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to compete in an increasingly global
economy. It means providing the roads,
transportation, water and sewer facili-
ties which support a thriving economy
and allow the people to follow their
dreams.

This morning’s newspapers reported
that the Republican leadership had
reached a tentative deal on the overall
amount of tax cuts that can be passed
by the Senate. I noted that no deal has
yet been reached with regard to discre-
tionary spending, although a consensus
seems to be consolidating around a 5-
percent figure. That is not bipartisan-
ship. Where was I? Where were the
ranking members? Where were the
chairman and the ranking member of
the Senate Appropriations Committee
in this deal? Where is the ranking
member of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee in this deal? Does the White
House call this bipartisanship?

I hope the Senators will give due rec-
ognition to the real threats facing this
country—the declining state of our in-
frastructure and our national debt—
and not chase will-o’-the-wisp, pseudo-
recessions, and money-back guarantees
that cannot deliver the goods.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

———

BETTER EDUCATION FOR STU-
DENTS AND TEACHERS ACT—MO-
TION TO PROCEED—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLARD). The Senator from Utah is
recognized.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we
have had a lot of conversation on the
floor in the last week about education,
and given that education is the No. 1
issue before us and the one that, ac-
cording to the polls, is the No. 1 issue
on the minds of most Americans, I
think that is appropriate. So I am
going to join in that conversation and
make some comments on education to-
night. I trust I will have an oppor-
tunity to make some comments on
education a little later on as the de-
bate proceeds.

Members of this body have heard me
before talk about my experience as far
as education is concerned. It was the
educational issue that got me back
into public life. I was enjoying a career
as a businessman at a relatively pros-
perous organization. I was the chief ex-
ecutive officer, so I got to make a lot
of decisions. For example, I got to
choose what kind of health care I had.
None of the other employees got to do
that, the way the health care system
works in America, but I did because I
was the chief executive.

I got a phone call from the chair of
the Utah State Board of Education
asking if I would serve as a member of
the strategic planning commission for
that body, and I agreed. Then she
called back a little later and said, “We
want you to chair.” I said, ‘“Well, all
right.” So I became chairman of that
planning commission and immersed
myself in issues of education.

It was a wonderful experience. The
most distressing part of it is that hap-
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pened over 10 years ago, and as I sit
here in this Chamber and listen to the
debate on education, it hits me that
nothing has changed. The issues that
were prominent 10, 15 years ago are
still the issues we are dealing with, and
that is very depressing.

I go back to a comment that was
made to me by one of the employees of
the Utah State Board of Education
when we were talking about changes
that needed to be made. He said to me,
‘“Bob, don’t be so hard on us. We are
changing. We are changing a little bit
all the time. It is just that we are not
changing as fast as you want us to
change. Some of the things you are
asking us to do, it will take us 15 years
to do.”

I stopped and pointed out to him that
15 years is longer than it takes a child
entering school in kindergarten to
graduate from high school. I said, ‘“‘In
other words, you are saying if we come
to the conclusion that this is the right
thing to do, no one currently in Utah
schools will get the benefit of that. A
whole 15-year cycle could go by and
somebody could enter kindergarten and
graduate from high school without get-
ting the benefit of something we decide
now has to be done.”’

The depressing thing is that con-
versation took place close to 15 years
ago and we are still having the same
debates around here.

I have put up a chart, which the Sen-
ator from Maine, SUSAN COLLINS, has
used. I want to refer to it again be-
cause we need to reinforce a funda-
mental truth. The source for the chart
is the National Center For Education
Statistics, in the Digest of Education
Statistics. The red line is expenditures
on education in 1999 dollars. So these
are constant dollars adjusted for infla-
tion. Back in 1971, this is where they
were, and now you see the line goes up.
This is where they are today. It is
roughly double the dollar amount. Here
are the reading scores; it is absolutely
flat. The yellow line is the fourth
grade; it is absolutely flat. The eighth
grade is also absolutely flat. The 12th
grade is absolutely flat.

We Kkeep spending more and more
money on education and keep getting
exactly the same results. The former
Senator from New York, Mr. Moy-
nihan, once made a comment while
looking at a chart that was even more
distressing than this, where the ex-
penditures per pupil were going up and
reading scores were going down, and
with his sense of humor and sense of
irony he said, ‘“‘Maybe we can postulate
that spending more money on edu-
cation causes education to get worse,
because that is the trend line. The
more we spend, the worse things are.”

Well, this chart indicates, at least,
that the more we spend, the more
things stay the same. If we are satis-
fied with what we are getting in edu-
cation right now, then all we should do
is leave things exactly as they are but
spend more money on them. We will
get exactly the same results we have
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been getting for the last 20 years. We
will spend more money and we won’t
get anything any better.

