IDEA.

It is interesting to note that the
Committee on the Budget, when full
funding of IDEA was offered, they
voted in lockstep against it, and again
in the Committee on Rules would not
allow that amendment to be put into
consideration, where we could have
provided offsets or what have you with-
in the budget resolution.
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So I am not sure that this resolution

is exactly as it should be, but the fact
is we should support the continued in-
crease in appropriations of IDEA funds.

Finally, let me say that time and
again it is suggested that somehow the
Federal Government is shirking its re-
sponsibility when it does not provide
all of the funding for IDEA. When we
passed that legislation, Republicans
and Democrats said that the goal was
to provide some 40 percent of the ex-
cess costs of providing education for in-
dividuals with disabilities.

It continues to remain a goal. It is a
goal that we have made great advance-
ments on in the last couple of years.
We ought to continue to go after it.
But it is not a question of an unfunded
Federal mandate. The fact is that this
is there because of the United States
Constitution.

If we were to repeal IDEA, every
State and local education authority
would still have the obligation under
the Constitution of the United States
to educate these children in a free and
appropriate education. They could end
up picking up 100 percent of the cost.

The Federal Government is trying to
do the best it can to help districts with
the cost of these educations, but the
belief somehow is that this is our duty
alone, and in fact the legislation passed
last year would allow, unfortunately,
schools to withdraw support for IDEA
if we hit a Federal threshold, so the
same schools who are saying they do
not have enough money find out they
can in fact withdraw support for this
effort.

I think the intent of these resolu-
tions is good and is proper, and both of
these programs need increases in fund-
ing. The Pell Grant needs an increase
in the maximum grant. But I am con-
cerned about some of the nuances that
are suggested in these resolutions.

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from California for his support of the
resolution. For the record, the Presi-
dent’s budget for the year 2000 for edu-
cation is $65.28 billion. Our budget for
the year is $66.35 billion, $1.1 billion
more than the President’s.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), chair-
man of the full committee.

(Mr. GOODLING asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

There was a time when Pell Grants
covered 75 percent of a college edu-
cation. We are now down to about 36
percent. The good news is, however, we
did get a $2.7 billion increase in the
last 3 years, so we have billions of dol-
lars available in student aid from the
Federal Government to State govern-
ments and institutions of higher edu-
cation, and children from high-income
families continue to enroll in college

at almost twice the rate of children
from low-income families.

For many of the students from low-
income families, the cost of college is
the overwhelming factor in their deci-
sion to forego a college education. In
1997 we supported the enactment of tax
credits related to post-secondary edu-
cation for middle- and upper-income
families. At the same time, we voiced
strong concern about the need to con-
tinue making substantial commit-
ments to the Pell Grant program in
order to assist those students from
low-income families who would not re-
ceive any benefits from the new tax
credit.

I mention that because I want to
mention now the most unbelievable
thing that I think I have heard in my
entire time in the Congress. Prior to
our mark-up of this resolution in com-
mittee last week, a Department of Edu-
cation official told the Subcommittee
on Labor, Health and Human Services
of the Committee on Appropriations
that a $400 increase to the Pell max-
imum would not help low-income stu-
dents all that much, since they would
lose their tuition tax breaks.

I want to repeat that, because I know
everybody listening will be smart
enough, I will not even have to explain
how ridiculous it is.
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But what he said was that a $400 in-
crease to the Pell maximum would not
help low-income students all that
much since they would lose their tui-
tion tax breaks.

I can only assume that the adminis-
tration has forgotten the debate over
tax credits and the testimony of col-
lege officials and students who all
agree that up-front cash assistance
such as the Pell Grant program is the
most effective form of aid for increas-
ing access to college.

Now, I would also remind that gen-
tleman, and he should not need to be
reminded, retroactive tax credits are
great for those who have enough
money to enroll in college in the first
place. But I am sure if he would just
look at his statistics, he would dis-
cover that 54 percent of the families re-
ceiving Pell Grants have incomes under
$10,000. What tax credits are they wait-
ing for? What tax credits are they ex-
pected to get? Of course, they do not
get any. How silly the man could ever
make a statement of that nature.

The resolution also expresses support
for campus-based student aid pro-
grams.

