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we thought it appropriate they be here
when the vote took place.

We are in a parliamentary position
now where the leader, at any time he
desires, can call this forward. It is a
nondebatable motion to proceed. I
hope, however, that the leader will con-
tinue the good faith that has been
shown by all parties on this issue for
many years, not only this year, and
that if, in fact, something comes up be-
cause of travel or illness the leader will
give us an opportunity to know when
this matter will come forward.

Mr. LOTT. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. President, I assure the Senators
from Nevada that we have proceeded in
good faith on both sides of the aisle on
this issue from day one. I have always
understood how important it is and
how difficult it is for the Senators from
Nevada. I also understand, on the other
side, how important this issue is to
Senators all across America who have
nuclear waste in their respective
States in cooling pools or in conditions
of uncertainty where something needs
to be done.

There will not be a surprise on this
issue. If there is a decision made that
we will need to reconsider, it will not
be based on absentees or something of
that nature. But I do think it is such
an important issue and it is so close
now—really 1 vote—keeping that op-
tion open for a while longer is worth-
while, but I will certainly notify Sen-
ator REID and Senator BRYAN, as I have
in the past, before we proceed on it.

Mr. REID. I thank the leader.
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, will the

leader yield for a moment?
Mr. LOTT. I will be glad to yield.
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I express

my appreciation for the leader’s forth-
rightness in indicating that we have
tried to accommodate each other in
terms of the time. I recognize that, as
the leader, he has a difficult schedule
to maintain. This is an issue that for
Senator REID, for me, and for Nevadans
is of paramount importance. We think
it is important for the country. I ap-
preciate the spirit of the Senator’s re-
sponse. I appreciate the spirit in which
the chairman of the Energy Committee
has conducted this debate. We disagree,
but he, as well, has been courteous and
very responsible in the exchange.

I thank three members of my staff
who have done an extraordinary job:
Brock Richter, Brent Heberlee, Jean
Neal, and previously Joe Barry; they
have worked on this issue for many
months, some for the past 12 years. I
acknowledge and thank them for their
efforts. Again, I thank the leader for
his commitment. I yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 10th of this year, the Senate
passed S. 1287, the Nuclear Waste Pol-
icy Amendments of 2000. I commend
the distinguished Chairman and Rank-
ing Member of the Energy Committee
for the time and effort they have dedi-
cated to this issue. However, I did not
vote for this bill, because it contains
many of the same flaws as in past bills,

including safety and licensing issues,
inadequate delivery schedules, and a
failure to address specific storage prob-
lems of some companies.

One of the companies in our region of
the country that has such a storage
problem is Northern States Power,
NSP. Minnesota state law prevents
NSP from expanding its nuclear waste
storage capacity. As a result, NSP will
be forced to shut down its Prairie Is-
land nuclear power plant when it runs
out of storage space in January, 2007.
Mr. President, this is an issue of crit-
ical concern. NSP serves 1.5 million
electricity users in five states, includ-
ing 84,000 customers in my own state of
North Dakota. If NSP is forced to close
its Prairie Island plant, the resulting
impact on electricity customers in our
region would be devastating. Grid reli-
ability could be compromised, and the
energy costs of many North Dakotans
could increase substantially. In a cold-
weather state such as mine, any in-
crease in electricity costs is a matter
of great concern. In short, this utility
is caught between a state law and fed-
eral inaction—and we need to address
the problem.

While I agree with the Administra-
tion’s decision to veto the nuclear
waste bill, I am also disappointed by
its failure to proactively work with
Congress to reach a compromise on nu-
clear waste storage, particularly in
light of the fact that North Dakotans
have invested nearly $14 million to pay
for the construction of a permanent
waste storage facility with little to
show for it.

In the coming weeks, I will be work-
ing with the Appropriations Committee
to craft a solution to the problems
brought on by state laws that limit or
restrict the storage of spent nuclear
fuel. I encourage the participation of
the Administration and my colleagues
in the Senate in this effort. I hope that
this will be one of many efforts to ad-
dress the outstanding issues that have,
up to this point, prevented comprehen-
sive nuclear waste legislation from be-
coming law.
f

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
ACT—Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report S. 2.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 2) to extend programs and activi-
ties under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I believe
the pending business is the Educational
Opportunities Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as we get
ready to resume general debate on this
bill, let me say again how important
this issue obviously is in America. Peo-
ple across this country in every State
put the highest priority on the need to

improve the quality of our education to
have safe and drug-free schools, to have
accountability, to have rewards for
good teachers, and have a way of mak-
ing sure our education system is based
on learning and that it is child cen-
tered. This legislation does that.

I listened yesterday and participated
in the debate. I thought there was ex-
cellent debate. A number of Senators
came to the floor and made state-
ments. I do not know how many, but
probably 12 to 15 Senators spoke yes-
terday. There are a number of Senators
on both sides who wish to speak further
today.

There are some legitimate disagree-
ments about how to proceed on improv-
ing the quality of education in America
and the accessibility of education.
There are those who say the current
system is working fine and we ought to
keep it the way it is. I do not agree
with that.

There are people who say the Federal
Government must have control and
dictate or the right things will not be
done by the States, the local school
districts, the administrators, and the
teachers. I do not agree with that.

It is legitimate to have debate be-
cause we have spent billions of dollars
since 1965 trying to improve the qual-
ity of education in America, and the
test scores show we are, at best, hold-
ing our own and slipping in a number
of critical areas. We need to think out-
side the box. We need to think of dif-
ferent and innovative ways to provide
learning opportunities for our children
in America.

I think it calls for flexibility as to
how the funds are used at the local
level. I think it calls for rewards for
good teachers, but accountability for
all teachers and for students. I think
we need some evidence, with the flexi-
bility, that our children are actually
making progress.

So this is an important debate as we
go forward. I am glad we are having it.
We have spent a lot of our time on edu-
cation this year in the Senate. We
passed the education savings account
bill earlier this year to allow parents
to be able to save for their children’s
needs, with their own money, for their
children K through 12. Now we are
going to have this continued debate
and amendments of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

Later on this year, when we get to
the Labor-HHS and education appro-
priations bill, I am sure we are going to
have some good discussion about the
funding level for higher education—
loans, grants, the work-study program.
We need the whole package to improve
education and to make our children ca-
pable of competing in the world mar-
ket, to be trained to do the job they
need to make a good living for their
families.

So this is an important debate. I am
glad we got an agreement to stay on
general debate today. We are hoping to
go forward tomorrow with the first
four amendments on education, two on
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each side, so that we can have some le-
gitimate debate about how to best help
education in America and help learning
for our children in America.

But I am worried about a lot of what
I am hearing. I am hearing there may
be amendments to the education bill on
everything from agriculture, to NCAA
gambling, to campaign finance reform,
to minimum wage, to guns. Where is
the limit on all the subjects that could
be raised on an issue that is No. 1 in
the minds of the American people—
education?

We are not starting off by saying we
are not going to do this or not going to
do that. We are starting. We are going
forward. We are starting in kinder-
garten. We are going to go to the first
grade. We are going to have general de-
bate and education amendments and
take stock of where we are.

If there is a center ground that must
and should be found in America on any
subject, it is education. What we
have—the status quo—is not working
well enough. The Federal Government
has a role. We need for it to be a more
positive role and a results-oriented
role.

So let’s have the debate. Let’s have
amendments on education. I hope my
colleagues—on both sides of the aisle—
will not make this important legisla-
tion a piece of flypaper to attract every
amendment that is flying around in
this Chamber. It would be a terrible
discredit to a vital issue in the minds
and hearts of the American people.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-

TON). The Senator from Vermont.
Mr. JEFFORDS. We are commencing

further debate on the ESEA, the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act.
I think it is important that we do
spend this time on general debate be-
cause it is a big bill. There are a num-
ber of very important problems to be
discussed. Hopefully, we will reach a
consensus at some point so that the
bill will pass.

Mr. President, I would like to take a
little bit of time today, until others ar-
rive, to talk about the role of teachers
in our efforts to improve educational
opportunities for young people. S.2 in-
cludes some important changes related
to the critical job of providing teachers
with opportunities to enhance their
professional skills. Supporting our Na-
tion’s teachers must be at the founda-
tion of our education reform efforts be-
cause the better our Nation’s teachers
are—the better chance our Nation’s
students will have to ‘‘make the grade’’
in the 21st century.

A 1999 survey by the U.S. Department
of Education on the preparation and
qualifications of public school teachers
reported that continued learning in the
teaching profession is ‘‘key to building
educators’ capacity for effective teach-
ing, particularly in a profession where
the demands are changing and expand-
ing.’’ An investment in our Nation’s
teachers is a wise one. And we need to
make wise investments with our Fed-

eral resources to ensure that the Fed-
eral dollars for professional develop-
ment support activities that will foster
improvements in teaching and learning
that benefit students in the classroom.

Our Nation’s classrooms are chang-
ing. All across this country, students
are expected to learn to higher stand-
ards and perform at increasingly chal-
lenging levels. We will never get stu-
dents to where they ‘‘need to be’’ un-
less our Nation’s teachers have the
knowledge base to teach to those de-
manding standards. While there is near
total agreement that strong, capable
teachers are the ones that will make
the most significant, positive dif-
ference in the education of our nation’s
students, we have not done enough to
help them be at the top of their game.

There are still too many educators
teaching outside their field of exper-
tise. Too often, teachers are offered
one-shot, one-day workshops for profes-
sional development that do little to
improve teaching and learning in the
classroom. Professional development
activities often lack the connection to
the everyday challenges that teachers
face in their classrooms. The most re-
cent evaluation of the Eisenhower Pro-
fessional Development program notes
that ‘‘The need for high-quality profes-
sional development that focuses on
subject-matter content and how stu-
dents learn that content is all the more
pressing in light of the many teachers
who teach outside their areas of spe-
cialization.’’

Title II of this bill addresses these se-
rious deficiencies in professional devel-
opment ‘‘head on.’’ S. 2 draws on the
strongest elements of the Eisenhower
program while including authority for
other initiatives that have an impact
on ‘‘teacher quality.’’ The bill provides
flexibility to school districts to address
the specific needs of individual schools
through programs such as: recruitment
and hiring initiatives; teacher men-
toring and retention initiates and pro-
fessional development activities.

It prohibits Federal dollars from
being used for ‘‘one-shot’’ workshops
that have been criticized for being rel-
atively ineffective because they are
usually short term; lacking in con-
tinuity; lacking in adequate followup;
and typically isolated from the partici-
pants’ classroom and school contexts.

The bill before the Senate provides
significant resources—$2 billion—to
school districts to improve the quality
of teaching in the classroom. It com-
bines funds and authorities from the
Eisenhower program and the class size
reduction program in an effort to give
school districts the flexibility that
they need to make decisions about
what investments in ‘‘teacher quality’’
will have the greatest impact on learn-
ing in their schools.

In an effort to set the record
straight, I would like to clarify a point
that has been made by my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle with re-
gard to hiring teachers. The language
in Title II makes it very clear that

only certified or licensed teachers can
be hired under this program. I would
like to read from the text of the bill on
page 210, Section 2031(b)(1):

Each Local Education Agency that re-
ceives a subgrant to carryout this subpart
may use the funds made available though the
subgrant to carryout the following activi-
ties: (1) Recruiting and hiring certified or li-
censed teachers, including teachers certified
though State and local alternative routes, in
order to reduce class size or hiring special
education teachers.

This language is very straight forward
and to the point—if you use Title II
funds for hiring teachers—they must be
certified or licensed.

There has also been some criticism
about what kind of professional devel-
opment programs can be supported
under this bill. The language in S. 2 is
very strong on this point. The bill en-
sures that professional development
funded with Federal dollars be related
to the curriculum and tied to the aca-
demic subject the teacher is respon-
sible for teaching.

Professional development must be
tied to challenging State or local
standards; tied to strategies that dem-
onstrate effectiveness in improving
student academic achievement and stu-
dent performance or be a project that
will substantially increase the knowl-
edge and teaching skills of the teacher.
They must be developed with extensive
participation of teachers and other
educators and must be of sufficient in-
tensity and duration to have a positive
and lasting impact on the performance
of a teacher in the classroom. It pro-
hibits ‘‘one-shot, one-day’’ workshops
unless they are part of a long-term
comprehensive program.

This bill—for perhaps the first time
in Federal law—makes it crystal clear
that Federal funds must be used for ac-
tivities that will improve teaching and
learning in the classroom—not for fad-
type activities that have no relation-
ship to what teachers want and need to
know to be better at their jobs.

The structure of title II makes a
great deal of common sense and will re-
sult in a real improvement in teacher
quality. My home State of Vermont
serves as a good example of success
through local decisionmaking.
Vermont strongly supports the class
size money. Yet, since the first dollar
was appropriated for class-size reduc-
tion, Vermont sought greater flexi-
bility to use that money for profes-
sional development activities that
would improve the quality of the
teacher in the classroom. Because
Vermont already had small classes—
sizes that happen to meet the Feder-
ally mandated standard of 18—those
dollars were able to go for professional
development.

I want other States to do what
Vermont has done if that is what is in
the best interest of their students. Re-
ducing class size is important. Having
a dynamic, qualified teacher at the
head of the classroom is of equal or
greater importance. Title II of this bill
supports both efforts—high quality
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professional development and hiring
teachers to reduce class size—yet does
it in a way that allows school districts
to come up with their own recipe for
improvement that will work for its stu-
dents.

S. 2 has a new focus on the needs of
other educators as well. In all the
schools I have visited over the years, I
can tell almost immediately if the
school is a good one by meeting the
principal. Principals have the ability
to transform the environment at a
school and make it a place where in-
quiry, collaboration, and learning
flourish. That is why I am so pleased
that Title II of this bill includes a new
program to support professional devel-
opment for school leaders. The pro-
gram is based in large part on a
Vermont model—the Snelling Center
for School Leadership. It will support
training in effective leadership, man-
agement and instructional skills and
practice; enhancing and developing
school management and business
skills; improving the effective use of
education technology; and encouraging
highly qualified individuals to become
school leaders.

In general, I am pleased that S. 2
makes a significant and thoughtful in-
vestment in programs that will give
our nation’s teachers the knowledge
and ‘‘know-how’’ to educate our na-
tion’s young people. Supporting our na-
tion’s teachers is one of the best ways
that we can invest in the future well-
being of our Nation.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. Are we under time con-
trol?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no control of time.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I rise to respond to

some of the points made by some of our
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
during the debate yesterday because,
unfortunately, they have attempted, I
believe, to mischaracterize our bill as
it comes forward. The reason for
mischaracterizing it I don’t under-
stand. Maybe they are not fully in-
formed about it or they simply believe
the bill is so strong that they can’t de-
fend it when they talk about it in its
real form; therefore, they must charac-
terize it as a fantasy and then attack
the fantasy as being inappropriate.

Let’s begin with the Senator from
Massachusetts who came to the floor
yesterday and said that the flexibility
we are suggesting to the States will
just revisit the situation where States
were spending education dollars on
things such as uniforms and tubas. I
must say, I think the Senator from
Massachusetts is in a time warp on this
point. That happened back when tubas
and uniforms were bought, and I think
one or two schools actually did that.

Title I was passed in 1965. That was 35
years ago. I think it is important that
people catch up with today and the

events of today. It is important that
people catch up with the events of
today and the educational system of
today. We have had 35 years of title I,
the proposal as structured by a Demo-
cratic Congress for the purpose of ad-
dressing the issue of education of low-
income children. That Congress was
controlled by the Democrats for the
vast majority of those 35 years.

What have we gotten as a result of
that? We have spent $120 billion to $130
billion on title I, and the achievement
level of low-income children has not
improved; it has either decreased or it
has stayed the same. We know low-in-
come children in the fourth grade are
reading at two grade levels lower than
the other children in that grade level.
We know the low-income children in
our inner cities are reading at grade
levels significantly lower, and some
can’t read at all as they head toward
high school graduation.