Unfortunately, as I listen to speeches
in this Chamber, particularly the
speeches from those who are dis-
appointed with President Bush’s pro-
posal, I discover that there is an inter-
esting attitude in Washington: If a pro-
gram is good, Washington says spend
more money on it. If a program is bad,
Washington says spend more money on
it. They don’t seem to differentiate be-
tween one situation and the other be-
cause they have a one-size-fits-all solu-
tion, which is to spend more money. It
makes us feel good to spend more
money. It makes us feel good to be able
to go home to town meetings and say,
as I have said—I fall into the same cat-
egory when somebody starts attacking
me on education—I have voted to in-
crease the budget on education every
time since I have been in the Senate.
That kind of shuts them up. They can’t
attack Senator BENNETT for being anti-
education if he promises to keep spend-
ing more money on education. They
never ask me the fundamental ques-
tion: What have you done to change
the system so that it gets better?

What have you done to change the
system so that the reading scores start
to go up? Well, that is a little harder.
It is much easier to say, well, I voted
to spend more money, and send me to
Washington and I will vote to spend
more money.

President Bush wants to spend more
money on education. A lot of people
say, boy, that is unusual for a Repub-
lican. The Democrat reaction is, we
want to spend even more money than
President Bush wants to spend, and we
are back in the same Washington trap,
which is, if it is a good program, spend
more money on it; if it is a bad pro-
gram, fix it by spending more money
on it.

We need to get away from that. We
need to break out of that syndrome and
say: Let’s not spend more money; let’s
spend smarter money; let’s begin to de-
mand a return on our investment; let’s
begin to say this is not good enough
and we are not going to give you more
money until we can be convinced that
the money we are spending is pro-
ducing better results.

That brings me smack into the issue
that has been discussed today, which is
fully funding title I.

That is a great political hot button:
we must fully fund title I. That is why
it is not working. That is why we are
not getting the effectiveness. We have
only funded it to this level, and we
should be funding it to that level.

That is a great way to put off this de-
cision. That is a great way to continue
doing what we have been doing without
facing the fundamental question, which
is, Why has title I not been effective? Is
there a possibility there is a reason
other than the fact that we have not
been spending enough money on it?

Oh, that is very hard to discuss in
Washington because, as I say, the all-
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purpose answer to everything is, fund
it; spend more money on it.

Have we ever looked at title I to de-
termine if there are other reasons why
it is not as effective as it is supposed to
be, other reasons besides money? The
last comprehensive study of title I and
how it works was made in 1994, 7 years
ago. We have been flying blind for 7
years. For 7 years we have been going
on faith.

I believe in faith. I will yield to no
Member of this body in my faith in a
religious concept to which I have made
a very firm and solid commitment. But
when it comes to things that are not of
the spiritual world, I want some proof.
I want something besides just blind
faith. I think in 7 years we ought to be
able to come up with some assessments
and some understanding of how things
are going that will cause us to spend
our money smarter.

We now have a President who is say-
ing, let’s test the results school by
school and monitor who is doing well
and who is not. I come out of the busi-
ness community. That is a little like
saying, let’s start to keep books on our
sales. Instead of just saying, well, we
have a sales force, let’s spend money on
sales, let’s start to keep track of which
salesman or saleswoman is performing
better than which other one.

To a businessman and business-
woman, that is just obvious. You do
not make an expenditure until you
have an assessment of how things are
going. You do not hire somebody or
give somebody a raise or hand them a
bonus until you have at least some un-
derstanding of how well he is doing. If
you have somebody who is not doing
very well, you do not give him a bonus.
You try training him; you try moti-
vating him; you transfer him to an-
other position where he might be bet-
ter suited; but you do not automati-
cally say, Well, you are not doing it
very well, but the way to solve your
problem is to give you more money.
That is the attitude in education: We
do not really care whether you are
doing well or not. All we know is we
can feel good about spending money on
education because we are all for edu-
cation.

The core of the Bush proposal is as-
sessment of results. The core of the
Bush position on education is to find
out where we are. The driving force be-
hind everything he is pushing is under-
standing what is happening, and that is
so threatening to people who are com-
mitted to life as it has been, the status
quo, that they can all find reasons to
complain about it.

One of the reasons to complain about
it that I have heard is that it is going
to cost money. Hey, we cannot spend
money on assessments; we must spend
money in the traditional way to get
the traditional results.

Some say, All right, we will go along
with the assessments as long as the
Federal Government pays for it. We
should not put that burden on the
States. We should not insist the States
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measure where they are without pay-
ing them to measure where they are.

I ask the question, What responsible
State superintendent is not anxious to
conduct assessments right now? I can
say that with some validity because in
my home State of Utah, they are al-
ready doing the assessments. They are
paying for it with State dollars.

Why? Because they have come to the
same conclusion that President Bush
has: If you are going to spend the
money smarter, you have to under-
stand what is going on. So it is intel-
ligent stewardship on the part of the
State board of education in Utah for
them to take precious money in the
State and spend it on assessing where
people are, what is happening, what are
the outcomes, how well are we doing.

One of the questions I will raise when
the amendment comes up that says we
have to have Federal funds to pay for
the assessment is this one: What hap-
pens if the State is already paying for
the assessment? Does it still get the
Federal funds that it would otherwise
get or are you going to penalize the
States that are doing the right thing
now by saying we will not give you the
money and, thus, reward the States
that are avoiding assessments by giv-
ing them the money?