These need-based programs help students
pay the bills that are not covered by a $3,000
Pell Grant.

The campus-based student aid programs re-
quire institutions to provide matching funds in
order to receive funds from the Federal gov-
ernment. The $1.5 billion devoted to the cam-
pus-based programs last year leveraged al-
most $400 million in additional aid to college
students across the country.

The Higher Education Amendments of 1998
enacted last fall, streamlined the operation of

all these programs in order to make them
more effective. More importantly, the formula
under which funds are distributed was modi-
fied. Under the new formula, any new money
provided for the campus-based programs goes
to institutions of higher education that serve
large populations of students from low-income
families who are most in need of financial as-
sistance.

These are fundamentally sound programs
that have served our nation’s college students
will for the past three decades and we should
consider them a higher education funding pri-
ority.

This resolution does not propose cutting any
programs. It does not say that we should not
fund other education programs that work. It
does not pit one program against another. It
simply says that our highest priorities for high-
er education funding should be the Pell Grant
Program and the campus-based aid programs,
which have a proven record of success.

I urge my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. ROEMER), a really strong ad-
vocate of education.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MARTINEZ) for yield me this time. I rise
to support the intent of the legislation,
not particularly the accomplishment of
the legislation.

Certainly, the ‘‘whereas’’ clauses in
this Pell Grant concurrent resolution
are very, very strong and language
that I agree with, particularly the fact
that in the language we talk about
being concerned that the impact and
the help of the Pell Grant has been
sliced in half from the 1970s.

We have gone from providing through
a Pell Grant about 76 percent of the
cost of education; in the 1990s now, the
impact of the Pell grant is about 36
percent of the cost of a 4-year public
college. That is slashing in half the im-
pact and the help of the Pell Grant,
and we need to do something about
that.

I sat on an airline just this past week
with a young gentleman from Indiana
who was trying to select between Cor-
nell in New York and DePaul in Indi-
ana. The entire rationale for his deci-
sion was going to be resting on one
part of the economics of a decision be-
tween Cornell and DePaul, and that
was the financial aid: what Pell Grant,
Stafford loan, work study programs
could be put together.

So families and students are very
concerned about education. But what
we need to do, Mr. Speaker, as we show
our concern about the declining impact
and help of the Pell Grant, is to come
up with a piece of legislation, a bill
that funds it.

This is a concurrent resolution. It is
not signed by the President. It is not
an appropriation bill that takes a
penny out of the Treasury. It simply
conveys the intent of Congress that we
would like to see some more money put
toward Pell Grant. I think everybody
on our side would like to do that. I am
sure everybody on the Republican side
would like to do that.
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But what we need are not unfunded

mandates, not unfunded resolutions,
but bipartisan solutions to this prob-
lem.

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROE-
MER) for his support of our intent.

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BARRETT), a mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
California for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.
Con. Res. 88. This resolution proposes
our funding priority should first in-
clude programs that work, and Pell
Grants do work. We are talking about
a program of more than a 25-year track
record of success. Pell Grants have of-
fered millions of students the oppor-
tunity to pursue a higher education.
While opening that door, they help nar-
row the gap between the rich and the
poor and help alleviate the debt burden
from young people just starting out in
their careers.

Students awarded Pell Grants are
among the neediest, and probably
would not have attended college with-
out this financial assistance. For ex-
ample, in the 1995–1996 school year, 54
percent of Pell Grant recipients came
from families with incomes of less than
$10,000.

We all know that students from mid-
dle and high-income families are more
likely to attend college, and one reason
is that those parents can at least help
finance the costs. Students from low-
income families do not have that safe-
ty net, and Pell Grants help fill that
void. At the current level, a Pell Grant
on average only covers 36 percent of
the cost of college, compared to 77 per-
cent in the 1970s.

The Federal Government also helps
students with loans, and thousands of
both low and middle-income students
finish college each year with loans to
pay off. In fact, the average student
graduates with more than $9,000 in
debt. But low-income students, who
have had to finance nearly everything,
can face particularly steep debt.

