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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable 
GEORGE ALLEN, a Senator from the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Holy God, before Whom we dare not 
swagger in self-sufficiency, we humbly 
confess our need for You. We don’t 
have all the answers; we are not always 
right; and we are not perfect in our 
judgments of people or what is best. We 
turn to You for wisdom, penetrating 
insight, and precise analysis. Bless the 
Senators to know that You give the 
day and You provide the way. Thank 
You for their deep desire to know what 
is right and do it, to discern Your best 
for America, and to pledge their lives, 
their fortunes, and their sacred honor 
to achieve it. We join with the psalm-
ist, claiming Your promise: ‘‘The hum-
ble You guide in justice and the hum-
ble You teach Your way.’’—Based on 
Psalm 25:9. May our fresh praise for 
Your blessings be the antidote to any 
false pride. You alone are the source, 
security, peace, and hope because You 
alone are our Lord and Saviour. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable GEORGE ALLEN led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 

The bill clerk read the following let-
ter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 2001. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable GEORGE ALLEN, a Sen-
ator from the Commonwealth of Virginia, to 
perform the duties of the Chair. 

STROM THURMOND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. ALLEN thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, today 
the Senate will resume the remaining 
hours of the postcloture debate on the 
motion to proceed on the education 
bill. 

CHARGING OF TIME 

I now ask unanimous consent that 
the time until 10:30 a.m. be equally di-
vided in the usual form and that it be 
charged accordingly under rule XXII. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. THOMAS. The Senate is expected 

to begin full consideration of the bill 
during today’s session. Therefore, 
amendments will be offered, and votes 
on the amendments are expected. Mem-
bers will be notified as the votes are 
scheduled. Senators are encouraged to 
work with the bill managers if they in-
tend to offer amendments to the bill. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume postcloture 
consideration of the motion to proceed 
to S. 1. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would 
like to have the opportunity to discuss 
the education bill for 10 minutes, 
please. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming is so 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we 
come to the floor again today to con-
sider education. I think, unfortunately, 
we are still talking about the 
postcloture motion and have not yet 
had the opportunity actually to move 
to the bill. We are hopeful there will be 
some decisions made in the next hour, 
hour and a half, so that we can come to 
the bill. 

Clearly, there will be differences of 
our views with respect to this legisla-
tion. That is not a new idea. But we 
need to get on with it. We need to come 
to this Chamber and begin to make our 
arguments and, where there are dif-
ferences of opinion, have amendments 
and move forward with them. 

I think most people agree that one of 
the major issues before us is education. 
Certainly there are different views as 
to what the role of the Federal Govern-
ment is with regard to elementary and 
secondary education. There are dif-
ferent views as to how much involve-
ment the Federal Government ought to 
have with respect to financing elemen-
tary and secondary education. 

I think most of us believe that is a 
primary function of the State and local 
governments, and has been tradition-
ally over time, and I believe for good 
reason. No. 1, we want the control 
largely to remain there; indeed, it 
should remain there. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:02 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00001 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4126 May 2, 2001 
With respect to money, even though, 

obviously, it is very important, money 
is not the only salvation for education. 
There needs to be policy changes. 
There needs to be more accountability, 
measurement of progress. Money 
alone—and we talked about this when I 
was in the Wyoming legislature—we 
know that money alone is not the only 
salvation, that there need to also be 
these other principles. But without 
money, of course, those things cannot 
be accomplished. 

Since 1994, when the Republicans 
took over Congress as the majority, 
there has been a 50-percent increase in 
funding for education. We will hear 
about how the Republicans are reluc-
tant to fund education properly. The 
fact is, this Republican Congress has 
funded it at a much higher rate than 
was done previously by the Democrats 
or, indeed, even suggested under the 
Clinton administration. It still is an 
issue, but the idea that Republicans 
have not been generous with money is 
just simply not factual. 

There are other issues, however, that 
are really key to what we want to do 
with S. 1. First, it is symbolic that it is 
S. 1. That indicates that as we came 
into this Congress, education was our 
highest priority. So there we are. 

There are a number of things that 
are very important. One is account-
ability. Title I of this bill indicates 
that when schools fail to adequately 
have progress, they will receive tech-
nical assistance from the Federal Gov-
ernment. In order to make sure there is 
progress, of course, there has to be 
some testing. 

Clearly, there are different views 
about testing: Whether it ought to be 
mandated, whether it ought to be done 
only by the State’s decision. I happen 
to believe the States ought to be the 
ones to decide how it is done. But there 
needs to be testing if you are going to 
have Federal funding. If you are going 
to have the kind of mobility we have 
where young people are going to school 
in Utah and end up working in New 
York, there needs to be some measure 
of whether or not those educational op-
portunities are going to be similar so 
that you can deal with the mobility we 
all have. 

So under this title, there would be 
technical assistance available for 
schools where the progress was not up 
to the average and certainly not mak-
ing advancement. If the school failed 
to have adequate progress in the sec-
ond year, it would be placed in another 
category of corrective action. Students 
in that school then would begin to be 
able to transfer to other public schools. 

This is one of the things where you 
measure performance and then give 
some kind of relief when, in fact, per-
formance is not being exhibited. This 
does not, at the present time, include 
the private school options. Some argue, 
of course, that there ought to be 
vouchers for private schools. Again, 
there is a very legitimate difference of 
view as to that issue. I am sure it will 

be discussed at some point during the 
consideration of this bill. 

Accountability: Schools in a correc-
tive action category that fail to make 
progress over 3 years would be required 
to do something different—to change 
staff, to close the school, to do some-
thing that would show that progress 
needs to be made. 

We mentioned public school choice. 
That is there. We happen to have some 
experience in my hometown of Casper, 
WY, where they have started a number 
of charter schools. Casper, by the way, 
is not a big city—about 50,000 people. It 
is our second largest city in Wyoming. 
They have charter schools so there are 
some choices within the public school 
system so that parents can participate. 
In this bill there are opportunities for 
assistance in transportation for stu-
dents of that kind and also some oppor-
tunities for low production schools for 
people to be able to use some of the 
Federal money for that. 

The key to education, most everyone 
would agree, is teachers, quality teach-
ers. We have excellent teachers gen-
erally, and teachers try very hard to do 
their things. I admire teachers very 
much, particularly since my wife is one 
in a public high school. On the other 
hand, we are going to find a time soon 
when there will be lots of teachers re-
tiring and running into that, whatever 
profession it is, whether it is nurses or 
teachers. We are going to need a great 
number of new teachers, and there 
needs to be incentives for teachers to 
be trained. There needs to be some op-
portunities for teachers to have con-
tinuing education certainly and to do 
some things, to do some things particu-
larly in specifics. If they are teaching 
math, if they are teaching science, 
there ought to be people who have real-
ly good backgrounds in that. 

The technology, of course, is one of 
the things for which we will be search-
ing—opportunities to do that. 

Here we are, talking about account-
ability. We are talking about improv-
ing teaching opportunities, improving 
the skills of teachers so they can be, 
indeed, more effective in the teaching 
they do. 

One of the areas, of course, is going 
to be flexibility. This is always a con-
troversial thing with Federal money. 
With Federal money, do there have to 
be regulations that go with it to use it 
this way or the highway? No, it doesn’t 
need to be that way. It can be much 
more flexible. I suppose in many 
things, but in education there is such a 
difference between the needs in small 
towns of Wyoming or Utah as opposed 
to downtown New York or Philadel-
phia. In many of the schools, that is 
one of the controversies we have had 
over time. With Federal money, ac-
cording to the last administration, you 
had to use it for smaller class size. 
That is the only thing you can use it 
for, or you use it for construction of 
school buildings, and that is all you 
can use it for. Both of those, of course, 
are very important issues, but in dif-

ferent school districts those things are 
quite different. 

I can take you to some schools in 
Wyoming where class size is not the 
issue. I went to a one-room school in 
Wapiti, WY. Class size wasn’t the prob-
lem. Other things—technology, for ex-
ample, access to the Internet, doing 
the kinds of technological things that 
may be in a particular school—are 
much more important. So this idea is 
to have some flexibility and to allow 
local school districts and the States to 
have, of course, the decisionmaking, 
along with the accountability. We 
can’t just expect to send taxpayers’ 
money out from the Federal level and 
say: Do whatever you want; we don’t 
care what happens to it. That is not 
the point. The point is, use it for what 
you want with some accountability. 

Other provisions: Of course, there are 
going to be reading initiatives. Most of 
us do believe that the ability to read, 
and read early, is certainly the first 
prerequisite to becoming successful in 
education. Bilingual education, of 
course, is one of the real keys to many 
of the students who have difficulty in 
meeting standards, and so is literacy in 
English. So there are going to be a 
number of these things. 

School safety: Obviously, we have 
had lots of bad experiences in the last 
several years in terms of school safety. 
The Columbine incident sort of re-
molded our ideas about what we do 
there in terms of drug prevention and 
in terms of other kinds of safety. That 
will also be dealt with in this bill. So 
there are just really lots of things that 
are very helpful and things on which 
we need to move forward. 

I am afraid we are going to find our-
selves, before this week is over, dealing 
with the budget. I believe there is 
going to be some agreement there. So 
we continue to put off this very impor-
tant issue, and we need to move for-
ward with it. 

I mentioned the expenditures. I wish 
I had some of those charts here. It is 
really interesting, as you look at a 
chart on expenditures versus reading 
scores that we have now, that expendi-
tures go up fairly dramatically, up to 
about an $8,500 per pupil expenditure in 
this country. But 12th grade reading, 
8th grade reading, 4th grade reading 
stay very constant and, indeed, edge 
down a little bit in the 4th grade cat-
egory. 

So again, as we said, money is not 
the only element. Indeed, it may not be 
the most important element in terms 
of turning around where we are with 
respect to making improvements in our 
educational direction. 

So these are the things we have 
talked about; these are the things that 
are before us. I don’t find it particu-
larly new that we have different views 
on how to do this. That is what this 
Senate is all about—to bring together 
different views, to bring together dif-
ferent representations of the needs of 
our individual constituencies, and yet 
to blend them in with the overall need 
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for the national values of education 
and what our role is in causing those 
things to be even better. 

This morning we will be talking in 
fairly general terms about the general-
ities that are in this bill, which has re-
ceived a great deal of attention and ef-
fort. It is a good one. It is generally 
supported, of course, by the adminis-
tration, by the President who, by the 
way, had education as his No. 1 issue in 
his campaign. I have been very proud of 
the President, as a matter of fact, as 
someone who went out and talked 
about issues, put priorities on issues in 
his campaign, laid them before the peo-
ple before the election, and now is com-
mitted to doing things he said he was 
going to do. That is as it should be. 

I hope we are able to move forward 
and have an opportunity to debate 
these things and come to a favorable 
conclusion. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
Senator from Washington, the Senator 
from Idaho be able to speak. 

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, as the 
Senate gets ready to update our Na-
tion’s Federal education policy, I want 
to talk this morning about the impor-
tance of the education debate, some of 
the issues that we all agree on, the 
principles that guide my decision, and 
a few concerns I have as we look at this 
bill coming before us. 

Since 1965, the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act has defined how 
the Federal Government helps students 
across the country. In America, we be-
lieve that no matter where you are 
born, no matter who you are or where 
you come from, and no matter whether 
your parents are rich or poor, every 
child deserves an equal chance to suc-
ceed. 

This law, the ESEA, puts that prin-
ciple into practice. Forty years ago, 
many students did not get the help 
that they needed. Many lived in poor or 
rural areas that didn’t have the tax 
base to support them. Many were dis-
criminated against and many were left 
behind because they had special needs. 

In 1965, Congress passed the historic 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act to fix those problems, providing a 
safety net for disadvantaged students, 
a stepping stone to help all students 
succeed, and a way to help us meet our 
education goals. 

During the Cold War, ESEA helped us 
focus on building skills in math and 
science. Today, with our high-tech 
economy, ESEA is helping students 
learn to use technology. As we update 

this law, we are not just changing let-
ters on a page; we are changing the law 
that helps make our schools more 
equal, more fair, and more successful 
for students across the country. I take 
this responsibility very seriously. 

The Senate may only debate edu-
cation for a few weeks, but what we de-
cide will be felt in classrooms across 
the country for a decade or more. So 
let’s make sure we do this right. 

As we begin this debate, there are 
some things about which all of us 
agree. We all agree that we want every 
child to reach his or her full potential. 
We all agree that taxpayer dollars 
should be used for efforts that we know 
work. We all agree that we can make a 
difference at the Federal level with 
what we do. Otherwise, this debate 
would not be so heated. We know that 
Federal support is an important part of 
every child’s education. 

Finally, we all want to be proud of 
America’s schools. Today, there is a lot 
to be proud of. Every day, we hear sto-
ries about the progress kids are mak-
ing. Every day, we talk to leaders who 
were inspired by teachers in our public 
schools—teachers who helped them 
succeed. I know I would not be here 
today without great public school 
teachers. 

The truth is, we have made a lot of 
progress as a country in improving 
education. This is an opportunity to 
build on that progress. I have been in 
classrooms where teachers are excited 
and where the kids’ eyes are bright and 
their minds are eager to learn. 

In Washington State, our teachers, 
parents, educators, and businesses have 
put together annual assessments that 
are changing the way we think about 
education and expanding our possibili-
ties. We are working on this bill be-
cause we know that States and local 
school districts want a Federal part-
ner, and we are excited because we 
know that being a responsible partner 
can help make sure great things hap-
pen in every school. 

Because we will be talking about a 
lot of different issues, I want to outline 
some of the principles I have developed 
to make sure we are doing what is 
right for our students. 

First of all, we have to invest in the 
methods we know work. I have been 
saying this for years. It is critical as 
we update our Nation’s education pol-
icy. 

Second, we have to protect disadvan-
taged students and make sure they get 
the extra help and support they need. 

Third, we have to make sure that 
public taxpayer dollars stay in public 
schools. 

Fourth, we have to help meet the na-
tional education goals we are com-
mitted to, whether it is making sure 
that every child can read, making sure 
every child gets the skills they need for 
tomorrow’s workforce, or making sure 
every child attends a school where they 
are safe. 

Finally, we have to set high stand-
ards and provide the resources so all 
students can meet them. 

Those are my five principles as we 
begin this debate on education policy. 

Next, I want to outline some of the 
concerns I have at the start of this de-
bate. First of all, so far, I do not see a 
commitment from this administration 
to provide the resources so all students 
can reach high standards. We can’t just 
tell students they have to meet certain 
goals without giving them the support 
they need to get there. Just telling stu-
dents they have to pass a test or their 
school will be reconstituted won’t help 
a single student to learn to read or 
write. 

So far, this administration has been 
very vocal about saying it will punish 
schools that don’t improve. But it has 
been way too quiet on how they will 
provide the resources so students can 
improve. Imposing tests and punish-
ments without resources will not help 
students to learn. It will just punish 
them. 

I have a second concern, and this is 
about the President’s testing plan. As 
we all know there is a lot of discussion 
about testing and whether or not it 
works. That is a debate we ought to 
have and I expect we will. But one 
thing is clear: We cannot require 
States to conduct these expensive tests 
on a yearly basis without also giving 
the States the resources to do what we 
are requiring. 

As a former school board member and 
a State senator, I can tell you what 
will happen. President Bush will send 
an unfunded mandate to the States re-
quiring them to test students every 
year. The States and the districts and 
the schools will have to take money— 
some estimate the cost at $7 billion— 
away from things such as hiring teach-
ers and developing curriculums to pay 
for the tests. That is going to end up 
hurting students. 

If President Bush doesn’t pay for the 
tests he is imposing, students will get 
hurt. I know a lot of my friends on the 
Republican side are very concerned 
about unfunded mandates from the 
Federal government to the States, so I 
hope they will follow through by ensur-
ing that we fund the tests that we are 
demanding. 

There is another important question 
related to these new Federal tests. How 
are we going to use the results of these 
tests? If we use test results to punish, 
we are not helping students. We should 
use those test results for what they 
are—a tool—to show us what areas 
need improvement. And we cannot stop 
there. We need to invest in the areas 
that need improvement. That is the 
right way to use tests: to make schools 
better and to allow students to learn. 

Finally, as I look at this proposed 
bill, I see gaping holes. The bill leaves 
out dedicated funding for class size re-
duction, for school construction, for 
teacher recruitment, and for school li-
braries. We know these efforts have 
made a very positive difference for stu-
dents across this country. 

Amendments are going to be offered, 
as we work our way through this bill, 
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to make sure it funds those important 
efforts. I plan to introduce one myself 
on class size. I look forward to sup-
porting a number of the others. 

So as the Senate gets ready to begin 
this very important debate, I hope we 
will all remember that what we do here 
will have a real impact on students for 
years to come. We have an opportunity 
to bring success to every student 
across the country, to support the ef-
forts that are working, and to continue 
our role as an important partner in 
educational excellence. 

Students, parents, and teachers are 
looking for support and for leadership, 
and I am going to do everything I can 
to make sure we provide it. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, as you 
know and certainly now as our country 
knows, for this week and until we have 
concluded, we are focused on the reau-
thorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act and the impor-
tant role it plays in the future edu-
cation of our young people. 

By overwhelming majorities, Ameri-
cans have said time and again that 
they want education in this Nation im-
proved. We cannot improve education 
by merely throwing money at the prob-
lem. We have tried that for a long 
time. Yet the performance of our 
young people against the performance 
of other young people around the world 
simply does not rate as it should. 

Our educational system does not 
need money alone, and that is why we 
have spent the last several years look-
ing at the concepts that fall together 
to create a dynamic education program 
of the kind that is so important for the 
future of our country and our country’s 
young people. 

Increased funding alone, as I have 
mentioned, will not help. Do we need 
money? Of course we do, and with this 
bill, there is a substantial amount of 
more money authorized. What we real-
ly need to look at is the tremendous 
bureaucracy of education that has 
grown up over the years in the public 
systems in our country and does that, 
in fact, function in the dynamic ways 
that are necessary to stay on the edge 
of educating in a contemporary soci-
ety. At the same time, we need to deal 
with all young people and all levels of 
learning that are so necessary to have 
a thorough and responsible system. 

Our President has said time and 
again over the course of the last year 
that he wants to leave no child behind. 
Neither do we. The combination of our 
work, with the leadership of this new 
President, I believe, can accomplish 

what Americans have been asking for a 
long time. 

We have underperforming schools, 
and when we have underperforming 
schools we have children who have not 
been provided the opportunity to ad-
vance as rapidly as they are capable of 
doing. 

Clearly, if schools are underper-
forming, then children are underper-
forming. And if they are not able to 
compete, then the likelihood is they 
run the risk of underperforming for the 
remainder of their lives. 

With the reauthorization of this act 
and its modernization, we are creating 
levels of accountability that can be-
come the cornerstone of the advance-
ment of the quality of education in our 
country, the kind of accountability 
that will bring constant reform to the 
educational system. 

Key to accountability is the com-
monsense notion that we should not 
allow Federal dollars to follow failure, 
but clearly we have. If we used the con-
cept that the current system needed 
more money and the current system, in 
some instances, is failing, that is ex-
actly what has been going on. We were 
financing failure without any level of 
measurement that would determine 
what that failure was and how it could 
be replaced. 

Accountability is, without question, 
going to be the greatest key factor in 
what we do with the reauthorization 
and the modernization of this act: ac-
countability in the schools and allow-
ing the parents an element of measure-
ment, working to improve those 
schools that are underperformers, but 
at some point if the system does not 
respond, giving the parents the flexi-
bility to move that child elsewhere. 
Empowering parents and children in 
the educational system will, by its 
very character, push it toward reform. 

It is that kind of dynamic we must 
demand of our public education system 
in this country. To strengthen, to as-
sure that a free society always has ac-
cess to a public learning system has 
been the strength of our country his-
torically and can continue to be our 
strength. As we work in this area of 
education and work to reauthorize this 
legislation, that is clearly part of the 
goal toward passage of this act. 

I am pleased to be a part of it. I will 
come back to the Chamber over the 
course of the next several weeks as we 
debate this issue to participate with 
my colleagues in explaining to the 
American people what we are attempt-
ing to do, what role the Federal Gov-
ernment can play with the States and 
local communities. 

I and others believe that the bulk of 
the educational responsibility does re-
side with the State and the local com-
munities. The funding, the tax base, 
the local school districts, the parents— 
that is where the greatest responsi-
bility lies. With help, we set standards 
that are flexible, that fit States, that 
States can participate in, so it is not 
one Federal-size-fits-all, but there are 

levels of measurement, and most as-
suredly there are levels of acceptance. 

How do you determine an underper-
forming school? Clearly, that is deter-
mined by the child in that school who 
isn’t performing at the required level. 

All of these are components of what 
we work to accomplish in the reauthor-
ization of this most important public 
law for our country. I am pleased to be 
part of it, involved with it, to work 
with my colleagues who spend most of 
their time in this area and understand 
it a great deal better than I. I am 
pleased the Senate is now focused on 
what really is one of the most impor-
tant issues we will deal with this year. 
I am proud to have a President who has 
made education a priority and who has 
said and now is backing up not only in 
words but actions that in his tenure as 
President of our country no child will 
be left behind. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we had 
an hour of postcloture debate. That 
time has expired. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the next hour be equally di-
vided and the time be counted under 
the provision of rule XXII. 

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, there 
are efforts being made to come to some 
agreement to bring to the floor. I 
thank the Chair. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, we 
opened up the debate on education. 
And, of course, they tell us that we 
have an agreement in principle. So at 
this point, for all who believe that it is 
good for kids, let’s go on and do it. We 
are hearing a lot of words with regard 
to policy and money, and basically 
money will not be a part of this debate 
and should not be a part of this debate. 
There is a good reason for that. 