These are issues that are very dif-
ferent from the standard Washington
answer which is: Just give them the
money; just spend the money.

No, we need to know where we are.
One of the first places that we should
start in assessments is appropriately
title I. Yes, title I money and title I
circumstances are very controversial.
We have not had a complete analysis of
how well that has been doing since
1994. Let’s start to assess title I. Before
we say the magic words ‘‘fully fund,”
let’s ask the magic question: What are
we funding? Are we funding failure? We
do not know. Are we funding medioc-
rity? We do not know. We are funding
a wonderful sounding goal, but are we
funding results or are we funding fail-
ure?

Let’s find out. Let’s do the assess-
ments. Let’s spend the money to find
out what is happening with title I kids,
how it could be done better, how it
could be done smarter, how it could be
done quicker, and then I am perfectly
willing to vote for the money. I am per-
fectly willing to spend the money if I
know it is being spent on something
that will get results.

My history as a businessman was
that I was willing to take a risk with
the shareholders’ money. Some of the
shareholders did not like it. They
wanted business just as it was always
done: Don’t try anything new; don’t
launch any new product, that is risky;
don’t try to break into any new mar-
ket, that is expensive. A business that
takes that position is a business that
dies over time.

When I was running our business I
tried some new products and some of
them failed badly. They were expen-
sive. I tried to go into some new mar-
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kets and it turned out to be really stu-
pid—heavy investiture with little or no
return. But some of the products revo-
lutionized the company. Some of the
new territories we entered turned into
vast new opportunities and overall, by
being willing to try and assess and,
yes, spend more money, we grew the
company from a few hundred thousand
dollars a year to a $400 or $500 million
business. You say schools are different;
you are not trying to grow the school
or trying to be entrepreneurial. I am
not trying to grow the school, but I am
trying to grow the trim lines and see
that after 20 years of being flat, can’t
there be a wiser spending of money.

If you want to get the results you are
getting, keep doing what you are
doing. That is a fundamental truth
they teach in business school. If you
want to keep getting the results you
are getting now, keep doing what you
are doing now. If you want different re-
sults, you have to do something dif-
ferent. That, ultimately, is the chal-
lenge of the Bush proposal on edu-
cation.

It has taken a little while for a lot of
people to understand that, for a lot of
people to come to grips with that.
President Bush is proposing something
different. How threatening that is. How
unsettling. How disturbing. The Presi-
dent of the United States is saying we
are not getting what we need to get;
let’s try something else. And he is will-
ing to spend for it. The amount of
money that the President has proposed
as an increase in education spending is
more than the Clinton administration
ever proposed. So no one can say he is
being cheap about this. No one is say-
ing he is not willing to put his money
where his mouth is, to use the lan-
guage of the gambling community. He
is willing to put up the money. But he
is saying, I don’t want to spend it in
the same old ways; I want to try some-
thing new. I am willing to fund the ex-
periment, but I want to find out if we
can’t do it better.

In order to find out if we can’t do it
better, we have to start making assess-
ments and then we have to pay atten-
tion to what the assessments tell us.
Boy, is that revolutionary. Is that
scary. Track what is happening as we
spend this money in different ways and
then pay attention to what that track-
ing says.

No, the President’s opponents say, it
is all too threatening. It is all too dif-
ferent. Better fall back into the old po-
litical ruts we have been in forever in
this town, which is, pick up the slogan,
pick up the good-sounding title, and
paste money on it. Then go home and
brag to your constituents that you are
pro-education. After 20 years of doing
that, there has been no progress.

Maybe it is time we did something
different. Not ‘“‘maybe’—it is definitely
time we did something different.

Let me ask this question rhetori-
cally. Suppose the Bush program
doesn’t work. Suppose we spend all of
this money that President Bush is try-
ing to get us to spend in different ways
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and the reading scores stay flat. What
have we lost? What has that cost been
compared to business as usual?

Yes, President Bush can be faulted
for spending that extra money on edu-
cation and not getting any tangible re-
sults. But I suggest if we go the route
many in this Chamber want to go,
which is to say ‘‘don’t change the sys-
tem in any fundamental ways, but do
raise the money,” we will get exactly
the same result. Everybody will feel
good about it, except the kids.

That is where I want to end up be-
cause that is where the primary focus
should be. That is the fundamental
issue of education—the kids. We don’t
fund education in this country to make
politicians feel good, or at least we
shouldn’t. We don’t fund education be-
cause we want to maintain the sanc-
tity of those buildings that we put up
or because we want to provide employ-
ment for the teachers, the aides, the
janitors, and the school lunch people.
Boy, they would all be in the unem-
ployment ranks if we did not Kkeep
funding education.

That is not why we fund education.
We fund education for one purpose and
one purpose only: to empower our chil-
dren to function effectively in society.
Put in place whatever subdefinition
you want. We fund education to em-
power our children to become good
citizens. We empower our children to
become good wage earners. We em-
power our children so they can become
good parents. Put whatever subset you
want, but the fundamental reason we
fund education, the only reason we
fund education, is so that our children
will be able to function effectively in
society, in whatever role they have.