This problem is amplified when con-
sidering that often these students
choose lower paying but very impor-
tant jobs like teaching or social work.
In these situations, students may be
faced with years and years of debt pay-
ments. We can lower that hurdle to
higher education by not only con-
tinuing our strong support for the Pell
Grant program, but by also increasing
the minimum Pell Grant level.

The current maximum for Pell
Grants is $3,125. This resolution sug-
gests a modest $400 increase. The reso-
lution also proposes increasing, within
the context of our balanced budget
agreement, other aid programs that
serve low-income students. Those pro-
grams include work study, Supple-
mental Education Opportunity Grants,
and Perkins Loans. Pell Grants, these
programs work, and they could be put
to much broader use if the funding is

increased, and we should aim toward
that goal before jumping into new un-
tested education initiatives.

This resolution does not say that we
should not fund other higher education
programs, and it does not pit one group
of students against another. It simply
says that the Pell Grant program has
worked well, and that by making Pell
Grants a priority, we are indeed mak-
ing education a priority and strength-
ening our commitment to helping low-
income students achieve their poten-
tial.

I urge my colleagues to supports H.
Con. Res. 88.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from the
beautiful State of Hawaii (Mrs. MINK).

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker,
we have heard previous to this debate a
long dissertation about the Federal ob-
ligation to fund IDEA. While there is
disagreement in terms of how that re-
sponsibility has fallen upon the Fed-
eral Government, most of us agree that
funding for IDEA should be increased.

Now we are discussing another con-
current resolution which has to do
with Pell Grants. This I believe is a
time when the majority must listen to
what they were saying when they de-
bated IDEA.

The authorization language which
comes from this august committee
calls for a basic funding of Pell Grants.
That ought to be interpreted as an ob-
ligation which this Congress and this
Federal Government is according based
upon very severe eligibility standards.
Much as we do Medicare, we have eligi-
bility standards and then we decide
how much funding that individual
should get for Medicare, for hos-
pitalization, for doctor’s care, and so
forth.

It seems to me that if we are really
true to what we are saying on this floor
with regard to the importance of fund-
ing low-income students, giving them
the best opportunity to have a higher
education, this Congress ought to fund
the complete amount that we authorize
for Pell Grants. That is the only way
we are going to meet our fundamental
responsibility. Let us not talk about
just $400 beyond what was authorized
or appropriated last year. We ought to
go for the entire amount.

Mr. Speaker, I am introducing a bill
today which I ask all of my colleges on
both sides of the aisle to cosponsor
with me, and that is to make the Pell
Grant program an entitlement. Young
people ought to know with great assur-
ance that if they meet the criteria for
a Pell Grant to go on to higher edu-
cation, that this Congress is willing to
fund it.

So I have created a program which
makes it a responsibility for this Con-
gress, for this Federal Government, to
treat this program as an entitlement.
Every young person ought to have that
right to continue on to higher edu-
cation

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of in-
creasing funding for Pell Grants.

There is nothing better we can do for this
nation than to improve education, and ensure
that all children in all communities across this
nation have access to higher education.

Pell Grants were created to provided this
access for low-income families. The Pell Grant
Program was created in 1972 to assist stu-
dents from low-income families in obtaining a
postsecondary education by meeting at least
75% of a student’s cost of attendance. Unfor-
tunately, Congress is not living up to its prom-
ise.

In real dollars, the appropriated maximum
individual grant, adjusted for inflation, has de-
creased 4.7% between 1980 and 1998. Con-
sidering the exorbitant increases in college
costs, the Pell Grant has covered less and
less of a student’s cost of attendance. In just
the last 10 years, total costs at public colleges
have increased by 23% and at private col-
leges by 36%. According to the General Ac-
counting Office, this means that over the last
15 years, tuition at a public 4-year college or
university has nearly doubled as a percentage
of median household income. All students suf-
fer as a result of these increases; however
students from low-income families suffer the
most.

The resolution before us calls for an in-
crease of $400 in the maximum Pell Grant
awarded to students from low-income families.

Although it is important to raise the max-
imum Pell Grant awarded, it does not go far
enough. We need to guarantee that eligible
students are entitled to the maximum amount
under the Pell Grant Program. Today, I have
introduced legislation that does just that.