We hear stories—some of them are 
not too good—about the condition of 
some of our schools. There is no doubt 
about it; we see some schools in very 
poor condition. 

I represent the State of Montana. 
Some of its schools are on our Indian 
reservations, and some of our Native 
Americans are under crowded condi-
tions. In fact, there are a couple of 
schools that we are going to replace to 
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help them get into new facilities next 
year; now young people are going to 
class in the janitor’s closet. 

Then we like to compare the good old 
days of our education. Sometimes I 
hear it said, in fact, that it is a wonder 
we as a nation have accomplished what 
we have because of our educational sys-
tem. I don’t want to talk about that. 
We should be talking about the suc-
cesses of our system and the successes 
of yesteryear in education. 

I went to a rural school. It was a 
country school with one room. I think 
it ranged in size anywhere from 18 to 25 
or 26 kids. The eighth graders taught 
the first graders how to read. We only 
had one teacher. 

All of us could tell stories like that 
about our life as a young person in a 
rural setting. We could talk about 
that. We could also say how we grad-
uated from a smaller high school. 
There were only 29 students in my 
graduating class. We could talk about 
all the things we missed in our edu-
cation, but we don’t. We like to talk 
about our accomplishments. 

When we hear the debate in this 
Chamber, do we, as policymakers, have 
all of the answers to the challenges of 
public education and what it faces 
today? No, I do not think we do. We 
might think we do. We need to face the 
fact that we now come to a subject 
where success will be based on how we 
make choices. That is the basis for the 
debate. 

The Founding Fathers of this coun-
try placed a high priority on public 
education. They did it for a simple rea-
son. We cannot be a free society and 
understand the Constitution unless we 
do it with educated minds. 

It is remarkable when you look at 
the documentation of the two great 
wars fought on this continent, in our 
country. If you look at the Revolu-
tionary War, very small snippets of his-
tory are found in our history books be-
cause most of the people who partici-
pated in the Revolutionary War at 
ground level were illiterate. They 
could not read and they could not 
write. 

Then almost 100 years later—not 
quite, about 90—we had the Civil War, 
of which we find documentation and 
letters that soldiers wrote home to 
their folks and to their loved ones, to 
their mothers and to their brothers and 
sisters, to their families and their 
friends. From those letters we piece to-
gether a complete history of the Civil 
War of this country. The Founding Fa-
thers said that public education is a 
must. We have to have a high degree of 
literacy in this country if we are to 
maintain a free and responsible soci-
ety. 

Ever since those days, we have seen 
strong public support for public edu-
cation. In fact, there has been overall 
support for a strong public school sys-
tem throughout my life—until, I would 
say, maybe the last 10 years. 

What happened along the way? And I 
say the only way we make a good, 

sound argument is when we relate to 
how things are in our own neighbor-
hood. There was a time when you could 
pass a school bond, and it was nothing 
to it. If you needed more money for 
buildings—brick and mortar—if you 
needed more teachers, if you needed 
more money to run the school, a school 
bond was fairly easy to pass because 
everybody supported the local schools 
and what they were doing. 

I look at my own neighborhood and 
the support of the teachers and the 
schools. It is still there. But there is 
something missing because we have 
now experienced a history over the last 
few years of school bonds going down, 
voted down, to where it takes a real ef-
fort—a real public relations effort—to 
pass just an ordinary school bond. 

There is a given in this debate: Any-
time education comes before this body, 
it is sure to attract a great deal of at-
tention. I do not know of a soul in the 
public sector or in this Chamber who 
does not have an opinion on education, 
and they will readily give it to you. 

I have also found some other things 
to be true. Everybody knows how to 
run a school. That is another given. 
But I also have found that very few 
look at the record and can think their 
way through the idea that we have ar-
rived at a time in the history of the 
evolution of public education and real-
ize that systemic reform is now needed. 

I am no different than most in this 
body. One could say: My schooling was 
sufficient for me; therefore, it would be 
good enough for our children. But we 
know that is not true. If we did that, 
then we would be stuck in low gear. 

We have to look at this. Again, we 
should not be talking money. We 
should be talking accountability. If we 
are to have great support for public 
education, we have to have account-
ability. Everybody understands that. 

Accountability means testing. It 
means the product that you are pro-
ducing has to be a good one. Testing is 
the only way to do that. You can have 
a big argument about who is going to 
give the test and all that. I still say it 
should be left to the States. Testing 
also gives us, and public educators, the 
information needed to develop the 
sound support that public education 
should have. 

We should be supporting the pro-
grams that work, reduce the bureauc-
racy, and give increased flexibility to 
those who run our schools. 

I leave you with a closing thought. 
Money is not the answer. You will see 
many charts throughout the debate. As 
this chart shows, we have increased 
spending in education drastically. 
Look at the blue line on the chart. It 
goes right on up. That shows how we 
have increased spending on education. 
But look where the achievement line is 
on the chart. Have we improved read-
ing and math? No. So money is not the 
answer. Systemic reform is what is 
needed. 

I am looking forward to the debate. 
But I think we have to use some com-

mon sense because what we need to do 
now is restore the accountability in 
and the support for our public edu-
cation system because it is the corner-
stone of this free society. 

Do not test the young people for 
reading. Do not test them for math. 
Test them on history because, I will 
tell you, that is where the seed of free-
dom remains in a society to be perpet-
uated for future generations. 

Mr. President, in accordance with 
rule XXII, I ask unanimous consent 
that the remaining time under my con-
trol be yielded to the Senator from 
Texas, Mrs. HUTCHISON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. I ask the Senator from 

Texas to yield me such time as I may 
consume. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
yield the remainder of the time on the 
Republican side to the Senator from 
New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twelve 
and a half minutes is yielded to the 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. 

I congratulate the Senator from 
Montana for his excellent statement on 
how we should approach educational 
reform—especially on his emphasis for 
the need for reform, not the need to 
put more dollars into education to fol-
low dollars that have already failed in 
helping our children receive a good 
education. 

I want to continue this discussion on 
education which was started so effec-
tively by the Senator from Montana. I 
want to review very quickly where we 
are. 

The President of the United States 
has made education his No. 1 priority. 
The Senate has aggressively pursued 
trying to address the issues which the 
President has raised. Specifically, we 
have tried to adjust, with the bill that 
is before us today, the role of the Fed-
eral Government in education. 

The Federal Government has tradi-
tionally taken small parts of education 
and focused on them—whether it is the 
needs of special students or, in the case 
of this bill, the needs of students who 
come from lower income families. We 
have, as was pointed out so effectively 
by the Senator from Montana, not been 
very successful in our goal. 

Our goal was to increase the edu-
cational capacity and achievement of 
kids from low-income families. We 
have spent $120 billion trying to do 
that, and in fact during the decade of 
the 1990s we spent the majority of that 
money. Yet the educational scores and 
educational proficiency of kids from 
low-income families have actually de-
teriorated, according to the reviews 
that have looked at it, or remained the 
same, at best. 

Unfortunately, the child who comes 
from a low-income family today reads 
at two grade levels below the children 
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from other families in the same class-
room in the fourth grade. That is true 
right through the school system. That 
is true of math also. It is also true of 
the graduation rates where there has 
been a distinct dropoff in graduation 
rates of kids who come from low-in-
come families and in their proficiency 
upon graduation. So we have not suc-
ceeded in addressing the needs of kids 
from low-income families even though 
we have spent a huge amount of 
money. 

The President has suggested: Let’s 
stop throwing money at the problem. 
Although he is significantly increasing 
the funds, he is suggesting: Let’s first 
look at reforming the issue so we actu-
ally give these kids from lower income 
families more of a chance in America 
to be academically competitive with 
their peers and, therefore, to have the 
opportunity of the American dream. 
The American dream today depends on 
being educated and being able to com-
pete in a technological society. 

He has suggested four basic themes: 
First, that we change the Federal pro-
grams from being focused on bureauc-
racy to being focused on the children. 
It is called the child-centered ap-
proach: Second is that we give local 
teachers and parents and principals 
more flexibility, which is absolutely 
critical as to how they educate the 
child, especially the child from low-in-
come family. They know what they 
need. We here in Washington don’t 
know what they need. We can’t cat-
egorize programs so that we are going 
to help a child. It is much more impor-
tant that we give the principal and the 
teacher and the parent more capacity 
to control these dollars and have some 
decision processes which will lead to 
better education. So he has suggested 
more flexibility. 

Third, however, in exchange for the 
flexibility, the President has said he 
expects and we should expect academic 
achievement. That means bringing the 
child up to the level of being competi-
tive with their peers; in fact, doing 
even better than their peers in some 
programs. And fourth, the President 
has suggested that the academic 
achievement level be made account-
able; in other words, that we not allow 
the low-income child to be left behind 
because we norm them in with every 
other child. We basically put them in 
with the law of averages, and by put-
ting them there, we actually ignore 
them and lose them in the process. 

His proposals make a great deal of 
sense as to fundamentally reforming 
the system, giving the system more 
flexibility, making it more child cen-
tered, expecting more academic ac-
countability, and getting account-
ability of what is happening in our sys-
tem in exchange for more money. 
These are positive steps, and that is 
positive reform. It is reflected in the 
bill that underlies this legislation and 
hopefully will be reflected in an agree-
ment we can work out and we are at-
tempting to work out with the Senator 

from Massachusetts who I see just 
came to the Chamber. He has been such 
a major player in this issue for so 
many years. 

I have been picking out certain sec-
tions of this bill to talk about to try to 
give people some exposure they might 
not have otherwise gotten because the 
bill is so big and complex. There are a 
lot of interesting issues in it. I am try-
ing to focus on them in sequence just 
for the edification of my colleagues. 
Let me focus on one function today, 
and that is what we do relative to 
teachers, how we try to assist teachers. 

There has been a debate raging in the 
Congress for the last few years which 
was energized, in great part, by Presi-
dent Clinton’s initiative called class-
room size. Essentially his proposal was: 
Let’s put a lot of money out there to 
try to help schools hire more teachers 
because we know there is a teacher 
shortage. That is a given. There is a 
huge shortage in this country. His pro-
posal was: Let’s create a categorical 
program which says, here is a bunch of 
money, $1.4 billion; you can use that, 
school systems, to hire more teachers 
and to try to reduce class size down to 
a ratio of 18 to 1. 

This was an interesting proposal, and 
it was in some ways appropriate, but 
unfortunately the execution of it was 
not effective. 

We have in this bill tried to reform 
that proposal and make it more effec-
tive. First, you should understand that 
teacher ratio is not necessarily the 
function of a better education. Much 
like putting more money into the prob-
lem, reducing the number of kids in a 
classroom does not necessarily improve 
education. If you put fewer kids in a 
classroom with a teacher who is incom-
petent, the kids still aren’t going to 
learn any better. The competency of 
the teacher, the teacher’s ability to ac-
tually teach and to be an exciting 
teacher who excites the minds and in-
terests of the children with whom they 
are dealing, is the key category as to a 
teacher’s capacity to improve that 
classroom. 

That requires teachers who are well 
informed, teachers who understand and 
are teaching subject matters in which 
they have been trained, teachers who 
are up to date with the latest tech-
nology, if they happen to be in the 
science area, and the latest develop-
ments in the disciplines in which they 
are teaching, teachers who have had 
the chance to maybe go to an extra 
course or an extra workshop to learn to 
teach better. We in Washington cannot 
unilaterally decide whether a teacher 
in Epping, NH, or Cheyenne, WY, or 
San Francisco, CA, is going to be a 
good teacher or a bad teacher. We can’t 
even decide whether the classroom size 
in that community is the right ratio. 

It should be noted that the vast ma-
jority of the States in the country al-
ready have a classroom ratio which is 
below 18 to 1. I believe 41 States al-
ready have met that ratio. But that 
really isn’t the issue. It really is the 

local school district, the principal spe-
cifically, working with parents, work-
ing with the teachers in the class, who 
can understand whether they need 
more teachers to teach or whether they 
need their teachers who are teaching to 
be better educated on the subject mat-
ter, or whether they have some really 
good teachers in their classrooms who 
are being attracted to work outside the 
school system and they are afraid they 
are going to lose them because they 
can’t pay them enough, or whether 
those teachers need technical assist-
ance in order to communicate better to 
their students. We don’t know that. We 
don’t know any of those factors. 

Unfortunately, the original program, 
as has been put forward and may be put 
forward as an amendment on the floor, 
was, we are going to tell local school 
districts: You must, in order to get 
these dollars, hire more teachers. 

There are a lot of school districts in 
the country that don’t need more 
teachers, but they do need the teachers 
they have to be better educated. They 
need to be able to retain the good 
teachers they have or they need more 
technology for those teachers. 

What we have done in this bill is 
something called the Teacher Em-
powerment Act. We have merged the 
two major funding streams for teach-
ing—Eisenhower grants and classroom 
size grants—and we have said: Here is a 
large pool of money. Last year it would 
have been $2.3 billion appropriated and 
$3.2 billion authorized. We have merged 
those two streams of money, and we 
are saying to local school districts: 
You can use this money to hire more 
teachers. If you have a classroom size 
issue, if you have a teacher need, you 
can use this money to hire teachers. 
But you don’t have to hire teachers. 
You can also use this money to pay 
your good teachers more, or you can 
use this money to bring your teachers 
up to speed in the disciplines in which 
they are teaching, or you can use this 
money to give them the technical sup-
port they need in order to teach their 
courses better. 

We are giving the local school dis-
tricts a great deal more flexibility with 
these funds. We are actually giving 
them a lot more funds, but we are also 
giving them more flexibility. Rather 
than a specific top-down, Washington- 
knows-best approach, we are essen-
tially saying: You, the local school dis-
tricts, make the decisions as to what 
you need in the teaching area. These 
funds are dedicated to help you as a 
supplement, essentially, to your local 
efforts in teaching. And as a result, 
hopefully, the teaching in that school 
district will better serve the students 
in that school district. 

I pick out this part of the bill to talk 
about because I think it reflects the 
overall thrust of this bill, which I be-
lieve is so positive in many ways. I 
have reservations about certain sec-
tions of the bill, but the overall thrust 
of the bill is in the right direction. 
This section on teaching reflects that. 
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This Teacher Empowerment Act is 

essentially saying: OK, local school dis-
tricts, we understand you have a prob-
lem. We are going to try to help you 
with some dollars, but we are not going 
to tell you that you must do it one way 
or the other. We are going to give you 
a variety of options to solve the prob-
lems. 

I view it as a cafeteria line, where 
the Federal Government says here are 
three or four different programs you 
can use. In the teacher areas, they in-
clude hiring more teachers, improving 
the pay of the teachers, improving the 
knowledge base of the teachers, or im-
proving the technical support for the 
teachers; and, you, the local school dis-
trict, can go down that cafeteria line 
and pick off the plate what you need to 
help your students in your classrooms. 
Rather than saying you only get one 
choice on your cafeteria line, we are 
saying you get four choices. 

I think it is much more constructive. 
I think we will have a much more ag-
gressive and effective impact on the 
quality of teaching—to the extent the 
Federal Government can assist in that. 

It is basically the theme of this 
whole bill—at least of the President’s 
proposals as they have come forward 
on the bill—to give the local commu-
nities more flexibility. Let’s also hold 
them more accountable. There are, by 
the way, more accountability stand-
ards in this bill on teachers. We require 
higher levels of proficiency and of cer-
tification within the bill. So this is 
just one concept that I thought should 
be outlined as we go forward. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. 
The Senator from Massachusetts is 

recognized. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, what 

is the time situation? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-

nority has 29 minutes. 
The Senator from Massachusetts has 

20 minutes of his time under 
postcloture remaining. 

Mr. KENNEDY. So is it possible for 
me to use that 20 minutes and then use 
a few minutes of the minority time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator would have to get unanimous con-
sent to do so. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con-
sent to be able to use up to 9 minutes, 
which would be the total amount allo-
cated to the Democrats. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. No. Mr. President, 
the Senator very kindly gave his time 
last night to the Senator from 
Vermont. So I ask unanimous consent 
that he be allowed to use the 29 min-
utes. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I re-
quest just 15 minutes. 

I thank the Senator from Texas. She 
is always gracious and courteous, as 
well as a gifted Senator. 

I want to just take a few moments to 
go over the basic elements of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education leg-
islation that will be before us this 
afternoon and then speak on what I 
consider to be the outstanding missing 
element in this bill. I ask the Chair to 
tell me when I use 10 minutes of my 
time. 

The legislation we will be consid-
ering builds upon the excellent work 
done in a bipartisan way on the Health 
Education Labor and Pensions Com-
mittee. The bill includes the elements 
of our Committee bill plus some of the 
other agreements that have been 
worked out over the recent days. 

The Nation’s schools face many chal-
lenges that must be addressed if all 
students are to be challenged to 
achieve high academic standards. 
School enrollments are at record high 
levels and continue to rise. Large seg-
ments of the teaching force are pre-
paring to retire. Diversity is increas-
ing, bringing new languages and cul-
tures into the classrooms, and family 
structures are changing. More women 
are participating in the workforce, cre-
ating a greater demand for quality be-
fore, after, and during summer school 
activities. 

In addition, many of the Nation’s 
school buildings are deteriorating and 
must be renovated and modernized so 
all students can learn in a safe learning 
environment. The demand for Internet 
skills is at an all-time high, but the 
supply of computers connected to the 
Internet is inadequate in school build-
ings located in the poorest districts. 

The BEST bill is a good start toward 
improving student achievement in the 
Nation’s public schools. This bill cre-
ates tough standards that must be es-
tablished for States, districts, and 
schools which hold them accountable 
for improving student achievement. We 
must drive resources and support the 
most chronically failing schools to en-
sure they get the help they need to 
turn around and to succeed. 

The bill requires that every child 
should be tested each year in grades 3– 
8, not as a punishment, but so that par-
ents and educators know where every 
child stands and what more needs to be 
done to help them. We hope to 
strengthen provisions within the bill to 
ensure that these State tests are high 
quality, so that parents will know that 
the results of these tests are meaning-
ful for their children. 

All parents deserve a complete pic-
ture of what is happening in their 
child’s school. A recent survey by the 
Center For Community Change found 
that 36 States produce some variation 
of a school report card that includes 
student achievement in other factors. 
Report cards will highlight school chal-
lenges and provide parents with infor-
mation they can use to become more 
involved in their child’s education. 
They will include information on stu-
dent achievement by desegregated 
groups of students; graduation and 
dropout rates; teacher quality; infor-

mation on how schools have progressed 
in relation to their State standards and 
assessments; and information on 
schools identified for improvement. 

Reading is the golden door to oppor-
tunity. Unfortunately, forty percent of 
fourth grade students do not achieve 
the basic reading level, and 70 percent 
of fourth graders are not proficient in 
reading. Children who fail to acquire 
basic reading skills early in life are at 
a disadvantage throughout their edu-
cation and later careers. They are more 
likely to drop out of school and be un-
employed. The BEST Act triples fund-
ing for the reading programs and 
strengthens the Reading Excellence 
Act to ensure that all children learn to 
read—and learn to read well early—so 
they have a greater chance for success-
ful lives and careers. 

Over the next 10 years, we will need 
to recruit more than 2 million teachers 
to teach the record number of elemen-
tary and secondary students in our 
public schools. Nothing in education is 
more important than ensuring a highly 
qualified teacher for every classroom. 
Research shows that what teachers 
know and can do is the most important 
influence on what students learn. In-
creased knowledge of academic content 
by teachers and effective teaching 
skills are associated with increases in 
student achievements. 

The BEST bill includes strong defini-
tions of professional development, 
mentoring, and highly qualified teach-
er and contains strong accountability 
and application requirements. In par-
ticular, the bill contains many of the 
elements that research indicates con-
stitute effective mentoring and profes-
sional development—sustained, inten-
sive activities that focus on deepening 
teachers’ knowledge of content, col-
laborative working environments, and 
training that is aligned with standards 
and embedded in the daily work of the 
school. 

Under this bill, limited-English-pro-
ficient students will get substantially 
more support to help them learn 
English and achieve high academic 
standards. We are experiencing a tre-
mendous growth in the number of lim-
ited-English-proficient and immigrant 
students in our Nation’s classrooms— 
from 3.4 million students in the 1997–98 
school year to an estimated 4.1 million 
of our school children today. 

Dramatic shifts are taking place in 
the growth of our immigrant popu-
lation in the United States, and immi-
grant students are emerging in areas 
where their presence had previously 
been invisible. The most recent census 
data shows that, between 1990 and 1998, 
our States in the South have experi-
enced a growth in the Hispanic popu-
lation by 93 percent. 

The BEST Act responds to this chal-
lenge by providing additional opportu-
nities for success. The BEST Act in-
creases the federal commitment to pro-
vide educational assistance to our lim-
ited English proficient students 
through the Bilingual Education Act. 
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When the program is appropriated at 
$700 million, it will become a state for-
mula program based on 67 percent LEP 
population, and 33 percent new immi-
grant population. Our bill responds to 
States in which the limited English 
proficient population has grown at a 
tremendous rate, and where there is 
little or no infrastructure in place to 
provide for the educational needs of 
these students. 