For far too long the focus of edu-
cational funding and educational re-
form and educational structure has
been the system and not the children. I
went through that when I was in my
situation as chair of the strategic plan-
ning commission that I mentioned.
Over and over again, everybody who
came before me talked about ‘‘the sys-
tem.” This is how we tweak the sys-
tem; this is how we change the struc-
ture; this is how we work on the orga-
nization.

I kept saying, Wait a minute. Wait a
minute. Your focus is in the wrong
place. Your focus should be on the chil-
dren.

They would say, Sure, sure, sure,
that’s right. Now, let’s go back. In
order to fix things we have to change
the structure, we have to change the
organization, we have to change the re-
porting relationship.

No, no, no, I would say. Your focus
isn’t on the children.

Finally, I came up with this analogy.
It is imperfect, but I hope it makes the
point. I remember when the big three
auto manufacturers had one common
enemy, the one thing they were abso-
lutely united on. That enemy was
named Toyota. They were determined
they would do everything they possibly
could to see to it that Toyota did not
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enter the United States; that Toyota
cars were stopped at the shore and not
allowed to come in. Toyota was so
threatening to them, they even came
to the Congress and asked for legisla-
tion that would have effectively kept
Toyota out.

Why was Toyota so threatening?
There was a fundamental difference in
focus. General Motors, Ford, and
Chrysler were focused on the car. What
does the car look like? How does the
car drive? What is the engine in the
car? What can we change in the car?
The whole focus was on the car.

Toyota came to America with the
focus on the driver. What does the driv-
er want? Well, they did a little sur-
veying and they discovered that the
driver wanted, among other things, re-
liability in the car. They didn’t want it
to break down after 20,000 miles. The
driver wasn’t as interested in style as
he was in stability. Toyota said, Find
out what the driver wants and then de-
sign a car that fits it. By focusing on
the driver, they made cars smaller so
they could fit in parking lots. By focus-
ing on the driver, they made cars
cheaper to operate so you didn’t buy as
much gasoline. They found a ready
market in the United States for their
cars.

Fortunately, the American manufac-
turers were not successful in keeping
Toyota out, and the pressure of the
competition of Toyota made the Amer-
ican cars substantially better. The
American manufacturers decided they
had better focus on the driver, too, and
each manufacturer picked a niche of
drivers and began to produce products
that would fit those drivers and they
began to prosper and discovered that
Toyota was not going to put them out
of business. They had a shift in their
focus: one group focusing on the car,
the other group focusing on the driver.
The group focusing on the driver was
winning until the other group started
focusing on the driver as well.

I use that analogy to say, You people
are focusing on the car. You are focus-
ing on the school building. Should it be
painted blue or yellow? How many
rooms should it have? What kind of air
conditioning should we have in the
school? What Kkind of landscaping
should there be? What should be the
structure of organization? Should the
principal have one aide or two aides?
You are focusing on the system. Who is
focusing on the kids?

It is just possible that the kids are
going through this school, this system
you have built and created, and they
are not being empowered to function
effectively in society. What do the kids
need to function effectively in society?
As soon as you put your focus on that,
you may discover a very different kind
of school needs to be constructed
around the needs of the children. That
is what President Bush is talking
about. Let’s make some assessments of
what is happening with the students
and then see if, from those assess-
ments, we can create a system that
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will meet those needs. If we can, we
can start to see these test score lines
on this chart begin to come up along
with the expenditure line.

President Bush is not afraid to raise
the top line, the expenditures. We Re-
publicans are not afraid to do it with
him. But we don’t want to do it focus-
ing on the system. We want to do it fo-
cusing on the child.

So when somebody says fully fund
title I, my question is, How is title I
helping the children? How is title I
working?

Well, we don’t know.

Why don’t we know? Because the last
study that has been done on the effec-
tiveness of title I was done in 1994.

All right, I have gone around the ar-
gument. I do not want to repeat it one
more time. But I do want to summarize
it and make the point one more time.
This is a fundamental crossroads for
the Senate, the Congress, the Govern-
ment as a whole. Are we going to keep
doing what we have always done, which
gives us a warm, personal, political
feeling and political cover when we go
home, by saying we spent more money
on education, to prove how much we
love education? Or are we willing to
take the risk that President Bush is
asking us to take, to say the time has
come to think about doing it dif-
ferently? The time has come to think
about spending the money differently.
The time has come to make assess-
ments and evaluations that will help us
direct the money more intelligently.

The time has come, instead of con-
gratulating ourselves on the fact that
we make the red line go up, to say,
Let’s hold ourselves accountable for
the fact that the blue and the green
and the yellow lines have not budged in
20 years.

That is the challenge President Bush
has given us. I hope we are equal to it.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I lis-
tened to your comments with enor-
mous interest because I think you
made some very good points. I wanted
to bring some comments to the floor
from a neighbor’s perspective, a neigh-
bor of the great State of Utah, what I
have been hearing about education in
Colorado.