We know, for example, as this chart
shows, that 70 percent-plus of our stu-
dents in high-poverty schools are below
the basic levels in reading, 60 percent-
plus are below the basic levels in math,
and almost 70 percent are below the
basic levels in science. We know the
program has not worked. Yet Members
from the other side decide to stroll
onto the floor and start citing prob-
lems from 30 years ago and acting as if
they have corrected those problems
over the last 35 years.

They haven’t corrected the problems
in education. They have aggravated the
problems in education. Generation
after generation of children have been
put through a system that has not al-
lowed them to achieve. Low-income
children have been denied the Amer-
ican dream because they haven’t been
educated to read and to write. They are
complicit in this. They say the status
quo works. They basically say they
have the answers.

Let me quote from the President on
this point. I like to hold up these
charts myself, and I can read them.
This is from the Washington Post in
which the President is quoted. He told
the reporters the Federal money for
new teachers does not belong to the
States and local school districts. ‘‘It is
not their money,’’ he said.

That is the attitude on the other
side, that it is not their money. Well,
whose money is it? Where does this
money come from? It is obviously the
taxpayers’ money, and it obviously is
coming out of the local school districts
and States. It comes to Washington.
But for some reason, the mentality on
the other side is that we then capture
this money here in Washington, send it
back to the States, and tell the States
exactly what to do with it—categor-
ical, targeted, and straitjacketed pro-
grams; programs after programs, regu-
lations after regulations, 900 pages of
new law. What do they get for it? What
have we gotten for it after 35 years?
Very little. Our low-income kids have
gotten even less—virtually no improve-
ment in their academic efforts.

So the Members on the other side
come to the floor and they say things
such as, ‘‘This money will be spent,
once again, as it was 35 years ago, if
flexibility is given to the States, on
tubas and football uniforms.’’

I guess they didn’t read the bill be-
cause it is very specific. For the first
time, we are expecting achievement in
exchange for giving the States these
flexibility opportunities with these
funds. This bill, as a result of the Re-
publican initiative, says there must be
academic achievement. It must be
provable. It must be academic achieve-
ment which can be shown to have oc-
curred through tests that have been
given at the local level. The academic
achievement must occur amongst our
low-income kids so they are not left be-
hind.

We are not suggesting dumbing down,
as has occurred, regrettably, in too
many school systems. We are not sug-
gesting lowering the average so that it
looks as if the low-income child is get-
ting closer to the norm. No, we are say-
ing low-income children’s achievement
must improve as a result of low-income
kids actually doing better in math and
science and reading in relationship to
their peers.

Equally important is that the
achievement accountability standards
in this bill are very specific in saying
they will be disaggregated. What does
that mean? That means they are not
going to be able to hide the perform-
ance of low-income kids behind throw-
ing them in with the average; you will
have to look at groups on the basis of
their abilities and their classification
so we will know whether poor children
from the inner city are actually im-
proving in their educational efforts,
and we won’t have a poor child being
claimed to have improved because he
or she is put in a pool with kids who
have higher incomes and who are at-
tending different school systems.

So we have very specific achievement
requirements in this bill. You cannot,
in any way, come down here and, in
fairness, or with objectivity, or, in my
opinion, with an accurate reading of
our bill, claim this is the type of pro-
gram that occurred 30 or 35 years ago
and it is, therefore, not going to work
today.

This is entirely different. It is an at-
tempt to acknowledge what study after
study has shown. Study after study has
shown it is not Federal programs and
title I that have worked to help kids;
local communities and States focusing
on kids’ education have helped kids. In
those States that have actually seen an
increase in the achievement levels of
low-income kids, such as Texas and
North Carolina, success has been spe-
cifically achieved because the local
schools had flexibility and control over
the State money. It wasn’t because of
Federal dollars. In fact, a NEPA study
by the National Education Goals Panel
reported that ‘‘the study concludes
that the most plausible explanation for
test score gains are found in the policy
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environment established in each
State’’—not in any policies that came
out of Washington.

The point is this: The other side is
trying to mislead us. It is making rep-
resentations which are totally inac-
curate on the issue of how these dol-
lars, which are put into more flexible
arenas such as Straight A’s portability,
will be used.

There is specific accountability.
Straight A’s requires that States es-
tablish annual numeric goals for in-
creasing the percentage of economi-
cally disadvantaged students, of minor-
ity students, and of students with lim-
ited English proficiency. It requires
that those kids meet higher abilities of
proficiency and that they advance in
their ability in math, science, and
English.

This representation, which we have
now heard for at least a day and we
have heard in the press for numerous
days, about the ability to just simply
throw money in the school systems and
allow them to spend it for whatever
they want—tubas, footballs, or uni-
forms—is a fantasy being made by peo-
ple who are living in a time warp, not
only a time warp relevant to that fan-
tasy, but it is a time warp about what
is the proper way to approach edu-
cation. They are unwilling to look at
any change. They are so mired in the
status quo that they are unwilling to
consider any change—even one such as
we put forward as an options approach
versus an approach which requires the
States to do something. We say the
States should have the option to try
these new ideas. We don’t say they
must try the ideas.

Another area: There was a represen-
tation that Straight A’s would end up
undermining the ability of kids to
achieve in the sense that the school
will get the money, that the money
won’t flow to the low-income child, and
that it will be used on some other ac-
tivity within the school system. They
are not talking here about tubas and
uniforms. They are talking about an-
other school activity which might end
up benefiting the average-income stu-
dent versus the low-income student.
That may be.

But the point is, of course, that at
end of the day the school system must
prove the academic achievement of the
low-income child has increased to get
the money. However they spend the
money, the results of spending the
money must be that the academic
achievement of the low-income child
must improve. This is the new trust we
put into this bill. We are concerned
about the achievement of the low-in-
come child, and we are not willing to
spend another 35 years throwing money
at a problem and creating a status quo
in education that loses another genera-
tion or two of kids.

Senator MURRAY came to the floor.
She said this is a block grant. First, it
is not a block grant because it has all
of the categorical programs still in
place. The money flows into the States.

The States still have the categorical
programs. They can spend it on any
one of those programs. But they will
have the ability to move it amongst
those programs. They have the ac-
countability standard which we put in
place.

But, more important than that, she
goes on and says block grant programs
are always easy to cut and therefore we
shouldn’t do this because the programs
might get cut and might end up reduc-
ing funding.

I point out that it is this Republican
Congress that has significantly in-
creased funding for education over the
last 4 years. We have increased Federal
funding for K through 12 by 67 percent.
That is a big improvement.

Equally important, it is this adminis-
tration—and specifically on the other
side of the aisle—that has suggested
cutting block grant programs. Title VI,
which is the only true block grant
under ESEA, has been put in for zero-
ing out and for cutting in every Clin-
ton/Gore budget. That is a block grant
program that has been proposed as ze-
roing out.

There is a certain disingenuousness
when Members on the other side of the
aisle come down here and give us croc-
odile tears about cutting educational
spending—especially block grant edu-
cational spending—when it is their side
that has proposed time and time again
in their budgets that we do exactly
that.

It is our side that has proposed and
has succeeded in significantly increas-
ing funding for the various functions of
education—elementary and secondary
specifically—and this bill does the
same.

It is an important debate we are pur-
suing right now because it is a debate
over the fundamental question of how
we improve education for our children,
and specifically for our low-income
children. It does none of us any good to
have a mischaracterization and a mis-
representation of the proposals that
are brought to the floor.

Regrettably, the other side has par-
ticipated in hyperbole of a rather ag-
gressive nature. I suggest if they really
wanted to debate the issue of edu-
cation, they would turn from hyperbole
to getting into substance.

Explain to us why we shouldn’t put
pressure on the local school districts to
require that low-income children suc-
ceed.

Explain to us why we should not em-
power parents, teachers, principals,
and school board members to make the
decisions as to how to better educate
low-income children.

Explain to us why they believe—by
‘‘they’’ I mean the people here in Wash-
ington who represent the educational
establishment in Washington—they
know more about educating a child, a
low-income child specifically, in the
town of Rye, or the town of Epping, or
the town of Grantham, NH, than the
people who spend their whole life in
Rye, in Epping, and in Grantham, NH,

working to educate that child, and the
parents of that child who happen to be
totally committed to its education.

Why do we believe we know more and
can do a better job?

We have put forward a series of pro-
posals which say to the States: You do
not have to take any of them. You can
continue this program called title I ex-
actly as it is, if that is what you desire.
But if you want to try something more
creative, we are going to give you four
or five really good options that have
worked in other States such as Ari-
zona, or in other cities such as Seattle.
And you can undertake those pro-
posals. But it is up to you to make that
choice.

The other side needs to come down
here and explain to us substantively
why it is inappropriate to give States
those options when we don’t deny that
there is a chance to use title I. They
refuse to do that. They refuse to ad-
dress the substance of the issue. In-
stead, they use hyperbole and go back
56 years to find a problem that has no
relationship to today. It is a meager re-
sponse to this bill coming from the
other side of the aisle. Regrettably, it
does not do them a service and it
doesn’t do this debate a great deal of
service.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I

will propound a unanimous consent
that the other speakers be Senator
SESSIONS of Alabama, Senator HUTCH-
INSON of Arkansas, and Senator GRAMS
of Minnesota, which I think is in keep-
ing with our normal protocol of those
who have arrived in the order in which
they arrived.

I propound that unanimous consent.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.
Under the unanimous consent agree-

ment, the Senator from Alabama is
recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire. He served on the Education Com-
mittee for a number of years. You can
see the passion, the conviction, and the
knowledge he brings to bear on this
issue, as the Chair himself has done
over the years.

It is time for some changes. The Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act
was passed as part of President Lyndon
Johnson’s Great Society in 1965.

I have been in schools in Alabama. I
have talked to teachers. I have been in
18 schools in Alabama since January 1
of this year.

I was in Selma, AL, just Friday after-
noon and spent some time with the new
and innovative school they have cre-
ated. All of the sixth grade is in one
building. They call it a ‘‘discovery
school.’’ They emphasize art, music,
and special programs that give the kids
electives. But the faculty has gotten
together and created a system in which
those electives are very substantive.
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One of the classes was sports math for
kids who like sports. There is a lot of
useful mathematics in sports. They are
teaching them batting averages and
how to calculate all sorts of factors re-
lating to sports programs. That was
their idea.

The faculty of that school got to-
gether with the principal in the town
of Selma to create a better way to edu-
cate sixth graders in that community.

We are not capable of doing that
here. We will have to vote one day on
the defense budget.

We have never been elected to run
education in America. We were not
elected to do that. The same people
who elect us, as the Senator from
Washington many times has eloquently
said, elected our school board leaders
to run education in our communities.
They didn’t elect us to run education.
They elect them to run education. Edu-
cation is fundamentally a local State
community project. It needs to be done
by people who know our children’s
names, who care about them, who
know the school buildings, who know
the offices.

We are not doing that. We are trying
to micromanage education from Wash-
ington. We have 700 Federal Govern-
ment education programs in this coun-
try. Imagine that, 700. We talk about
empowering schools to develop plans of
excellence, and some of our friends
from the Democratic side say we don’t
believe in accountability.

It finally dawned on me, their defini-
tion of ‘‘accountability’’ is a Federal
mandate stating precisely how the
money has to be spent in their school
system. They define that as account-
ability. That is not accountability. We
are pouring millions of dollars into
schools in which learning is not occur-
ring. Under all these programs and all
the grants and the 700 programs, no-
body knows whether or not learning is
occurring.

That is not exactly so. We are begin-
ning to understand that learning is not
occurring in many of the schools. Chil-
dren are operating far below their
grade level. That is no longer accept-
able.

We need a system of real account-
ability, a system that tells the Amer-
ican people and parents whether or not
learning is occurring. We don’t want
some national test that will be pushed
on every school. In Alabama, we have a
very tough new testing system in the
4th, 8th and 12th grade. Students do
not get their diploma if they do not
take the test and pass. Kids are getting
worried. I asked a teacher in Selma the
other day did they think kids were ac-
tually wising up and were their parents
getting more energized and were they
aware they were not going to get their
diploma unless they met certain min-
imum standards. The teacher said
teachers and parents understand it,
children understand it, and they are
doing a better job of doing their home-
work and taking learning more seri-
ously instead of just going through the

motions of going to school every day
and expecting the diploma to be handed
to them when they finish school.

I remember somebody talked about
textbooks and how good our textbooks
ought to be. What good is a $500 text-
book, the best words ever written, if
the child is not going to read and is not
motivated to read it and the parents
are not engaged in helping them read it
and there is no sense of urgency or mo-
tivation in learning?

Obviously, that is the key to edu-
cation in America. We will not man-
date from Washington, DC. It has to
come from the local communities.
That is consistent with what modern
management is all about.

The Senator from New Hampshire in-
dicated this is old thinking: Run any
business from the top down. Every
good CEO knows, that all the new man-
agement techniques are to empower
people at the lowest level who are actu-
ally doing the job that is necessary for
success. You empower them, motivate
them, and encourage them to use their
creative power to do that job better
every day. That is what we ought to do
with an education bill. That is so fun-
damental to me as to be without dis-
pute.

I taught 1 year in the sixth grade in
the public school. My wife taught a
number of years. It was a great time
but challenging. Our teachers are
working desperately to try to educate
on a daily basis. Sometimes our regula-
tions and paperwork are unnecessarily
adding to their daily burdens. They
complain to me about it at every
school I visit. I always try to visit
classrooms, talk to the principal and
try to have an hour or so with a teach-
er just to talk to them about what they
think is important. They are com-
plaining to me about Federal paper-
work on a regular basis at every
school. They say it is much too burden-
some and unnecessary, and it keeps
them from doing what they would like
to do to improve education in their
school.

I am excited about this legislation.
We have, in this Congress, increased
funding for education every year. We
spent more last year on education than
the President asked for. We believe in
education. We want children to learn.
We are not here to feather the nests of
bureaucrats. I know people get scared
when we talk about a system that
doesn’t guarantee this program will
continue as it has for 35 years. It scares
people. The people who are working in
those programs are talented and they
will be needed in our school system.
People are not going to be fired. But we
need changes. Every business, every
government agency needs to make
some changes. Thirty-five years is
enough. After 35 years, it is time we re-
evaluate what we are doing and make
some decisions.

We want to see education improve.
What does that mean? That means
learning is occurring. When children go
to class in September and come out in

May, they have learned something. The
more they have learned during that
time, the better we are as a nation.
This is critical. We have to figure out
how to do that. We will not do it by
polling data from Washington setting
up 701 Government programs. That is
not the way to do it. We have to, with
humility, recognize our limits as a
Senate and as a Congress. We have to
trust the people we have elected in our
local communities to run our edu-
cation systems. We have to encourage
parents to be involved in education,
both in the schools and in their chil-
dren’s homework and learning. We
have to insist local schools have test-
ing programs that actually determine
whether or not they are getting better
in their mathematics, reading, English,
and science.

We want them to improve. We don’t
want to be at the bottom of the world
in test scores in science and mathe-
matics. That is not acceptable in the
greatest nation the world has ever
known. We cannot allow that to con-
tinue. But it will not be business as
usual. There will have to be some
changes. This legislation will give
States an option, a chance to say to
the Federal Government, let us try,
give us the free reign to run. Let us
present to you a program of excellence.
Our teachers have signed on, our prin-
cipals have signed on, the community
has signed on. We will have the special
sixth grade, this discovery school for
sixth graders, and they will learn a lot
of different things, including, as they
did in Selma, dance, ballet, tap, and
music as part of their education cur-
riculum. We believe children will learn
better. We know these children. We
love this community. We love this
school. Give us a chance to do some of
these things and inculcate that as part
of their schooling.