Research shows that children who 
are home alone after school hours re-
port higher use of alcohol, cigarettes, 
and marijuana. Nearly 45 million chil-
dren ages 14 years and younger are in-
jured in their homes every year and 
most unintentional, injury-related 
deaths occur when children are out of 
school and unsupervised. The bill ex-
pands the successful 21st Century Com-
munity Learning Centers, increasing 
the authorization from $846 million to 
$1.5 billion in fiscal year 2002. It also 
changes the program to a state formula 
program, ensuring students in every 
state will have expanded after-school 
opportunities. After-school opportuni-
ties are necessary to keep children safe 
before, after, and during summer 
school to keep children safe, help par-
ents work, and expand children’s learn-
ing opportunities. Yet demand for 
these programs continues outpace sup-
ply. According to a report from the 
U.S. Census Bureau last year, almost 7 
million children aged 5 to 14 are left 
unsupervised on a regular basis during 
the after school hours. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 10 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 19 minutes remaining. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Chair. 
Prior to the passage of the Class Size 

Reduction program in 1998, under the 
leadership of Senator MURRAY, more 
than 85 percent of the Nation’s stu-
dents were in classes with more than 18 
students, and 33 percent were in classes 
of 25 or more students. Because of the 
Class Size Reduction Act, 1.7 million 
children are benefitting from smaller 
classes this year: 29,000 were hired with 
fiscal year 1999 funds; 1,247 are teaching 
in the first grade, reducing class sizes 
from 23 to 17; 6,670 are teaching in the 
second grade, reducing class size from 
23 to 18; 6,960 are teaching in the third 
grade, reducing class size from 24 to 18; 
2,900 are in grades 4–12; 290 special edu-
cation teachers have been hired. And, 
on average, 7 percent of the funds are 
being used for professional develop-
ment for these new teachers. We should 
continue the Class Size Reduction Act. 

When we send childen to crumbling 
schools, we send them the message 
that they don’t matter. Fourteen mil-
lion children attend schools in need of 
at least one major repair, such as fixed 
heating or plumbing systems. Half of 
all schools have at least one environ-
mental hazard, like inadequate ventila-
tion. One-third of all schools are more 
than 50 years old. Urban, rural, and 
suburban communities are struggling 

with national school modernization 
costs of more than $127 billion. The 
BEST bill as reported by the com-
mittee is silent on school construction 
needs. 

We should really commit to leaving 
no child behind by fully funding title I. 
It takes resources, as well as testing 
and accountability, to do school reform 
right. 

We should maintain our commitment 
to reduce class sizes for 2 million chil-
dren instead of backing away from it. 
Senator MURRAY will address that 
issue. 

We should provide subject matter 
training for every teacher in high pov-
erty schools. 

New teachers should have mentors to 
pass on wisdom and keep them in the 
profession. 

We should fix 5,000 crumbling schools 
over the next 10 years. 

And we should ensure every child has 
a safe and supportive place to go after- 
school. 

Without these types of investments, 
our efforts at school reform will fall of 
their own weight. 

Mr. President, in order to reach the 
elements of this legislation, we have to 
provide the resources. 

The fact is only one-third of the 
neediest children are going to benefit 
from what we have developed if we do 
not increase the funding. We are going 
to leave behind two-thirds of the chil-
dren who qualify for assistance. 

The fact remains, we have approxi-
mately 12 million poor children in 
America. We made a decision in the 
early 1960s to give special assistance to 
those children. It is still primarily a 
State and local responsibility. 

When I listen to my colleagues on the 
other side talk about the failure of 
these programs, it is really an indict-
ment of the failure of States and local 
communities to provide the kind of as-
sistance which is necessary to make a 
difference to these children. We know 
what it takes to educate children. That 
is not a great mystery. We have many 
schools that annually produce very tal-
ented and creative students. 

I will tell you, Mr. President, what I 
fear about this legislation. 

Looking at the funding levels for this 
legislation, we see we are currently 
reaching one-third of these children. 
We state in this legislation that all of 
these children, the 12 million who are 
basically poor and somewhat smaller 
numbers who are actually eligible who 
are very poor. None of these children 
should be left behind. 

Under the President’s budget, in fis-
cal year 2001, 3.5 million children are 
served under title I funding; fiscal year 
2002, 3.7 million; fiscal year 2003, 3.9 
million; fiscal year 2004, 4.1 million, 
and fiscal year 2005, 5.2 million chil-
dren. 

The Democrats start off with the 
same base at 3.5 million, up to 5.2 mil-
lion, 6.9 million, 8.6 million, and by fis-
cal year 2005, no child is left behind. 
That is the basic and fundamental gap. 

This legislation offers these opportuni-
ties to only a small percent of the eli-
gible children, and that is wrong. 

We have fashioned a good bill that 
can benefit all children. So it is a rea-
sonable question to ask: Why aren’t we 
taking care of all the children? Why 
are we taking care of just one-third? 
Do we have the resources? Yes. Do we 
have the will? Evidently not. Do we 
have other priorities? Apparently so. A 
small percentage of the extraordinary 
tax cut of $1.3 trillion, about $5.3 bil-
lion a year over 4-years, would allow 
every one of these children to get the 
assistance they need to achieve suc-
cess. 

There is a high demand for after-
school programs. Last year, there were 
more than 2,250 applications for after-
school programs, and only 310 were 
funded. 

What happens in these afterschool 
programs if we do not have enough re-
sources? Why are afterschool programs 
so important? First, we have 7 million 
children between ages 9 and 13, who are 
left unsupervised after school hours. 
Afterschool opportunities are nec-
essary to keep children safe, help par-
ents work, and expand children’s learn-
ing opportunities. 

Do parents want this service? Yes. Do 
children need it? Yes. Are they effec-
tive? Yes. Do we have the money? No. 

We are talking about the future of 
the country. We are talking about 80 
percent of the children going to inner- 
city schools in the eighth grade are 
without an adequate math teacher who 
can teach them algebra. We know all 
educators will effectively agree if chil-
dren do not learn algebra, they have a 
difficult time advancing on to college. 
Unless someone is going to help pro-
vide the well-trained teachers who can 
teach student necessary math skills, 
we are effectively saying to millions of 
children in the country, that oppor-
tunity is closed to them. 

This issue effects the future of our 
Nation. We are talking about a world 
economy, a highly educated society; we 
are talking about updating skills; we 
are talking about continuing training 
programs for people in jobs so they can 
compete. Are we meeting that chal-
lenge at the local level? We are not. 
That is the extraordinary tragedy in 
this program. 

This legislation is the basis of some-
thing that can be enormously impor-
tant and, I believe, can make a real dif-
ference in the education of some of the 
neediest children in our country. How-
ever, we are going to fail to meet that 
test unless we have the resources. Un-
less we are going to provide those re-
sources, we are going to fail our chil-
dren. 

We know that many poorer schools 
are more challenged today. We have 
added approximately 5 million spe-
cially challenged children, who were 
not in the schools 10 years ago. They 
are taking the tests. 

We have seen the expansion of the 
number of homeless children in our 
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schools, some 600,000 homeless chil-
dren. We have approximately 500,000 
seasonal workers’ children, a third at-
tending school, and then moving on. 
We have migrant children in our 
school. We have challenges with dif-
ferent languages, with more than 4 mil-
lion school age children who are either 
limited English Proficient or immi-
grants. We have seen an increase in 
separations and divorces, which has 
placed pressure on children. We have 
also seen the explosion of violence in 
our society—and in our schools. Many 
of the schools and teachers bear the 
brunt for dealing with those special 
needs. All of these factors are impact-
ing children as they go to school. 

We must not fail to do what works. 
That means a well-trained teacher in 
every classroom. It is amazing so many 
teachers in the inner-city schools 
working as long and as hard under such 
circumstances. They are extraordinary 
individuals making a difference in peo-
ple’s lives under extraordinary condi-
tions. We need to give them help, as-
sistance, and confidence. We need to 
make sure they will have the equip-
ment they need to get a first-class edu-
cation. 

Why do we say education counts and 
then have children go to a crumbling 
school? It makes no sense. We can talk 
the talk but unless we are prepared to 
walk the walk, we fail the children. 

We need accountability to make sure 
the children are actually learning. We 
want to make sure those schools will 
be safe. We want smaller class sizes in 
the early grades, so a teacher can take 
a little time with a child that has a 
particular need during the course of 
the day, rather than looking at the 
child as a number. 

On this side of the aisle, we are vir-
tually united in insisting we are going 
to get the resources to be able to do 
that. 

We know now there are 10,000 failing 
schools. We also know that it costs 
about $180,000 to turn a school around. 
There are a series of 57 different op-
tions that have been tried and tested 
that are suitable for different schools. 
It would take $1.8 billion out of a tril-
lion dollar budget, to try and turn 
schools around. 

We are missing an extraordinary op-
portunity and responsibility in doing 
something about these children’s edu-
cation. If this is going to be a first pri-
ority for the administration, it ought 
to draw on first priority dollars and re-
sources and invest in the children who 
need it. We ought to provide the re-
sources necessary to leave no child be-
hind, to reach every child before we 
even consider providing the tax breaks 
in the President’s budget. 

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

NING). The Senator from Texas. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent, with the 
agreement of the minority, that Sen-
ator FRIST be given 10 minutes of the 
next 30 minutes of divided time, that 

then Senator GORDON SMITH be given 
up to 5 minutes, following which the 
minority would have their 15 minutes, 
following which Senator BUNNING from 
Kentucky would have 20 minutes, fol-
lowing which the minority would have 
20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise to 

speak very briefly—for 10 minutes—on 
the Better Education for Students and 
Teachers Act, a bill that was passed 
out of the Health, Education, and Pen-
sions Committee, a bill that speaks 
very well to the principles, to the 
ideals, to the practical application of 
what President George W. Bush has put 
forth as his principles for education re-
form. 

Let me say at the outset, as most 
people know, that there is a lot of dis-
cussion today about funding. We have a 
bill with significant reforms that I 
hope will very soon be brought to the 
floor. That reform effort, which is ter-
ribly important, as we all know, and as 
both sides of the aisle agree, is being 
linked in concept, but also in process, 
to increased funding, as we just heard 
from my colleague from Massachu-
setts. I want to quickly provide some 
perspective about the funding side. 
While we have been talking a lot about 
the reform side, and will continue to 
talk about it, the funding side has been 
pushed aside. People know negotiations 
are underway. But I want to put it in 
perspective. 

The primary argument for increased 
funds, according to the other side of 
the aisle, is that the modernization of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act requires increased funding 
to pay for those reforms. I want to 
make it very clear, again, to my col-
leagues and to people who may be 
watching this debate across the coun-
try, that when the Democrats were in 
charge of this body, that was not the 
principle that was applied. There was 
no dramatic increase in funding for re-
forms. 

One example: In 1988 a Democrat 
Congress reauthorized the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, the 
same law enacted in 1965 that has been 
reauthorized seven times, and in the 
subsequent appropriation year—1989—a 
5.1-percent increase in title I was en-
acted to cover those 1988 reforms. 

Five years later, in 1994, a Democrat 
Congress reauthorized ESEA, again 
hailing at the time that it was the 
most significant reform package since 
the bill was initially put into effect in 
1965. I quote a Senator from the other 
side of the aisle who said: 

It is the most important reauthorization of 
ESEA since the landmark Act was passed in 
1965. 

That particular Senator went on to 
hail the bill’s accountability and high 
academic standards. I want to point 
out that for the major comprehensive 
reform effort, at that time, to the title 

I 1994 reauthorization, the Democrat-
ically-controlled Congress appropriated 
a mere 5.7-percent increase in the fol-
lowing year, fiscal year 1995. 

So, when in control, the other side of 
the aisle has offered increases associ-
ated with reforms of somewhere be-
tween 5 and 6 percent a year. Yet in our 
negotiations several weeks ago they 
asked, not for what they had put for-
ward, and appropriated, throughout 
their history of being in charge, which 
is an increase of 5 to 6 percent, but in-
stead came to the table recommending, 
suggesting, insisting, on a 75-percent 
increase, and not in 5 years or 10 years, 
but in just 1 year. 

At this moment negotiations are un-
derway. I am not in the middle of those 
negotiations, but the figures being ne-
gotiated by the other side of the aisle 
are a 50-percent increase, a 49-percent 
increase. That ends up being about $5.2, 
$5.3 billion. 

I point out to my colleagues that 
never, ever in the program’s entire his-
tory has it grown by even $1 billion. So 
these proposals are significant in-
creases. But I hope that when agree-
ment is reached in the next several 
days, whatever figure we end up with, 
that the American people will under-
stand that it is a figure dramatically 
larger than any ever suggested by the 
other side of the aisle. 

President George W. Bush has dem-
onstrated a strong and remarkable 
leadership position in reforming and 
modernizing education. He has focused 
in particular—and this is reflected in 
the agreements and in the policy that 
is being formulated in a bipartisan 
way—on serving the most needy stu-
dents, so that, indeed, no child will be 
left behind. 

We have all talked a lot about the 
achievement gap which has not nar-
rowed but in fact gotten wider over 
time, the gap between the most needy 
students and others, between the un-
derserved and others. The commitment 
of the President of the United States, 
and the bipartisan commitment in the 
underlying policy, is something, again, 
that we need to keep first and foremost 
in our mind—putting the emphasis on 
children, on individuals, and not on bu-
reaucracies, on programs, or, I would 
add, indeed, not just throwing money 
at a system uncoupled with reform. 

The President of the United States 
has expressed a willingness to support 
the largest increase in education fund-
ing, focusing on title I, ever proposed 
in the 35-year history of the program. I 
mention that because we tend to lose 
perspective. The bottom line is this 
President has proposed, and we sup-
port, the largest increase ever in the 
35-year history of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. 

We have a great opportunity as we go 
forward. We look at the failure of per-
formance of ESEA, especially as we 
focus on the neediest students, and the 
opportunity to reform and modernize 
with, yes, an increase in investment, 
but also with reform that captures the 
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very best of what the American spirit 
is all about, and that is the creativity, 
the innovation, and the freedom to ad-
dress issues and reward success rather 
than failure, as we have done in the 
past. 

The underlying bill, which I am very 
hopeful will be released by the other 
side and brought to the floor so we can 
talk about it, stresses issues such as 
accountability. 

Let me also point out that although 
people say we do not know what is in 
the underlying bill, that bill is before 
us, on all of our desks. Yes, there are 
modifications and there are certain 
agreements that are being reached that 
will be added to that bill. But they can 
look at that bill. I hope that bill will 
be brought to the floor. Basically, it 
does four things. No. 1, it increases ac-
countability for student performance; 
No. 2, it rewards success; No. 3, it in-
creases flexibility and freedom; and, 
No. 4, it puts emphasis on parents. 

No. 1, it increases accountability for 
student performance. Over the last 24 
hours in negotiations, we have reached 
general agreement on how to build in 
that accountability in a strict way. 
Yes, we give more freedom to innovate, 
but we link that to demonstrable re-
sults, measurable results. It is called 
average yearly progress. The technical 
aspects that have been worked out, and 
that language will be available shortly 
today. 

No. 2, the BEST bill. It is called the 
B-E-S-T bill, Better Education for Stu-
dents and Teachers Act. Again, the em-
phasis is on teachers and students. It 
focuses on what works. As I pointed 
out in my previous remarks on the 
floor, what is important is that we 
have an understanding, a measure-
ment, of what works based on good 
science, on good research. 

No. 3, the BEST bill will also reduce 
bureaucracy. It will get rid of red tape, 
and it will increase flexibility. That 
really comes back to the importance of 
having local control and innovation, of 
rewarding what works and recognizing 
what does not work. Additional flexi-
bility will be given to the States, to 
the districts, and to the schools, strip-
ping away the unnecessary and need-
less red tape that results in teachers 
not being able to teach; that takes 
time away from teaching; that pre-
vents principals from spending time 
administering their schools. 

No. 4, the underlying bill focuses on 
parents and on the individual student. 
It involves an element of choice. No 
longer will a child be locked into a 
school that fails today, that will fail 
next year, and the year after that. in 
spite of reform, in spite of additional 
resources. That child, for the first time 
in the history of this country, will be 
given an opportunity to choose another 
public school. 

Those principles are accountability, 
rewarding success, reducing bureauc-
racy, increasing flexibility, and em-
powering parents. 

I am very excited about this oppor-
tunity to move forward. I am very 

hopeful that we can, even though the 
other side objects to its being brought 
to the floor. 

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

LINS). The Senator from Kentucky is 
recognized. 

Mr. BUNNING. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to be allowed 
to take my 20 minutes now and concede 
to the opponents or the opposition 20 
minutes following my 20 minutes. 

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

Mr. BUNNING. Thank you, Madam 
President. 

Madam President, I rise today to 
talk for a few minutes in support of S. 
1, the President’s education reform 
bill. 

We all agree that every child should 
receive a top-notch education, and that 
no child should be left behind. There 
isn’t one Senator who disagrees with 
that. 

But we can disagree on the best ways 
to meet this goal, and that’s what 
much of the debate is going to be 
about. 

I believe that the bill before us today 
deserves our support for a number of 
reasons. And it ensures that no child 
left behind is more than a campaign 
slogan—it’s a promise to our families 
and their children. 

First, the legislation makes badly 
needed changes to the Department of 
Education—changes that will help us 
do a better job at educating our kids. 

In the past we’ve relied too much on 
creating new programs and the failed 
notion that spending more and more 
money, and that creating more and 
more government, are answers to the 
question of how to best educate our 
kids. 

If that were true, Federal welfare 
spending would have ended poverty 
years ago. 

And Federal education spending 
would have ensured that every child 
could read and write. That hasn’t hap-
pened because money isn’t the answer. 

Many of my friends on the other side 
of the aisle talk about spending more 
money as if it were a magic pill that 
will fix all of our problems. 

This just isn’t true. Look at the 
schools in the District of Columbia. 
Per student spending there is among 
the highest in the land, and the school 
system has been in terrible shape for 
years. 

More money and more programs 
aren’t the answer. It might sound good. 
It might make some of us feel better. 
But it’s a false promise that cheats our 
kids. 

And I would like to remind my 
friends on the other side who are now 
questioning our commitment to kids 
that the last time Congress worked on 
reauthorizing the ESEA back in 1994 
that they didn’t say one word about 
linking the bill to appropriations—not 
one word. 

So all of their complaining now rings 
a little bit hollow. 

You can’t prove your commitment to 
children, your commitment to edu-
cation just by tossing around dollar 
figures. Talk is always cheap. There is 
a difference between just spending 
more money and spending it wisely. 
This bill recognizes that difference. 

For instance, today there are 58 pro-
grams funded through the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act alone, 
and we are going to spend approxi-
mately $18 billion on these programs 
this year alone. 

The bill before us simply doesn’t just 
tack more programs onto current law 
and increase spending as part of a hol-
low promise to improve education. 

That would be a cheap out, an easy 
way to make us all feel better. Instead, 
this legislation makes more funda-
mental and significant changes. It folds 
many of these programs into more con-
structive approaches, and repeals oth-
ers that don’t work. 

That does not happen often in Wash-
ington—getting rid of a program that 
doesn’t work. 

But this bill does it. And I think it’s 
going to make a difference for the kids. 
And by folding programs and some 
spending into block grants, we put 
more power in the hands of the local 
officials and teachers who are on the 
front lines and have the most experi-
ence with what methods really work. 

Another good aspect in this bill is 
that it requires results and instead of 
just tossing funding at a problem, it in-
jects serious accountability into edu-
cation. 

By testing students annually from 
grades three to eight, we make sure 
they are actually learning and not sim-
ply getting passed along to become 
someone else’s problem. 

And it holds teachers and school 
boards accountable for these results. If 
scores don’t improve, the kids can 
leave those failing schools and funding 
will follow them to institutions that 
work and teach. 

Schools that fail to educate their 
students will face the consequences. 
Parents will be notified and students 
will be allowed to transfer to other 
public schools. 

If the problems continue, the school 
could be forced to implement a new 
curriculum, the school’s staff could be 
replaced, or the school could be re-
opened as a charter school. 

This legislation contains other prom-
ising initiatives, including the Reading 
First Program that makes sure all 
children read by the end of third grade. 

Instead of social promotion, we are 
actually going to make sure that kids 
master the most fundamental skill of 
all—reading. And there is an Early 
Reading First program that focuses on 
reading for children ages 3 to 5. 

I realize that this sort of testing and 
accountability is a change from the 
past for many and makes a lot of folks 
nervous. 

However, there are times when 
change is necessary. And this is one of 
those times. We should not be happy 
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with the status quo when it comes to 
educating our children, and should al-
ways be looking for better ways to edu-
cate. 

If something doesn’t work, you 
change it. Fear of improvement or a 
fresh approach is no reason to continue 
to shortchange our kids. By requiring 
the States to test children, this bill 
maintains another crucial aspect of our 
educational system—local control. 

Some of my colleagues might remem-
ber last year when President Clinton 
took a tour around the country to pro-
mote one of his education proposals. 
Some of the Washington bureaucrats 
put together a map of his tour that in-
cluded a stop in Owensboro, KY. 

Of course the map and the PR mate-
rial they put out about the President’s 
trip to Owensboro showed it being in 
the middle of Tennessee, and actually 
lopped off the western part of Ken-
tucky and gave it to Illinois. 

That is just a funny little mistake, 
but it demonstrates my point that 
Washington does not know best. 

I definitely trust folks in western 
Kentucky—who know where Owensboro 
really is—to educate our Kentucky 
kids than officials who work here at 
the Department of Education. 

I already talked a little but about 
block grants and about how they’ll 
work. I’m also glad that the legislation 
strengthens the successful ED-Flex 
Program and I hope it eventually in-
cludes the important straight A’s Pro-
gram. 

Those are crucial parts of this bill 
that guarantee local control and the 
best possible results. Under the Presi-
dent’s plan, States test kids in grades 
3–8 in reading and math, States are re-
sponsible for creating the tests as well 
as setting performance goals and cre-
ating a plan for ensuring that all of 
their students are proficient on their 
statewide tests within 10 years. Addi-
tionally, States will also administer a 
national test, called the National As-
sessment of Educational Progress in 
grades 4 and 8, to make sure all stu-
dents across the country are not being 
cheated out of a good, positive edu-
cation. 