My bill will create a contractual obligation on
the United States to reimburse institutions that
award Pell Grants to its eligible students in the
full amount they are entitled to. Simply put, my
bill guarantees that an eligible student will re-
ceive the maximum award amount she is enti-
tled to. By guaranteeing that eligible students
will receive the maximum amount, this bill will
make it easier for students from low-income
families to get a higher education.

I urge my colleagues to do more than sup-
port this resolution, which merely requests a
$400 increase in the maximum award allowed.
I urge my colleagues to support my legislation
which guarantees that eligible students are en-
titled to the maximum amount authorized
under the Pell Grant Program.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER), subcommittee chair of
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, Amer-
ican students I think are confused
about the President’s student aid prior-
ities.

On Election Day in 1996 they heard
the President proclaim, and I will
quote, ‘‘I am proud that we have got
the biggest increase in Pell Grants in
20 years, but we must do more. I want
to open the doors of college to all
Americans; and if you give me 4 more
years, that is exactly what I intend to
do.’’

That was in Lexington, Kentucky. He
said the same thing in Cleveland,
Santa Barbara, Green Bay, New Orle-
ans, St. Louis, and the Democratic
Convention in Chicago.
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Many students also heard this ad, run

by the President’s campaign, and I will
quote, ‘‘As a Latino and a student, I
know the value of education.’’ The ad
read in Spanish. ‘‘Under President
Clinton, Pell Grants and scholarships
were increased. President Clinton
wants us to have more opportunities to
improve our quality of life. That is
why, on November 5, I am going to vote
for President Clinton.’’

Well, Mr. Speaker, on November 5,
that is exactly what a lot of students
did. But now the President is singing a
different tune. The President is pro-
posing cutting Pell Grant funding by 3
percent; he proposes cutting Perkins
Loans by eliminating an adjustment
for inflation; and he proposes cutting
student loans by $2 billion in favor of a
program that makes the Department of
Education the country’s largest bank,
a loan program that is 30 percent more
expensive than the private sector pro-
gram, and that is the program that
most universities say that they do not
want.

Mr. Speaker, students are confused
about the President’s student aid prior-
ities, so let us be crystal clear about
ours. This resolution sends a clear mes-
sage that we are serious about funding
programs that have been proven to
work.

I went to college myself on a pro-
gram that is now known as the Perkins
Loan, and I can tell my colleagues
firsthand that these programs do work.
But if my colleagues no longer believe
that these programs should be our
highest priority, then vote ‘‘no’’ on
this resolution. But do not blame stu-
dents for being confused about where
we stand on these student aid prior-
ities.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY).

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
shocked, but pleasantly shocked, pleas-
antly shocked to hear the other side of
the aisle finally stepping up to the
plate and saying that rather than shut
down the Department of Education,
they understand that there is a Federal
commitment to do something to raise
the level and to raise the bar.

I was listening to the gentlewoman
from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) speak about
making Pell Grants an entitlement,
and I thought maybe we would need
some armed guards over here to stop
all of our friends and colleagues from
the other side rushing over and signing
onto that legislation as cosponsors.
But I trust that really will not be a
problem.

In fact, I asked some members of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce who have been there for
quite some time to search back in their
historical perspective to see if there
ever was an occasion when the current
majority proposed more money for Pell
Grants, to raise the authorization for
Pell Grants, that the Democrats were
not first in line to be there and do that.
They could remember none.

In fact, I searched for the one bill
that has been filed that would, in fact,
raise the authorization for Pell Grants
to make them worth what they used to
be worth when this program was origi-
nally adopted, and that is H.R. 959.
There were 62 sponsors and cosponsors
on that bill, not one Member of the ma-
jority party.

So here we are today talking about a
resolution. It is Teacher Appreciation
Week. All things education are appar-
ently on schedule for all of us. But
when the dollar has to stop and the
buck has to stop here, Mr. Speaker, let
us see how many people on the other
side are willing to actually come for-
ward with the money by raising the ap-
propriation level and by raising the au-
thorization level to make Pell Grants
really what they should be worth.