Colorado has taken a very progres-
sive approach to education with the
new Governor of Colorado, Governor
Owens, and the Colorado Legislature.
They have decided to try to do some-
thing about education. In that regard,
they are probably somewhat ahead of
what we see happening in other States.

What they are attempting to do is
very much the same type of program
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that the President is proposing to the
Congress. As a Congress, we need to
help the President give the States
more control over the educational sys-
tem—with accountability. I do think
accountability is the key. I share the
observations of my colleague from
Utah that test scores are not getting
better. I am looking at the test score
trend, not recently but over several
decades, as to how we compare with
other countries in math scores, how we
have been doing over time in math and
English scores, and I am disturbed by
the trend.

We need to do things that will im-
prove the math skills of our students.
We need to do things that will improve
the English-proficiency skills of our
students. Not only am I responding to
what I am observing as to the scores,
but when I go out and visit the employ-
ers of the State of Colorado, I hear the
same message that I have observed as
far as test scores; that is, students are
not as well prepared for math or not as
well prepared to deal with the English
language in the workplace. I think that
goes right down to the Senator’s bot-
tom line, that education is to prepare
people to carry on with their daily ac-
tivities in a democracy such as we have
in the United States. I do think edu-
cation is key to that.

I am here to praise President Bush
for his commitment to education, mak-
ing it his top legislative priority. I like
his commitment to making sure that
no child is left behind.

Over the last 35 years, the Federal
Government has spent $120 billion on
poor kids. They have shown no im-
provement in basic math and reading
skills. The President’s education blue-
print demands accountability. He is
asking the States to set higher stand-
ards. I think that is great. Then he
holds the States and school districts
and individual schools to those stand-
ards and allows some flexibility be-
cause not all States are the same, not
all school districts’ problems are the
same, certainly not all community
problems are the same. School districts
and local agencies should have more
flexibility to spend the Federal money.

In addition to that, he has suggested
we need to come close to tripling the
amount of money we provide for edu-
cation, an increase as compared to the
rest of the budget. In other words, the
rest of the budget he proposed had a 4-
percent increase. Education was some-
where around an 1ll-percent or 12-per-
cent increase. With added flexibility
must come more accountability. So he
is saying to the States: OK, States, go
ahead and design a test so you can
measure performance, which is very
important, grades 3-8.

Then you measure the progress with-
in the State. That allows the students
as well as the parents to measure what
is happening as far as their educational
effort in the various school districts. It
allows the parents to take a greater
role in the progress of the child’s edu-
cation. I think that is entirely appro-
priate.
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I have talked with educators in the
State of Colorado. I have members in
my family who are educators. I have a
great uncle who is president of the
Teachers College. Obviously, education
is important to our family. It is impor-
tant to me.

We have to develop a ‘‘can do’’ atti-
tude in education. We need to encour-
age the fact that we can do better than
what we have been doing. We need to
look at ways in which we can give local
school districts the flexibility they
need to do a better job in educating
students and allowing parents to have
a greater role in educating students. It
is going to require a team effort with
parents working within the school sys-
tem to make sure that things get bet-
ter.

I admit that in some cases we need to
look at the disciplinary situation in
classes. When I talked about education
and improving education, I mentioned
the fact that we needed to do some-
thing to improve discipline in the
classroom. One of the problems I see
with discipline in the classroom is the
type of liability the school district and
the teacher may incur trying to impose
discipline on the classroom. I think
that is a Federal problem as well as a
State problem, and it is certainly
something that perhaps as a Congress
we ought to investigate at a later date.
I think the State legislators them-
selves ought to look at the liability of
the teacher and school districts in try-
ing to apply discipline in the school
districts or within the classrooms.

This is a good first step that the
President is suggesting. I think what is
coming to the floor of the Senate and
that was reported out of the education
committee is a good first step. It is
moving us in the right direction.

I hope we can quickly get this piece
of legislation moved out of the Senate
without any further delay. It disturbs
me when I see the delay in one piece of
legislation after another. And the edu-
cation bill we now have before the Sen-
ate went through some of that delay
process. Then when we vote to move it
on, we get a very substantial margin in
moving forward with a particular piece
of legislation.

It is important to the history of this
country that we do something about
education. It is important to the em-
ployer. It is important to the future of
the child. We want to make sure that
no child gets left behind.

The solution in the past was that we
would have more money for education
from Washington but with more man-
dates. We are seeing some of those
issues that will probably come up as
amendments on the floor as we debate
the education bill. Some of these
amendments are going to say we will
take the flexibility from the school dis-
tricts and put it in the buildings, or
they will say we will have to put it in
teachers. I think the proper and sen-
sible approach is to give maximum
flexibility for those dollars to the
school district to decide where their
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needs are. It may be that they just
built a new school building and they
don’t need more money for a school
building. So they can’t participate in
the dollars that go towards a new
school building. Their need is for
teachers. So the school district, in that
case, needs to have the flexibility to
move that money into teaching. It may
be that they have plenty of teachers
and the school building is not in good
shape. So they need to have the flexi-
bility to take those dollars and put it
in a building program so they can have
a better environment for learning.