By protecting the role of State 
boards of education, we help ensure 
that local communities can play their 
traditional role in instructing our chil-
dren. And just to make sure that the 
work gets done, the Federal Govern-
ment will foot the bill for these testing 
procedures by paying for half of the 
cost of the statewide tests, and the full 
cost of the national assessment test. 

Local education agencies will be held 
to the same standards of improving 
student achievement, and will face 
similar consequences if they fail. Just 
as students have to pay a penalty if 
they fail, so should teachers and 
schools if they fail in their responsibil-
ities. Education is a serious business. 
There should be real consequences for 
failing our kids. We trust schools and 
educators with our kids’ futures, and 
there is no reason why they shouldn’t 

be called to task for the results. Per-
sonally, I think that one of the most 
effective parts in this bill is the provi-
sion that gives children the power to 
change schools if their school fails 
them. To sum it up, in this legislation 
the money follows the kids. If a child 
escapes a failing school, the money 
used to help educate them follows them 
to an institution that works. 

I support completely the choice of 
schools for children. I think it is the 
best way to give schools an incentive 
to do a good job. Competition is the 
way to ensure the best results when it 
comes to markets and practically 
every other part of our society. But for 
some reason, when it comes to edu-
cation and our kids the opponents of 
choice say no. I don’t know why the op-
ponents of choice think that it won’t 
work for kids and schools. I believe 
that this cheats our neediest students 
and takes power away from them. I 
look forward to this part of the debate. 
But even if we don’t succeed in giving 
complete freedom of choice to stu-
dents, the fact that this bill gives stu-
dents in public institutions the power 
to change their schools is a dramatic 
improvement over the status quo. 

In conclusion, I urge support for the 
bill. The legislation before us presents 
an important choice to us: Do we con-
tinue with the status quo, or do we 
take an important step in improving 
education for children, and ensuring a 
bright future for them? Do we listen to 
those who sing the tired old songs 
about more money and more money, or 
do we opt for real reform and account-
ability? I, for one, will vote to improve 
education and for a fresh start for our 
kids. I urge support for this legislation 
before us today. 

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

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Presi-

dent, I was not here when the order 
came for my 5 minutes in a unanimous 
consent agreement. I ask unanimous 
consent I be allowed 5 minutes now, 
and any time I get be added to the 
Democratic side. I will be very brief. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator may proceed. 

f 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION AND 
UNINSURED AMERICANS 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Presi-
dent, I have come to this Chamber in 
the past to express my frustration 
when things have not seemed to be pro-
ceeding and we seemed to have been 
stuck in gridlock. Today is a very real 
exception to that feeling. I rejoice that 
we have a budget agreement, and that 
we are working on education reform 
that puts serious resources behind seri-
ous reform in our educational system. 

I am here as well to thank the lead-
ers of the conference committee on the 
Budget, specifically Senator DOMENICI 
and Senator LOTT on our side, and oth-

ers in the House and Senate who have, 
I am told, preserved the one thing I 
wanted most in this budget, which was 
a $28 billion authorization for 3 years 
to expand health care to the uninsured. 

I came to this issue not this year, but 
from the first year I entered public life 
as an Oregon State senator and won 
membership on our health care com-
mittee. I was not around when we cre-
ated the Oregon Health Plan, but I did 
play a role in obtaining funding for it. 
The Oregon’s Medicaid program, known 
as the Oregon Health Plan, has dra-
matically reduced the number of the 
working uninsured in the State of Or-
egon. 

We have a tradition in our State of 
trying to take care of those who can-
not take care of themselves. I express 
gratitude to my colleagues on the 
Democrat and Republican side for this 
budget agreement that will help our 
State and others do just that. 

I believe we need tax reduction and 
tax reform. I think we are going to do 
something very significant in our gen-
eration with what we will likely adopt 
very soon in this body and the other, 
and that President Bush will sign. It 
will put real dollars into the pockets of 
working Americans. 

But I must say how grateful I am 
that this budget item has been pre-
served—$28 billion for the uninsured— 
because while we cut taxes for Ameri-
cans, it is also appropriate that we care 
for those who cannot care for them-
selves. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent an editorial from the Wash-
ington Post of this morning entitled 
‘‘Timeout for the Uninsured’’ be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, May 2, 2001] 
TIMEOUT FOR THE UNINSURED 

House conferees have been fighting with 
their Senate counterparts to reduce the 
spending levels in the congressional budget 
resolution. No doubt some cuts can be made 
in the Senate totals without the country’s 
suffering harm. But at least one relatively 
minor Senate proposal deserves to remain. 

Oregon Sens. Gordon Smith and Ron 
Wyden won inclusion in the budget of an ad-
ditional $28 billion over three years to reduce 
the number of Americans without health in-
surance. The money would mainly be spent 
on lower-income people. Exactly how would 
be up to the authorizing committees, but an 
add-on of some kind to Medicaid and/or the 
children’s health insurance program that 
Congress enacted several years ago seems 
most likely. The modest expansion would 
hardly solve the un-insurance problem, but 
it would push in the right direction. 

About a seventh of the population remains 
uninsured. Most are poor or near poor. They 
lack insurance mainly because they can’t af-
ford it. The administration has proposed a 
tax credit to help those whose employers 
don’t offer insurance. But the credit would 
cover only part of the cost of an average pol-
icy, and most uninsured families still would 
find such a policy beyond their means. Some 
people think the industry might respond by 
offering only partial policies, but it’s not 
clear that would be a good result, either. 
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The administration proposal has some in-

teresting features and would do limited good, 
but limited is the operative word. The spend-
ing programs for the lower-income uninsured 
have shown themselves to be efficient ways 
of increasing coverage. Whatever the fate of 
the tax credit, they should be expanded. 
Much attention has lately been paid to the 
health care problems of the already insured. 
The elderly lack a drug benefit; people en-
rolled in managed care complain that care is 
sometimes sacrificed to cost. But at least 
these people have insurance. More than 40 
million don’t. The budget argument this 
year has been mainly about how large a tax 
cut to give the better-off. What about a 
timeout to pay a little heed to those who 
can’t afford to get sick? 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. The Wash-
ington Post editorial states: 

House conferees have been fighting with 
their Senate counterparts to reduce the 
spending levels in the congressional budget 
resolution. No doubt some cuts can be made 
in the Senate totals without the country’s 
suffering harm. But at least one relatively 
minor Senate proposal deserves to remain. 

They are referring to this $28 billion 
that we can use to reduce the ranks of 
the uninsured. Currently that is about 
17 percent of our fellow citizens, over 43 
million Americans. 

Senator WYDEN and I, when we came 
up with this idea, hoped we could cut 
this number in half. It is now up to the 
Finance Committee to achieve that. 
They have the money now authorized 
to accomplish that. 

Good programs do exist for providing 
health care to the uninsured. Medicaid, 
as we all know, is working. It needs 
more resources. There is also the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program, or 
CHIP, which has also reduced the num-
ber of uninsured children in this coun-
try. 

One of the things I was most grateful 
to have been a part of when I first 
came to the Senate was a compromise 
between Senator HATCH and Senator 
KENNEDY for the CHIP program, which 
became the pivot point for the bal-
anced budget agreement. Oregon’s Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Assistance 
Program has enrolled 13,000 children in 
our State. But there are more than 
61,000 eligible children without cov-
erage because of the limited amount of 
money budgeted for this purpose. Sen-
ator WYDEN and I hope the Finance 
Committee will expand this program to 
include their parents. 

What we are doing is providing access 
to health care for low-income Ameri-
cans. This is the No. 1 bipartisan agen-
da item we have. We have started on 
that plan and will build on its past suc-
cesses. 

I believe expanding coverage can be 
done in a way that will promote State 
flexibility, avoid new bureaucracies, 
and protect the employer-based cov-
erage system, while providing a mean-
ingful, affordable benefit to millions of 
Americans. 

Our first component that we will pro-
pose to the Finance Committee will be 
to give businesses incentives to make 
quality health insurance more afford-
able for their low-income workers. Our 

plan will give businesses a tax credit if 
they chip in more to offer quality 
health care to their low-income em-
ployees. Many low-wage employees are 
working hard but are having trouble 
paying the full amount for health in-
surance. 

Second, our plan will extend Med-
icaid coverage to more low-income 
Americans. Many low-income adults 
who cannot afford or are not offered 
health insurance will be eligible for 
Medicaid coverage. As I indicated, we 
want to expand the CHIP program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-
NING). The Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent for 1 more 
minute. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. We believe 
that expanding health insurance to 
millions of hard working low-income 
Americans will relieve the uncertainty 
and fear many people face, knowing 
that they are one illness away from 
losing their life savings or their home. 
It is the right thing to do. It is the 
right time to do it. 

As the editorial in the Washington 
Post says: 

What about a timeout to pay a little heed 
to those who can’t afford to get sick? 

I thank my colleagues on the budget 
conference committee for preserving 
this critical line item for the unin-
sured. I urge all my colleagues to vote 
for it when it comes out of this con-
ference and then later when it is craft-
ed into final form by the Finance Com-
mittee. 

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

ERTS). The distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts is recognized. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

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

f 

NATIONAL SECURITY 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, yester-
day the President of the United States 
gave a very broad outline of a new na-
tional security strategy that moves 
away from the reliance on deterrence 
and arms control towards missile de-
fenses and unilateral arms reductions. 

Frankly, the President’s brief re-
marks raise more questions than they 
answer. I wanted to take a few minutes 
to address in this Chamber some of the 
key issues he touched on yesterday. 

First, the President stressed that we 
must move away from our reliance on 
deterrence to keep our citizens and our 
allies safe from aggression or from nu-
clear blackmail. While I agree that in 
principle we want to find alternative 
methods of being able to protect our-
selves from the potential of nuclear 
blackmail or terrorism, the hard re-
ality is that there will always be a 
measure of deterrence in any approach 
we find with respect to the prevention 

of attack or maintaining the security 
of the United States of America. 

If there is a real potential of a rogue 
nation—and I underscore ‘‘if’’ there is a 
real potential of a rogue nation—firing 
a few missiles at any city in the United 
States, responsible leadership requires 
the most thoughtful steps possible to 
prevent losses as a consequence there-
of. 

The same is true of accidental 
launch. If at some point in time, God 
forbid, there were to be an accidental 
launch of a nuclear missile, the notion 
that any country in the world, if tech-
nology were available, should be sub-
ject to that possibility would be unac-
ceptable. All of us in the civilized 
world need to take steps to try to pro-
tect ourselves against the potential of 
that ever happening. 

Let me make it clear. The rogue mis-
sile rationale that has been offered on 
many occasions really merits much 
greater analysis than many people 
have given it. For a state to develop a 
missile capacity, it would require some 
measure of testing, some measure of 
actual deployment, such as we have 
seen in North Korea with its Taepo 
Dong 2. It would also require a launch 
site and capacity, all of which are de-
tectable by the United States, all of 
which are traceable over a period of 
time. 

If, indeed, a state is to such a degree 
a rogue state that we think its leader-
ship might be in a position of firing one 
or two rogue missiles at the United 
States, we ought to also think beyond 
that as to what they would be inviting 
as a response. Clearly, one or two mis-
siles clearly traceable, obviously com-
ing from a particular rogue state, 
would invite their annihilation. 

So when we measure threats, we 
don’t just measure capacity to be able 
to do something. We measure the in-
tent to do something. We measure the 
consequences of somebody doing some-
thing. Indeed, Saddam Hussein, who 
possessed weapons of mass destruction, 
saw fit not to use those weapons of 
mass destruction when we went to war 
against him, even when he was losing 
the war. The reason that he didn’t was 
because, Secretary Baker made it pat-
ently clear what would happen to them 
if they did. 

Even the most unreasonable, most 
demonized of leaders still calculates 
risk and still calculates the repercus-
sions of his actions. 

Indeed, our military, in making a 
judgment about the different tiers of 
threat we face, places the threat of a 
rogue missile attack at the very bot-
tom of threats the United States might 
face. 

Here we are in a debate about edu-
cation and we are being told we are not 
sure we have enough money for edu-
cation; we are not sure we have enough 
money for alternative and renewable 
fuels; we are not sure we have enough 
money for a prescription drug program 
for seniors; we are not sure we have 
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enough money to fix our schools and 
provide the next generation with the 
kinds of education we want—we need 
to balance what we get for our expendi-
tures in terms of national security 
against other initiatives that also have 
an impact on the national security of 
our country. 

I say, with respect, that the Presi-
dent’s efforts with respect to the rogue 
missile threat seem to be willing to do 
things to the ABM treaty, to our rela-
tionships with Russia and China that 
go well beyond what we could possibly 
gain in terms of our security. 

Let me come back to missile defense, 
which is really only a response of last 
resort when diplomacy and deterrence 
have failed. I support research and de-
velopment of a limited missile defense 
system that, indeed, might have the 
ability to knock down one or two in-
coming missiles. I think it would be, in 
fact, a step forward for the United 
States to be able to at least know that 
we have that capacity. I suggest, very 
respectfully, that most scientists and 
most strategists who are well respected 
in this country recognize the extraor-
dinary difficulties developing a system 
that might do much more than take 
out a selected number of missiles, and 
that if this were something more than 
a limited system, if it were a system 
designed to provide some kind of shield 
or some kind of larger protection 
against the potential of a larger at-
tack, and was in fact deployed in that 
way, we would simply be inviting the 
kind of counterresponse we saw 
throughout the cold war, when we uni-
laterally initiated some advance in 
technology which the Soviet Union in-
terpreted in a way that invited them to 
respond. 

Most people who make judgments 
about the potential of knocking down 
missiles, given the difficulties of de-
coys, of the extraordinary techno-
logical difficulty of discerning the dif-
ference between artificial and real tar-
gets, the capacity of 1 warhead to po-
tentially carry 100 different bomblets, 
which you have to discern the dif-
ference between in a matter of sec-
onds—to suggest you can somehow 
have a system that is going to be 100- 
percent effective would be to stretch 
the imagination to where I think no 
strategist would want to go. I don’t 
think anybody worth their salt in mak-
ing judgments about potential conflict 
would come to a conclusion that one is 
100-percent failsafe protected. 

So if you are not 100-percent failsafe 
protected, you are still dependent, ulti-
mately, on deterrence. We can’t get rid 
of that equation. If you know you are 
going to suffer some damage, the judg-
ment then becomes, well, how much 
damage? If we suffer that amount of 
damage, what is it going to take in re-
turn to be able to guarantee that they 
will, too? So, in effect, you are pushed 
back into a corner where you are still 
dependent on the mutual assured de-
struction equation—the very equation 
we have lived with since the beginning 
of the Cold War in 1945. 

If you have a system that is 100-per-
cent effective, you have also dramati-
cally changed the equation of the bal-
ance of power because if you are sitting 
there and your adversary says, well, 
they have a system that is 100-percent 
effective against an intercontinental 
ballistic missile, so we had better de-
liver systems that completely avoid 
the intercontinental ballistic missile— 
if, indeed, they are an adversary—if 
China is sitting there and their strate-
gists are saying the United States now 
has the ability to shoot down all of our 
missiles—they have a 100-percent effec-
tive defense—that means they have the 
first strike capacity because the 
minute you have developed a 100-per-
cent defense, you have translated de-
fense into offense because if you are 
100-percent protected, you can fire with 
impunity first, knowing nothing hits 
you in return. 

So what you have done is really 
turned on its ear the very concept of 
fear by both sides that the con-
sequences of a conflict are so great 
that you avoid the conflict. In point of 
fact, one of the reasons the United 
States restrained itself from consid-
ering even greater escalation in Viet-
nam, and in other parts of the world in 
conflicts, was knowing that the Soviet 
Union and China have this extraor-
dinary capacity to escalate to the ulti-
mate confrontation. It was always the 
fear of the ultimate confrontation that 
drove us to restrain ourselves and ulti-
mately to put in place the ABM Trea-
ty. 

The ABM Treaty represents the con-
clusion of Republican and Democrat 
administrations alike that we need to 
find a way out of the continuing esca-
lation of the arms race. That is why we 
put it in place. It gave us a guarantee 
that we knew we could begin to reduce 
weapons because neither side was going 
to upset this equilibrium. That is why 
China and Russia are so deeply upset at 
what we are now considering doing—if 
we do it unilaterally. I am not against 
doing it if it is arrived at mutually. I 
want to research the capacity. I think 
there is a value to being able to say to 
New York City or Los Angeles, you are 
never going to be hit by a rogue missile 
or an accidental launch. 

But what good is it if you deploy it in 
such a way that you abrogate the trea-
ty that has held the balance and invite 
your adversaries to interpret it as the 
efforts of the United States to gain this 
superior edge, which then leads them 
into the same response—the tit-for-tat 
syndrome that led us through the en-
tire arms race in the first place? 

That arms race is completely trace-
able. We were the first people to actu-
ally use an atom bomb. People forget 
that. We used it for a noble purpose—to 
end the war and hopefully save lives. 
But we used it. After that, quickly 
Russia did an atom bomb. Then we did 
the hydrogen bomb. Russia did the hy-
drogen bomb. Then we did long-range 
bombers. They did long-range bombers. 
We put them on submarines, and they 

put them on submarines. In one— 
maybe two—instances, they beat us. 
With Sputnik, they beat us. In every 
other instance, the United States led. 
We were the first to put out the more 
sophisticated weaponry capacity. 

But what happened? Inevitably im-
mediately it may have taken we found 
ourselves in this race. The whole pur-
pose of the SALT talks and the START 
talks—now START I and START II— 
where we have the capacity to lower 
from 7,200 weapons down to the 3,500, is 
the notion that we have arrived at an 
equilibrium and we are prepared to 
ratchet down together to make the 
world safer. 

I say to my colleagues, very simply, 
if we can get China and Russia and our 
allies to understand that a mutual de-
ployment of a clearly verifiable, highly 
transparent system, mutually arrived 
at in protocol—if we can deploy that, 
all of us together, with a clear under-
standing of the reductions we are seek-
ing, that could be salutary in its ex-
traordinarily limited way. 

But if the United States insists on 
moving unilaterally, abrogating a trea-
ty, we will send a message to already 
paranoid hardliners in other countries 
that the United States once again 
wishes to have technological superi-
ority. That will drive them to respond 
as a matter of their security perception 
and as a matter of their politics, the 
same politics we have, where a bunch 
of people sit around and say: How can 
you allow them to do that? You are a 
weak leader. You had better respond. If 
you don’t respond, you are going to be 
thrown out of office. And they respond. 
What happens? We wind up spending 
trillions of dollars on something that 
takes us to a place that we will ulti-
mately decide is more dangerous than 
the place we are in today and from 
which we need to back off. 

Sam Nunn and DICK LUGAR, two of 
the most respected Senators—one 
former Member and one current Mem-
ber of this institution—have led this 
body in a well known effort to reduce 
the nuclear threat from the former So-
viet Union. We had distinguished bipar-
tisan testimony in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee a few weeks ago that 
we need some $30 billion more than we 
are allocating now just to reduce the 
threat of the nuclear missiles we are 
trying to dismantle in the former So-
viet Union. Yet we are talking about 
spending more than that to create a 
whole new round of mistrust and mis-
understanding. 

The President, yesterday, also 
stressed the fact that national missile 
defense is only one part of a com-
prehensive national security strategy. 
I could not agree more; it is. But let 
me underscore that missile defense will 
do nothing to address what the Pen-
tagon itself considers a much more 
likely and immediate threat to the 
American homeland from terrorists 
and from nonstate actors, who can 
quietly slip explosives into a building, 
unleash chemical weapons into a 
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crowded subway, or send a crude nu-
clear weapon into a busy harbor. 

I ask my colleagues: What do you 
think is the more likely scenario? Do 
you really believe that North Korea 
will leave the trail of a missile, a tar-
getable trail and send a missile to the 
United States, and like the sleeping 
giant that was awakened in Pearl Har-
bor, have us return the compliment, or 
do you believe if they were intent on 
doing injury to the United States, they 
would take a little bottle of anthrax 
and drop it in the water system in 
Washington, DC? 

What do you think is more likely? Do 
you think it is more likely perhaps 
that some rogue nation might say: 
Wait a minute, they have the ability to 
knock down our missile, so let’s put 
one of these illegally purchased weap-
ons in the marketplace—because we 
are not doing enough to stop prolifera-
tion internationally so they can go out 
and purchase a small nuclear weapon— 
and they bring it in on a rusty freight-
er under the Verrazano Bridge, and det-
onate a nuclear weapon just outside 
New York City. 

I would like to see us focus on those 
things that most threaten us, not cre-
ate these notions of false threat that 
require us to debate for hours to stop 
something that does not necessarily 
promise a very positive impact for the 
long-term interests of our Nation. 

Obviously, the President gave very 
few details yesterday because he can-
not. We do not have an architecture 
yet. We do not even have a budget yet. 
We do not even have enough successful 
tests yet to suggest we should be rap-
idly deploying and abrogating the ABM 
Treaty. What are we talking about? 

The President said he wants to pur-
sue technology that would allow us to 
intercept a ballistic missile at the 
boost phase when they are moving the 
slowest. I agree with that. In June of 
2000, I called on the previous adminis-
tration to explore the technology for a 
boost phase intercept system which 
would build on the current technology 
of the Army’s land-based THAAD and 
the Navy’s sea-based theater-wide de-
fense system to provide forward-de-
ployed defenses against both theater 
missile ballistic threats and long-range 
ballistic missile threats. 

I welcome President Bush’s commit-
ment to investing considerable re-
sources needed to make those systems 
capable of reaching the speeds nec-
essary to intercept an ICBM. A for-
ward-deployed boost phase intercept 
system would allow us to target rel-
atively small ballistic missile arsenals 
and shoot down a very few accidental 
or unauthorized launches. 