Again, I think we are faced here with
a potential in this language for pitting
program against program. The other
side says that is not the case, and we
hope it is so. And we are probably all
going to vote for this because we want
the strong message to continue as we
have continuously put it forward, that
we need to pay for Pell Grants because
that is the best way to fund higher edu-
cation. We need to raise funds for work
study programs. We need to make the
interest rates as low as possible for
anybody that does have to take a loan.

But, Mr. Speaker, we have to stop
making resolutions and feel-good
pieces of legislation, move on to bills
and acts that actually put our money
where our mouth is, and make things
happen. We stand ready to do that.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. EHLERS), a member of the
committee.

(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California for
yielding me this time.

I have a personal interest in this. The
previous speaker wondered why Repub-
licans are supporting this bill, and I
can certainly tell him why this Repub-
lican is.

b 1545

When I wanted to go to college, my
parents, who were low-income, regret-
fully told me that they simply did not
have the money to support me. They
would do what they could, but it was
not much, and I would have to earn my
own way.

I was not sure I would go to college
but, fortunately, I was able to get sum-
mer employment in high school and
save up enough money for the first
year, and so I went off to college. I
worked my way through, every cent,
every inch of the way. I worked over 25
hours a week during the school year. I
worked over 60 hours a week during the
summers in order to put myself
through college.

I am not saying this to brag, but I
simply point out that students cannot

do that today, even if they worked 40
hours a week. The costs have gone up
too much. I paid $188 a semester for
tuition. Today, it is many, many times
that.

I am very intimately aware of the
concerns and the problems that stu-
dents have, and I have a special ac-
quaintance with these problems be-
cause after going to college I went to
graduate school, got a doctorate, and I
taught at the University of California
for some time and at Calvin College. So
I have had experience in both the pub-
lic and the private sector.

Higher education is expensive, and I
am very thankful that the Federal
Government has established student
loan programs and Pell grants which
allows every student today to achieve a
college education. We have fallen be-
hind in the amount of money available,
particularly for lower income students.

I strongly support this resolution,
and I ask this House to support it so
that our students, no matter what the
income level of the family, are able to
go to colleges and universities, achieve
a higher education and thereby im-
prove their earning potential through-
out their lives, as well as their appre-
ciation of life and all that comes with
education.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. FORD), a member of the
committee.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from California for yielding
me this time, and I rise in support of
both resolutions we are considering
today, both which urge this Congress
and the President to fully fund IDEA
and the Pell grant Programs before
funding any new program.

As a supporter of both these pro-
grams, I understand that IDEA pro-
vides an education for many American
children who would otherwise be denied
an education, and the Pell grant has
enabled millions of Americans, includ-
ing my good friend and colleague, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
EHLERS), to attend college. However,
Mr. Speaker, these nonbinding resolu-
tions will not make a dent, really, even
with all the flowery and wonderful
rhetoric we have heard from both sides
today. For we are merely expressing
our wishes, merely talking about the
problem, but not acting.

I can assure my colleagues that if
Democrats were in control of this
Chamber, not only would we be talking
today, we would be preparing to act. In
fact, if we were serious about edu-
cation, we would probably think about
funding the class size reduction pro-
gram of the President and the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY).

As the chairman of the full com-
mittee and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MARTINEZ) both know, in
Tennessee, where I am from, a study
was just completed to show that small
classes in grades K through 3 continue
to outperform students in larger class-
es right through high school gradua-
tion.
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I know my dear friend, the gen-

tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BARRETT),
knows and strongly believes, as I do,
that we should support programs that
work. This program works.

In addition, our schools are in dire
need of modernization. It has been
shown that this Federal Government
can contribute money to build new
prisons and build new roads and build
new highways. We have to find the ca-
pacity and the courage to build new
schools.

Let us stop being the suspension bill
and resolution Congress. I say to the
other side, let us go to work and do the
job the American people pay us $136,500
a year to do. Resolutions, expressing
our wishes will not do it. It is time to
act. This Congress has failed that test,
and we are failing American children in
the process.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARY MILLER), one of our
great Members.

(Mr. GARY MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, let me tell my colleagues who
is most impacted by the shrinking
power of Pell grants: community col-
leges, junior colleges and the students
they serve.