I believe we will see progress. I be-
lieve that is the only way we will see
progress. I am excited that what has
been produced by this Committee on
Health, Education, Labor and Pen-
sions—and this is my first year serving
on that committee. I believe this is a
good step in the right direction. We
will be sending more Federal dollars
than ever before to our classroom. We
will be sending it down to the class-
room, to the principals and teachers
who know our children’s names. We
will be challenging them to provide
programs of excellence in which actual
learning occurs. That is what we
should do. I thank Chairman JEFFORDS
and the others who have worked on it.

I see Senator HUTCHINSON, who has
been such an outstanding champion of
these values. We have worked together
on a number of issues. He shares our
concerns about empowering our teach-
ers and helping them as they teach in
the classroom. We can do better, and
this bill is a step in that direction.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-

LINS). Under the previous order, the
Senator from Arkansas is recognized.

VerDate 27-APR-2000 01:37 May 03, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00034 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G02MY6.104 pfrm01 PsN: S02PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3235May 2, 2000
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Presi-

dent, I commend Senator SESSIONS
from Alabama. The Senator from Ala-
bama has been a strong voice for
change on the HELP Committee. He
has been a very influential member in
the writing and offering of this legisla-
tion, as has the Senator from Wash-
ington, who has been one of the out-
standing leaders in this Nation. He re-
turns periodically from our recesses
and reports on his visits to the schools
in Washington State. He made a con-
scientious effort to gain the input of
local educators, the ones to whom we
ought to be listening. I commend his
great efforts in this debate.

This is an important debate. As I said
yesterday, I believe this is the most
important issue and the most impor-
tant debate the Senate will have in
this Congress. It is important, as Sen-
ator GREGG said, for us to have this de-
bate on the substantive issues. There
are very real, philosophical issues as to
what should be the Federal role in edu-
cation. It is that philosophical dif-
ference that should be debated. I am
afraid, as I listened to the other side
yesterday during their speeches, that
what I saw was a straw man being
erected and knocked down. That is a
very common practice in debate but
not very illuminating when it comes to
what ought to be the public policy of
the United States regarding our public
schools.

During the 35 years of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act,
Washington made its imprint very
deeply; it engraved it into the status
quo. The ‘‘status quo,’’ that is what
Ronald Reagan used to say is Latin for
‘‘the mess we are in.’’ If you look at
the statistics and studies and reports,
you cannot help but conclude that
American education is a mess today.

American 12th graders rank 19th out
of 21 industrialized nations in mathe-
matics. Only Cyprus and South Africa
fared worse. You can take a whole
smorgasbord of studies and facts and
statistics to indicate the status quo is
not sufficient.

The Democratic side, the other side
in this debate, has clearly aligned
themselves with the status quo. They
said it explicitly. They said it forth-
rightly. They said it candidly. Senator
KENNEDY, who is always very articu-
late and succinct in the way he ex-
presses himself, said we should stick
with the tried and the tested. That is
an honorable position to take. It is a
position we deserve to debate on the
floor of the Senate, not misrepre-
senting or mischaracterizing the bill
the committee has presented.

If you want to preserve the status
quo, if you want to stay with the tried
and the tested, then clearly the bill the
HELP Committee has produced is not
the bill for you. This is a bill that
takes a dramatically new approach. It
is a bill that says the past may have
been tried and tested, but it is also a
past that has clearly been flawed.
While American 12th graders have been

ranked 19th and 21st among industri-
alized nations in mathematics since
1993, 10 million American kids reach
12th grade without having learned to
read at the basic level.

Senator GREGG said it very well:
That is the problem in American edu-
cation today. We have young people
who are reaching 12th grade, preparing
to graduate from high school, who can-
not read and write. It is not sufficient.
It is irresponsible, and it is reprehen-
sible for this Senate to defend that
kind of status quo.

Twenty million high school seniors
cannot do basic math, and 25 million
are illiterate in American history.
That should embarrass us as Ameri-
cans. It certainly ought to embarrass
us as U.S. Senators.

What about middle school test
scores? Two-thirds of American eighth
graders are still performing below the
proficiency level in reading. But it is
not only high school and middle school
students being shortchanged by our
Washington cubical-based system; over
three-quarters of fourth grade children
in urban high-poverty schools are read-
ing below basic on the National Assess-
ment of Education Progress. Those
kids, in particular, are the ones title I
was intended to help most.

The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, as it originated 35 years
ago, was created to help those dis-
advantaged children who were from
distressed urban schools. Yet it is these
very children, three-quarters of whom
are in the fourth grade, who are read-
ing below the basic level. Those are the
children we are failing, those we had
promised we were going to help when
we established the ESEA 35 years ago.

Last year—and I think this will dem-
onstrate the tragic failure of America
today—when the Children’s Scholar-
ship Foundation, a private scholarship
fund—no public dollars, no Federal dol-
lars, no ESEA dollars; private dollars,
a private scholarship fund—offered
40,000 scholarships for tuition, 1.25 mil-
lion applications were received. Even
though families were required to make
a matching contribution from their
own pockets of $1,000, 1.25 million ap-
plications were received for 40,000
scholarships from the Children’s Schol-
arship Foundation.

Does that not tell us that the status
quo has tragically failed American
families and American children? In
urban districts, the Children’s Scholar-
ship Foundation demand was high. A
staggering 44 percent of eligible par-
ents in Baltimore applied; 33 percent of
the parents in Washington, DC, applied
for these scholarships. In the poorest
communities, parents simply are not
satisfied with their schools.

So I say to my colleagues, one could
make the argument our country’s edu-
cation system is in a state of emer-
gency, and you would have compelling
data to back up that claim. Clearly,
the ‘‘tried and tested programs’’ are
flat busted. They even say that expand-
ing Washington control would fix the

multitude of programs. That is nothing
more than robbing our kids of their fu-
ture.

I mentioned yesterday that the
President a year ago, as quoted in the
New York Times, said he wanted Wash-
ington to have more control over edu-
cation. I will say again, we have too
much Washington control. Just last
week, back in the State of Arkansas
during our recess, I visited an elemen-
tary school in North Little Rock. I
spoke to a very, very impressive class
of fourth graders. I had been invited to
come and talk to them about govern-
ment. They were seated around. For 45
minutes we did a give-and-take. They
asked me questions and I asked them
questions. I asked them questions to
try to get an idea of where they were in
their understanding of American gov-
ernment. It was inspirational. Frankly,
they knew more than many civics
classes and government classes in high
schools that I had visited and to whom
I had spoken.

The key wasn’t any ESEA program.
Frankly, it wasn’t any title I program.
It was that they had a tremendous
teacher. I am convinced more and more
as I visit schools, the key to good edu-
cation is good principals and good
teachers who are excited about their
job and want to communicate facts and
information and truth to children.

So I went to this school. While I was
at the school, after I made my presen-
tation, the principal, who sat through
the 45-minute session with the fourth
graders, half jokingly—I say, only half
jokingly—introduced me to one whom
he described as ‘‘his boss.’’ He said,
‘‘Meet my boss, the title I coordinator
for our schools.’’

I thought in that little joking com-
ment there was a real truth that was
being communicated. The other side
has said that title I is only 7 percent of
the local school district’s budget, it is
only 7 percent of their funds, but I
think when a principal says, ‘‘Meet my
boss, this is the title I coordinator,’’ it
says that while it may only be 7 per-
cent, it wields tremendous influence on
the decisions made by local educators.
It is a revealing comment, indicative of
the extent to which our Federal bu-
reaucracy has assumed control of our
local schools. While 7 percent of the
education dollars come from the Fed-
eral Government, I am repeatedly told
by educators, half of all the paperwork
is done to obtain Federal grants and
comply with Federal regulations.

Child-based education is the focus of
the bill the HELP Committee has pro-
duced. The pending legislation before
us is based upon children; not systems
and bureaucracies, but what is best for
the children. Make no mistake about
it, we have a bill that is about edu-
cating America’s children, not keeping
a failing, dilapidated system on life
support.

The bill before us pioneers a new di-
rection for the Federal Government’s
role in education. It includes four stu-
dent-focused initiatives, including the
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Straight A’s program, which we have
heard a lot about and which I think is
the heartbeat of this legislation. It is a
15-State demonstration program. As
Senator GREGG said, no State has to do
it. No State is compelled to do it. No
State is required to get into the
Straight A’s program.

If they want to continue with the
calcified system of bureaucracy that
we have created over the last 35 years,
they can do it, but 15 States will be
given the opportunity to exchange the
mandates, the regulations, the pre-
scriptive formulas from Washington,
DC, for freedom to mingle and merge
those funds and use them as they deem
most important for those children. The
bill before us moves us in that direc-
tion.

It also has a Teacher Empowerment
Act. It has child-centered funding, and
it has public school choice, all geared
to students, under the premise that no
child ought to be chained in a school
that has failed year after year. The De-
partment of Education tells us there
are literally hundreds of schools that
have been adjudged failing schools in
which children are trapped. No child
ought to be trapped in those schools.

I have listened carefully to the bill’s
opponents who claim our legislation is
nothing more than a blank check to
the States. Having served in the State
legislature in Arkansas and worked
with local school boards, I do not sub-
scribe to the notion that Washington is
somehow omniscient. It is not. Nor do
I subscribe to the notion that the
States are incompetent or uncaring.

Beyond that, this bill is not a blank
check. It requires accountability and
student performance measures in ex-
change for flexibility and discretion by
States and local schools. That is some-
thing the current system does not have
and opponents fail to mention.

I say to all my colleagues, when they
listen to the eloquent speeches on the
other side of the aisle and when they
speak about blank checks and lack of
accountability, ask yourselves what
kind of accountability exists in the
current system. I will tell you what ac-
countability means under the current
ESEA. It means: Did you fill out the
grant application correctly? Did you
get the ‘‘i’s’’ dotted and the ‘‘t’s’’
crossed? Did you fill it out in the cor-
rect manner?

The second thing accountability
means under the current system is: Did
you spend the money in the prescribed
way? That is all accountability means.
There is no accountability as to wheth-
er kids are learning. There is no ac-
countability as to whether academic
progress is being attained. In fact, if
you fail, the likelihood is we will just
fund your failure at a higher level.

That is not real accountability.
Rather than cubical-based bureaucrats
in Washington pulling the funding
strings, funding will be allocated di-
rectly to the States and based on how
well each school’s students are per-
forming.

Let me illustrate what is happening
under the current Washington-based,
top-down system.

School districts currently receive
funds under more than a dozen Federal
categorical grant programs. The only
accountability for many of these pro-
grams lies in how the money is spent,
not in improving student achievement.
Washington requires schools to spend
money on technology, but there are no
requirements for what matters most:
Are the kids learning?

Officials in an elementary school in
my home State think that one of their
greatest needs is to remediate children
early. This is referring to a principal
whom I talked with last night and
again today in a situation that arose in
her elementary school.

She thought the greatest need was to
begin remediation early, as soon as the
deficiency could be identified, rather
than waiting until the end of the
school year and sending the children to
summer school. To achieve this, the
principal wanted to implement a con-
cept known as point-in-time remedi-
ation, which is designed to help under-
achieving students before they fall ir-
reversibly behind.

This principal needed to hire a new
teacher who would spend time each day
working in different classrooms
throughout the school assisting stu-
dents who were struggling below grade
level. In her desire to do what she be-
lieved was best for her children and to
utilize this point-in-time remediation,
she made an application for a Federal
grant. Her title I coordinator rewrote
her grant application as a request for
funding to hire a teacher to reduce
class size, and the application was then
approved.

She now had an approved grant for
class size reduction, which has been
one of the hallmarks of what the other
side said we needed to be doing: provide
100,000 teachers from the Federal level
to reduce class size. That is what this
title I coordinator did. She rewrote the
principal’s application so it would com-
ply with the program that was most
likely to get approved—class size re-
duction. The application was approved.

Here is the problem: The school does
not have a class size problem. They do
have a desire to work with students to
keep them from falling behind. Unfor-
tunately, for many of the children of
this Arkansas elementary school,
under our current one-size-fits-all,
overly prescriptive Federal education
system, arbitrarily lowering class size
is more important than meeting the
real needs of children. This principal is
faced with the alternative: I either
fudge, I cheat, I do not follow the pre-
scription of the grant application and
what the grant was given for or I cheat
my children whom I care about, for
whom I want to do point-in-time reme-
diation.

That was the choice this principal
was facing. That is the choice our one-
size-fits-all approach to education from
the Federal level gives educators over
and over.

The arguments I have heard repeat-
edly from the other side echo the argu-
ments we heard a few years ago when
we sought to reform welfare: block
grants, blank checks, cannot trust the
States; they are going to hurt people;
they are not compassionate.

What happened is, nationwide welfare
caseloads have fallen in half since we
passed welfare reform and gave the
States the same kind of latitude that
we now would like to give them in re-
gard to education. The sky did not fall.
Disaster did not occur. The States did
not turn their backs upon the needy.
But hope and opportunity and a way up
and out was created for millions of
Americans who had been trapped in a
welfare system that did not do anyone
justice.

Now we are hearing the same argu-
ments regarding education: You cannot
trust the States; they will build swim-
ming pools; it is a blank check; they
are not compassionate; they do not
care; they are not going to do what is
right for the children.

I reject that, and I think the Amer-
ican people reject the notion that wis-
dom flows out of the beltway in Wash-
ington, DC.

Under the Straight A’s Program,
States do not receive a blank check.
Before a State is even eligible to par-
ticipate in the optional demonstration
program, it must have a rigorous ac-
countability system in place. It must
establish specific numeric performance
goals for student achievement in every
subject and grade in which students are
assessed. It must establish specific nu-
meric goals to reduce the achievement
gap and to increase student achieve-
ment for all children. No more aver-
aging. No more aggregating the test re-
sults so as to conceal the failure of the
current system. They must establish
numeric goals reducing the achieve-
ment gap, which is still all too real be-
tween the disadvantaged students and
those who have more advantages.

Under our bill, it must establish an
accountability system to ensure
schools are held accountable for sub-
stantially increasing student perform-
ance for all children, regardless of in-
come, race, or ethnicity. That is far
from a blank check. That is not the
end.

Then a State signs a performance
contract with the Secretary setting
forth the performance goals by which
the State’s progress will be measured
and describing how the State intends
to improve achievement for all stu-
dents and narrow that achievement
gap. Unlike current law, Straight A’s
forces States to measure the progress
of all children by requiring States to
take into account the progress of stu-
dents from every school district and
school in the State so that no commu-
nity is left behind.

States must make improvements in
the proportion of students at proficient
and advanced levels of performance
from year to year so that no child is
left behind.
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Most importantly, States must in-

clude annual numerical goals for im-
proving student achievement for spe-
cific groups of children, including dis-
advantaged students, so that no child
is left behind.

Right now, title I—I know my good
friend, the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota, cares about disadvantaged
children—only serves two-thirds of the
eligible children. That is a tragedy.
That is a disgrace. Under the bill our
committee has produced, every title I
eligible child will be assured of being
served.

For the first time, the Federal Gov-
ernment will not make schools fill out
paperwork to show us what they are
spending their money on, but we will
make States show us that every child
in every school in every school district
is learning.

Block grants. I heard Senator KEN-
NEDY say this yesterday, and I think
some others on the other side of the
aisle also said this: Block grants will
surely result in abuses.

We are, of course, investigating this,
but let me point back to the example of
a school building a swimming pool with
a block grant. First of all, I do not
know if that is accurate, and I do not
know if they were violating the law at
the time, if it did occur. But beyond
that, there is no honest way to com-
pare the block grant experience of the
1960s with the accountability provi-
sions that are required in the Straight
A’s proposal in the legislation before
the Senate. It is apples and oranges. It
is not even fair to make such a com-
parison. But they do so.

In that allegation, in that attack
upon this bill, there is the insinuation
or the suggestion that currently, under
the status quo—which is so roundly de-
fended—there is somehow account-
ability and those abuses do not occur.
On that, I know they are wrong.