Deploying such a system, even 
though it might require amendments 
to the 1997 ABM Treaty Demarcation 
Agreement, would establish the line be-
tween theater missile defense systems 
that are not limited by the treaty and 
the strategic defenses that the treaty 
prescribes. 

In a nutshell, these agreements allow 
the United States to deploy and test 

the PAC–3, the THAAD, and the Navy 
theater-wide TMD systems, but they 
prohibit us from developing or testing 
capabilities that would enable these 
systems to shoot down ICBMs. 

Russia might not be happy about 
that, but I believe they would prefer 
that to a system that would really 
scrap the entire treaty and all the limi-
tations on strategic defenses that 
would come with it. 

I agree that the strategic situation 
we confront today is worlds apart from 
the one we faced in 1972, but nothing in 
this changed environment suggests 
that we will be better off by walking 
away from the ABM Treaty. If some-
how Russia and China are not per-
suaded by President Bush’s assurances 
that our missile defense system is not 
aimed at undermining their nuclear de-
terrent capabilities, and instead they 
perceive a growing threat to their in-
terests, they will act to counter that 
threat. We will not be safer if our NMD 
system focuses their energies on devel-
oping—and eventually selling—new 
ways to overwhelm our defenses. 

The ABM Treaty can be amended to 
reflect our changed security environ-
ment. But to abandon it all-together is 
to welcome an arms race that will 
make us more vulnerable, not less. 

The President made a point of an-
nouncing that he will begin high-level 
consultations with our allies about his 
plans for NMD and he stressed that he 
would seek real input from them as he 
moves forward. This is critical. Even if, 
as can be expected, our allies in Europe 
and Asia accept a U.S. NMD system, 
they have a lot at stake in how we de-
velop and deploy that system. The 
President must take their views into 
account as he determines what archi-
tecture he will pursue and the timing 
of deploying. Clearly, these are impor-
tant discussions that will require more 
than one or two cursory consultations. 

The administration must also pay 
close attention to our allies concerns 
about Russia. Because they are keenly 
aware that a fearful, insecure Russia is 
a dangerous Russia, they have consist-
ently stressed the importance of in-
cluding Moscow in our discussions on 
NMD. Let me be clear: the importance 
of working with Russia as we move for-
ward is not to suggest that Moscow has 
a veto over our missile defense plans. 
But we have an obligation to avoid uni-
lateral steps that will throw our al-
ready tenuous relations with Russia 
into further turmoil. Serious discus-
sions with Moscow on amending the 
ABM Treaty—even if they are not ulti-
mately successful—will allow us to 
move toward NMD deployment trans-
parently and with minimal provo-
cation. 

As with Russia, if an NMD decision is 
made absent serious discussions with 
China, the leadership in Beijing will 
perceive the deployment as at least 
partially directed at them. The Admin-
istration must try hard to reach a com-
mon understanding with China that 
there is a real threat from isolated re-

gimes bent on terrorism and accidental 
or unauthorized launches. The Clinton 
administration invested a great deal of 
time and diplomatic effort convincing 
Russia that the threat is real and it af-
fects us both. We must make the same 
effort with China. If we fail to take 
this task seriously, we will jeopardize 
stability in the Pacific. 

The President’s proposal on NMD 
lacks specifics and his intentions on 
the ABM Treaty are vague. He and his 
advisors know that the American peo-
ple will not support an expensive, inef-
fective NMD system, or one that comes 
at the expense of a Treaty that has 
made them safer over the last 20 years. 
So to sweeten the President’s bad news 
on these two issues, he promised— 
again without any detail—to unilater-
ally reduce the U.S. arsenal of stra-
tegic nuclear weapons. 

The proposal to unilaterally reduce 
U.S. nuclear stockpiles is an important 
and overdue first step toward reducing 
the nuclear danger. Unfortunately, be-
fore the President can make good on 
this promise, he will have to convince 
his Republican colleagues in the Con-
gress to repeal a provision in the FY 98 
Defense Department Authorization bill 
that prohibits the reduction of stra-
tegic nuclear delivery systems to levels 
below those established by the START 
I treaty. 

Senate Democrats have tried for the 
last three years to repeal this provi-
sion, which prevents exactly the kind 
of nuclear reduction President Bush 
has spoken about. But they have been 
stymied by a Republican leadership 
that believes the U.S. should not move 
to START II arms levels even though 
the Senate ratified that treaty in 
1996—before Russia has done so. 

I hope we can move immediately to 
repeal this prohibition and begin the 
process of cutting our strategic arsenal 
in half—from more than 7,000 warheads 
today to the 3,500 allowed under 
START II. While those reductions are 
underway, the President should imme-
diately proceed to talks with Russia on 
a START III agreement, which could 
bring our arsenal to below 2,000 war-
heads and codify similar, transparent, 
verifiable and irreversible reductions 
by Russia. 

Mr. President, for 40 years, the 
United States has led international ef-
forts to reduce and contain the danger 
from nuclear weapons. We can continue 
that leadership by exploiting our tech-
nological strengths to find a defense 
against ballistic missiles, and by ex-
tending that defense to our friends and 
allies. But we must not jeopardize sta-
bility in Europe and Asia by putting 
political ideology ahead of commit-
ments that have kept us safe for dec-
ades. 

f 

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for a few 
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minutes within my hour on the motion 
to proceed. 

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

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair and 
my colleagues. I will be brief. I see the 
Senator from Maryland is here, as well 
as others. 

Mr. President, I do not think there is 
a person in the Senate who does not 
view education as the single most im-
portant domestic priority this year. A 
number of us have been working for a 
long period of time to advance the dia-
log with respect to education. Indeed, a 
couple of years ago, we Democrats were 
prepared to move forward on the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 
We were prevented from doing so be-
cause, frankly, our colleagues on the 
other side, for political reasons, were 
unwilling to allow President Clinton to 
be the person who signed a bill that 
passed education reform in the coun-
try. 

Politics trumped real reform. Poli-
tics trumped, once again, the interests 
of young people in our country. 

I remember JOE LIEBERMAN, others, 
and myself talking for hours with Paul 
Coverdell, our late colleague, with 
Slade Gorton, and others trying to find 
the common ground so we could move 
forward on this critical issue. 

Here we are this year with Demo-
crats having moved in ways that many 
people would have argued they never 
would have moved previously. There 
has been a challenging of the ortho-
doxy that has governed the debate on 
education for a long period of time. So 
we have a consolidation of programs. 
We have an effort to deal in a realistic 
way with the problem of account-
ability. 

It used to be there were some pretty 
one-sided discussions. Some people on 
the other side of the aisle thought it 
was just good money chasing after bad, 
and so they did not even want to talk 
about resources. All the discussion was 
about an alternative to the public edu-
cation system—fundamentally, vouch-
ers. On this side there was fundamen-
tally only a discussion about school 
construction or class size. Nothing hap-
pened. Most important, nothing hap-
pened for our kids. The schools did not 
get much better, except in isolated in-
stances where extraordinary leadership 
managed to break through. 

The fact is that 90 percent of Amer-
ica’s children go to school in public 
schools. There are not enough vouchers 
and there are not enough private and 
parochial schools to offer enough 
choice to all of the students of this 
generation to get the education they 
need by alternatives. 

The bottom line is if 90 percent of 
America’s children go to school today 
in public schools, if we are going to 
have the workforce we need for the fu-
ture, but equally important, if we are 
going to have the skilled labor force we 
need, and much more important, if we 
are going to have young people who 
grow up to understand the obligations 

of citizenship, who have the capacity in 
an age of managing more information 
to be able to process the information 
and translate it into good civic activi-
ties, the acceptance of values, the ac-
ceptance of family responsibilities, the 
acceptance of community responsibil-
ities, then every student, indeed, better 
have the best of opportunities. 

I have joined with JOE LIEBERMAN, 
EVAN BAYH, MARY LANDRIEU, BLANCHE 
LINCOLN, JOHN BREAUX, TOM CARPER, 
and a host of Democrats in agreeing we 
have to change the dynamics of this de-
bate; that we need strict account-
ability; that we cannot put money into 
a school and allow it year after year as 
a consequence of some kind of reform 
to fail. But everybody in this institu-
tion knows there are countless commu-
nities in the United States of America 
that just cannot afford to do the ba-
sics. Property tax is what funds edu-
cation. Come to Lawrence, New Bed-
ford, or Holyoke, MA, or countless 
other communities in America where 
they don’t have the tax base, particu-
larly through the property tax, where 
people are on fixed incomes trying to 
hang on to a home and cannot afford 
higher property rates. In many States, 
there are limits on what can be raised 
on the property tax—mine among 
them. 

The question is, how do we provide 
adequate numbers of teachers to have a 
class size where a teacher can actually 
cope with children? How do we keep 
school doors open into the evening if 
the community can’t pay the 
custodians or the additional teachers 
or have remedial classes? How do we 
put in the technology if they can’t af-
ford to buy it? 

The bottom line is, we have put in 
place in this bill an enormous change, 
a sea change, in how we are prepared to 
try to encourage accountability, to en-
courage reform and encourage change. 
But we cannot do it if there isn’t an 
adequate commitment of resources for 
IDEA, the greatest burden we hear 
principals talk about in schools, to the 
capacity to be able to have a teacher 
for certain classes. We have some 
schools where 80 percent of the chil-
dren in the school do not have an alge-
bra teacher. Teachers are teaching out 
of field. 

Test students all you want, but if 
they do not get the fundamentals, they 
will be in deficit from the beginning. 

This is a choice for the Senate. Ei-
ther we fund education reform to the 
degree that will empower it to actually 
take place or we will invite an incred-
ible new round of cynicism. We will 
pass something and call it reform, and 
teachers and parents across the coun-
try will say: Thank God, reform at 
last. It is coming. But if you don’t em-
power them to be able to do it, you can 
see the next wave of discussion. It will 
be: The public schools have failed; they 
did not live up to the expectations. We 
gave them the opportunity, and they 
didn’t make it. Now it is alternatives. 

I am not going to buy into, as I think 
many of my colleagues will not buy 

into, a false equation of reform. We in-
sist there be adequate funding of those 
communities that simply do not have 
the ability to be able to make the dif-
ference. That is the best of what the 
Federal Government exists for in the 
sense we assert a national priority, 
something in the interest of everybody 
in this country—educating our kids, 
making sure they have values, making 
sure they are in safe communities, 
where they can grow up to full citizen-
ship. We share the capacity of our 
country to be able to guarantee that no 
child is left behind. 

In the budget that President Bush 
has presented, with only a 5 percent in-
crease in disadvantaged children’s 
funding, how can one possibly live up 
to that promise? This is not a political 
fight. This is not a political food fight. 
This is not just Washington somehow 
being the same. 

I respect President Bush’s effort to 
change the tone and be bipartisan. 
Right now, the only bipartisanship has 
been movement on our side of the aisle 
to consolidate the programs, to move 
toward a more sensible regime for ac-
countability. The question we are ask-
ing is, where is the bipartisanship on 
the other side of the aisle that moves 
toward us with respect to this critical 
element of funding? 

You can have accountability, but if 
you don’t have adequate funding to 
make it happen, it is a complete sham 
and waste of time. Likewise, we believe 
you can have a lot of money but if you 
don’t have the accountability, it is 
equally a sham and waste of time. If we 
are prepared to change the dynamic 
and provide this country with edu-
cation reform it deserves, we must be 
prepared to adequately fund the reform 
effort. 

I reserve the balance of my hour, and 
I ask unanimous consent I be per-
mitted to speak again within the hour, 
if necessary. 

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

The distinguished Senator from 
Maryland is recognized. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on the motion to proceed to 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, and I yield myself 15 min-
utes. 

I hope we will proceed. I intend to 
vote for the motion to proceed so we 
can get on the bill and get serious in 
the Senate about addressing the com-
pelling human needs that exist in 
America’s public schools. 

I believe education is the most im-
portant crucial rung in our Nation’s 
opportunity ladder. During the coming 
days, we will discuss how we can 
strengthen this opportunity ladder. 
The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act is only the first step. It sets 
the framework for reform, and also it 
will establish how we will address our 
public education. 

We do need reform in our public 
schools, and at the same time we need 
to have the resources to put the re-
forms into action. However, if we put 
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the reforms on the Federal law books 
but do not put the resources in the 
Federal checkbook, this will be a hol-
low opportunity. 

There are some on my side of the 
aisle who question whether we should 
embark upon testing. First, I stand 
squarely in the corner of supporting 
the concept of accountability. I also 
stand squarely in the corner of sup-
porting testing, but making sure the 
Federal Government does pay the bill. 

In the State of Maryland, we have 
had testing for more than a decade. 
Testing enabled us to provide an inven-
tory of where our schools were, what 
schools needed intervention and what 
type of intervention. 

I view testing like a CAT scan. It 
gives an inventory of where the prob-
lems might be and identifies other 
areas of potential problems. I believe 
we should proceed with testing and 
also aggressively fight for the re-
sources. At the same time, we should 
not hold up on getting an inventory of 
where we are. 

In keeping with this principle, I sup-
port six priorities for educational re-
form. One is something I am calling 
‘‘digital opportunity.’’ I know the Pre-
siding Officer is deeply troubled about 
the need to have more people educated 
in math, science and technology in 
order to meet our growing national se-
curity needs. The Rudman-Hart report 
clearly indicates we need to have chil-
dren technologically competent, not 
only for the new economy but also for 
the new security threats facing the 
United States of America. Issues such 
as cyberterrorism are an example of 
why we need to make the availability 
of educational technology a priority. 

I worked very hard to have a series of 
amendments creating digital oppor-
tunity. One, a national goal that every 
child be computer literate by the time 
they finish the eighth grade. I enjoyed 
bipartisan support on this issue in the 
committee and it passed. To make the 
goal a reality, I offered an amendment 
to make technology funds more robust 
and more effective. The BEST bill au-
thorizing $1 billion for education tech-
nology. 

The new technology block grant that 
President Bush is advocating is some-
thing I will support because it will 
mean the programs will no longer be 
scattered through the Department of 
Education. As we are dealing with the 
scattered problem, we also have to deal 
with the skimpy problem and make 
sure we have the funds for hardware, 
software, and teacher training. 

I know, also, we are not considering 
the e-rate in ESEA. Sometimes in leg-
islation the best thing we can do is do 
no harm. The Bush administration 
talked about eliminating the E-rate or 
consolidating the E-rate with ESEA 
technology programs. I am pleased 
that in our discussion with the White 
House they clarified the E-rate will be 
a subject of further discussion in the 
future. I am a big supporter of the E 
rate. I hope we do not change it. 

A weakness in the bill is that it fo-
cuses entirely on schools and not 
enough on the communities where chil-
dren learn. Everybody does not en-
tirely learn in school. Many people 
learn in structured afterschool activi-
ties and in the community. This is why 
I will offer an amendment on commu-
nity tech centers, to establish 1,000 
community tech centers, throughout 
the United States of America. That 
means that they can be run by non-
profits including the Boys and Girls 
Clubs, faith-based organizations, and 
Latino heritage organizations. Let’s 
get tech into the community. In some 
instances our children are in schools 
that are so dated they cannot be wired. 
We want to make sure our kids are 
wired for the future. 

We also need to focus on teachers, re-
cruiting the best, training the best, 
and retaining the best. I am pleased 
the education bill authorizes almost $3 
billion for teacher training. At the 
same time, we could use more. I believe 
we need at least $2 billion more for 
teacher training to bring them into the 
classroom and also to upgrade their 
skills. 

Another priority I believe we need to 
focus on is smaller class size. Everyone 
will tell you we do need smaller class 
sizes. I will be supporting Senator 
MURRAY’s effort to continue to try to 
hire 100,000 new teachers for our class-
rooms. 

Coming back to where children learn, 
I support structured afterschool activi-
ties. Children need structured after-
school activities where they can learn, 
have fun, and be safe. In many of these 
neighborhoods this is absolutely cru-
cial. 

Speaking of safety, this then takes 
us to school modernization. The aver-
age school in the United States of 
America is 42 years old. Many of them 
are crumbling. Many are dated. Some 
are even dangerous. We really need to 
work out how we can be a partner with 
State and local governments on the im-
provement of schools to modernize 
those facilities. 

The other area where we also need to 
keep our commitment is on funding for 
IDEA, the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act. The Federal Govern-
ment passed, some years ago, a man-
date that local school districts are sup-
posed to come up with individual edu-
cation plans for children who are dis-
abled. We promised them if they did 
that, they would get 40 percent of the 
cost from the Federal Government. 
Guess what. We only provide about 15 
percent. In Maryland it’s 9 percent. I 
believe we should keep the policy, but 
let’s really, now, meet that mandate. If 
over the next 3 years we could work 
every year to increase the funding for 
IDEA, the money would go right into 
the school districts. It would help the 
local communities. It would alleviate a 
lot of the financial pressure on the 
state and locals to serve our special 
kids, without us becoming the school-
marm or chairman of the school board 
in local school districts. 

These are the issues on which I look 
forward to working. I believe we can 
move the bill on a bipartisan basis. 
Let’s have reform with resources so we 
can have results. Those are the three 
R’s I want: Reform, resources, and re-
sults. Let’s get our kids and our coun-
try ready for the 21st century. We have 
made great progress in the past, and I 
know we can do so in the future. 

I yield the floor. I yield back any 
time I may not have consumed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to be recognized on 
the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. The minority has 16 
minutes 6 seconds remaining. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I listened closely to the eloquent 
comments of our colleague from Mas-
sachusetts this morning. It was his late 
brother, President Kennedy, in 1962, 
who said in a message to the 87th Con-
gress: ‘‘A child miseducated is a child 
lost.’’ 

Today, nearly four decades later, 
these words ring truer than ever. Far 
too many of our children, particularly 
poor and minority children, remain 
miseducated today despite efforts over 
the years to strengthen and reform 
America’s public schools. The latest 
tests by the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress, for example, 
showed that only 32 percent of our Na-
tion’s fourth graders were proficient or 
better in reading and more than one- 
third of the fourth graders read below 
basic minimum standards. That is un-
acceptable, especially today, when the 
consequences of such poor performance 
have never been greater. 

In this era of rapid technological 
change, business and industry require 
highly skilled, highly educated work-
ers. If we fail to improve our school 
systems, many of our young people will 
be locked out of well-paid jobs and de-
nied opportunities to succeed in a 
changing global economy. We cannot 
deny them that opportunity, nor can 
we deny this Nation the talent and 
skills it needs to grow and prosper. 
This 107th Congress must lead so no 
child is left behind. 

As for their leadership thus far, I 
wish to compliment many of our col-
leagues who have engaged in tough and 
bipartisan negotiations aimed at ensur-
ing that we adequately address our Na-
tion’s educational priorities. The ad-
ministration has proposed one plan, 
and some parts of it are very good. 
They are certainly in step with the re-
forms many of us have advocated in 
the past—particularly as I tried to ar-
ticulate in this last election cycle in 
Florida. But other parts of the admin-
istration’s plan are seriously flawed or 
are grossly underfunded. At the outset 
we must decide to put partisan inter-
ests aside and do what is right for our 
children. 

By the way, more than 90 percent of 
our children attend public schools. We 
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must debate and resolve the important 
issues that still separate us, keeping in 
mind our common goal of giving every 
child the opportunity to succeed, not 
only in school but also in life. 

The teachers and public schools in 
Melbourne, FL, along with my parents, 
gave me my start and instilled in me a 
lifelong love of learning. Public ele-
mentary and secondary schools gave 
me the opportunity to go on to college 
and to law school, and to serve in the 
Army and the Florida legislature and 
the U.S. House of Representatives. 
That public school education also al-
lowed me to serve as Florida’s State 
treasurer and as a member of the State 
cabinet, as a member of the State 
board of education, overseeing public 
education. Now I have the privilege of 
being here as a Member of the Senate. 

I am forever indebted to my teachers 
and to those schools. Those schools 
were good ones, located in a growing, 
prospering community along the east 
coast of Florida. I was blessed. As we 
know and as the recent reading scores 
demonstrate, not every child is that 
fortunate. Too many of them come 
from broken families, too busy putting 
food on the table to worry about the 
absence of books in their homes. Too 
many attend failing schools in failing 
neighborhoods, or crumbling schools 
with overcrowded classrooms. Too 
many have outdated textbooks, insuffi-
cient numbers of books to go around, 
and tired teachers who believe they 
lack the support they need. 

Thanks to economic growth and the 
fiscal discipline imposed by the Con-
gress, we now have a unique oppor-
tunity this session to help our States 
and local school districts address these 
problems. We have an opportunity not 
only to provide more of the financial 
help needed but also to ensure that 
those dollars help produce a better edu-
cation for our children. We must not 
squander that opportunity now. 

I am encouraged that the White 
House has emphasized education. I also 
am encouraged that progress has been 
made in the negotiations so that we 
can give the States and school districts 
greater flexibility on spending while 
also holding them more accountable 
for results. These are goals we all 
share. 

I am confident that we can resolve 
our remaining differences on this legis-
lation and work out the details on how 
best to achieve those goals that we 
share. But I am also convinced that the 
administration’s commitment to leave 
no child behind will be nothing more 
than an empty slogan unless we bolster 
it with sufficient resources needed to 
get the job done. Reform without re-
sources is not reform. 