That is just one example. There are a
number of other examples that most of
us could point to as to what could be
done in the way of adding more flexi-
bility to the school districts so they
can meet their various needs.

I travel throughout the State of Col-
orado, and I don’t think we are any dif-
ferent than any other State. But there
are a lot of differences in Colorado be-
tween the various school districts de-
pending on where you are in the State.

We have a lot of different problems
throughout the country because there
are different types of school districts. I
think to try to put forth a solution in
Washington where you have a one-size-
fits-all program is a mistake.

When the President says he wants to
have more flexibility, I believe this is
what he is talking about. That is why
I think it is important that we give
school districts the flexibility they
need.

A teacher in Weld County recently
told me that his school is using a jani-
tor’s closet as a classroom because of
the lack of space available. If we can
give him more dollars for flexibility,
then that would give him an oppor-
tunity to change that classroom situa-
tion. If we pass amendments that say
our extra dollars will go to hiring more
teachers, it is not going to do that
school any service in trying to create a
good education for its students.

I am here to support the bill that we
have on the floor. I think it is moving
us in the right direction. I am here to
support President Bush because I think
he is moving in the right direction. I
like his theme that we don’t leave any
child behind because it provides flexi-
bility to States and school districts. It
promotes accountability and it in-
creases parental involvement.

My hope is that as we move forward
with this debate, we don’t linger, and
that we get the bill passed quickly and
be supportive of what the President is
trying to do. He is bringing some new
ideas to education.

I know there are individuals in this
body that get real apprehensive when
you start talking about new ideas for
education. But we need to take some of
those inherent risks. I think that the
risk is minimal when you put the con-
fidence in local school districts and
you measure results. We do that with a
flexible testing program that is estab-
lished with the States.

I am one who is saying we ought to
change education, and we need to move
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forward. We need to take a positive at-
titude in education. We can do better
with math and we can do better with
English. We need to measure those re-
sults.

I yield the time. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLARD). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The Senator from New York is recog-
nized.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am
here also to add my voice to those who
have already spoken on this bill. I
would like to talk on two particular
subjects. I am not going to elaborate
on how important education is to
America. We all know that. Nor the
problems that our schools are having.
We know those, too. But I would like
to talk about two areas that I will be
addressing as we move to debate this
very important bill.

The first area is funding. Frankly, I
have been—I couldn’t use a better
word—shocked at the low level of fund-
ing proposed by the administration.
Initially, the administration proposed
a $700 million increase. And this from
the President who says he is the edu-
cation President I find—to be kind—
troubling.

We all know that throwing money at
a problem does not always yield a solu-
tion. We also know that the starting
salary for teachers is very low. We
know that class size has dramatically
increased. We know that the property
tax which has funded education
throughout America is such an unpopu-
lar tax that local school boards—any
one of them you talk to—are totally
strapped in terms of providing the new
dollars that they need to lure teachers,
to keep teachers, to expand their
schools, to wire them.

My children attend public schools in
New York City. I believe in the public
school system. It was good to me; it is
being very good to them. But go to any
school and talk to the principal—it can
be in a large city; it can be in a small
rural town; it can be in a suburban
area—and they will tell you that these
days, with all the demands placed on
education, they do not have the dol-
lars, plain and simple. And their school
boards tell them that the property tax
taxpayers, justifiably and understand-
ably, believe that the property taxes
are so high they cannot raise them.

That may not be true in every school
district that I visit, but it is true in the
overwhelming majority throughout my
State, and my State is so large it has
school districts that mirror those in
just about every other State. There are
even many that resemble those in rural
Colorado, such as in the Adirondack
Mountains, I say to the Presiding Offi-
cer.
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So money is a problem. We will de-
bate during the consideration of this
bill how to spend money, as we should.
I tend to be supportive of the Presi-
dent’s desire for accountability in test-
ing. Testing isn’t the only answer, but
it is part of the answer. If you have too
subjective a test, teachers, recognizing
they will only be measured by how
they grade their own students, will in-
flate the values. So you need some kind
of objective testing. I agree with the
President on that.

I do not want to lower the bar. I do
not think a child should be promoted
from the second grade to the third
grade if they are reading at the first
grade level. I do not think there should
be teachers in our schools who do not
know much about math who are teach-
ing math. But keep the bar high, my
colleagues. You have to provide the
wherewithal to get people over that
bar. The localities can no longer do it.

So if you believe that education is a
national imperative—which I do—if
you believe in this country, and want
us to stay the leading economic power
in the world, and you believe that edu-
cation, No. 1, will keep us there or sink
us, you have to then increase the Fed-
eral role.

The President campaigned on that.
Thank God he said the days when many
wanted to abolish the Department of
Education are over. He understood
there was a Federal need and a Federal
role. In the way he campaigned, I was
very enthusiastic about his role in edu-
cation. If you had to sum it up, you
would say: Do not lower the bar but
provide some of the wherewithal to
help the localities, the students, the
teachers to get over that bar. I think
that is a great way to do it.