In California, our community college
system has 106 campuses, 71 districts
and serves 1.5 million students. That is
the largest system in the country,
dedicated to serving students with in-
comes below those students who attend
our large University of California and
California State University systems.
They are the ones on the margin who
are most impacted by any fee increase
or any loss in buying power from the
Pell grant.

The Pell grant was created to serve
as the foundation of need-based student
aid, and it is the single most important
program for low-income students
served by community colleges.

More and more students are bene-
fiting from Pell grants. In 1973, 176,000
students received Pell grants. Under
this resolution, almost 4 million stu-
dents will receive a Pell grant next
year.

Unfortunately, its purchase power
has declined by 25 percent over the past
20 years. The President’s last budget
actually cut current appropriation lev-
els by $250 million in order to fund his
new education programs. The most dis-
turbing part is that if the President did
not propose cutting the actual appro-
priations, we would already be funding
a $3,325 grant.

Maybe it is the nature of politics to
loudly speak in favor of a program
when it is new but then take money
from it when it is not so new anymore
to get credit for creating a new pro-
gram.

All this resolution does is say that
we will appropriately fund the pro-
grams that work, instead of taking
money from them to create new pro-

grams. This resolution does not pro-
pose cutting any other program. Un-
like the President’s budget, we do not
propose to cut the Pell grant Program
appropriation, Impact Aid, Title VI
block grants, or the other programs
that are clearly not priorities of the
President.

It does not say we should not fund
other education programs that do
work. It does not aim to pit one group
against another. It simply says our
highest priority for higher education
funding should be the Pell Grant and
Campus-Based Aid Programs, which
have a proven success record.

If my colleagues do not believe that
the Pell grant and Campus-Based Aid
Programs work and should be our high-
est priority, then I urge them to vote
‘‘no’’ on this resolution. But I would
urge my colleagues to support this pro-
gram. It supports those low-income
students who mostly need our help.

I urge my colleagues to: support existing
programs before rushing to fund a new fad;
support those lower income students who ben-
efit from the Pell Grant Program, and support
community colleges and colleges in your com-
munities.

I urge my colleagues to support this com-
mon sense resolution.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, might
I inquire how much time we have re-
maining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MARTINEZ) has 11⁄2 minutes
remaining, and the gentleman from
California (Mr. MCKEON) has 1 minute
remaining.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I just want
to say we are not worried about pitting
Pell grants and Campus-Based Student
Aid against other programs that have
long been in existence and have long
proven themselves to be worthy of
funding. That is not the question. The
question is, are we going to tie our
hands so that if there is an innovative
new program, in order to deal with
school violence, such as the school vio-
lence that happened in Littleton, Colo-
rado, are we then going to tie our
hands and say we cannot fund a pro-
gram, no matter how great it may look
or how much good we feel it can do be-
cause we have tied ourselves to this
resolution?

Now, I say that, but I am not really
that concerned about it, because this is
a resolution that carries no impact in
law. In fact, I think I will vote for S.28,
if it will ever get over here, but it will
not get over here.

I will support Pell grants. My deci-
sion to not vote for this bill does not
mean I do not support Pell grants.
What it does mean is that I do not be-
lieve in the idea of cutting ourselves
from any program that might have a
tremendous impact on some aspect of
education just because we say that we
are feeling that Pell grants should be
of the highest priority. We can say that
without doing this.

So I will continue to not support this
resolution. As I say, I will not vote
against it, but I will not vote for it. I
will reserve my right to be in strong
support of Pell grants through other
methods. And I will especially wait for
the authorizing bill, in which I will
vote, if that authorizing bill increases
Pell grants.

This is not an authorizing bill, and it
does not carry any weight in law.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. METCALF).

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor our Nation’s teachers. I
would like to thank them for their
dedication and inspiration.

I was a public school teacher for 30
years, so I understand the importance
of a good education and the foundation
it builds for our youth. American stu-
dents, parents and teachers must main-
tain the highest level of quality in edu-
cation.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

A lot of the debate today, Mr. Speak-
er, has focused on Pell grants, but I
also want to point out this does cover
the Campus-Based Aid Programs which
provide institutions with Federal sup-
port for grants, loans, and work-study
programs. These require matching
funds from the schools. It gives the
schools greater flexibility to keep
those in school that have the greatest
need. And with requiring the matching
funds, it is a multiplier and brings
more money to the table to help those
students that need it the most.