In this regard, the President’s de-
mand for excessive tax cuts contradicts 
his pledge to do right by America’s 
schoolchildren. I believe that it would 
be reckless to risk a return to the an-
nual budget deficits that you and I, Mr. 
President, experienced in the 1980s and 
return to mounting national debt by 

committing this Nation to a tax cut 
that could overwhelm the projected 
surplus. It is a tax cut that is said to be 
$1.6 trillion, but in a real estimate of 
what it would cost in terms of deficit 
reduction, it is $2.5 trillion. It would be 
reckless to use the surplus for that in-
stead of investing any increase in Fed-
eral education over the next 10 years. 
The White House claimed its proposed 
budget would provide an 11.5 percent 
increase for education in the coming 
fiscal year. But the real increase would 
be half that amount, and could leave 
the States with unfunded mandates, 
something the Congress in 1995 vowed 
that it would never do—put unfunded 
mandates on the States. 

If we are truly to leave no child be-
hind, then we can do a whole lot better. 
We must do better. 

In my view, there is no higher pri-
ority than providing a first-rate edu-
cation for the children in our public 
school systems. Our Federal Govern-
ment, which now provides just 7 per-
cent of the money for all of our schools 
nationally, ought to provide a larger 
investment for school construction, for 
dropout prevention, for smaller and 
safer classes, for teachers who are both 
well trained and well paid, and for pro-
grams that assist children with pre-
school education and afterschool care. 

The amendments we adopted last 
month in our Senate budget resolution 
would strengthen the Federal invest-
ment in public education and children 
with disabilities by more than $250 bil-
lion over the next decade. We can also 
help failing schools succeed by 
strengthening our programs for dis-
advantaged children and targeting ad-
ditional Federal money to needy stu-
dents and to the poorest schools, some 
represented by the distinguished Sen-
ator who honors me with his presence 
here, the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia. 

Along with increased support, the 
education bill that Congress enacts 
this year should provide for greater ac-
countability. It should condition future 
help on academic performance stand-
ards set by the States and measured by 
testing students yearly and uniformly 
within each State. 

We also need to ensure that the 
States set meaningful standards and 
measure real progress. 

We can do all of this in part by using 
the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress tests of fourth and 
eighth grade students and as a way to 
audit the results of the yearly State 
reading and math tests that would be 
provided under this bill in grades three 
through eight. 

So the States do their thing, with 
their own accountability, but we then 
will have a national measure, a stand-
ard by which to compare the States 
with the National Assessment of Edu-
cation Progress test. This will then en-
able us to confirm that Federal dollars 
were well spent. 

Parents have an important role to 
play. They are entitled to timely re-

port cards from their school districts 
on the performance of their children’s 
schools, not just their individual 
child’s report card. If, despite our best 
efforts, a school continues to fail, they 
ought to have a choice so their kids are 
not trapped in failure. But when the 
Nation’s taxpayers are paying for it, 
the choice ought to involve public 
schools, and not private ones, if it is 
public school money. 

I believe our negotiations are on the 
right track for providing options for 
transfers to charter schools, magnet 
schools, or other schools within a dis-
trict, or for extra help from outside tu-
toring to summer school. 

I want to make sure that we don’t di-
vert public school tax dollars to pri-
vate schools through vouchers. We 
need to improve public schools that 
perform poorly. We don’t need to aban-
don them. As we make our schools and 
local school systems accountable, we 
also need to give them more control 
and greater flexibility to use the Fed-
eral funds in ways that better meet 
local needs. I believe that we can con-
solidate programs and cut bureaucratic 
strings without sacrificing those Fed-
eral initiatives that are an essential 
part of the solution. 

For example, we know that children 
learn better in smaller classes. Why in 
the world would we want to abandon 
our national commitment to reducing 
class size, to building new schools and 
renovating the old ones if we know 
that creates an environment in which 
children can better learn? We can do 
better. 

In February, I joined with 10 other 
Senators in introducing the Public 
Education Reinvestment, Reinvention, 
and Responsibility Act, which we call 
the three Rs. Its aim is to streamline 
the Federal role in education and 
eliminate some of the bureaucratic 
strings that hinder local school dis-
tricts. Its goal is to establish a clear 
national priority to ensure that every 
child has a chance at a quality edu-
cation. These priorities include—and 
let’s think about these; they are com-
mon sense—closing the achievement 
gap between poor and more affluent 
children; helping immigrant children 
learn English; improving teacher qual-
ity; reducing class size in the early 
grades; spurring innovative practices; 
and promoting choice within the public 
school framework. 

I am pleased that many of our pro-
posals are now embraced in the com-
mittee bill that is now pending before 
us. As our deliberations proceed, I will 
be fighting to ensure that they receive 
adequate funding. 

We must succeed in this endeavor. 
Failure is not an option. We cannot af-
ford to abandon our young people. In 
the long run, such failure would be far 
more costly than investing in quality 
education for all of our children. 

Let us make sure that no child is 
miseducated, and let us make sure that 
no child is lost. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia for being kind 
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enough to be interested and to be on 
the floor as I present my maiden 
speech on education. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the distinguished Senator has ex-
pired. The time of the minority has ex-
pired. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from 
Florida may have 3 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair and thank the distinguished 
Senator from Florida for yielding. I 
thank him for the thoughtful remarks 
he has just made. I heard him as I was 
in my office, and I came to the floor be-
cause I knew I would hear something 
worth listening to. I gave some time to 
the Senator from Florida. I am very 
impressed with his dedication to his 
Senate duties, and I appreciate his love 
for the Senate. I am going to have a 
few remarks later concerning edu-
cation and our schools and this legisla-
tion. I will want to scan very care-
fully—perhaps it would not be scan-
ning—I will want to study very care-
fully the words of the Senator from 
Florida before I make my own re-
marks. 

I thank him for his contribution to 
the Senate and for his contribution to 
the debate on this extremely important 
subject. I look forward to reading his 
comments and hearing him from time 
to time. It is a pleasure to work with 
him. 

(Mrs. CLINTON assumed the chair.) 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 

President, just in the remaining mo-
ment, I say to the Senator from West 
Virginia what a tremendous role model 
he has been to all of us new Senators, 
including the Senator now presiding in 
the chair. What a tremendous pillar of 
historical example he has been in car-
rying forth the traditions of the Senate 
and imparting those traditions to the 
new Senators, and then in his vision 
for the future to keep alive those tradi-
tions. 

I have been so educated sitting in 
this Chamber listening to Senator 
BYRD bring in the history of the world 
to make his point on a particular argu-
ment in which he might be engaged. He 
recalls to mind, for me, the great ora-
tors who have been in this Chamber. 
Again, that is another part of he being 
a wonderful role model for all of the 
new Senators. 

So I am eternally grateful, and I am 
especially honored that he would think 
me worthy of coming and listening to 
my comments today on education. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator for his 
generous and overly charitable re-
marks. I thank him very much. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the next 

30 minutes of postcloture debate be 
equally divided between the majority 
and Senator HOLLINGS from the minor-
ity and that the time be deducted from 
each individual Senator as provided 
under rule XXII. 

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

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I 
am waiting for one of our Senators. In 
the meantime, let me again say how 
important it is that we move on with 
what we started to do in this Chamber. 
We have been working on the education 
bill now for a very long time. The com-
mittee has done a great deal of work. 
But we find ourselves now sort of post-
poning consideration of the bill. This is 
the third time I have been in this 
Chamber today to ask for another hour 
of postcloture activity. 

The time has come, certainly, for us 
to begin consideration of the bill, to 
begin to move forward, to begin to talk 
about those areas of disagreement, and 
to begin to offer the amendments that 
need to be considered. 

I think, clearly, this bill is one of the 
most important issues on which we will 
be working. We have talked for a long 
time about the need for accountability. 
We have talked for a very long time 
about the need for additional funding. 
We have talked a long time about the 
flexibility that should exist when we 
have Federal money going to local and 
State governments so that there can be 
enough changes made to allow for the 
differences that exist in communities. 
Certainly that is important. 

We have talked a lot about how we 
need to help teachers become more effi-
cient and more effective in that they 
are the most important aspect of edu-
cation. 

We have talked about parental choice 
so that students can move between 
public schools in the various commu-
nities at the choice of the parent. Cer-
tainly that is an important item. 

There will never be agreement on all 
these things among all of us, but cer-
tainly it is an issue with which we have 
to proceed. I look forward to that. 

Madam President, I yield the floor to 
my friend from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank the Chair 
and thank the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming for his leadership in 
this debate. 

Madam President, I will just take a 
few moments to again speak on the 
very important issue of education and 
the legislation we have pending before 
us, and to urge my colleagues to sup-
port the motion to proceed. 

I believe we have spent close to a 
week—perhaps more than a week— 
talking about education without hav-
ing yet taken a single vote on an 
amendment. 

I believe this issue is of such great 
importance that while we do not want 
to shortchange the amount of time we 
spend on this issue, and while we do 
not want to short circuit the process, 

we also do not want to become victims 
of the process. 

I saw last year where we spent weeks 
on the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, and where we had other 
items of important business that would 
interrupt the education debate, and 
where we would return to the edu-
cation debate, and while there was 
never a formal filibuster, the effect 
last year was to have a filibuster by 
amendment and by process, so that ex-
traneous amendments prevented us 
from ever getting a final vote on the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act and the reauthorization of this im-
portant bill. The losers, as always, are 
the American people and, more criti-
cally, the children of this country. 

I urge my colleagues to allow us to 
proceed with the bill. I know there are 
good-faith negotiations occurring on 
important subjects. I have been in-
volved in those. I think they are in 
good faith. I applaud the efforts that 
are ongoing. But we have spent a long 
time on this issue. The differences now 
are fairly small, whether it be in fund-
ing or whether it be in policy. It is 
critically important that we go ahead 
and proceed to consider the bill and 
begin the process of offering amend-
ments and debating this issue. 

The process of what occurred in the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee and the bill that was 
voted out of that committee, as well as 
the bipartisan policy agreements that 
have been reached through negotia-
tions, have produced, I suspect, 95-per-
cent agreement now on policy. In both 
of these instances—both the committee 
and the negotiated agreement—we 
have taken a tremendous step forward 
in education in this country and have 
made a tremendous move toward real 
educational reform. 

Let me mention a few of the areas. 
Let’s reiterate them again. We must 
have accountability in educational re-
form. To pour billions of dollars more 
into the Federal contribution to edu-
cate our children without requiring 
real accountability would not only be 
foolhardy but would be a waste of tax-
payers’ dollars. So we must have ac-
countability. 

The bill that is before us—the nego-
tiations and what has resulted from 
those negotiations—brings us real ac-
countability, and it transforms the 
way we have thought about account-
ability for the last 35 years. What it 
has been in the past has been asking 
the local schools, local education au-
thorities: Are you spending the money 
the way we prescribed that you spend 
it? That is what we have defined as ac-
countability. Did you fill out the pa-
perwork correctly? Did you cross the 
t’s correctly? Did you dot the i’s cor-
rectly? Did you spend it the way we 
prescribed you to spend it? 

Whether it made good sense locally 
or not, whether it was in the best inter-
est of the children or not, if it con-
formed with what we in Washington be-
lieved was the right way to spend it, we 
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said, then that is accountability. You 
have met the accountability require-
ments. 

We have changed that and gone in a 
whole new direction. We have said 
every child ought to be tested every 
year. We ought to know whether or not 
children are learning. We are taking a 
giant step away from how old are you, 
what grade should you be in, have we 
shuffled you through the system, to 
what do you know. 

I have heard the critics of testing and 
the testing proposals. Testing is by no 
means perfect, but I ask my colleagues, 
is there a better way to measure what 
children know? The answer is, of 
course, no. That is the best tool we 
have to know whether or not children 
are progressing academically, whether 
or not they should be moved ahead and 
promoted. That is very important. If 
you are going to have real account-
ability, you must not only measure 
through testing; there must be con-
sequences to those schools that are not 
teaching, that are not succeeding, that 
are not preparing their students to go 
out into the workplace and compete in 
this global economy. 

Under this bill, there are real con-
sequences for those schools that will 
not teach and will not change. Yes, ad-
ditional resources; yes, additional help, 
but in the end, if a school will not 
change and it will not teach and the 
children are being trapped in a school 
that is handicapping their future, then 
we say, in this legislation, there should 
be consequences to those schools. 

The best consequence, the best way 
you hold schools accountable is to en-
sure that parents have greater choices. 
Yes, after schools are given an oppor-
tunity to improve and to address the 
shortcomings of failing schools, and 
still they do not make the changes, 
then we would say parents should have 
the right to take those children and 
move them to the public school of their 
choice. I would prefer that the choices 
be expanded, but in the bill before us at 
least there is the expansion of parental 
choice in the sense that they can go to 
another public school. Competition is 
good in any sector in our economy. It 
is good in business and in education. 
The public schools will be better when 
that element of competition is in-
jected. 

The evidence is overwhelming, 
whether you look at Milwaukee, WI, or 
whether you look at the State of Flor-
ida, that where you have competition, 
you have improvement in the public 
schools. 

We recently heard from the Mil-
waukee superintendent of schools, the 
longest choice program in the Nation. 
His testimony was that the public 
schools in Milwaukee are better today 
because of the choice element, because 
parents of low-income children have 
the right to take those children and 
move them into a private, public, paro-
chial, or charter school where they 
have a whole range of options; that 
choice has made the public school sys-

tem better. We suggest in this legisla-
tion that real consequences mean 
greater parental choice. 

We also say that where a school will 
not change and will not teach, those 
parents should be able to find supple-
mental services to assist in the edu-
cation of their children. Parents should 
not be forced to sacrifice the future of 
their children because they happen to 
be in a school that will not make the 
academic investment in those children. 

We say, yes, if a parent has children 
who are in a school that after years 
does not improve and is still not doing 
the job, is still a failing school, the 
parents ought to be able to take those 
children to a Sylvan Learning Center 
or they should be able, with their title 
I dollars, to hire a tutor. They ought to 
be able to take that portion of the Fed-
eral contribution to local education 
and ensure that their children are not 
sacrificed in a failing system. 

Accountability is a huge part of the 
legislation that is before the Senate 
and that I hope we will begin voting on 
soon. 

A second aspect of this legislation is 
the consolidation that occurs. One of 
the frustrations of local educators for 
many years has been the plethora of 
programs that we have created at the 
Federal level, oftentimes well in-
tended, oftentimes with a very good 
purpose in mind, and frequently never 
funded by the Federal Government, 
just authorized without any funding. 
Sometimes when we question officials 
at the Department of Education about 
how many programs they have, it is 
very difficult to get a clear, unequivo-
cal answer. They simply don’t know 
how many programs are under their ju-
risdiction that have been created 
through the years, since the depart-
ment was established, authorized, some 
funded, some not funded, some having 
wilted away but still on the books. 
They don’t know how many programs 
there are. 

We know that while it has been re-
peated frequently during the debate on 
education that we contribute between 7 
and 9 percent of the local school’s 
budget from the Federal Government, 
we contribute about 50 percent of the 
paperwork with which local educators 
are required to comply. That is prob-
ably the best gauge of how many Fed-
eral mandates accompany that 7 to 9 
percent of the funding at the local 
level. 

What the President has suggested 
and what the committee has produced 
in the committee deliberations is a bill 
that consolidates this plethora of Fed-
eral programs into a more manageable, 
more simple stream of funding for the 
local schools. The funding is still there 
but, as a result, there is far greater 
flexibility than there has been in the 
past because we have consolidated 
these many programs. 

That is something that needs to be 
done. Local educators acknowledge 
that. Yes, every program has a con-
stituency. When we try to consolidate, 

to eliminate, we hear from those con-
stituencies. But let the educators of 
this country realize, there is no reduc-
tion in funding. In fact, the funding is 
dramatically increased in this legisla-
tion. 

The flexibility for local educators to 
use those resources in the area they 
feel is most essential for local edu-
cational reform is enhanced under this 
legislation. Whether that is class size 
reduction, hiring more teachers, 
whether it is tutors, school nurses, 
whether it would be a form of merit 
pay, paying the best teachers more, en-
hanced flexibility would be there for 
these local educators under this legis-
lation. So consolidation is a very im-
portant part of what we are doing in 
this education reform. 

Then what I hope comes out of the 
ongoing negotiations is a form of the 
President’s proposal regarding charter 
States. This was a bold initiative that 
President Bush campaigned on and 
spoke eloquently about and that has 
been whittled down and whittled down 
and diminished and deluded, but there 
is a form of it still remaining. We are 
talking about perhaps seven States as 
a demonstration project with perhaps 
25 local educational authorities or 
school districts that would be given the 
option of applying for this new status 
created called charter States. In last 
year’s deliberations, we called it the 
Straight A’s Program. 

The concept is we will give States 
broad new flexibility to consolidate 
streams of funding and to make local 
education reforms in exchange for 
strict accountability standards. 

The concept of charter schools has 
for years been used successfully across 
the country. That is why they are in-
creasing in number. We say to a char-
ter school: You have a waiver in effect 
from local and State education require-
ments in exchange for results we ex-
pect from what you are doing in that 
charter school. If it works at the local 
school, why shouldn’t it work if we 
give States, the laboratories of democ-
racy, that kind of flexibility. So States 
would be given a new element of free-
dom and flexibility in exchange for a 
performance agreement with the De-
partment of Education and the Sec-
retary of Education as to what they in-
tend to accomplish and how they in-
tend to accomplish it and ensuring 
that there is going to be increased an-
nual yearly progress. 

That is a good deal for schools; it is 
a good deal for States; and it is a good 
deal for the American people. There 
will be a little bit of that proposal that 
survives so that a few States can apply, 
and a few States will be willing to try 
it, to break out of the old mold. The re-
sult will be an example that a lot of 
other States will want to try in the fu-
ture. 

I commend the President for his 
strong emphasis upon early childhood 
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education and particularly his empha-
sis upon reading programs, his willing-
ness to triple funding for reading pro-
grams. So often the tragedy of shuf-
fling children through the system all 
begins in kindergarten and first grade 
and second grade, where the foundation 
is not adequately laid. The President’s 
emphasis upon reading is to be com-
mended and is an important part of 
this legislation as well. 

One aspect that I and my staff have 
been involved in, that will not get a lot 
of attention but is going to be a very 
significant step, is the change that is 
made in the bilingual education pro-
gram. 

Historically, that has been a com-
petitive grant program. Many States 
that have had growing minority popu-
lations—particularly—in the State of 
Arkansas, with a growing population 
have received almost nil under the cur-
rent system. Because of the changes 
made in the legislation, we will not 
only have increased funding nation-
wide, but we will have a formula that 
will benefit many of these States such 
as Arkansas and Alabama, and many of 
the rural States that have fared so 
poorly under the past approach on bi-
lingual education. In addition, there 
will be emphasis—in fact, a require-
ment—on teaching English in these 
programs. 

This is a huge step in the proper di-
rection of reform. I know my colleague, 
Senator BOND, is on the floor. I am 
anxious to hear what he has to say on 
this subject. Senator BOND has been in-
volved in education for years. 

I will conclude by addressing an issue 
that we have heard repeatedly on the 
floor, and we are going to hear a lot 
more about it in the next couple weeks, 
and that is the issue of spending. For 
those who say this is an unfunded man-
date upon the States, for those who say 
it is unconscionable to do education re-
form without fully funding the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act, I 
just say: Where have you been? This is 
the first time that the Republican Sen-
ate, with a Republican Congress and 
with a Republican President, has had 
an opportunity to reauthorize the 
ESEA. Historically, with a Democrat 
President and Democrat Congress, the 
funding increases when ESEA has been 
reauthorized, have been between 5 and 
6 percent. So to demand that the only 
way you will support education reform 
is if there is a full commitment to 
funding ESEA for the next so many 
years is really disingenuous. 

The President has made a strong 
commitment to dramatic increases in 
education funding—in fact, more than 
in any other Cabinet department—and 
has been willing to move even higher 
on those numbers in the negotiation 
process across the aisle. 

So I just plead with my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle that we not 
allow a bogus debate on funding to dis-
tract us from the very important task 
of giving the children of this country 
and the families of this country the 

kind of education reform they deserve, 
and that will truly put meaning behind 
what has become a very popular 
phrase—‘‘leaving no child behind.’’ We 
are leaving them behind today. We 
have an opportunity to leave far fewer 
behind. Every child can learn if given 
the opportunity and the expectations. 

This legislation, through account-
ability and flexibility, testing require-
ments, through increased funding, does 
many good things in moving us in the 
right direction toward greater edu-
cational opportunity for every child in 
America. I hope that we get on with it, 
get on the bill, and pass the bill and 
send it to the President, who has been 
a dynamic leader on education reform 
in this country. 

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

ator from Missouri is recognized. 
Mr. BOND. Madam President, I know 

I am out of order, but I do not see a 
representative from the other side. I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
allowed to proceed out of order for up 
to 8 minutes. 

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

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I rise 
today to support President Bush’s edu-
cation initiative and S. 1, the Better 
Education for Students and Teachers 
Act. As a new member of the Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee I have been involved in the tre-
mendous bipartisan progress that has 
been made in Congress thus far on pub-
lic education reform. I look forward to 
the swift conclusion of the debate, the 
signing ceremony that will take place, 
but most importantly—the improve-
ments to public education that will re-
sult to ensure that ‘‘no child is left be-
hind.’’ 

It is obvious that the American pub-
lic places improvement of our public 
education system as a top priority. 
Parents and communities are aware of 
the same statistics that have been pro-
vided to us. Our children are not read-
ing at the basic level. Too many stu-
dents never graduate from high school. 
U.S. students lag behind too many 
countries in science and math. Our 
higher education institutions are 
spending too much money on remedial 
education and businesses have to spend 
billions of dollars teaching their em-
ployees what the schools did not teach 
them. 

I believe there is agreement that edu-
cation, while a national priority, is a 
responsibility and obligation of the 
state and local communities. The edu-
cation of our children has always been 
carried out and implemented at the 
local level. The American public is in-
terested in the debate here in Wash-
ington, but they understand what real-
ly matters is what takes place in the 
schools and classrooms around the 
country—not the Senate or House 
floors. 