I think there are many on our side
who will meet the President on stand-
ards. But we wish he would be more
forthcoming in meeting us on increas-
ing the dollars that education needs be-
cause no matter how you slice it, every
school board is pressed and cannot do
the things it wants to do.

So when we propose that there be full
funding of title I, when we propose, in
relation to IDEA, that the Federal
Government finally live up to its prom-
ise and fund 40 percent of what we
mandate on localities in terms of spe-
cial education, we are supported by
just about every school board in the
country, just about every teacher, and
almost all who study education.

We need to do this to keep our coun-
try great. When I see that the Presi-
dent proposed $700 million, and then
goes up to $1.7 billion, but proposes 5
times that increase in the military,
and proposes 50 times that increase in
tax cuts, I say, this is not the edu-
cation President because, my col-
leagues, you cannot just talk the talk.
You have to walk the walk. Part of the
walk is standards and part of the walk
is upgrading our schools, but part of
the walk is more dollars.

So I will be offering an amendment,
on which I will be working with the
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Senator from California, Mrs. BOXER,
as well as our minority leader, that
will say, No. 1, there ought to be a cer-
tain amount of money there but, No. 2,
the teeth of this amendment says that
if we do not appropriate the amount of
money that we authorize, then parts of
this legislation will not take effect.

If we emerge with a paltry increase
in education funding, I believe that,
first, the President will pay a price,
and those who are against increased
funding will pay a price but, far more
importantly than that, America will
pay a severe price.

We cannot continue to attract the
best people into teaching if the salaries
are going to be so low, particularly in
areas such as math and science. We
cannot educate our children very well
if they do not have up-to-date tech-
nology in their classrooms. We cannot
educate children in schools where the
plaster is falling from the ceiling.

When my daughter attended kinder-
garten in PS 230, there were two Kin-
dergarten classes in one classroom be-
cause they did not have enough class-
room space for the students. She does
not get the extra curricular activity
going to a New York City public school
that she should. It is a price we are
willing to put up with because of the
other advantages that she has going to
a public school. But that is just the
frills. It is the sinew of education that
is suffering. As costs go up—the en-
ergy, the salaries, and everything
else—and education budgets fall flat,
we fall further and further behind.

So if I could make one point to my
colleagues it is this: All the verbiage
and all the legislative language are not
going to make much difference if we do
not fund them. I urge my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle just to look
at our priorities as a whole and ask, Is
the tax cut more important than ade-
quately funding education? Is an in-
crease in a new military program more
important than funding education? Ad-
mittedly, all three are important. But
the priorities in terms of the amount of
money the Republican majority and
the President have proposed in this bill
are out of whack, not only out of
whack with the priorities I might have
but out of whack with their own rhet-
oric. It just does not add up. And that
is not right.

The second area I would like to talk
about is a related area, which is teach-
er quality and attracting teachers.
Since I care a lot about education, I go
around my State, as I mentioned ear-
lier, and I talk to the superintendents
of school districts, principals of
schools, teachers, and parents.

When you ask them what their larg-
est problem is, it is very rarely things
we talk about. It is recruiting and re-
taining good teachers. I will talk more
about this later because I have some
amendments that I have been working
on with some of my colleagues—many
of them are bipartisan—to try to im-
prove the quality of teachers.

In almost every corner of America,
you cannot get new, good teachers in
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math and science because the starting
salary for a teacher in those two areas
is so outweighed by the amount that
the private sector will pay you just
cannot get good teachers. We had 40,000
new math and science teachers in
America last year, and 3,000 majored or
minored in math or science—3,000. The
other 37,000 did not have the back-
ground. Some of them might be good
teachers, but if this is such an impor-
tant subject, don’t we want someone
with an adequate background?

In every corner of my State, people
talk about this problem. In the past,
we were lucky in America. We had cap-
tive cohorts of people who went into
teaching. In the 1930s and 1940s, we had
Depression babies, people who Kknew
the pain of unemployment in their
homes. They went out and got a civil
service job. It might not have paid that
much, but they had job security.

Then in the 1950s and 1960s, we had
fabulous women go into teaching. In
those days, so many other careers were
not open and available to women, so
they became teachers. Some became
nurses. I am talking about teachers
today, but for both fields the cause was
the same. Because of the lifting of the
barriers, half the medical school en-
rollees today are women and half the
law school enrollees are also women.
That is great. That is America living
up to its potential. We no longer have
a captive audience of teachers.

Then there was a third cohort. We
often forget, but large numbers of
young men in the late 1960s and early
1970s went into teaching because you
would get draft deferment. And par-
ticularly during the Vietnam war,
when millions of young men did not
want to go fight that war for whatever
reason, they became teachers. Many
stayed.

At open school night for my daugh-
ter, who is in the 11th grade, I asked
her six teachers in her six subjects how
they became teachers. There were
three women. They fit the category 1
mentioned. And there were three men,
all three of whom started teaching in
the late 1960s.