There has also been some talk about
the fact that this is a resolution and
does not really carry the weight of law.
It does state and it does show how we
have performed the last 5 years. Since
we have had the majority, we have in-
creased Pell grants every year. It indi-
cates our high priority for the Pell
grants and campus-based programs and
the fact that we continue to want them
to be the highest priority of higher
education.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of significant increased funding for
Pell Grants and Campus-Based Aid programs.

Coming from south Texas, I know the dire
need for Pell Grants. By providing resources
for our students, we create real opportunity for
them to attain higher education.

The Pell Grant program is the largest need-
based Federal grant program for students pur-
suing higher education. I know that in San An-
tonio, this program is the foundation for stu-
dent aid. Pell Grants help our students from
families of modest income who could not oth-
erwise afford a college education.

I support the resolution but would like to ex-
press my strong reservations about the word-
ing. This resolution is another example of how
Republicans are purporting to be education
friendly when they are not. Just like a wolf in
sheep’s clothing there is a face behind this
resolution.

The language in this resolution essentially
says that any new programs we come up with
would have to take a backseat to Pell Grant
increases.
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To make demands on what programs

should take precedence at this time, is unreal-
istic and removed from the approach we
should be taking on the funding of our edu-
cation programs. For example, what if a new
program is introduced later on this year that
will seriously address the needs of our youth
and the issue of violence? Does this program
automatically get a back seat simply because
it is a ‘‘new’’ program under this resolution?

Yes, we should fund Pell Grants but we
should also look at the bigger picture and real-
ize that there may be other ‘‘new’’ programs
that have been introduced that will be equally
as important and help with the early develop-
ment of our students in the K–12 grades.

Higher education is a priority and what bet-
ter way than through increases in Pell Grants.
However, we should also make sure that we
are doing what we can to strength the founda-
tion of our elementary and secondary edu-
cation system.

If our Republican colleagues are serious
about the Pell Grant program I encourage
them to support H.R. 959, the Affordable Edu-
cation through Pell Grants Act. The legislation
will raise the maximum Pell Grant award level
to $6,500 for the academic year 2000 to 2001,
bringing it to funding where the Pell Grant is
meant to be.

If Republicans want to put their money
where their mouth is, I would ask that they
also support H.R. 959.

Education is our number one priority. The
future of our economy, and our communities
rests our ability to increase access to higher
education but to also ensure our students can
get from point A to point B.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, it’s a great revela-
tion to see that our colleagues on your side of
the aisle have come to realize the importance
of increased support for student aid programs
which assist low income students. I am espe-
cially pleased that, after numerous efforts to
slash funding for education programs, Repub-
licans now see the light. My hope is that they
will continue moving in that direction and real-
ize that increased funding for education across
the board is essential to increase educational
opportunities.

Mr. Speaker, I support a substantial in-
crease for Pell funding. In fact, in the last Con-
gress I introduced legislation to make Pell
Grant funding mandatory spending, just like
the loan programs.

However, I am concerned that the way H.
Con. Res. 88 is written, could be interpreted to
pit one group of education programs against
another. If adopted and adhered to by the ap-
propriators, it would rob Peter to pay Paul.

The record of House Democrats’ support for
increased aid to needy college students is
clear. House Democrats have been in the
forefront in advocating increased funding for
student aid programs without short-changing
or reducing spending for other programs.
Since 1996, Democrats, in conjunction with
the President, have been responsible for add-
ing nearly $8 billion more for education than
was in bills supported by House Republicans.
With respect to Pell Grants, since 1996 the
President requested, and House Democrats
supported, an increase of $3.4 billion, while
House Republicans advocated 62% less.

Today, we are being asked to vote for a
resolution that would aid freshmen at the ex-
pense of first graders. We believe that is an
unwise, inappropriate choice.

During the committee markup my col-
leagues and I offered amendments to H. Con.
Res. 88 designed to increase Pell Grants with-
out jeopardizing other worthy programs. The
language we offered was the same language
adopted in the Senate on a bipartisan basis.
The Senate resolution calls for increased Pell
Grants, without pitting one education program
against another. Unfortunately, we are not
successful in these efforts.