Let me give you an example. I want
to show some pictures.

Last August, during a recess, I toured
a lot of the Delta area in Arkansas,
which is the poorest area in the State
of Arkansas. It is also the poorest area
in the United States. We hear about
Appalachia. Today, the Delta of the
Mississippi River is the poorest area in
this Nation. So I spent almost 2 weeks
in the Delta area of Arkansas.

During that time, I visited the rural
health clinics, I visited the hospitals,
and I visited schools. But one I will
never forget—I had staff go down this
past week to verify that I had my facts
straight—was the Holly Grove school
in southern Arkansas in the Delta.

It is about 95 percent minority—95
percent African American. They are in
a 50-year-old building. The building is
older than the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. They have a
very low property tax base, so they
have very little funding. Frankly, it is
an issue the State needs to address in
the equitable distribution of State
funds. But that is not my point at this
moment.

So I went into the building. It is 50
years old. It is dilapidated, falling
down. We hear about inner-city schools
falling down. This rural school surely
is as bad as any inner-city school I
have ever visited or seen or heard
about.

The ceilings are 12 feet high, so it is
very difficult to heat. That in itself
makes it a very bad learning environ-
ment. The lighting is very poor. Then,
worse yet, the ceiling is collapsing.
Tiles are falling down, tiles are miss-
ing. There are big water stains. You
can see it in this picture. These are the
water stains in the tile of the ceiling.
There are missing tiles in the ceiling.
This picture gives you an idea of the
conditions in the building.

This picture shows the outside of the
school, the school door. This one school
building, by the way, houses Head
Start through the 12th grade. As you
can see from the picture, the paint is in
very poor condition. The building
itself, while brick, is 50 years old.

I want to show you an amazing thing.
I toured the school. The principal took
me through the school. There were bro-
ken windows. The ceiling was, as I said,
collapsing. We opened this one door,
and I had the most amazing sight. I
saw state-of-the-art exercise equip-
ment.

Here is a picture of it. This was
taken last week. These are treadmills—
I suspect better than what we have in
the Senate gym. There were a number
of treadmills. And then, if you don’t
like treadmills, they had Stairmasters,
a number of Stairmasters. This is
brand new equipment. This was all pur-
chased last year. If you want to go be-
yond the Stairmasters and the tread-
mills, there is Nautilus equipment,
state-of-the-art, brand new Nautilus
equipment, a big room full of this
equipment.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Let me finish my
story. Then maybe I will answer the
question and be glad to yield.

After having looked at the terrible
conditions in the building, the condi-
tions to which the students were being
exposed every day, I asked the prin-
cipal: Where did you get the money?
Where did you get the money to buy all
of this state-of-the-art equipment? And
he said, rather sheepishly: This was a
Federal grant.

We went back and talked about it. He
applied for this grant. The school ap-
plied for the grant. This was the way
they could spend the money. Then he
said: I would much rather have spent
the money on improving my facilities.
I would much rather have lowered the
ceiling, put good lighting in, painted
the rooms. I would much rather have
had some resources to do that.

The answer on the other side is: Well,
we will just start a school construction
program from up here. Do you know
what will happen then? We will spend
school construction money where they
don’t need school construction. What

we had here was a typical Federal Gov-
ernment approach, a prescriptive cat-
egorical grant. Do you know how much
money they got? They got $239,000 for
the Holly Grove school to buy athletic
equipment.

To my colleagues, I say that is the
insanity we must end. I am not saying
that is not good. I am glad they have
the equipment. I am sure the commu-
nity can come in and use it in the
evening. There is probably some good
coming out of this state-of-the-art ath-
letic equipment. But that is not what
they needed, and the principal knew it.

Under our legislation, that principal
and the school district, working to-
gether with the school board, would be
able to decide what was needed most.

For a lot of schools, maybe it would
be nice. I don’t know. For an after-
school learning program, maybe they
could use the equipment. Or maybe a
school could use computers, or maybe
they could use tutors, or maybe they
could use new textbooks. But when
they talk about swimming pools from
block grants, I want you to remember
this picture because that is the current
system.

I am not shy about how I feel about
education. As is Senator SESSIONS, I
am excited about the legislation this
committee has produced. This is a de-
bate about education, not elections. It
is a debate about student achievement,
not bureaucratic preservation.

If the underlying bill is passed and
signed into law, the American people
will be the beneficiaries, the American
children will know they have a better
opportunity in the future, and we will
know we did our job.

I think this bill is so good and the
facts so clear and the message so
strong that proponents of the status
quo are worried this could actually
happen. In fact, some colleagues have
already stated their intentions to offer
amendments that they know darn good
and well will kill this bill—kill it.

I am elated that so far the debate has
been about educating our kids. I hope
it continues. However, I understand a
gun and gun violence debate is coming.
Who knows? Possibly campaign fi-
nance, maybe prescription drugs, too—
all important issues in their own place,
to be sure. But there isn’t any Amer-
ican who follows this debate who does
not understand what that would do to
this bill. It would kill it. That is what
they want to do.

I respect any Member’s right to have
their amendment debated on the floor
of the Senate. I, too, have that right. I
want to preserve it. But the Senate has
already debated a juvenile crime bill.
Members have stated their positions,
and they have taken tough votes. What
we need to do is ensure that this debate
remains on education.

I implore my colleagues on the other
side to reject the temptation to offer
extraneous, unrelated, nongermane
amendments to this bill. Let’s have an
honest debate on education. We can
disagree and disagree vehemently. We
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can have an honest philosophical dif-
ference over what the role of the Fed-
eral Government ought to be. Let’s
have that debate and take those argu-
ments to the American people. But
let’s not clutter this up with extra-
neous, nongermane issues.

With millions of American students
struggling to read, millions of Amer-
ican students who don’t know the ba-
sics of U.S. history or don’t exhibit
basic mathematic skills, you would
think we could collectively improve
student performance by passing the
pending legislation. We will soon see if
we can bring our children to the halls
of learning or keep them outside spin-
ning endlessly on the merry-go-round
of Washington politics.

I will conclude by quoting a former
Secretary of Education, Bill Bennett.
He used this analogy, and it is appro-
priate in our debate on the floor of the
Senate. This was back in 1988, and it is
true today under the ESEA:

If you serve a child a rotten hamburger in
America, Federal, State and local agencies
will investigate you, summon you, close you
down, whatever. But if you provide a child
with a rotten education, nothing happens,
except that you’re likely to be given more
money to do it with.

That is the current system. That is
the status quo. I won’t defend it. We
want to change it. This legislation does
that. I hope as this debate goes forward
we will have an opportunity to vote on
the substance of the Educational Op-
portunities Act.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-

TON). Under the previous order, the
Senator from Minnesota, Mr. GRAMS, is
recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield for 10 seconds?

Mr. GRAMS. Yes.
Mr. WELLSTONE. A number of Re-

publicans have spoken, four or five in a
row. I ask unanimous consent that
Senator HARKIN follow the Senator
from Minnesota, Mr. GRAMS, and that I
be allowed to follow him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that Senator
DOMENICI be added to the end of that
list.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I come to
the floor this afternoon to discuss an
amendment that I hope to offer later to
the proposed Educational Opportuni-
ties Act. To get right to the needs of
this amendment, it would permit
States to fulfill the assessment re-
quirements of this bill by testing stu-
dents at the local district level, or at
the classroom level, and with a nation-
ally recognized academic test, such as
the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, and also
to provide school districts a choice of
State-approved standards from which
to teach their students.

This is an amendment that seeks to
maintain more authority at the local
level where decisions are best made. It
would provide more flexibility for
schools to choose their own assess-
ments to meet State standards without
losing any of the accountability needed
to ensure students are achieving. Basi-
cally, it would offer schools an option
on how they want to measure the aca-
demic standards for achievements of
their students—not to have this cook-
ie-cutter-type proposal out of Wash-
ington that says this is the only way it
can be done but to allow some flexi-
bility for States that might want to
use a different measuring stick.

In Minnesota, the Federal require-
ments to implement a set of State
standards and accompanying State as-
sessments have resulted in a highly
controversial State content standard
called the ‘‘profile of learning.’’ Many
parents in Minnesota have expressed to
me their concern about the vague and
indefinite nature of the profile stand-
ards and also the consequential decline
of academic rigor in the classroom.
Parents also object to some of the in-
trusive test questions that have been
asked of the students. A poll taken a
few months ago showed that only 9 per-
cent of public school teachers support
continuation of the profile as it is cur-
rently written in the State of Min-
nesota.

The students who visit my Wash-
ington office on school trips almost
universally believe the time spent on
fulfilling the profile requirements has
shortchanged them from obtaining real
academic instruction. Some of the as-
sessments, entitled ‘‘performance
packages’’ in Minnesota, can take from
3 to 6 weeks to complete, sacrificing
some very valuable class time for stu-
dents. The performance packages re-
quired under the profile are often as-
signed to groups of students, and inevi-
tably some students end up pulling
more of the weight than others. It is
hard to see how this group system en-
sures that each student is assessed
based upon his or her individual per-
formance or effort.

I won’t get into many particulars of
the profile standards, but they, unfor-
tunately, focus too much on politically
fashionable outcomes and not enough
on transmitting to students a core
body of knowledge. For instance, one of
the profile ‘‘performance packages’’—
let me explain this to you—was for a
student to ‘‘violate a folkway,’’ which
means to do something odd or unex-
pected in a public place; and then they
would have their partner come along
with them who, in the background,
would watch how people reacted and
write down that reaction. I think it
would be an understatement to say
that a school project such as that
would be of extremely questionable
value, just as an example.

The Thomas P. Fordham Foundation,
which publishes a review of State
standards nationwide, stated that in
the English portion of the profile ‘‘a

large number of standards are not spe-
cific, measurable, or demanding.’’

We have another expert, a standards
expert, Dianne Ravitch, who wrote the
following about the profile:

I will be candid because I don’t have time
to be diplomatic. In the area of social stud-
ies, the Minnesota standards are among the
worst in the Nation. They are vague. They
are not testable. I advise you to toss them
out and start over.

A professor at one of the Minnesota
State universities describing the pro-
file wrote:

The detail, the record keeping, the assess-
ment for each individual is enough to make
one’s head spin. The time that will be de-
voted to paperwork will, of necessity, dis-
tract teachers from planning, preparation,
reflection, working with students, and other
essential tasks. I pity the poor teacher who
tries to bring it off and any nonlinear-think-
ing student who falls victim to Minnesota-
style results-based learning.

It is obvious that in Minnesota we
have a real problem with education
standards. In fact, the Minnesota
House of Representatives voted last
year to scrap the profiles completely,
but unfortunately that bill was not
adopted by the full legislature.

Our children’s education is too im-
portant to be the subject of experimen-
tation with the latest politically cor-
rect instructional fad. I want Min-
nesota students to excel, and I want to
make sure Minnesota school districts
have a choice of standards—again, not
a cookie-cutter model from Wash-
ington or imposed by Washington to
qualify for any funding. I believe Min-
nesota will adopt new standards and
assessments, if not this year, then in
the near future. I want to help ensure
school districts are not forced to follow
a fad, but that they have some options
in how to assess their students’ edu-
cation.

Though the profile has not been re-
placed, there is a strong grassroots
movement toward rigorous academic
standards in Minnesota which has been
embodied in legislation that creates an
alternative academic standard that
emphasizes very clear, rigorous stand-
ards, local control, and accountability
to parents.

This State legislation has been enti-
tled the ‘‘North Star Standard,’’ and it
is the intent of the bill’s sponsors to
implement this standard as a local op-
tion so that local school districts can
choose between the North Star Stand-
ard or the profile. They can stick with
the new politically correct system or
they can go to an academically rig-
orous system that allows students to
learn more.

My amendment would clarify that
there can be two sets of standards and
assessments from which local school
districts can choose. Again, that is all
my amendment asks for. It says it
would clarify that there could be two
sets of standards and assessments from
which local school districts could
choose—again, not the one dictated
standard of how to get it done but leav-
ing some options and allowing at least
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a second set of standards that parents
and teachers could choose.

For districts choosing the North Star
Standard, students may be assessed at
the classroom or local district level,
not the State level. To ensure true ac-
countability, the North Star Standard
sets up strict reporting requirements.
Teachers would have to provide parents
a complete syllabus, information on
the curriculum, homework assign-
ments, and testing. Thus, the parents
would know what their students are
learning and what their children are
being tested on, protecting against the
temptation to ‘‘dumb down’’ any of the
tests to make things look better.

While academic rigor is currently
being compromised in Minnesota
through a system of standards and as-
sessments that aren’t challenging and
involve time-consuming projects that
take valuable time away from class-
room instruction, it would be returned
through local ‘‘full disclosure’’ require-
ments to parents. Local testing would
be tied to the curriculum, and the test-
ing would also include a nationally rec-
ognized test such as the Iowa Test of
Basic Skills.

The North Star Standard would also
create an alternative, State-level set of
academic standards that are clear, un-
ambiguous, and present what a student
should know, without dictating a spe-
cific curriculum or how teachers are to
teach that body of information. In
other words, we don’t want tests writ-
ten and then teachers teaching to the
tests. I believe this standard is closer
to what was intended under the ESEA
of 1994.

The theme of this reauthorization
bill has been more State and local
flexibility in exchange for account-
ability. I believe we can maximize that
accountability if we leave it to local
school boards and parents. The North
Star Standard is an appropriate re-
sponse to the shortcomings of the
State-level standards and assessments
experiment in Minnesota.

I firmly believe that nothing we do
here in Congress should inhibit the ef-
forts of citizens to reform their school
systems in a manner they choose, and
that they know what is best for their
children.

Parents are the moving force behind
development of the North Star Stand-
ard. These parents, some of which are
current and former local school board
members, feel passionately about the
education of all children, and have
carefully crafted a standard and assess-
ment structure that they believe, and I
believe, will improve the education of
Minnesota students.

Again, this amendment is designed
not to create a mold for one size fits
all, but to allow states to have two sets
of standards and assessments and to
allow a local school district and teach-
ers the opportunity to choose their
own assessment that meets the out-
comes we all want. I urge my col-
leagues to help my constituents restore
the proud history of excellent edu-

cational achievement in the Minnesota
public schools by supporting this
amendment when I have the oppor-
tunity to offer it later this week.

Thank you very much, Mr. President.
I yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator GOR-
TON be added to the list of Republicans
who are to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). Without objection, it
is so ordered.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, as we

enter the 21st century, the American
people have their eyes firmly focused
on the future, and they know education
is the key to that future. This morn-
ing’s USA Today newspaper reported
that of all the issues the American peo-
ple care about or they want their Pres-
idential candidate speaking about, edu-
cation is No. 1. Eighty-nine percent
rank it as the most important issue in
determining their vote for President.

That is why this debate is so impor-
tant. It has been 6 years since we had
the elementary and secondary edu-
cation bill on the floor and I am de-
lighted that we are finally having this
debate. I am hopeful it will be a full
and open debate with amendments that
address the broader issue of education
in this country.

Yesterday, there was a lot of discus-
sion about the failure of Federal edu-
cation programs. We heard a lot of talk
yesterday about how the achievement
gap has widened and U.S. students are
near the bottom of international as-
sessments, teachers are not qualified,
too many students can’t read, and on
and on. We heard all of these horror
stories yesterday.

I wish to state at the outset, first of
all, that, like so many of my col-
leagues, I have traveled around the
world. I have visited education systems
in other parts of the globe. I wouldn’t
trade one education system anywhere
in the world for the public education
system we have in America. I wouldn’t
trade this public education system we
have in America for anything any-
where else in the world because we in-
vest in public education so that every
child, regardless of how rich, or how
poor, no matter where that child is
born or raised, has a chance to fulfill
his or her dreams. It is not so in other
countries.