The decisions that are going to im-
prove children in a particular school 
district are going to be made by the 

teachers, parents, school board mem-
bers, and administrators who know the 
names of the children, know their prob-
lems, know their opportunities. 

Every single one of us have a vested 
interest in the success of today’s gen-
eration and future generations of 
youth in this country. Therefore, we 
have a vested interest in the improve-
ment of our public education system. 

For many decades Congress has de-
bated numerous education issues, in-
cluding the federal role and federal 
funding. Even after the completion of 
this specific debate, discussions and de-
bates will continue. The debates con-
tinue because we are constantly seek-
ing ways to improve upon our public 
education system. 

However, we must be careful. One of 
the main reasons that I support Presi-
dent Bush’s plan and S. 1 is because it 
streamlines and consolidates many of 
the countless individual education pro-
grams that exist. We have all read the 
reports and have heard several col-
leagues talk about the 760 education 
programs scattered throughout 39 dif-
ferent federal agencies. According to 
the Education Commission of the 
States, ‘‘In the 1999–2000 budget, the 
federal government spent almost $44 
billion on elementary and secondary 
education programs. This funding was 
spread across 35 different education 
programs in 15 different federal depart-
ments.’’ 

All the programs that exist today 
were started with good intentions. 
Some I have advocated and numerous 
others I have supported. All along, all 
of us have tried to do the right thing. 
But—what have they gotten us? 

Today, our good intentions have got-
ten us burdensome regulations, un-
funded mandates, and unwanted med-
dling. Parents, teachers, and local 
school officials have less and less con-
trol over what happens in the class-
room. The myriad of federal education 
programs make the jobs of our school 
administrators and teachers harder 
than they should be. Teachers are 
taken of the task of teaching, pre-
paring lesson plans, taking on after 
school student activities and instead 
are researching for grant opportuni-
ties, reading regulations, preparing ap-
plications, filling out paperwork re-
quirements, complying with cum-
bersome rules, and reporting on how 
they spend the little federal funding re-
ceived. We even have teachers and ad-
ministrators that decide that the little 
extra federal funding is not worth the 
time and effort that it will take to 
apply and comply so they do not even 
bother with the process. Instead of em-
powering parents, teachers, and local 
school officials we have empowered the 
federal government and bureaucrats. 

We have slowly eroded the oppor-
tunity for creativity and innovation on 
the local level and have established a 
system where supposedly the Olym-
pians on the hill know what is best for 
the peasants in the valley. 

Knowing where we now are, how can 
we afford to keep spending our federal 
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education dollars in the same way we 
have been doing for years if it is not 
simulating academic success for our 
children? We can’t. Not only will I not 
stand for it, but parents, teachers, 
school boards, communities, and busi-
nesses cannot afford to stand for con-
tinued lackluster performance and fail-
ure in some cases. 

The President’s education plan and 
S.1 are huge steps in the right direc-
tion recognizing that the answer to im-
proving public education does not lie 
within the Halls of Congress or in the 
granite buildings of the downtown 
Washington education establishment. 
As an editorial from one of my 
homestate newspapers, the Southeast 
Missourian stated, ‘‘The answer to fix-
ing America’s educational woes rests 
with individual school boards and pas-
sionate educators. The bureaucrats 
must reduce the red tape and mandates 
that are strangling our schools. Give 
those who know best the time, talent 
and incentives to finally fix public edu-
cation.’’ I agree with what the South-
east Missourian said. 

The President’s proposal and S. 1 
stress high academic achievement for 
all students so the achievement gap 
that exists will erode. The legislation 
stresses the importance of literacy and 
making certain our children can read. 
We know that reading is a basic, essen-
tial, and fundamental tool for personal 
growth and self-sufficiency. Reading 
provides the foundation for all other 
learning and eventually for productive 
employment. Accountability, as well as 
flexibility, are incorporated in the 
Bush plan and S. 1 to ensure that the 
needs of the individual child and school 
can be addressed while also ensuring 
that our tax dollars are resulting in 
academic success. Finally, one of the 
most important aspects from my per-
spective—advocation for increased pa-
rental involvement. It is very simple 
and well documented. Children whose 
parents are involved in their education 
from the very beginning are more suc-
cessful in school and score higher on 
tests. Parents are a child’s first teach-
er, and we can do things to help them 
be better teachers. 

Parental involvement, especially as 
it relates to early childhood education, 
is something that everyone has heard 
me talk a lot about, and they are going 
to hear more about it. 

There is bipartisan recognition that 
we must try something new to improve 
our public education system. My dear 
friend and colleague, the Senate leader 
from the other side of the aisle, Sen-
ator BYRD, said the following on the 
Senate floor in the 105th Congress: 

. . . when one goes the last mile of the way 
and concludes from what he sees, from what 
he hears, and from what he reads, concludes 
from analytical reports about public edu-
cation that we are not doing well, that there 
is something working, then it seems to me 
that, in the interest of the public schools 
system, we may have to try a little different 
approach, else the confidence of the Amer-
ican people in that system and the support of 
the American people for that system are 
going to erode. We see that happening. 

From all the newspaper articles, tele-
vision reports, letters to the office, et 
cetera, we know that the American 
people want more, demand more, and 
deserve more when it comes to public 
education. Let’s put partisan rhetoric 
aside, let’s move past the squabbling, 
and let’s move forward on our common 
goal. Let’s get on with our business. 
Let’s have our votes. We want to be a 
positive contribution to educating our 
children for a lifetime of achievement. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the next 30 minutes of 
postcloture debate be equally divided 
between the majority and minority 
parties and the time deducted from 
each Senator as provided under rule 
XXII. 

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

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I rise to speak again on the education 
bill that I hope will be before the Sen-
ate very shortly. We have been talking 
about this bill off and on for 2 weeks. It 
is time for the Senate to get down to 
the real debate. 

Let us bring the bill forward, propose 
amendments, let everyone have their 
say, and send a bill to President Bush 
he can sign. We have the opportunity 
in this debate to change the course of 
public education in this country, and I 
believe it needs changing. 

We have seen year after year, in the 
last 25 years in this country, more 
spending going into public education 
from the Federal level but not im-
provements in the overall education of 
our children. I do not think throwing 
more money at education is the only 
answer. We are going to put more 
money into education, but we are going 
to do it in a reformed education sys-
tem. In fact, we need to shake up the 
system. 

We have some very good public 
schools in our country, but we don’t 
have a uniform standard of public 
schools where we can say all of them 
meet the test of giving every child the 
chance to reach his or her full poten-
tial with a public education. That 
should be the standard. We must be 
able to help each individual child learn 
in the best way that child possibly can, 
if that child is going to reach his or her 
full potential. That is exactly what we 
are trying to do with the bill we hope 
to bring up soon. 

I will talk about a couple of amend-
ments I want to include in the bill that 
are not included now. One is to help 
bring more good teachers into the 
classroom. Every Member knows of a 
teacher shortage in a public school in 

their area. Rural schools have prob-
lems, urban schools have problems get-
ting qualified teachers in some of the 
core subject matters, and especially 
math and science are lacking in quali-
fied public teachers. 

We are trying to add some creativity 
into the process by giving incentives to 
school districts to bring more people 
into the teaching profession. We must 
be a partner with the States. It is the 
States that set the salaries and the 
benefits and the hours for the teachers. 
That is first and foremost what needs 
to be improved. I don’t know of one 
public school teacher making enough 
money—not one. Not even in our best 
public schools are teachers making 
what they are worth. Our teachers 
should be making what our major cor-
porate CEOs are making. What they 
are doing is more important than what 
any corporate CEO could possibly do. 
They are determining if our democracy 
is going to stay intact. We should pay 
them more. Most States are trying to 
do that. 

My home State of Texas is in its leg-
islative session now and they are look-
ing for ways to augment what teachers 
are paid, as well as benefits for teach-
ers. I imagine most States are trying 
to do it because I think we all agree, 
public school teachers are not being 
paid what they are worth. 

We can do more at the Federal level 
where we can’t set the salaries and we 
can’t set the hours and we can’t set the 
school days. We can be creative. We 
can reach out, and we have done so, as 
in the Troops to Teachers Program 
which would go for the many wonder-
fully qualified military personnel who 
are retiring, sometimes at the age of 
40, 45. They are looking for a second ca-
reer. We want them to go into teach-
ing. Many of them have skills where 
there are teacher shortages. 

For instance, a military person is flu-
ent in French, Spanish, Chinese, or 
Japanese. We have schools all over our 
country that cannot teach these 
courses because they don’t have quali-
fied teachers. We are offering incen-
tives for alternative certification to 
get those people into the classrooms in 
their areas of expertise, although they 
don’t have educational certification or 
educational degrees. 

Someone has a math degree, but they 
didn’t get an educational degree. How-
ever, they are very qualified to teach 
math. Why not give them an incentive 
to come into the classroom and teach 
the area in which they are expert? 

My amendment will be called careers 
to classrooms. It is modeled after the 
Troops to Teachers Program. It says to 
a retiree of a computer firm, perhaps 
one of the wonderfully successful com-
puter firms that has done well and the 
person can retire at the age of 40, 45, 50, 
or 55, if they would like to do some-
thing else, they are not ready to retire, 
why not encourage them to teach com-
puter skills to our young people in the 
classroom by offering an incentive for 
an alternative certification for that 
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teacher to be able to come into the 
classroom with a minimum of hassle, a 
minimum of bureaucratic red tape. 
Let’s break the red tape. Let’s get the 
qualified people into our classrooms, 
targeting the schools that have teacher 
shortages—rural schools and urban 
schools. 

My careers to classrooms amendment 
will be just such an incentive that we 
hope will reach out to more teachers or 
more potential teachers and bring 
them into the classroom and enrich the 
experience of the young people in the 
classroom. 

The second amendment I am plan-
ning to offer, along with Senator 
SUSAN COLLINS, with the help of Sen-
ator BARBARA MIKULSKI and others, is 
the single sex option for public schools. 
I believe if our public schools are going 
to compete, we are going to have to 
give every option to parents. Many par-
ents can afford to send their children 
to private schools. So they have their 
young girl attend a girls’ school, or 
their boy attend a boys’ school. 

However, if you go to public schools 
or you cannot afford to send your chil-
dren to private schools, you probably 
don’t have that single sex option. It 
has proven, time and time and time 
again, some young people at certain 
ages, usually in that junior high school 
to high school age range, and not later 
than elementary school, some young 
people do so much better in a single sex 
atmosphere. It was found girls do bet-
ter in math in a single sex atmosphere 
in those age levels. It was found that 
rowdy boys do better in a single sex at-
mosphere, particularly in an urban set-
ting. 

Why not allow parents the options? 
We are not talking mandate. Many par-
ents prefer to have their children in co-
educational schools. Some parents 
might want to give a special needs 
child that single sex atmosphere. They 
can’t afford to send their children to 
private schools, so why not let them 
have the option of going to their school 
board and saying they would like to 
have a single sex math class in the 
fifth grade in the elementary school. 
Why not give them the option? We 
want to take away the barriers being 
put in front of the parents, putting 
schools in fear they may be sued if 
they have a single sex educational op-
portunity. 

There would be a requirement for a 
comparable opportunity for young peo-
ple of the other sex. That is fair. We 
want that to be allowed, also. 

We want to offer all the options a 
parent could possibly have if the par-
ent had the opportunity to go to paro-
chial schools or private schools for 
their children. We want those options 
to be available in public schools. I will 
offer the single sex amendment to this 
bill because I want to grow the oppor-
tunities; I don’t want to kill them. I 
want public schools to be the best. 

I always like to proudly say I am a 
total product of public schools. I grew 
up in a small town of 15,000. I went to 

public schools. I graduated from the 
University of Texas and the University 
of Texas Law School. I want every 
child to have the same opportunity I 
had. I want every child to be able to go 
to public school and compete in any 
arena. I have competed in debates, I 
have had opponents who have had a 
wonderful Harvard education, and I 
won. I couldn’t have done that without 
the quality public education. 

I want every child to have the same 
opportunity I had so that young people 
with private school degrees and public 
school degrees will have the equal op-
portunity to reach their full potential. 

Madam President, the choices are 
what make our country great. The 
basis we must provide is quality public 
education. I am excited about the op-
portunity to reform education, and I 
am excited about the President’s plan. 
I am excited about what Congress will 
be able to do to make sure that future 
generations have the quality public 
education that has been the foundation 
of our democracy. That is what I want 
for every child for the future in our 
country. 

I hope we can get on to the bill. I 
think it is time. We have talked about 
policy and all the priorities that we 
have for a long time—about 10 days 
now. It is time for us to start amending 
this bill and going forward so we will 
have the winds of change in this coun-
try in public education. I urge my col-
leagues to come together and make it 
happen. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent 
I may speak notwithstanding the pre-
vious agreement. If someone from the 
other side of the aisle arrives to the 
floor, I will yield. 

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

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I rise 
to continue our discussion as we pre-
pare to bring to the floor a very impor-
tant bill that I believe realizes the 
dream of the President of the United 
States, his campaign pledge, the vision 
he has put forward of dramatically 
shaping and reshaping and modifying 
and changing Washington and the Fed-
eral Government’s role in education. 

We are at a unique time. I believe 
never before in this body, at least in 
the history of the last 35 years since 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act was first enacted, have the 
American people, and their Representa-
tives on both sides of the aisle, been so 
focused on education, kindergarten 
through 12th grade, and the reform of 
education so that we truly leave no 
child behind. 

With that attention and that focus, 
come great expectations. I believe as a 
Congress we must seize that oppor-
tunity. We must work together, both 
sides of the aisle, to work with the 
President of the United States and 
take advantage of that opportunity to 
creatively improve how the Federal 
Government addresses education and 
to answer the question: What is the ap-
propriate Federal role and how can we 
best leverage that Federal role to leave 
no child behind? 

I spoke a little bit to that point yes-
terday. It was to get Washington out of 
the business. Remember, of the total 
amount of money spent on education 
for K–12 in this country, only 7 percent 
comes from the Federal Government— 
from the taxpayer, I should say, 
through the Federal Government. 

In my mind, it means we need to 
change that Washington role from one 
of regulator to one of education inves-
tor—to invest in education and to regu-
late only to the degree that we accom-
plish that goal of reducing the achieve-
ment gap, of boosting the academic 
achievement of all children to make 
them more ready for the world they in-
herit. It comes down to the concept of 
allowing innovation and creativity to 
address the problems we have identi-
fied and then coupling the freedom to 
innovate and create, the freedom to 
teach with measurable results, which 
clearly is a Federal role, to couple 
whatever requirements and assess-
ments we place, mandates—yes, man-
dates—that we place in terms of test-
ing and assessing that we attach to 
freedom and flexibility, to have those 
measurable results. 

We must continue, I believe, to cut 
the redtape, to cut the unnecessary bu-
reaucracy that has resulted from a lit-
any, a myriad of programs that were 
all well-intended. They were Federal 
programs passed in this body over the 
last 35 years, but they have resulted in 
a complex network of overlapping re-
sponsibility in terms of the target pop-
ulation: excessive and confusing bu-
reaucracy, and paperwork. We need to 
get rid of the overly prescriptive Fed-
eral mandates on the Federal role in 
education, those mandates put on the 
floor, taken through the legislative 
arena, and imposed on our commu-
nities. I believe it is our opportunity 
today to cut that red tape and remove 
those overly prescriptive mandates. 

I think the result of our discussion 
and debate on this bill, once we are al-
lowed to bring it to the floor, will re-
sult in innovation, in creativity, all of 
which will translate, again, to leaving 
no child behind. 

One aspect of our bipartisan discus-
sion of the last 3 months that I look 
forward to talking more about at the 
appropriate time is what is called 
Straight A’s, the Academic Achieve-
ment for All Act. That is why it is 
called Straight A’s, which really in a 
demonstrable, optional way allows for 
a consolidation of a lot of the programs 
that we have inherited—given that 
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consolidation of programs in funding 
all the way down to the State or down 
to the district—and allows those funds 
to be used but attaches them to demon-
strable, measurable results of academic 
achievement. 

This is, again, a demonstration pro-
gram that hopefully will allow up to 
seven States to participate. They will 
have what is called a performance 
agreement. In that performance agree-
ment with the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Education and the administra-
tion, there will be high standards, high 
accountability, measurable results 
coupled with freedom, with consolida-
tion of programs so we can, with a per-
formance agreement, link, to the max-
imum extent possible, flexibility and 
freedom to innovate with measurable 
results. 

I see we have other Members on the 
floor. As I said, by unanimous consent 
I will be glad to yield the floor at this 
juncture and look forward to coming 
back and continuing a discussion of 
what is in the underlying bill as well as 
what I hope will be added to the bill 
over the course of the day as the lan-
guage becomes available. 

Madam President, I request recogni-
tion to briefly speak on behalf of the 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. LIN-
COLN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the next 60 
minutes of postcloture debate be equal-
ly divided between the majority and 
the minority parties and the time be 
deducted from each individual Senator 
as provided under rule XXII. 

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

The Senator from Connecticut is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I thank my colleague from Tennessee. 

Madam President, I rise today to 
speak about the landmark educational 
reform bill and plan we are currently 
debating, and in fact are currently ne-
gotiating, a plan that, I think, if it 
reaches its proper drafting conclusion 
and, most importantly, is adequately 
funded, will spur bold changes and in-
novations in our public schools and 
will ultimately help improve the qual-
ity of education for every child in Con-
necticut and every child in America. 

It is premature at this moment to 
talk about this comprehensive legisla-
tion with total certainty and in all of 
its details, so I intend to make a fuller 
statement about the bill once the nego-
tiations are complete. But I did want 
to come to the floor today as we work 
out the final pieces of this complicated 
policy puzzle to offer both a few con-
gratulations and a few concerns about 
what I would call this important near 
agreement on reauthorization of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. 

Let me start by saying how encour-
aged I am about the process we have 
followed for formulating this plan to 

reauthorize ESEA and its prospects for 
stirring a real revolution in our public 
educational system. 

The discussions we have had over the 
last several weeks involving Senate 
Democrats and Republicans and the 
White House have been a model of how 
this place should work. There has been 
civility. There has been healthy de-
bate. There has been disagreement 
from time to time. But there has also 
ultimately been a shared sense of com-
mon purpose. We have had our dis-
agreements—some of them profound— 
but the Members and our staff have ne-
gotiated in good faith and with good 
will. In doing so, I think we have dem-
onstrated that we can find common 
ground on a consequential issue and 
move this country forward as we do so. 
This can be a real breakthrough given 
some of the rancor and division that 
have plagued the education debate too 
often in recent years. 

I commend our leaders, my col-
leagues from both parties, the Presi-
dent, and representatives from the 
White House who participated in these 
negotiations. I think we all want to re-
alize the same goal, which is the best 
public educational system in the world. 
We all understand that today we have 
significant challenges ahead of us if we 
are going to achieve that goal. 

We all want to close the persistent 
achievement gap separating the haves 
in our society from the have-nots. That 
is by far the biggest hurdle I think we 
have to overcome. We all want to de-
liver on the promise of equality and op-
portunity for every child. We all want 
to increase the supply of highly skilled 
workers, which we all know is critical 
to our future economic competitive-
ness and the long-term prosperity and 
security of this Nation. Now, through 
the reforms in this bill, we are not just 
talking the same points of principle; 
we are actually walking the same path 
to progress. 

I am particularly encouraged and 
gratified that a number of the ideals 
and ideas that Senator BAYH and I and 
so many other Members of the new 
Senate Democratic coalition have been 
advocating for the past few years 
through our three R’s reform bill and 
that so many of these ideas presented 
by the distinguished occupant of the 
Chair, and other colleagues, are re-
flected in the historic agreement on a 
core bipartisan amendment to ESEA 
that we are very close to achieving. 

As some of my colleagues know, we 
started out with the three R’s bill with 
the new vision of education policy, one 
that focuses not on progress but on per-
formance, not on rules and regulations 
but on results, not so much on what we 
put into the system, although obvi-
ously that is important, but ultimately 
on the real test, which is what we get 
out of the system. What are the re-
sults? How well are our children being 
educated? 

We drew up a reform blueprint that 
translates these principles into poli-
cies, calling for increased investments 

to help our public schools, help every 
child learn at a high level, for greater 
flexibility to allow the local educators 
to decide, as they know best, how best 
to spend their Federal dollars to meet 
the specific needs of their students, and 
also to encourage innovation and ex-
perimentation with different edu-
cational reform models at the local 
level. 

We have in this bill stronger account-
ability. That is the way we test the re-
sults. That is the way we make sure we 
are not giving up on any child in Amer-
ica and that we are going to take them 
to the highest level their God-given po-
tential gives them to achieve in edu-
cation. That is particularly true of 
low-income and minority students. We 
propose this new equation, which we 
call invest in reform, and insist on re-
sults, as a possible bridge to a bipar-
tisan compromise. 

Last year, President Bush went 
across a bridge of his own and em-
braced some of those same goals and 
values and articulated a similar reform 
plan for realizing them, and for encour-
aging and accelerating the growing 
movement in many States towards 
standards and accountability—focus on 
results. What are our children learn-
ing? 

This year, the President made that 
plan a legislative priority and signaled 
his seriousness not just on the subject 
of education but on the kind of edu-
cational reform that is embraced in our 
three R’s bill. 

It was focused on transforming the 
Federal Government into a catalyst for 
change, on demanding results, and on 
no longer tolerating failure, so that 
this bill, about which we are now de-
bating a motion to proceed and around 
which negotiations are continuing and 
coming ever closer to a bipartisan 
agreement, builds on that common 
ground we have forged on those critical 
innovative ingredients to the recipe of 
reform. 