We should go on record for increasing our
overall investment in education, instead of rob-
bing Peter to pay Paul.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the op-
portunity to explain why I oppose H. Con. Res.
88, which expresses the sense of the Con-
gress that funding for the Pell Grant Program
should be increased by $400 per grant and
calls on Congress ton increase funding for
other existing education programs prior to au-
thorizing or appropriating funds for new pro-
grams. While I certainly do oppose creating
any new federal education programs, I also
oppose increasing funds for any programs, re-
gardless of whether or not the spending is
within the constraints of the so-called bal-
anced budget agreement. Mr. Speaker, in-
stead of increasing unconstitutional federal
spending, Congress should empower the
American people to devote more of their own
resources to higher education by cutting their
taxes. Cutting taxes, not increasing federal
spending, should be Congress’ highest pri-
ority.

By taxing all Americans in order to provide
limited aid to a few, federal higher education
programs provide the federal government with
considerable power to allocate access to high-
er education. Government aid also destroys
any incentives for recipients of the aid to con-
sider price when choosing a college. The re-
sult is a destruction of the price control mech-
anism inherent in the market, leading to ever-
rising tuition. This makes higher education
less affordable for millions of middle-class
Americans who are ineligible for Pell Grants!

Federal funding of higher education also
leads to federal control of many aspects of
higher education. Federal control inevitably ac-
companies federal funding because politicians
cannot resist imposing their preferred solutions
for perceived ‘‘problems’’ on institutions be-
holden to taxpayer dollars. The prophetic
soundness of those who spoke out against the
creation of federal higher education programs
in the 1960s because they would lead to fed-
eral control of higher education is dem-
onstrated by examining today’s higher edu-
cational system. College and universities are
so fearful of losing federal aid they allow their
policies on everything from composition of the
student body to campus crime to be dictated
by the Federal Government. Clearly, federal
funding is being abused as an excuse to tight-
en the federal noose around both higher and
elementary education.

Instead of increasing federal expenditures,
Mr. Speaker, this Congress should respond to
the American people’s demand for increased
support of higher education by working to
pass bills giving Americans tax relief. For ex-
ample, Congress should pass H.R. 1188, a bill
I am cosponsoring which provides a tax de-
duction of up to $20,000 for the payment of
college tuition. I am also cosponsoring several
pieces of legislation to enhance the tax benefit
for education savings accounts and pre-paid
tuition plans to make it easier for parents to

save for their children’s education. Although
the various plans I have supported differ in de-
tail, they all share one crucial element. Each
allows individuals the freedom to spend their
own money on higher education rather than
forcing taxpayers to rely on Washington to re-
turn to them some percentage of their own tax
dollars to spend as bureaucrats see fit.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I call upon my
colleagues to reject H. Con. Res. 88 and any
other attempt to increase spending on federal
programs. Instead, my colleagues should join
me in working to put the American people in
control of higher education by cutting taxes
and thus allowing them to use more of their
resources for higher education.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, today, I
come before the House to ask, ‘‘have the Re-
publicans done a U-turn?’’

Their education record includes: opposing
education funding increases; passing a year
2000 budget $2.9 billion short of the Presi-
dent’s education proposal; and advocating for
the abolishment of the Department of Edu-
cation.

Again, I ask, ‘‘is this resolution a Republican
U-turn?’’

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that there has been
no U-turn. The Republican course is straight
and does not lead to a true endorsement of
education.

I support Pell Grant increases. However,
without language to state otherwise, I am left
to surmise that this resolution may endanger
initiatives to reduce class size, hire more
teachers, and modernize schools.

Let’s set a better course and invest at every
level of our children’s education—preschool
through postsecondary.

Let’s stand up for all worthwhile education
inititives!

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MCKEON) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, House Concurrent Resolution
88.

The question was taken.
Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Concurrent Resolution
88.

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

There was no objection.
f

EXPRESSING SENSE OF HOUSE IN
SUPPORT OF AMERICA’S TEACH-
ERS

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
resolution (H. Res. 157) expressing the
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