You might say the math scores are
higher here or there. But, then again,
in some other education systems they
take the brightest kids through testing
and put them in mainstream schools.
They may take other kids who maybe
don’t test as well and put them in tech-
nical schools. When it comes to some of
these international assessments, some
countries are only testing the kids who
are the brightest.

We don’t believe in that kind of a
structured education system in Amer-
ica. We don’t have one set of kids here,
another set of kids here, and another
set of kids here. We believe in uni-

versal education so that every child
has the ability to learn, to grow, and to
develop. Yet even kids with disabilities
have the ability to learn, to grow, and
to develop. We have expanded the con-
cept of public education time and time
again to include more under that um-
brella.

When I was a kid growing up and
going to public schools, you would
never see a kid in a wheelchair in
school, or a kid on a respirator, or
someone who had a mental disability
in a school, or a kid with Down’s syn-
drome, for example. But today it is
commonplace. And I say we are a bet-
ter country because of it.

When my daughter was in public
grade school recently there were kids
in school with disabilities right in the
classroom. I used to visit her in the
classroom. I thought it was good for
the kids with disabilities, and it is
good for the kids without disabilities.
It brings people together. You won’t
find that in very many foreign coun-
tries. Why don’t talk about that as a
source of pride in this country, and
what we do for all of our kids in this
country? Listening to the speakers yes-
terday you would think we had the
worst education system in the world;
that it is just the pits. I beg to differ.

We have great teachers, we have
great schools, and we have great kids.
We have come a long way in this coun-
try in making sure that universal edu-
cation is the right for all.

Does that mean we don’t have prob-
lems? Of course, we have problems to
fix. Just as we opened the doors with
kids with disabilities and said that you
can’t keep kids out of school, you can’t
keep kids out of school because of race,
you can’t keep kids out of school be-
cause of sex.

Again, I hear these terrible stories
about schools. I wonder where the peo-
ple are coming from who I heard speak
so much yesterday. What do they
want? Do they want to privatize all of
American education? Do they want to
have a system of education as some
foreign countries have where the
brightest kids at an early age when
they are tested get put into special
schools, and maybe kids who don’t
have the intellectual capacity of others
are put in technical schools? They just
learn a trade, and that is all they do. Is
that what people want around here? If
so, why don’t they have the guts to get
up and say so if they want our edu-
cation system to be like some foreign
countries, where their national govern-
ments, not local school districts con-
trol education.

After listening to the debate yester-
day, you come to the conclusion that
the Federal Government is solely re-
sponsible for public education in this
country, and it is the Federal Govern-
ment that is solely responsible for the
failure of our schools.

Let’s set the record straight. Right
now, of all of the money that goes to
elementary and secondary education in
America, only 6 percent comes from
the Federal Government.
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That 6 percent of the money that

comes to the Federal Government has
ruined all of the kids in America, has
ruined our schools. Forget that a lot
goes for Title I reading and math pro-
grams, forget a lot of the Federal help
goes to IDEA, Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act, and other pro-
grams such as that. For some reason,
that small amount, 6 percent, has ru-
ined our schools. That is an odd case to
make for those arguing that the Fed-
eral Government is to blame for this.

Second, education is only 2.3 percent
of the Federal budget. Out of every $1
the Federal Government spends, only
2.3 cents goes for education.

I make the opposite argument. I
think it ought to be more than that. I
think on a national level we need more
of a national commitment to our pub-
lic schools. Because our investment in
public education is so small—only 6
cents out of every dollar—we have to
be careful where it goes.

First, we ought to make sure every
child is educated in modern public
schools connected to the Internet.
Schools that have the best technology.

Second, we must make sure every
child has an up-to-date teacher who is
an expert in the subjects he or she is
teaching.

Third, we must make sure every
child has a chance to learn and be
heard. You cannot do that in over-
crowded classrooms. We need to make
our class sizes smaller.

Fourth, we have to make sure chil-
dren have a safe place to go during the
hours between the end of the school
day and the time their parents come
home from work.

People talk about safety in schools.
We are all concerned about safety in
schools. However, we need to keep our
focus on where the problem is. Schools
are one of the safest places for our chil-
dren, most of the problems happen
after they leave school in the after-
noon, in the evening, and on weekends.

We all decry the tragedy at Col-
umbine, and tragedies at other schools.
Those incidents capture our attention;
they cry out for some kind of involve-
ment and some kind of a solution. But
keep in mind that only 1 percent of the
violence done to kids is in school. We
need to make sure we have an after
school program to help keep these kids
safe and secure.

Fifth, we have to continue to expand
our help to local school districts to
help kids with special needs in special
education and for Title I reading and
math programs so that students can
master the basics.

Finally, we must demand account-
ability for our investments.

I think this is a clear, comprehen-
sive, and accountable national edu-
cation agenda.

But the pending legislation before
the Senate does not establish this clear
agenda. In fact, the bill retreats on our
national commitment to education. It
does not answer the tough questions. It
simply says we are going to throw it

back to the States; we will not provide
any kind of leadership on the national
level.

Finally, as has been said before by
Senator KENNEDY, Senator DASCHLE,
and others, this is the first time this
reauthorization is coming to the floor
as a partisan bill. The first time since
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act was passed in the 1960s that
we have not had a bipartisan bill on
the floor. It came out of committee on
a straight party line vote.

This bill gets an A for partisanship,
but it gets an F for educational
progress. The centerpiece is the
Straight A block grant. It sends the
dollars back to the States for any edu-
cational purpose they see fit.

As was stated in the committee, one
of our Senators, Mr. GREGG on the
other side, admitted this could mean
private school voucher programs if the
State has such a program. In return for
the blank check, the State has to show
improvements in student achievement
after 5 long years. It is a risky proposal
and will not guarantee any improve-
ments in education.

We heard a lot of talk yesterday
about the burden of filling out all these
forms that schools have to fill out to
get Federal grants. First we are told
the Federal grants are not any good.
Then we are told it is too burdensome.
Do they want to make it easier or cut
it out? We don’t know the answer to
that.

I have a Federal Class-Size Reduction
Program application from the Marion
Independent School District in Marion,
IA. This is for class-size reduction. It is
one page, two pages, three pages. Three
pages is burdensome? Anyone could fill
this thing out in no time flat. To hear
some people on the other side talk, one
would think it necessary to sit down
for a whole week and hire consultants
to complete this paperwork.

This administration, under the lead-
ership of President Clinton and Vice
President GORE, in reinventing govern-
ment, have simplified and clarified a
lot of the processes. To hear some of
my colleagues talk about it, you would
think we were back 20 or 30 years ago
under the Reagan administration, or
even before that, when you did have to
fill out volumes and volumes of mate-
rial.

Here is the bill, S. 2. We hear the talk
on the Republican side about all the
mandates, local control, and the re-
porting requirements. Here is an
amendment that takes up a page, sec-
tion 4304: Disclaimer On Materials Pro-
duced, Procured Or Distributed From
Funding Authorized By This Act.

All materials produced, procured, or dis-
tributed, in whole or in part, as a result of
Federal funding authorized under this Act
shall have printed thereon—

(1) the following statement: ‘‘This material
has been printed, procured or distributed, in
whole or in part, at the expense of the Fed-
eral Government. Any person who objects to
the accuracy of the material, to the com-
pleteness of the material, or to the represen-
tations made within the material, including

objections related to this material’s charac-
terization or religious beliefs, are encour-
aged to direct their comments to the Office
of the United States Secretary of Education;

(2) the complete address of an office des-
ignated by the Secretary to receive com-
ments from members of the public.

And it goes on. Every 6 months they
have to prepare a summary of all of
this.

And the Republicans are talking
about simplifying? This requirement
will be burdensome.

I want to talk about one issue on
which I will offer an amendment, pro-
viding authorization for the national
effort to modernize and make emer-
gency repairs to our Nation’s public
schools. The conditions of our schools
are well known.

In 1998, the American Society of Civil
Engineers—not a political group the
last time I checked—did a report card
on the Nation’s physical infrastruc-
ture, covering roads, bridges, mass
transit, water, dams, solid waste, haz-
ardous waste, and schools. The only
subject to receive an F in their quality
in terms of our national infrastructure
were our schools. That is from the
American Society of Civil Engineers.

We know that 74 percent of our
schools, three out of four schools, were
built before 1970 and they are over 30
years old. The average age is about 42
years right now. I was on the floor
when the Senator from Arkansas was
discussing the school he visited. The
ceiling was falling in, rain was coming
in, insulation was peeling off. It looks
dismal. He talked about how there was
exercise equipment in the school. I
don’t know about the exercise equip-
ment, but I do know about the infra-
structure, and he is right. There are
schools like that in Arkansas and Iowa
and all across this country. Many of
these schools are in low-income areas
where they do not have a very large
property tax base so they are unable to
generate the revenue they need to fix
up their schools. This is a national
problem, and it requires a national ef-
fort and a national solution.

It is a national disgrace that the
nicest things our kids see as they are
growing up are shopping malls, movie
theaters, and sports arenas and some of
the most run down things they see are
the public schools they attend. What
kind of message are we sending to our
kids about how much we believe in
their public education?

In 1994, there was a title XII that was
added to the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act in that reau-
thorization. I had been instrumental in
that, both from the authorizing end
and also from the appropriation end,
because I have long believed this is a
national problem. Just as our roads
and our bridges, our dams, and our
water systems are all constructed,
built, and maintained locally, we still
provide a national input into those
facilities.

I then tried, on the Appropriations
Committee, to get money for Title XII.
I have not been all that successful, I
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must admit. I did get a pilot program
which is showing that a federal invest-
ment in school facilities can make a
big difference. A modest federal invest-
ment can make school safer by bring-
ing them up to state and local fire
codes. A modest federal investment can
spur new construction projects as well.

Here is that report card that says our
schools rate F in infrastructure. We
know there are some $268 billion need-
ed to modernize school facilities all
over America. We know our local prop-
erty taxpayers are hard pressed in
many areas to increase their property
taxes to pay for this. So that is why we
need a national effort.

But this bill, S. 2—I can hardly lift
it, it weighs so much—S. 2, the reau-
thorization, strikes out title XII. We
put it in, in 1994. I remember it was not
objected to on the Republican side. It
was not objected to on the Democratic
side. It had broad support in com-
mittee. It had broad support in the
Congress. Now, for some reason, 6 years
later when we have not even taken the
first baby step to help modernize our
schools on a national basis, the Repub-
licans have taken it out—just excised
it. I offered an amendment in com-
mittee to restore this important pro-
gram, and I lost on a straight party
line vote.

In the next day or so, whenever I
have the opportunity, I will be offering
an amendment to restore title XII. My
amendment will reauthorize $1.3 billion
to make grants and zero interest loans
to enable public schools to make the
urgent repairs they need so public
schools such as the one talked about by
my friend from Arkansas could use
that money to fix the leaking roof, re-
pair the electrical wiring, fix fire code
violations.

From my own State, the Iowa State
Fire Marshal reported that fires in
Iowa schools have increased fivefold
over the past several years, from an av-
erage of 20 in the previous decades to
over 100 in the 1990s. Why is that? It is
because these old schools, 31 percent of
them built before World War II, have
bad wiring. After all these years, they
are getting short-circuits. Maybe they
have tried to air-condition; they got a
bigger load factor, and they are getting
more and more fires all the time in our
public schools.

This is something you will not be-
lieve, but 25 percent, one out of every
four public schools in New York City,
are still heated by coal. One out of
every four public schools in the city of
New York is heated by coal. Talk about
pre-World War II.

I think there is a clear national need
to help our school districts improve the
condition of their schools for the
health, the safety, and the education of
our children. I hope the Republicans
will do what they did in 1994 and sup-
port it again, broadly based, so we can
have a national effort to provide funds.
The President put $1.3 billion in his
budget that would go out under title
XII. Yet the Republicans have taken

title XII completely out of the bill. So
I am hopeful in the next day or two we
can put it back in and authorize this
money.

Having said all that, is everything in
this bill absolutely bad? Not by a long
shot. There are some really good things
in that bill, and I want to talk about
one of those. Right now, children, espe-
cially little kids, are subject to unprec-
edented social stresses coming about
from the fragmentation of families,
drug and alcohol abuse, violence they
see every day either in person in the
home or on the streets or on television
or in movies, child abuse, and of course
grinding poverty.

In 1988, 12 years ago, the Des Moines,
IA, Independent School District recog-
nized the situation and they began a
program of expanded counseling serv-
ices in elementary schools. They called
it ‘‘Smoother Sailing,’’ and it operates
on the simple premise: Get the kids
early to prevent problems rather than
waiting for a crisis.

As a result, the Des Moines School
District more than tripled the number
of elementary school counselors to
make sure there is at least one well-
trained professional guidance coun-
selor in every single elementary school
building in the Des Moines School Dis-
trict. In some there is more than one,
but no school is without one. It started
in 10 elementary schools. Forty-two el-
ementary schools now have this pro-
gram. The ratio is 1 counselor for every
250 students, as recommended by ex-
perts. The national figure for coun-
selors for students in elementary
school is one counselor for every 1,000
students—1 counselor for every 1,000
kids. There is no way 1 counselor can
get to 1,000 kids. In Des Moines, we
went down to 1 for every 250.

It is working. It has been a great suc-
cess. Assessments of fourth- and fifth-
grade students show they are better at
solving problems, and the teachers tell
us there are fewer fights and there is
less violence on the playgrounds. It has
worked. Smoother Sailing was a model
for the Elementary School Counseling
Demonstration Program, and I am
pleased the program is reauthorized in
S. 2.

We are discussing the reauthoriza-
tion of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act and I am hopeful we can
make some changes in S. 2 to reflect
our national priorities. I just spoke
about one. I also serve on the Appro-
priations Committee, and my question
is: How are we going to fund it? Mr.
President, the budget resolution we
adopted cuts nondefense discretionary
spending by $7 billion.

I am working with Senator SPECTER,
chairman of the education appropria-
tions subcommittee, to find the money
and do more than talk about these
problems. We are going to have a lot of
debate on it. The President submitted
a budget that I think makes a good
start at funding these programs—title
I, after school programs, class-size re-
duction, school modernization, school

technology. All of these are vitally im-
portant. But where is the money when
the budget resolution cut our non-
defense discretionary spending by $7
billion?

We will have more debate about that
in the future. I thought I might give a
heads up to my fellow Senators and
say, it is all fine to authorize this, but
when the crunch comes on money, let’s
step up to the bar and vote because we
may need 60 votes. There will probably
be a point of order, and we will need 60
votes. We will see then if Senators real-
ly want to invest in public education in
this country. It is one thing to author-
ize it, but then sometime later this
year we are going to have to step up
and vote the money to solve these
problems.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

thank Senator HARKIN for his state-
ment. I am going to build on a couple
points he has made.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator JOHN KERRY—in the order that has
already been established—follow Sen-
ator GORTON. I believe Senator GORTON
is last on the list, and Senator KERRY
wants to be included in that list of
speakers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I have a sequence of

thoughts I want to put forward, and I
will not do this, hopefully, in a hap-
hazard way. I say to Senator HARKIN,
since he talked about appropriations, I
want to talk about my State of Min-
nesota and the need for investment in
some of these crumbling schools. He is
right on the mark. I hear about that all
the time.

I also want to talk about a wonderful
book by Mike Rose called ‘‘Possible
Lives’’ based upon his experience in
classrooms and all the goodness he
sees.

I agree with the very first point Sen-
ator HARKIN made today about what is
going on makes sense. But on the ap-
propriations, the Senator from Iowa is
right on the mark. Every breed of poli-
tician likes to have their picture taken
with children. Everybody is for edu-
cation. Everybody is for the children.
Everybody is for the young. They are
the future. But it has become symbolic
politics.