Those captive audiences of teachers
are gone. In fact, the average age of a
teacher in America is around 50. Half
our teachers will retire in the next dec-
ade. If we don’t do anything, the people
we replace them with will not be close
to as good or as dedicated, and our edu-
cational system, which has trouble
now, will get worse.

Studies show that the most impor-
tant things in how well a student does
in school are the values and input from
that student’s family. We are not here
changing that right now. We need pray-
er and internal workings and spiritu-
ality and a lot of other things to bring
the family back up. I believe strongly
in that, although I don’t think it is a
governmental matter. But the second
largest thing that influences how well
a student does is the quality of the
teacher.

I have always supported reducing the
number of kids in the classroom, but I
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don’t think it is as important as im-
proving the quality of the teacher. I
would rather have a good teacher for 21
kids than a mediocre teacher for 18. If
we can’t replace all the good teachers
for the 21 kids, we have real trouble.
We can’t even start talking about class
size. Yet that is what is happening. We
have to change that. If we could do one
thing in the educational system, that
is what we have to do.

Now, how do we do it? Well, certainly
we want teachers to have more pres-
tige. I am totally befuddled by those
who would try to improve the edu-
cational system by bashing teachers. It
makes no sense to me. Most teachers I
meet are pretty good and pretty dedi-
cated. There are some bad apples, as
there are in every profession, but over-
all they are pretty good.

I just flew home last night. My young
daughter, who is 12, was in her school
concert. She plays the oboe. We have
been hearing the oboe play ‘“Water-
melon Man’ for the last 3 months in
the house. Why the oboe? Because she
is a nice kid, and her music teacher
said: Alison, if you don’t play the oboe,
we will have no oboe in the Hudde Jun-
ior High School band. She said: OK.

Now she regrets it because she is
more a trumpet-type girl than an oboe-
type girl. But the music teacher was
fabulous, a dedicated man; you could
see him get up there. These kids who
were in the sixth grade, who had only
been playing their instruments for 6
months, were great. Last night, that
person personified, to me, the dedica-
tion of so many teachers, to take these
kids, sixth graders, 12-year-olds—they
would rather be doing a lot of other
things—and get them to play so well
together.

We have to make teaching more pres-
tigious, and we should praise our
teachers when they do good. We have
to give teachers more authority in the
classroom. The rules and regulations
that prevent a teacher from dealing
with an unruly student go overboard. I
would rather see those changed and
give the teacher more authority and
not see teachers worried that they will
be sued for this or that if they try to
exercise some authority. All those
things are necessary. Most of them are
up to the locals.

But we will not improve teachers un-
less we raise the salaries. The reality
is, right now we ask people to make
sacrifices. In New York City, we can’t
get certified teachers for all the rea-
sons I mentioned. How about in our
wealthy suburbs where a starting sal-
ary for a teacher is pretty good, $35,000,
which in New York, Long Island, for in-
stance, is not a lot. You can do a lot
more with $35,000 in Mississippi than
you can in Long Island, but it is still
not bad. When do they all quit? Three
years later when they have to buy a
home.

Unless we do more for teachers’ sala-
ries, we won’t solve the problem. Un-
less we do more to help give prestige to
teachers, we won’t solve the problem.
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Unless we give teachers some support
in the classroom, we won’t solve the
problem. It takes money, and it takes
standards, both. You can’t have one;
you can’t have the other. You need
both. Just money, low standards, for-
get it. It is wasted. Just standards, low
money, you won’t get the people who
can meet the standards.

The second area I will be focusing on
as we debate this bill in the weeks
ahead is how to improve the quality of
our teachers. It is key. I wouldn’t want
this choice, but I would rather have a
school that is a little old and a little
grimy with a teacher who really cared
and did a great job than a brand spank-
ing new school and a mediocre teacher.
I would rather have almost nothing in
the education world except for parents
who watched their kids and taught
them values and helped them with
their homework. That is probably first.
But second? Good teachers.

You get what you pay for, when the
starting salary for a teacher now in
America is $26,000 in what should be
the exalted profession of the 21st cen-
tury, particularly in math and science,
but even some other areas, special ed,
languages, computer skills.

I hope my colleagues will pay atten-
tion to this debate. It is crucial for
America. I hope it will be a long and
full debate. I hope that I will get the
kind of bipartisan support that I think
the measures I am talking about de-
serve.

I thank the Chair and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 1

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all time under
rule XXII be yielded back and the mo-
tion to proceed to S. 1 be agreed to. I
further ask consent that immediately
following the reporting of the bill, the
Senate then proceed to a period of
morning business, with Senators to
speak up to 10 minutes each. Finally, I
ask consent that the Senate resume
consideration of S. 1 at 9:30 a.m. on
Thursday morning and Senator JEF-
FORDS be recognized at that time to
offer an amendment to the so-called bi-
partisan amendment.

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

——
BETTER EDUCATION FOR
STUDENTS AND TEACHERS ACT
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the bill.
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