Frankly, I hear a lot of concern
about children and education, but the
question is whether or not we will dig
into our pockets and make some in-
vestment. The Senator from Iowa is
right on the mark.

When I listen to some of my col-
leagues, I hear them talk about a cou-
ple different points. First, I hear them
say this piece of legislation represents
a step forward and Senator TED KEN-
NEDY somehow represents the past. I
thought we were going to have a bipar-
tisan bill, but this piece of legislation
before us represents a great step back-
ward. This is not about a step forward;
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this is a great step backward. This leg-
islation turns the clock back several
decades and basically says no longer do
we, as a nation, say we have a commit-
ment to making sure vulnerable chil-
dren—namely, homeless children;
namely, migrant children—will, in
fact, get a good education, or that we
at least enunciate that as a national
goal. We retreat from that in this legis-
lation.

With all due respect, there is a rea-
son that we, as the Senate and House of
Representatives—the Congress—said
we are going to make sure there are
some standards, we are going to make
sure we live up to this commitment,
and that is because, prior to targeting
this money with some clear guidance,
these children, the most vulnerable
children, were left behind.

Second, my understanding is the Na-
tional Governors’ Association has said,
when it comes to title I, they want to
keep it targeted. This particular piece
of legislation is so extreme that it even
gets away from the targeting of title I
money.

Third, to go to Senator HARKIN’s
point about appropriations, when I
hear my colleagues on the other side
talk about how we want change, we
want to close the learning gap, we
want to make sure poor children do as
well, that children of color do as well,
this piece of legislation is the agent of
change, and we are for change, change,
change, the question I ask is: If that is
the case, then—I said this the other
day—why don’t we get serious about
being a player in prekindergarten?

With all due respect, most of K–12 is
at the State level. As a matter of fact,
if we are going to say—Senator HARKIN
made this point—that education is not
doing well and they are going to
present this indictment of teachers and
our educational system, remember that
about 93, 94 percent of the investment
is at the State level.

With all due respect to some col-
leagues on the floor, when I hear some
of the bashing, either explicit or im-
plicit, of education and teachers, I say
to myself that some of the harshest
critics of public education could not
last 1 hour in the classrooms they con-
demn.

If we are serious about this, then why
don’t we make a real investment in
pre-K? It is pathetic what is in this
budget when it comes to investing in
children before kindergarten. The
learning gap is wide by kindergarten,
and then those children fall further be-
hind. We could make such a difference.
We could decentralize it and get it
down to the community level, and we
could make a real difference. But no,
that is not in this bill or any piece of
legislation from my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle.

Senator HUTCHINSON, a friend—we
disagree, but we like each other—
talked about how the bill, S. 2, pro-
vides title I money for all the children
in the country. I do not get that. I do
not know how it can. Right now, we

have an appropriation that provides
funding for—what, I ask Senator HAR-
KIN—about 30 percent of the children
that will be available? Fifty percent? I
do not see in the budget proposal or in
any appropriations bills that are com-
ing from the Republican majority a
dramatic or significant increase in that
investment at all.

If my colleagues want to present a
critique of what is going on, let me just
give you some figures from my friend
Jonathan Kozol who just sent me the
Chancellor’s 60-day report on New York
City Public Schools. It is pretty inter-
esting. In New York City, they are able
to spend per year, per pupil, on aver-
age, $8,171. Fishers Island is $24,000,
rounding this up; Great Neck, $17,000;
White Plains, $16,000; Roslyn, $16,000;
and other communities, $20,000, $21,000.

Mr. HARKIN. Is that per student?
Mr. WELLSTONE. Per student, two

times and three times the amount.
Here is another interesting figure.

This is median teacher salaries. In the
Democratic proposal—I will be honest
about it, I cannot help it. I do not
think the administration’s proposal is
great. I do not think we should be talk-
ing about their proposal when it comes
to early childhood development. I
would like to see much more in edu-
cation. But I think with what we have
heard on the floor, I say to Senator
HARKIN, is that the investment in re-
building our crumbling schools, the
focus on lowering class size, the focus
on having good teachers and making
sure we put money into professional
development basically is eliminated.

I hear some of my colleagues—I
think the Senator from Alabama—
talking about how poor we are per-
forming in mathematics. The Eisen-
hower program, a great professional de-
velopment program—teachers in Min-
nesota love this program—is elimi-
nated.

This is pretty interesting. For New
York City and in surrounding counties:
The median teacher salary in New
York City is $47,345; the median teach-
er salary in Nassau County is $66,000; in
County, it is $67,000; in Westchester, it
is $68,400.

Jonathan Kozol can send me these
figures because he wrote the book
‘‘Savage Inequalities.’’ But with all due
respect to my colleagues, if you are
concerned about the learning gap, if
you are concerned about the tremen-
dous disparity in opportunities of stu-
dents in our country—and all too often
students are able to do well or not do
well because of income or race—then
we would want to make sure we live up
to the opportunity-to-learn standard,
where every child has an opportunity
to learn and do well.

If that was the case, we would be
talking about the whole problem of fi-
nancing, which is based so much on the
wealth of the school district; we would
be talking about incentives for the best
students, and incentives for executives
and people in other areas of life who
are in their 50s who want to go into

teaching, all of whom can go into
teaching; we would be talking about a
massive investment, the equivalent of
a national defense act, when it comes
to child care; we would be talking
about afterschool programs; we would
be talking about investing in the crum-
bling infrastructure of our schools.

I do not see it in this piece of legisla-
tion. I said it yesterday, and I will say
it one more time: I do not see it in the
Ed-Flex bill.

I said it last time, and I will say it
again, that when I am in Minnesota
and I am in cafes and I am talking to
people, nobody has ever come running
up to me saying: I need Ed-Flex. They
do not even know what it is. But they
sure talk about the holes in the ceil-
ings or the inadequate wiring or the
schools that do not have heating. They
talk about how terrible it is that kids
go into those schools. It tells those
kids that we do not care about them.
They sure talk about all these other
issues.

I will conclude in a moment, but this
is for the sake of further debate.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to.
Mr. HARKIN. The Senator pointed

out the disparity in teacher salaries
and the amount of money spent per
student. It raises in my mind this ques-
tion, again, of why that is. Why is it?
I ask the Senator, where is it in the
Constitution of the United States that
public education in America is to be
funded by property taxes? Why is this
so? I asked a rhetorical question. Obvi-
ously it is not in the Constitution of
the United States.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league, we have had some important
litigation that I know he is familiar
with, some really important Supreme
Court decisions in the past on this
question.

The challenge is this. The 14th
amendment talks about equal protec-
tion under the law. I think many of us
believe that when the education a child
receives is so dependent upon the
wealth or lack of wealth of the commu-
nity he or she lives in, that that isn’t
equal protection under the law because
a good education is so important to be
able to do well and to fully participate
in the economic and political life of
our country.

So the answer is, it is extremely un-
fortunate that we rely so much on the
property tax system. If my colleagues
want to present a critique of public
education, they ought to look back to
the States.

I say to my colleague from Iowa, I
love being a Senator. I do not mean
this in a bashing way. But Washington,
DC and the Senate is the only place I
have ever been where when people talk
about grassroots, they say: Let’s hear
from the Governors. They say: The
grassroots is here. The Governors’ As-
sociation has just issued a statement.

Boy, I tell you, I don’t hear that in
Minnesota or in any other State I have
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been in. People tend to view the grass-
roots as a little bit more down to the
neighborhood, the community level.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator for
bringing up these points again. We tend
to get into these debates, and we really
forget what is at essence here. What is
at the essence of our problem is the big
disparity, as Jonathan Kozol has point-
ed out time and time again, between
those who happen to be born and live in
a wealthy area and those who are born
and live in a poor area.

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is right.
Mr. HARKIN. It should not depend on

the roll of the dice of where you were
born as to what kind of school you at-
tend.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league, I thank him for mentioning
Jonathan Kozol because I love him. I
believe in him. The last book he
wrote—although he has another book
that is now coming out—that was pub-
lished—and my colleague may very
well have read it—is called ‘‘Amazing
Grace: Poor Children and the Con-
science of America.’’

If you read that book, the sum total
of that book is that any country that
loved and cared about children would
never let children grow up under these
conditions and never abandon these
children in all the ways we have. I say
to my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle, there is precious little, if
anything—precious little; I do not
want to overstate the case—in S. 2 that
speaks to that question.

When you get to where the rubber
meets the road, and the budget pro-
posal we have and, therefore, the ap-
propriations bills we will have, are we
going to see any of the kind of invest-
ment that deals with any of these con-
ditions which are so important in as-
suring that all the children in this
country have a chance to succeed? The
answer is no. The answer is no, no, no.

I will finish up because I see my col-
league from New Mexico is on the floor.
I know others want to speak.

Two final, very quick points. One, I
want to speak to Senator HUTCHINSON’s
example. Again, he is not here. He is
very good at making his arguments. I
know he will have a counterpoint, so I
am not going to present this as: You
are wrong; you were inaccurate. But
Senator HUTCHINSON came out with
graphics about gym facilities, workout
equipment. It looked like a Cybex sys-
tem. He was basically saying: Here you
have, in a school that has a decaying
infrastructure, this beautiful workout
facility; this is an outrage because ba-
sically this is what we have right now
with this Federal bureaucracy which
dictates, hey, this is where you can get
the money.

I say that I know of no Federal grant
program that requires any school to
purchase exercise equipment. I do not
know whether this was a part of an
afterschool program or part of another
program in which perhaps the school
officials decided this is what they need-
ed for the community. But that is a
very different point.

But I want to make it clear—and
Senator HUTCHINSON may be able to
add to the RECORD and make it per-
fectly clear that what I have said is not
perfectly clear—I do not have any
knowledge —I wanted to ask him about
this—of any Federal grant program
that would require a school to purchase
this equipment. I think that is impor-
tant.

Finally, I have heard my colleagues
talk about bureaucracy and all of the
rest. I find it interesting that when I
look at the opposition, and I see the
National Association of Elementary
School Principals or the National Asso-
ciation of Secondary School Principals,
much less the American Federation of
Teachers, the National Education As-
sociation, the Council of the Great City
Schools—these people do not work at
the Federal level; these people are
down there in the trenches—the Na-
tional Association of Secondary School
Principals or the National Association
of Elementary School Principals—we
are talking about men and women who
have a great deal of knowledge about
what is working and what isn’t work-
ing. I think that we might want to
take heed of their opposition to this
bill because we are not talking about
bureaucrats; we are talking about
teachers, about principals. I don’t
know where the PTA is. I think they
are also in opposition.

So for the record, I will concede—and
Senator DOMENICI is great in debate,
and he will jump up and debate me—
that the National PTA—and he says I
am right—doesn’t represent all the par-
ents, and I concede that the teachers
unions don’t represent all the teachers,
and I concede the Association of Sec-
ondary School Principals, or Elemen-
tary School Principals, don’t represent
all the principals at either level; but
you have to admit that these people,
these organizations, do represent a
considerable number of principals.
They do represent a lot of teachers.
They do represent a lot of people who
work there at the school level. I find it
interesting that they oppose this bill.
They don’t see this bill as a great step
forward for education or for the chil-
dren they represent.

So for my colleague from New Mex-
ico, after 30 seconds I will yield the
floor. In that 30 seconds, I say to the
majority leader, let’s have at it. Let’s
have the amendments out here and
let’s have a good debate. Let’s not fold
after 2 or 3 days. This is a major bill. I
remember, when I first came here, we
had major bills out on the floor and we
took 2 weeks, and we might have 60, 70,
or 80 amendments. We worked from the
morning until the evening. Let’s do it.

I have a number of amendments that
I think would make a difference for the
children in my State and in other
States. Other Senators have amend-
ments. But, for gosh sakes, let’s allow
the Senate to be at its best and not in-
sist that we have only a few amend-
ments and that will be it, and then we
basically shut this down. The people in

the country want us to have the de-
bate. I think it is important to do so.
People also want to see some good leg-
islation. This bill, in its present form,
is not good legislation, in my view. I
think it is fundamentally flawed. I
don’t think it represents anywhere
close to the best of what we can do as
a Senate.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BROWNBACK). The Senator from New
Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before
the Senator leaves the floor, I will say
this on a subject we will be together
on. I understand that the parity for in-
surance purposes for the mentally ill in
America bill—the Domenici-Wellstone
bill for total parity—not some piece of
parity, no discrimination of outreach,
we are going to have a hearing soon,
right?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, we
are going to have a hearing before the
health committee. I think we both
thank Senator JEFFORDS and we are
ready to move it forward. It is great to
have a chance to work with the Sen-
ator on this. I wish he wasn’t wrong on
every other issue.

Mr. DOMENICI. Some people will
recognize that, even according to
WELLSTONE, DOMENICI is right some-
times. I thank the Senator very much.

I wish to take a few minutes to speak
now because I am not at all sure that
tomorrow, or even the next day, I could
speak to this issue, so I am going to do
it tonight. I want to start by saying
that it is really good for Americans—
whoever watches C–SPAN, or whoever
pays attention to what we are saying
on the floor—to hear speeches about
how we are going to improve education
for every child in America, or even to
hear speeches about the Federal Gov-
ernment needing to do more of what it
has been doing, or speeches saying if
we just paid attention and took care of
things, all these children in America
the education system would improve.

Let’s be realistic, for starters. We
don’t pay for much of public education.
Now, considering the tone of the argu-
ments about what we ought to be doing
for education and for all our children,
one would never believe that we only
pay for about 7 to 8 percent of what it
costs to educate a child in the public
schools of Pennsylvania, Minnesota,
Iowa—I won’t say New Mexico because
we get about 9 percent, because we
have a lot more children who are de-
pendent upon the Federal Government
in terms of military establishments,
plus our Indian children. But let’s
make sure everybody knows that this
great national debate on education is
talking about 7 percent of what is used
to fund the public schools of America
in the 50 sovereign States.

Let’s make sure we understand fun-
damentally the States—in some places
counties, in other places cities—collect
local taxes, in some cases property
taxes, in other cases sales taxes, in
other cases income taxes—not here in
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Washington, but in the capital of Santa
Fe, NM, or in the great State of Penn-
sylvania, or the State of Oregon or
Washington—they collect the money,
they have the programs, and they de-
cide between the State, the legislature,
the school districts, and in many
places, commissioners of education,
what to do with all the real money
that is applied to the public education
system and, thus, the students of
America.

So it may shock some to know that
education reform is occurring in the
State capitals, at the education depart-
ments across America, and our debate
is about a little, tiny margin of 7 to 8
or 81⁄2 percent of what goes into each
student. We are doing this in the con-
text of trying to improve and help our
public schools, because we have been
greatly enhanced, as a nation, during
past generations, when the public edu-
cation system of America was the
model for the world. What many of us
are trying to do is take it back to the
glory days when every student received
a better education and the manifold
problems that teachers experienced in
the classrooms today were, in some
way, alleviated so more of our children
can learn.

In doing that, the issue is, for this
little share that the Federal Govern-
ment sends down to our school dis-
tricts by way of special grants, hun-
dreds of categorical programs, title I
programs, which is $8 billion or $9 bil-
lion, all of those programs go down and
help in some way in the total mix of
dollars and programs that the cities
and counties and States and commis-
sioners of education put together.

The question is, Can we do better
with our small amount of money than
we have been doing? Let me assure the
Senators that whichever side they are
on on this bill, to reform the education
system, which is reported out by our
Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions, that this is one of
their education functions—this bill, in
essence—and it may shock people to
know this—provides an opportunity to
leave things just as they are. So for
those on that side of the aisle, or per-
haps one or two on our side of the
aisle—I don’t know—that say they
want the Federal Government to con-
tinue to be involved in all these pro-
grams and to be telling everybody how
to run them, so that 7 or 8 percent of
the money generates 50 percent of the
paperwork, we want that to continue.
Just wait and read the bill in its en-
tirety and if that is what you like, the
school boards, the commissioners of
education, or the Governors who run
education in our States can decide to
leave it just as it is.

Now, I can’t understand how school-
teachers can be against an approach
that says this is not working as well as
it should. But if you like it, please un-
derstand this bill says you can keep
having it like it is. That is why we call
it a menu.

You get to look at a menu. If you
went out to eat, you wouldn’t like to

have in front of you three items we
have been having for 15 years. And our
nutrition isn’t working well, and our
bodies aren’t feeling well, but we get
the same restaurant menu of the same
three things. Wouldn’t we like it if the
menu added a few other things just to
try?

This is a new approach only in that
you can keep it as it is or you have an-
other couple of choices.

What is wrong with some choice
which might bring some innovation,
which might cause us to do better with
our 7 or 8 percent of education than we
are doing, because it might let the
States, the school districts, the edu-
cation commissioners, and the prin-
cipals meld our dollars into their needs
in a better way.

If you want to keep it as it is, you
can come down here and say: That is
what I want; I am voting for this bill;
and I sure hope my State keeps it as it
is. Right? We sure hope whoever wants
to say that, that we will keep the same
menu we have been having, and we
don’t want to add to the menu, we
don’t want to add to the choice.

It is wonderful to be a Republican
who can come to the floor and say: We
don’t think the menu we have been de-
livering to the schools of America with
our 8 percent is a very good menu. It is
not the best menu, and we are going to
provide some additional items of
choice.

I want to thank a few Senators for
taking the early lead on this.

In that regard, I want to recognize
Senator SLADE GORTON because he is
the first one who came up with the
idea, albeit it was a piece of education,
to say let them choose down there, but
if they don’t want to choose, let them
keep on doing what they are doing, but
here is a new opportunity to handle
those Federal dollars differently.

That imaginary, innovative, vision-
ary idea has been expanded so now
there are a number of really inter-
esting choices that those who educate
our children in our sovereign States
can choose.

Essentially, if I went no further and
did not explain the choices on this
menu, I think I might have performed
a minor service for those who are inter-
ested to find out that the bill we are
talking about says the old menu
doesn’t work, let’s try a new menu and
put some new items on it—not manda-
tory, but that you can choose.

Let me tell you how poorly we do our
job at the national level when we de-
cide we are going to do more than that
and we are going to put a little bit of
money in and tell everybody what to
do. Let me talk about special edu-
cation for a minute.

Special education is an admirable
commitment—in fact, some would
think one of the greatest civil commit-
ments that could be made in the field
of education. The National Govern-
ment began not many years ago to say
you are going to educate children who
are hard to educate, who are special

education children, and special needs
children. And we came along and said
exactly how you should do it; if you
want our money, you do it this way.
The courts interpreted and told you in
even more detail how you are going to
do it. Lo and behold, we said we will
pay for 40 percent and the States and
localities will pay for 60 percent.

Is anyone interested tonight? Take
out a piece of paper and write down
your guess of this year as to how much
we are paying of the 40 percent. If you
think we must be paying 35 or 38, you
are desperately wrong. We are cur-
rently paying 11 percent instead of the
40 percent to which we committed, and
the years have passed us by.

If you run the school and you get
Federal money, don’t you think you
would be a little bit upset if we came
along and told you how to do it, and
then we didn’t give you the money but
our law said we would give you the
money?

I have to compliment a couple of
Senators who have said the best thing
we could do is put more money in spe-
cial education so the schools wouldn’t
be paying so much for it, and that
would loosen up money for them to do
other things with. In particular, Sen-
ator JUDD GREGG has been a leader on
that initiative.

It goes unnoticed because it is not
very politically sexy, at least to the
general public, to say we have in-
creased the funding for special edu-
cation by 4 or 5 percent in the last 3 or
4 years. That doesn’t sound like com-
ing to the floor and giving a speech
about how we want to take care of
every child in America, when we are
only paying for 8 percent of the bill,
and how we ought to be taking care of
all those needs out there when the Gov-
ernment doesn’t even try to take care
of most of them.

We still have a commitment to 40
percent. We are only paying for 11 per-
cent of that. We come along and have a
bill, and people want more of the same.
I think educators would like to try
something different.

I congratulate the committee be-
cause they reported out a bill that has
some very exciting items added to the
menu. I suggest people can call it what
they like in terms of trying to describe
the new items on the menu. But I see it
as an opportunity on the part of the
constitutionally enfranchised leader in
a State, whether it is a commissioner
of education, or the legislature, or the
Governor. This bill says you can col-
lapse the strings, you can collapse the
rigid boundaries in two different
ways—at least two. One is an approach
that is called Straight A’s.

The Straight A’s Program says there
is an option for 15 States—not all of
them, and they don’t need to take it.
But 15 States can opt for a State dem-
onstration program. It will be for at
least a 5-year commitment on the part
of the Federal Government and up to—
isn’t that interesting?—13 big grant
programs and little grant programs can
be collapsed.
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The thing that makes them rigid and

makes them kind of a one-shoe-fits-all
concept on education is that up to 13
can be collapsed. They can collapse five
of them, if they choose, and leave the
other eight as being as rigid as they
currently are.

In that ability to collapse under
Straight A’s is an option to use title I
money—our biggest program—in that
manner along with other programs.

That is not going to be free to the
school districts of America, nor to the
principals and teachers, because com-
mensurate with it is going to be an
agreement on the part of the States.
The States are going to agree, if they
take this option, this added menu item,
to a significant new standard of stu-
dent achievement within their schools.

They are going to figure out a way
locally to see if collapsing these pro-
grams and administering them dif-
ferently helps the schools. We are
going to say you can continue to do
this if you have a plan to improve stu-
dent achievement, which we choose to
call accountability.

We also talk about the collapsing of
the rigidity of the program—the rigid
boundaries. We call that flexibility.

I think it is kind of better to say you
are permitted to collapse the programs,
administer them less rigidly, and re-
quire student achievement, and in re-
turn measure student achievement.
But if you want to choose the Straight
A’s Program, my guess is that 15
States are going to run quickly to get
it and it will be used by 15 States. In
the end, they are going to be saying:
Let’s try this new thing. Let’s see if we
can collapse these programs and do a
better job. The agreement with the
Government will require that achieve-
ment occur at every level, including
those covered by the current Title I
program.

We have said if you do not want that
menu item, because it is a pretty big
step away from what we have, there is
another one called Performance Part-
nerships which the Government per-
mitted. You can collapse up to 13 pro-
grams, but that cannot include Title I,
the program whereby we measure aid
to schools based upon the number of
poor children in the school.

What we are saying there is the Sec-
retary of Education will still be able to
determine the boundary and use of
Title I money. That is a second op-
tion—collapsing up to 13. But the Sec-
retary still keeps his finger on the
Title I money. The Governors thought
that would be a very good option, and
we put that in. I don’t see anything
wrong with that.

Then we say for 10 States and 20
school districts, in exchange for new
accountability, new agreements on stu-
dent achievement, you can switch the
current Title I funding from school
based to a child-centered approach.
Isn’t that interesting? We are not in-
terested in school-based education pro-
grams. That is just a mechanism for
talking about an institution that edu-
cates children.

It seems to me what we are talking
about is that all the programs should
be child centered and we are going to
give 10 States and 20 school districts
the option to choose a new funding
mechanism for Title I. Eight billion
dollars is my recollection of the $14.6
billion we spend on elementary and
secondary education. It is more than
half. We are going to say for these few
States and few school districts, you
want to be bold? Want to enter into a
student achievement agreement? In ex-
change for that, you get the oppor-
tunity to have Title I money follow the
students.

I close by saying that the committee
did another exciting thing. We are all
concerned about improving teacher
quality. Whether we have excellent
teachers or not, I don’t think we ought
to pass judgment on the floor. We hear
many of the schools are worried that
teachers are not necessarily as highly
qualified as the principals, the super-
intendents, the school boards, and the
parents want them to be. We under-
stand that is a major, major concern.
We think part of it is because we don’t
have an adequate way of helping de-
velop better teachers.

We have decided to have a new State
teacher development grant program,
with a substantially larger amount of
money, about $2 billion for fiscal year
2001, that focuses on the long term and
sustained development of teachers, and
includes professional development for
administrators and principals. There
will be some who will come to the floor
and say right now that we don’t have
all this in one pot of money. We have
some very special programs—one is the
Eisenhower program—that we want to
leave alone. Why do we want to leave
them alone? Shouldn’t we give the
States an option to say they don’t need
all that preciseness, if they want to use
it in their school districts in their
State to produce long-term benefits by
way of teachers being better equipped
to teach their subject matter?

There is much more to say and I will
have printed the 13 programs that can
be collapsed and made less than 13 in
either the Straight A’s or the perform-
ance partnership. I will include that
list in the RECORD to be attached to my
comments. Some of the attached lists
are technical, but those in the edu-
cation community who would be inter-
ested will know what the programs are.

Let me summarize. For those on the
other side of the aisle who want to talk
about education as if we are debating
the funding of public schools in Amer-
ica, let’s put it back where it belongs.
We are debating funding 7 to 8 percent
of the public education in America.
That is all we provide. One would not
guess it from the rhetoric about what
we ought to get done with that 7 or 8
percent.

We will hear speeches that we ought
to totally perfect the education system
and take care of every child in Amer-
ica. What is the responsibility for the
93 percent of the dollars that come

from the State or the county? They are
doing that with that money.

First, we will say, if you want to
keep the system, keep it. It is almost
hard to understand how the other side
and the President can get so worked up
they won’t pass this bill. Really, they
could say to their constituents, we are
so sure our programs of the past are
good, we will vote for this bill and you
can choose to go with a program of the
past. The bill says that. If you want a
program from the past, you can have
it.

That is the debate. They want the
programs of the past reiterated but we
say, no, no, let’s give you that choice
and give you a few other new choices.
The choices are exciting because we
may find by entering into a multiyear
student achievement agreement called
accountability, where some flexibility
is provided, that 7 or 8 percent might
make a difference. It might be such
that at the end of 5 years, using it that
way by choice, you might really have
an impact.

If we continue the way we are, we
will produce a bill, or no bill, if the
President insists on getting what he
wants. I have not argued 1 second
today about who will put the money in
the program. We are probably going to
put as much money in the program as
the Democrats in the appropriations
process. We will fund at very close to
the same amount of dollars. Let’s not
get off on the side that the Republicans
don’t want to pay for education. We
want to try a different approach.

There are some who will say to be
different we want to offer a whole
bunch of amendments for the Federal
Government to do new things. We will
tell them how to do things. We have
been doing that and every 5 years we
have another list, but it is the Federal
Government’s list of how to fix up our
kids. However, if you look back, it isn’t
working. It is not the Federal dollar
that is not working. We are just a little
bit of the money. We ought to try to
figure out how our little bit of the
money can be the most helpful to those
spending all the money—93 percent of
the dollar in some cases. How can we
help them do a better job? I think it is
a shame if this bill and this concept
gets defeated in the Senate because we
don’t want to try a new approach, or if
we want to add to it a variety of meas-
ures not relevant to this education bill.

These are issues that must be de-
bated. Some Members want to put
them on this bill to either kill it or
make us vote on issues not part of this.
Whoever does that, the final judgment
will be simple. If you kill this bill with
this innovative approach of different
items on the menu for our schools in
America’s sovereign States, if you kill
that either by nonperformance or an
outright vote against it and kill it, you
have decided the Federal Government
in all cases knows best and we ought to
continue to tell our educators, super-
intendents, and commissioners of edu-
cation precisely how they can help
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their children with our dollars. No
more, no less; do it our way.

I frankly believe, although I hate to
say this in political tones, I think for
the first time, in the case of this Sen-
ator—and I have been here awhile—we
can debate this any way we want. We
won’t lose this debate. We win this, un-
less we let somebody pull the wool over
our eyes about what we are trying to
do, what we have been doing and just
how much of the Federal money is in-
volved versus the State and cities that
we don’t control— States, counties and
school boards. I think everybody will
understand we ought to permit innova-
tion, not rigidity by dictating specifi-
cally how moneys ought to be used.

That is a little lengthy for tonight.
Some people know it is not so lengthy
for me. But it is the second speech I
made today. I spoke about nuclear
power with as much energy and enthu-
siasm as I did on this bill.

I am saying, as I leave the floor of
the Senate, there are some very good
Senators who will take over and I am
satisfied will close out the day with
some pretty good remarks about where
we ought to be trying to move in lock-
step with those who really want to
change education at the local level, in-
stead of walking along, kicking at
them, telling them do it our way. I
think we ought to walk along in some
sort of lockstep by letting them have
some real choice.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from the great State of Georgia.
Mr. COVERDELL. I hope the Senator

from New Mexico knows we do not con-
sider that a terribly long speech.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the first four amendments in order
to the bill be the following, and that
they be first-degree amendments, of-
fered in alternating fashion, and sub-
ject to second-degree perfecting
amendments only, and that the second-
degree amendments be relevant to the
first-degree.

The amendments are as follows: Gor-
ton, technical, Straight A’s; Daschle,
alternative; Abraham-Mack, merit
pay-teacher testing; and Kennedy,
teacher quality.

Both sides have agreed to this.
Mr. DOMENICI. What was the Ken-

nedy amendment? I didn’t hear the
title.

Mr. COVERDELL. Teacher quality.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from the State of Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, if there

were a secret poll taken in this body to
determine an MVP, Most Valuable
Player, my own suspicion is that would
be the Senator to whom my own vote
would go, the senior Senator from New
Mexico, who has just spoken to us with
such eloquence. He manages to work
thoughtfully on the widest range of
issues of any Member of this body that
I know. The minute the debate on the
budget resolution, with which he is

charged, is over, he is on to another
subject, whether it is energy or na-
tional defense or education or Social
Security. It is a privilege to be his col-
league. It is a privilege to be his friend.
It is also a little bit difficult at times
because after his introduction to this
bill, this Senator, even as an author of
the bill, can do nothing to improve on
the remarks of the Senator from New
Mexico but maybe only to rephrase
them slightly and offer his support for
them.

I think what we gain from this de-
bate, from what the Senator from New
Mexico has said, what we heard from
the Senator from Georgia and the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire and others,
is that there may not have been an-
other instance in the last half dozen
years on any major subject—perhaps
the Senator from New Mexico might
agree with me, with perhaps the excep-
tion of the debate on welfare reform—
in which the old and the new were so
magnificently and so dramatically con-
trasted as are the new, fresh ideas,
fresh approaches to this problem out-
lined in this bill and outlined by its
supporters as opposed to the passionate
defense of the status quo by so many
on the other side.

The Senator presiding and the Sen-
ator from New Mexico will remember
that was the essential division in the
debate over welfare reform. We were
told of all of the disasters that would
take place if we dramatically reformed
our welfare system. Now, a few years
later, no one, for all practical purposes,
can remember that he or she opposed
that reform; it has been so magnifi-
cently successful.

Mr. President, I predict the same fate
for this debate if, in fact, we are suc-
cessful in carrying out the dramatic
and innovative and constructive
changes that are included in this bill.

We have heard basically two argu-
ments from the other side of the aisle.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield for a moment?

Mr. GORTON. I will.
Mr. DOMENICI. As I indicated a

while ago, I was planning to leave the
floor. But my friend caught my atten-
tion when he, it seemed to me, wanted
me to stay around. I have been around
long enough to hear his kind remarks
about me, and I thank him. Before I
make a speech as I did tonight, I do try
to understand what I am talking about.
Sometimes I go back to my office after
hearing something down here, or
watching it, and say, I’ll wait a week
and really know something about this.
But I think I do know something about
this.

I was a teacher once. I can tell you
things have changed very little. You
talk about the disparity in the prepara-
tion of children. The one year I taught
I had one class in mathematics. One
half of the class could not add or sub-
tract, and the other half of the class
was doing algebra. This was a long
time ago. I was 22 years old, so that is
how long ago. Sunday I will be 68. We

still have the same thing. We have a
difficult job for teachers.

I think the Senator is correct. He is
the one who offered the first bill to
provide some choice instead of rigid,
bound-up programs where, instead of
walking together, we were kicking
them to do it our way or not use our
money. You were the starter, the
charger of that, along with Senator
BILL FRIST of Tennessee. A little bit of
that expertise came about by accident
out of the Budget Committee, on which
you both serve. We had a task force,
the Senator may recall. We asked the
GAO—a very significant number of
them worked with your staff and his
staff on the Budget Committee and
told you about the programs that were
out there hanging around, but they
wondered what they were doing. You
provide the first opportunity to pull
some together and collapse the rigid-
ity. Right?

Mr. GORTON. Does the Senator from
New Mexico remember the dramatic
testimony that our Budget Committee
task force took of the then-super-
intendant of public schools for Florida?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.
Mr. GORTON. To the effect that he

had almost four times as many people
in his office to manage the 8 or 10 per-
cent of the money that came in from
the Federal Government than he did to
manage the 90 percent-plus of the
money that came from the State gov-
ernment for education?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. That is right.
Mr. GORTON. That was a dramatic

learning experience for this Senator
and I think for the Senator from New
Mexico as well, and really contributed
magnificently to where we are today.

Mr. DOMENICI. I can also remember
when you first thought about this idea.
We were walking down one of the halls
here and you were saying you didn’t
quite understand how you could get
around all the opposition to trying
something different. I think I pulled on
your arm and said, ‘‘Why don’t you
give them the option to leave it like it
is?’’

You are pretty quick. You never
asked me again. But that has become
the cornerstone, from your bill to this
bill. For those who think what we are
doing is really good and really right,
that we are not trying to take it away.
Right? Those people who say that is
not enough, what must they be saying?

Mr. GORTON. They are saying, essen-
tially—and we have heard it on the
floor of the Senate in the last hour—
that we cannot trust the school au-
thorities in any State in the United
States of America, or any school dis-
trict in any one of those States, to
make these decisions on their own
without guidance from this body acting
as a sort of supernational school board.

Mr. DOMENICI. Right.
Mr. GORTON. When it gets right

down to it, that is what their position
amounts to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Or they could be say-
ing that if you give them the choice,
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they will all take what the Republicans
are offering here today.

Frankly, that is thought by some to
be a very good argument against the
bill, right? I think it is a very good ar-
gument in favor of it, I would think, if
what we are doing is so good that under
all circumstances a significant portion
of the school districts and superintend-
ents and commissioners of education
would go down the same path for an-
other 5 years.

Mr. GORTON. This Senator, for ex-
ample, believes that if there is a short-
coming in this bill, it is that Straight
A’s is limited to 15 States only and not
all the States in the country.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.
Mr. GORTON. I thank my friend from

New Mexico. I will go back to what I
see as two distinct currents of criti-
cism from the other side.

The first of those is that if we have
not reached the goals they set 35 years
ago, 30 years ago, 20 years ago, 10 years
ago, 5 years ago, we still have to keep
running up against that same wall, and
the reason we have not succeeded is
that we have not imposed enough rules
and regulations on schools all across
the United States. So what we really
need to do—they call it account-
ability—is to impose more rules and
regulations on States and on school
districts and on principals and teachers
all across the United States to make
sure they do exactly what we tell them
to do.

I strongly suspect that any alter-
native they come up with will include
dozens, if not hundreds, of additional
rules and regulations to be imposed on
our school districts.

There is a second element, a second
part of their proposal, and that is if 12,
16, 74, 276 Federal education programs
have not really done what they ought
to have done, we need another half
dozen programs. Again, in the last hour
or so, we have heard of some new ways,
some new Federal programs which we
ought to authorize and on which we
ought to spend money.

They make that proposition in spite
of the dramatic point made by my
friend from New Mexico that the most
prescriptive of all of the Federal pro-
grams—the education for disabled act,
the special education provisions—re-
quired us as long as almost 30 years
ago to come up with 40 percent of the
money. It is only in the last couple of
years, with the efforts of Members on
this side of the aisle, that it has
cracked two digits and has reached 11
percent.

Instead of saying why don’t we prop-
erly fund what we promised to fund in
programs that carry with it a tremen-
dous number of rules and regulations,
why don’t we do that? No, no, let’s
think of half a dozen new programs and
let’s not abolish any.

Now that I think of that last state-
ment, I guess I have to amend it. They
do want to abolish one, or at least the
President wants to abolish one. He
wants us to appropriate no money at

all to the sole program in the present
education bill which allows the States
to spend the money on their own prior-
ities without any controls from the
Federal Government. It is a very mod-
est part of our present education sys-
tem—a very modest part. That is the
only one the administration, and I sus-
pect the other side, would just as soon
abandon.

We, on the other hand, as the Senator
from New Mexico points out, do not
even go so far as to say we know every-
thing, nothing is right with the present
system, no one should be allowed to
use it under any circumstances. Run-
ning from top to bottom through the
proposal we have before this body right
now is the right of any State’s edu-
cational authorities who believe the
present system is the best we can come
up with to continue to follow it, to
continue to use it, to continue to file
all of the forms and abide by all of the
rules and regulations of the present
system.

All we are saying, modestly in some
respects but I think quite dramatically
in other respects, is that you are going
to have a choice, education commis-
sioners of the 50 States and, in many
cases, the school districts of the sev-
eral States; you can try a dramatic
new system called Straight A’s, or 15 of
you—and I am very sorry it is only 15—
can try a dramatic new program called
Straight A’s under which a dozen or a
baker’s dozen of the present education
programs can be collapsed into a single
program, rules and regulations thrown
out, forms tossed, administrators
turned into teachers, as long as you
make a legal commitment to one sin-
gle goal: The kids in your State will
get a better education and you will
prove it by achievement tests that you
design and that you agree will show
that improvement over a period of 3 to
5 years.

Accountability under the present
system means you have filled out all
the forms correctly, you have made ab-
solutely certain that you have not
spent a dollar that we have said ought
to be spent on one purpose for another
education purpose or for another stu-
dent, no matter how well, how validly
you have spent that dollar.

Accountability under our system
means our kids are better educated,
they are better fitted to deal with the
world in the 21st century.

In describing that choice under
Straight A’s, my friend from New Mex-
ico omitted only one element, but it is
an important element. That element is
that as against the form of account-
ability the other side wishes, punish-
ment—you are going to lose your
money; you are going to lose your abil-
ity to make your own choices; you are
going to be fined; or you are going to
get a bad audit—we offer a carrot. We
say that if after 35 years in which we
have failed to close the gap between
underprivileged students who are enti-
tled to title I support and the other
more privileged students, if you close

that gap by raising the achievement of
the underprivileged students, you will
get more money; you will get a reward;
you will get a bonus.

They never thought of that in con-
nection with the present program. We
do. We do have to supply some dis-
cipline, some loss of ability to make
your own choices for States that are
miserable failures, but we think it
every bit as important, perhaps more
important, to provide a reward for
those systems that do the job right.

I must confess that I have a reserva-
tion about our own proposal in this
connection. We are demanding a great
deal because we are demanding that
States, in order to get Straight A’s,
agree to a contract under which the
performance of their students will im-
prove, and they sign that contract in
order to get control over 5 or 6 or 7 per-
cent of the money they are going to
spend on their students, the really
modest contribution made by the Fed-
eral Government.

I would feel a lot more comfortable
in the form of accountability we have
designed ourselves if the demands we
make were more directly proportional
to the amount of money we are putting
into the system. Even so, I believe
there are a minimum of 15 States that
will jump at this opportunity to get
the Federal bureaucrats off their backs
and to say, as we are saying here: Let
the decision about what is best for the
education of our students be made, by
and large, by the people who know
their names—the parents, teachers,
and principals, and above them, their
superintendents and their elected
school board members. Let’s no longer
claim that we in Congress, that people
downtown in the Department of Edu-
cation know all of the answers, and
that one set of answers fits every
school district, no matter how rural or
how urban, no matter west or east or
north or south in the United States of
America.

This bill goes beyond just Straight
A’s for 15 States. It has, as the Senator
from New Mexico described, perform-
ance partnership agreements, a modi-
fied form of Straight A’s, a form that
still retains some of the rules and regu-
lations, more than I would like, but
also provides a far greater degree of
choice and policy-setting authority to
our local school boards and to our
States and does have two great advan-
tages: One, it is strongly supported by
the Governors—Republicans and Demo-
crats—and, two, it is applicable to all
of the States.

So, even at that level, some States
will get three choices, and all will get
two: Straight A’s, performance part-
nership agreements, or the present sys-
tem.

Beyond that, our proposal includes
the Teacher Empowerment Act, which
gives much more flexibility to the way
in which we compensate our teachers,
train our teachers, and determine what
the requirements for those teachers
are, and a very real degree of choice
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with respect to title I, especially for
failing schools, where instead of saying
that title I is focused on schools and on
systems, we will say, again, for those
States and for those communities that
wish to do so, title I will be focused on
the individual students who are eligi-
ble, the underprivileged students who
are eligible, so that they, and not the
systems and not particular schools,
will be the goals of title I.

Has the present title I been so suc-
cessful that it cannot stand a change,
even a change that offers an option to
States and to individual school dis-
tricts? That is what we hear from the
other side of the aisle, that it would be
terrible. We have 35-year-old reports
cited concerning things that happened
two generations ago as an argument
against any kind of innovation today
and as an argument for maintaining a
system that, bluntly, has not worked,
that has not worked at all.

At its most fundamental level, this is
a debate about who knows best and
who cares most: Members of this body
and people working in the bowels of the
Department of Education in Wash-
ington, DC, or those men and women
all across the United States of America
who are concerned about the future of
their children, those men and women
all across the United States of America
who have dedicated their entire profes-
sional lives to providing that education
for our children—their teachers and
their principals and their superintend-
ents—and those men and women across
America who, in almost every case
without compensation, have entered
the political arena and have run for
and have been elected to school boards
in their various communities.

Our opponents of this bill say that
none of these people should be trusted;
only we should be trusted. We say we
want to repose far more trust and con-
fidence in those individuals all across
the United States of America, we want
to hold them accountable, but we want
to hold them accountable on the basis
of their results, and their results only.

That is what the debate will be about
for the balance of this week and per-
haps next week, as well.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

TRIBUTE TO MING CHEN HSU

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I rise today
to pay tribute to a great American,
Ming Chen Hsu. Last December, Ms.
Hsu retired from the Federal Maritime
Commission (FMC), where she served
as a Commissioner for nine and one-
half years. Ms. Hsu was first appointed
to the Commission by President George
Bush and confirmed by the Senate in

1990. She was reappointed and recon-
firmed in October, 1991.

Many of my colleagues may not real-
ize it, but the ocean shipping system is
vital to international trade and is the
underpinning for the international
trade on which the vitality of our Na-
tion’s economy depends. A fair and
open maritime transportation system
creates business opportunities for U.S.
shipping companies and provides more
favorable transportation conditions for
U.S. imports and exports. Ensuring a
fair, open, competitive and efficient
ocean transportation system is the
mission of the FMC. The Commission
has a number of important responsibil-
ities under the shipping laws of the
United States, including: the responsi-
bility to ensure just and reasonable
practices by the ocean common car-
riers, marine terminal operators, con-
ferences, ports and ocean transpor-
tation intermediaries operating in the
U.S. foreign commerce; monitor and
address the laws and practices of for-
eign governments which could have a
discriminatory or adverse impact on
shipping conditions in the U.S. trades;
and enforce special regulatory require-
ments applicable to carriers owned or
controlled by foreign governments.

Mr. President, for almost a decade,
Ms. Hsu played an active and impor-
tant role in the life and decisions of the
Commission. The Commission and the
Nation have been fortunate in her serv-
ice. During her tenure, Ms. Hsu’s expe-
rience and judgment helped guide the
Commission through a number of chal-
lenges and actions which will continue
to shape the work of the Commission
long after her retirement.

In 1998, the Congress passed and the
President signed the Ocean Shipping
Reform Act (OSRA), which amended
the Shipping Act of 1984, the primary
shipping statute administered by the
FMC. As I have said before, the OSRA
signaled a paradigm shift in the con-
duct of the ocean liner business and its
regulation by the FMC. Where ocean
carrier pricing and service options were
diluted by the conference system and
‘‘me too’’ requirements, an unprece-
dented degree of flexibility and choice
will result. Where agency oversight
once focused on using rigid systems of
tariff and contract filing to scrutinize
individual transactions, the ‘‘big pic-
ture’’ of ensuring the existence of com-
petitive liner service by a healthy
ocean carrier industry to facilitate fair
and open commerce among our trading
partners will become the oversight pri-
ority. This week marks the one-year
anniversary of the implementation of
the Ocean Shipping Reform Act of 1998.
It is most fitting that we take the time
to remember the career of Ming Chen
Hsu this week.

Mr. President, Ms. Hsu clearly recog-
nized the important change in the busi-
ness and regulation by the FMC of
ocean shipping brought about by the
Ocean Shipping Reform Act. During
the Commission’s consideration of reg-
ulations to implement OSRA, Ms. Hsu

played a critical role in working with
the other Commissioners and FMC
staff to ensure that the regulations em-
bodied the spirit of the new law. As she
told a large gathering of shippers and
industry representatives, ‘‘This has
been not only a long journey, but a
long needed journey * * * With the pas-
sage of the Ocean Shipping Reform Act
and the FMC’s new regulations, I be-
lieve the maritime industry will be far
less shackled by burdensome and need-
less regulations * * * I believe we can
now look forward to an environment
which gives you the freedom and flexi-
bility to develop innovative solutions
to your ever-changing ocean transpor-
tation needs.’’

Ms. Hsu’s wisdom and experience was
also instrumental in helping the Com-
mission navigate one the Commission’s
most difficult and highly-publicized ac-
tions in recent years. In 1998, the Com-
mission took action against a series of
restrictive port conditions in Japan. As
a result of these conditions, both U.S.
carriers and U.S. trade were burdened
with unreasonably high costs and inef-
ficiencies. Because of the Commission’s
action, steps were taken by Japan to
initiate improvements to its port sys-
tem. If ultimately realized, these im-
provements will substantially facili-
tate and benefit the ocean trade of
both nations.

Mr. President, during her career at
the Commission, Ms. Hsu led a number
of Commission initiatives. Among oth-
ers, in 1992 Ms. Hsu served at the re-
quest of then FMC Chairman Chris-
topher Koch as Investigative Officer for
the Commission’s Fact Finding 20.
Under her leadership, the Fact Finding
held numerous hearings across the
United States in an effort to examine
and understand the experience of ship-
pers associations and transportation
intermediaries under the Shipping Act
of 1984. Fact Finding 20 ultimately led
to Commission efforts to ensure that
shippers associations and transpor-
tation intermediaries received all of
the benefits intended by Congress in
enacting the 1984 Act.

Commissioner Hsu’s service at the
Federal Maritime Commission is just
the most recent milestone in a remark-
able life and career. A naturalized U.S.
citizen, Ming Chen Hsu came as a stu-
dent to the United States from her na-
tive Beijing, China. Prior to coming to
the Commission, Ms. Hsu has had an
extensive career in international trade
and commerce in both the public and
private sectors. She was a Vice Presi-
dent for International Trade for the
RCA Corporation in New York, where
she held a variety of executive posi-
tions in the areas of international mar-
keting and planning. She played a piv-
otal role in gaining market access for
RCA in China in the 1970’s. She was ap-
pointed by former Governor Thomas H.
Kean of New Jersey as Special Trade
Representative and as Director of the
State’s Division of International
Trade, a position she held from 1982 to
1990. In her positions with RCA and the
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