The centerpiece of the three R’s plan 
and of the President’s blueprint was a 
tough new accountability system that 
would reward States in making real 
progress in meeting high standards 
while sanctioning those that did not 
and would require local districts to 
take strong remedial action to fix 
chronically failing schools. 

We are not going to sit back and let 
schools continue to fail to educate our 
kids. We are not going to continue to 
push kids ahead from one grade to an-
other just because a year has passed, 
regardless of whether the school has 
taught them anything or whether they 
have made progress. 

This is a system that tracks the pro-
gressive reform that State leaders 
around America, including my own 
State of Connecticut, have already im-
plemented. It has proven effective. 

I will say that in the negotiations 
that have gone on over the last few 
weeks, we have had some differences on 
how to set those standards for judging 
performance, which is to say, How do 
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we define progress for our students? 
How do we strike the right balance be-
tween truly holding schools and States 
accountable for raising academic 
achievement, and particularly closing 
the achievement, without setting the 
bar so high that we end up grading 
most schools as failing? 

We have worked through those prob-
lems over the last few weeks. 

I want my colleagues to know that 
we have reached an agreement cer-
tainly on policy on a reasonable and re-
alistic middle ground. That agreement 
is now being drafted. Hopefully, we will 
have the opportunity to present it in 
this Chamber before very long. But it 
is a significant, real, and hopeful agree-
ment. 

While I would have liked, in some 
ways, to have made the provisions 
stronger, I have not given up hope of 
enhancing them in our discussions with 
the House. I do think this agreement is 
suitably explicit and demanding, as 
well as suitably fair, and will achieve 
our goal of driving real change and 
bold reform. I hope soon to be able to 
share the details of that agreement 
with our colleagues. 

But as much as I appreciate this sig-
nificant bipartisan achievement, I re-
main deeply concerned—as I believe al-
most all my colleagues on this side of 
the aisle do—about one missing, indis-
pensable ingredient to the recipe for 
genuine educational reform in Amer-
ica, and that is investment. It is clear 
to us that these reforms will not work 
without a significant increase in re-
sources from the Federal Government. 

To date, the Federal Government 
supplies only about 7 cents of every 
dollar spent on public schools in Amer-
ica. Under the President’s current 
budget, we will not provide much more 
than that. Some would go a step fur-
ther and suggest we may, in fact, be 
setting up schools and children to fail 
if we do not back up the new demands 
for results that are in this bill—which 
we all agree are critically important— 
with new dollars to meet those de-
mands. If that becomes the case, then 
we do not have a system of genuine ac-
countability; we have a system that 
sets standards and does not help the 
local school districts meet those stand-
ards. 

We clearly recognize, of course, that 
money alone will not solve the prob-
lems plaguing our public schools. 
Money will not spur innovation and 
lasting reform, and it will not stream-
line inert and inefficient bureauc-
racies. Money will not set high stand-
ards and hold schools responsible for 
meeting them. 

That is why we New Democrats 
pushed so hard in this bill to shift our 
Federal focus from process to perform-
ance, to streamline duplicative and in-
effective programs, to accentuate the 
freedom of local teachers to innovate— 
they are the heart of our whole edu-
cational system—to have principals 
enact reforms, superintendents to set 
new standards, and try new, bold ideas. 

That is why we pushed so hard to rec-
ognize that we cannot have more blue 
ribbon schools without less redtape. 
And not least of all, that is why we 
who advanced the three R’s bill decided 
that imposing real consequences on 
schools and districts that chronically 
fail to educate disadvantaged children 
is a necessary and critical element of a 
true educational reform proposal. 

But we also recognize that money is 
a crucial part of the equation. We sim-
ply cannot expect States and local dis-
tricts to improve the quality of teach-
ing and reduce class size to help every 
child—for instance, an immigrant child 
to master English, to reconstitute 
chronically underperforming schools, 
and in particular to end the national 
disgrace of having African American 
and Latino American children reading 
and doing math, on the average around 
our country, at a level that is substan-
tially below their fellow students in 
America’s schools—if we do not sub-
stantially increase our investments in 
our public schools. This is something 
most Americans recognize, which is 
why there is overwhelming support for 
significantly increasing our national 
investment in education. 

At home, in conversations I have had 
with people in Connecticut, and from 
public opinion surveys I read about 
American attitudes, it is clear that the 
American people put education at the 
top of their priority list, and sensibly 
so. The American people know you can-
not bring millions of children, particu-
larly low-income children who cannot 
read, up to grade level on the cheap. It 
cannot be done. 

Consider a few specific examples, 
such as teacher quality. The reality is 
that we must hire, train, and ulti-
mately retrain about 2 million new 
teachers over the next several years—2 
million new teachers over the next sev-
eral years. 

The reality is, 95 percent of urban 
school districts are experiencing a 
shortage of qualified math and science 
teachers and that 50 percent of new 
teachers quit high-need schools during 
the first 3 years of their teaching 
there. 

The reality is, educational reform 
will not succeed if we do not provide 
every child with a good teacher. Many 
people in our society do important 
work, but no one in our society today 
does more important work than a good 
teacher. We learned that lesson in Con-
necticut, which has invested millions 
of dollars—tens of millions, hundreds 
of millions—over the last several years 
to raise teachers’ salaries, to attract 
and train high-quality professionals, 
and develop a nationally recognized 
mentoring program to nurture young 
teachers in their early years in the pro-
fession. That has produced, I am proud 
to say, one of the best teaching forces 
in the Nation. In turn, they have 
helped to produce consistently high 
scores by Connecticut students on na-
tional education tests. 

The bill we are working on will push 
all of America in all of America’s 

school districts to take similarly 
strong steps to strengthen the quality 
of their teaching force, setting a firm 
goal of having all teachers in the high-
est poverty districts highly qualified 
within 4 years. But reaching that 
benchmark is clearly going to take a 
significant increase in funding for re-
cruitment, retention, and professional 
development. We have an obligation— 
since we are making these demands on 
the local school districts and on the 
schools and on the teachers—to help 
States meet those high standards by 
giving them adequate financial re-
sources to do so. 

Also, consider title I, the heart of our 
traditional Federal focus on disadvan-
taged children. Here again, the distin-
guished occupant of the Chair, the jun-
ior Senator from Arkansas, and I have 
talked often about this problem. It is 
real, from the cities of Connecticut to 
the cities and towns of Arkansas. The 
reality is that one-fifth of urban and 
rural districts, with 50 to 75 percent of 
their students living in poverty, re-
ceive no title I funding today. It is 
hard to believe. 

Title I was a program established 35 
years ago to help disadvantaged kids, 
low-income kids. Yet today, I repeat, 
one-fifth of urban and rural districts, 
with 50 and 75 percent of their students 
living in poverty, receive no title I 
funding. That is, in good part, because 
we do not target those dollars well 
with the formulas we are using today. 
That is a shortcoming we are working 
very hard to fix in these negotiations 
that are ongoing. But it is also because 
we are not providing the resources— 
enough money—to fully serve dis-
advantaged children and carry out our 
responsibilities under the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. 

According to independent estimates, 
it would take $17 billion to fully fund 
title I, an increase of about 100 percent 
above current funding levels. That is 
an annual number. 

The accountability system we are 
working on now will help make title I 
a much more effective program for kids 
in high-poverty districts—whether 
they live in Connecticut, Arkansas, or 
anywhere else throughout America— 
requiring States and local districts to 
turn around chronically underper-
forming schools, empowering parents 
whose children are trapped in those 
failing schools with new choices and 
new options to help their kids get a 
better education, sanctioning States 
that do not make progress in raising 
the academic achievement of disadvan-
taged students, and closing the gap be-
tween the haves and the have-nots. 

Again, we cannot expect those inter-
ventions to succeed, those choices to be 
meaningful, or those sanctions to be 
fair if we do not invest in reform while 
we are insisting on results. That means 
infusing title I with substantial in-
creases in funding. 

Unfortunately, the Bush administra-
tion has to date been unwilling to 
match their commitment to reform 
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that we are so near agreement on with 
commensurate resources on which we 
are still some distance from agree-
ment. The President’s initial proposal 
for ESEA programs included only a 
$700 million increase for the next fiscal 
year and less than $500 million for title 
I. In the last few days, the White House 
has increased that now to a total num-
ber of more than $2 billion. But this 
counteroffer is still far from sufficient 
to meet either the needs we have iden-
tified or the demands we will place on 
America’s schools with this legislation. 

That is particularly hard to justify 
when we know that we are projecting a 
$200 billion surplus for next year, $69 
billion of which apparently will be 
spent on the President’s tax plan. That 
is almost 35 percent of the projected 
surplus next year for the tax plan and 
a little more than 1 percent for addi-
tional funding for education. 

We can do better. Hopefully, to-
gether, as we have come some substan-
tial distance on most of the critical 
policy issues facing American edu-
cation over the last several weeks in 
our bipartisan negotiations, we can 
similarly close the gap when it comes 
to our remaining disagreement on re-
sources to make reform real. 

In the same spirit in which we have 
negotiated this agreement to insist on 
results, we appeal today to the Presi-
dent to join us in investing in reform. 
We have a unique opportunity at this 
moment, and we cannot afford to let it 
slip away. The truth is, we can afford 
to give every child in America a qual-
ity education. That is our responsi-
bility and, if we do it right, that will 
guarantee that our future is brighter. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
wonder if the Senator would be good 
enough to yield for a question. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I certainly would. 
Mr. KENNEDY. First of all, I com-

mend the Senator for an excellent pres-
entation and, more importantly, for all 
of his good work in the past weeks in 
helping move the process along and for 
the work that has been done in the 
past. 

As the Senator spoke, one of the 
points he underlined was the need for 
additional funding. As we understand 
funding, for the Senator from Con-
necticut and myself, we are talking 
about investments. We are talking 
about investing in children and in their 
future and our Nation’s future. The 
Senator has made that case very effec-
tively. 

I join with the Senator from Con-
necticut in the importance of devel-
oping the kind of blueprint which has 
been developed which we believe can 
really make a difference if it reaches 
out to the children who are out there 
who need the assistance. One of the 
major struggles and one of the major 
battles has been over funding. 

Yesterday, we saw the President and 
our Republican friends make the an-
nouncement on the budget for this year 
and projected over future years. In that 
budget, the negotiators found $1.35 tril-

lion in tax cuts over the next 11 years. 
Yet they declined to find the funding 
which would be necessary to support 
the amendment of our colleague and 
friend, Senator HARKIN. 

As my colleague remembers, Senator 
HARKIN, during the budget debate, ini-
tiated an amendment that was passed 
with strong bipartisan support for $250 
billion for education over the life of 
the budget. That virtually disappeared 
in these negotiations. That cannot be 
found. The position of the Senate, 
which was bipartisan, and the major-
ity, is virtually eliminated. 

I find it difficult. In looking over this 
budget and consulting with members of 
the Budget Committee and asking 
them whatever happened to it, it just 
disappeared. It virtually was elimi-
nated. In that was the funding, as the 
Senator remembers, for the expansion 
of Head Start Programs. It had funding 
in terms of increased funding on title I. 
It had additional programs in terms of 
child care support, the block grant pro-
gram, other programs that were tar-
geted on children and needy children. 

We have been told in these conversa-
tions that we have had with the admin-
istration: We are prepared to give some 
funds, some additional funds for title I, 
but we are unable to make a commit-
ment in future years. 

I notice in those budget figures that 
came out from the Budget Committee, 
they are prepared to list for million-
aires what the reduction of their inher-
itance tax will be in the year 2011. Here 
we have, for the wealthiest individuals, 
a very clear roadmap about how their 
taxes are going to be reduced in 2011, 
but we can’t get the administration to 
commit that over the next 4 years they 
are prepared to allocate sufficient 
funds so that the benefits of this bill 
will reach the children who are quali-
fied to benefit from the program. 

Is the Senator from Connecticut 
troubled by that development? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Responding, if I 
may, to the Senator from Massachu-
setts, this Senator certainly is trou-
bled by that. 

Let me say, before I respond directly, 
what a pleasure it has been to work 
with the Senator from Massachusetts 
on this bill. There is not a better law-
maker/legislator in the literal meaning 
of that word in this Chamber than the 
Senator from Massachusetts. I have 
seen his talents, his persistence, his 
knowledge, and his great skill as an ad-
vocate at work. I have actually enjoyed 
the experience. 

I thank him for his leadership. He 
has been responsible for successive ad-
vances in the quality of life in our 
country, particularly for our children. 
If we can bring this one to a conclu-
sion, it will be yet another extraor-
dinary accomplishment that he has led, 
working not just with members of this 
party but across the aisle and, in fact, 
with the White House. 

The numbers the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts cites are troubling to me. 
They are particularly troubling today, 

as the two of us have said, because we 
have essentially reached agreement on 
the core issues relating to this bill. Our 
staffs are drafting and we will meet 
again later in the day, but this is a 
substantial accomplishment. It shows 
that we have common purposes, and we 
can reach common ground across party 
lines, across Pennsylvania Avenue, be-
cause what is on the line here is the 
well-being of our children and the fu-
ture of our country. 

All of these agreements we have now 
reached and are drafting are just not 
going to mean anything much unless 
we help the States and local govern-
ments and school districts meet the ad-
ditional responsibilities we are placing 
on them through this bill. 

The Senator from Massachusetts has 
spoken about the amendment to the 
budget resolution introduced by Sen-
ator HARKIN, our colleague from Iowa. 
It passed with bipartisan support. It 
took over $200 billion from the tax 
plan, used it to pay down the debt, 
took a similar amount, over $200 bil-
lion, and asked that it be invested in 
education. This expresses the concern 
across the aisle here in the priority 
placed on education. 

In that amendment, as I read it, over 
the 10 years there was approximately 
$100 billion of that money that was to 
go through the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act that we are con-
sidering now, about $50 billion there for 
the first 5 years which we are consid-
ering as part of this authorization; 
therefore, $10 billion a year. That is 
what was voted by this Senate in a bi-
partisan vote. 

Here we are with the President say-
ing to us that the most he can do at 
this point, as I understand it, is some-
what over $2 billion. And while so 
much more next year—$69 billion—is 
being put into the tax cut, 35 percent of 
the projected surplus in the tax cut, 1 
percent is in education. I agree with 
the Senator. It doesn’t make any sense 
to say we can’t make a long-range 
commitment to the children of Amer-
ica for their education, but we can, in 
the budget resolution, somehow make 
a long-range commitment to the 
wealthiest taxpayers who, if I may say 
so personally, don’t need the help as 
much as the children of America. 

So the Senator is right. I say, again, 
when you think about the plenty that 
we have available to us, when you 
think about the strong economy we 
have had for the last several years, and 
the restraint we have shown at the 
Federal Government level that pro-
duces these extraordinary surpluses 
ahead, the likes of which we have never 
seen before, this all comes down to pri-
orities and choices. How do we want to 
invest this money? 

I say proudly, with the Senator from 
Massachusetts, who has been the lead-
er, we want to invest it in our chil-
dren’s education. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the 30 minutes al-
lotted to the Democrats has expired. 
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The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I want 

to take the next 7 or 8 minutes to com-
plete the remarks I had begun 30 or 40 
minutes ago. It really boils down to 
this whole theme of a change, a change 
in the Washington approach to edu-
cation, from kindergarten through 12th 
grade. That is very much what I be-
lieve the underlying bill is all about. 
We recognize that 35 years and $125 bil-
lion later, we have failed to accomplish 
the original goal of the 1965 Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act. We 
have not met that goal, that is we have 
not reduced the achievement gap be-
tween the served and underserved, or 
the advantaged and disadvantaged, and 
we want to accomplish that, working 
together in a bipartisan way, under the 
leadership of President Bush and the 
principles he has laid out. 

An important element of the Presi-
dent’s plan is flexibility based on local 
identification of the problems and 
challenges facing schools today, cou-
pled with strong accountability—ac-
countability for the taxpayer dollars 
that are being invested, accountability 
in exchange for the freedom that we, 
through this legislation, will give local 
schools, teachers, school districts, 
communities and States in return for 
measurable results. 

As I mentioned, we must cut the red 
tape and get rid of the overly prescrip-
tive regulations, which we know have 
not worked. We must change the Wash-
ington approach, and transform the 
Federal role from that of education 
regulator, which has not worked, to 
education investor, because we are in-
vesting in education, in policies that 
we know are successful, in programs 
that work. We must not reward pro-
grams that don’t work by investing in 
them further. 

Education investor versus education 
regulator. To me that’s what it’s all 
about. 

One element of our education invest-
ment plan is a piece of legislation 
called Straight A’s. The formal name, 
of course, is the Academic Achieve-
ment for All Act—a lot of A’s in there, 
which is why we call it Straight A’s. 
That is an easy way to remember what 
it is all about. 

Ultimately, Straight A’s addresses 
the fact that we know there is exces-
sive regulation out there—well-in-
tended, but excessive. It addresses the 
fact that we know there are and hun-
dreds of programs, again well-intended, 
but programs that straitjacket our 
teachers to the point that they can no 
longer teach because they are spending 
all their time complying with federal 
law. Rather than teaching that indi-
vidual child face-to-face, they are 
doing paperwork. 

Straight A’s will free them up of that 
red tape, get those regulations off their 
backs, so they can do what we want 
them to do, what we’d like to hold 
them accountable for doing: teaching 
our children. Yes, it’s what they want, 
but more importantly, its what our 
children need and deserve. 

Today they do not have that flexi-
bility. 

Straight A’s is an optional program. 
There is no school district that must 
participate in this demonstration 
project if it chooses not to. That is the 
way it is outlined and presented in the 
bill. It is an optional program, limited 
to just seven States. Even if there is a 
great demand, we will limit it to seven 
States. Personally, I would like to in-
crease the number of participation 
states, but in negotiations we decided 
that as many as seven States would 
have the option of being freed from reg-
ulations if they agree to be held ac-
countable for strong, measurable re-
sults. 

Straight A’s is not a block grant. We 
hear that, and it scares people. Block 
grant means when you give money to a 
group of people en bloc instead of hav-
ing a hundred different programs and 
saying the money has to be used for a 
computer or software or to hire an-
other teacher. The idea is to give that 
money in the aggregate. This is not a 
block grant program. It is a perform-
ance grant, linked to results. There is 
strong accountability. It is not just 
giving the money away. I think we 
have done that for too long. If you look 
at the last 35 years, we have spent 
about $120 billion. And for that $120 bil-
lion we neither received nor demanded 
results. 

What I think is great about this bill 
is that it provides both local control 
and flexibility. Local folks receive the 
funds, they are held accountable for re-
sults, but how they use those funds is 
up to them. 

Teachers in a classroom know what 
they need. Is it a piece of software? If 
so, they can use the money for that. Is 
it a new computer? If so, they can use 
the money for that. Smaller class size? 
Those things are best determined by an 
individual school or perhaps an indi-
vidual subject area of a school. Why 
should we be dictating that from above 
when local schools, teachers or parents 
can make those decisions and partici-
pate in the process? 

It might be that this money could be 
used for reducing class size or improv-
ing technology, or hiring better teach-
ers. I can also be used for teacher de-
velopment. If, for example, a teacher 
does not feel qualified to teach in a 
certain area, that money, available for 
the first time, can be used for teacher 
development, to ensure that every 
child in this country is given the op-
portunity to be in a safe classroom, 
drug-free classroom, with an excellent 
teacher at the head of that class. 

So, this is not a block grant, it is a 
performance agreement. Account-
ability is part of that agreement, it is 
written in. You will hear a lot about 
accountability, accountability and 
high standards, because we all feel very 
strongly that boosting student achieve-
ment, reducing that achievement gap, 
is the essence of accountability meas-
urement. 

For this increased flexibility we have 
built even higher standards of account-

ability. We have very specifically ad-
dressed the idea of targeting both for 
the title I component and the title II 
component. An element of targeting is 
written into the bill, and the dem-
onstration project, to ensure that the 
money goes to the people who need it 
the most. 

Today, States, localities, and school 
districts are the engines of change. Not 
Washington. We are locked into a sys-
tem where change is not allowed. That 
is the sort of reform I am very hopeful 
we will be able to debate and put for-
ward. We want to support that engine 
of change that is going on in States all 
across America. We want to encourage 
it, make it possible, because there are 
teachers out there who care, who want 
to teach, who will teach, if we get rid 
of the bureaucracy. 

We have parents who care, nobody 
cares more about children than par-
ents. But right now, they have little in 
the way of choice, very little power to 
direct resources. We talk about supple-
mental services and how important 
they are so parents can have some ele-
ment of choice, some way to direct 
their taxpayer dollars in a direction 
that will benefit their children. 

This is very different than the cur-
rent system. That system over the last 
35 years, involved always thinking up 
new programs, and funding those pro-
grams—usually inadequately—hoping 
it would do some good. So that now we 
have hundreds of programs each with 
their own bureaucracy, each their own 
requirements, each inadequately fund-
ed, and all of which have resulted in 
the failure we see today. 

I just want to share with my col-
leagues what the Chicago school sys-
tem officials—again, this is not par-
tisan—reported to the task force on 
education that we conducted in the 
Budget Committee under the leader-
ship of Senator PETE DOMENICI. Those 
officials from the Chicago school sys-
tem extolled the virtues of flexibility 
and credit much of the success they 
have seen in Chicago to this increased 
flexibility. I quote: 

We know the system and we believe we 
know the things that it needs to have in 
order to improve. So the more flexibility we 
have with Federal and State funds, the easi-
er it is to make those changes. 

It makes sense. People at the local 
level can best identify those needs. So 
we need to free up, get rid of those un-
necessary regulations which have tied 
their hands, that have prevented them 
from boosting student achievement and 
reducing that achievement gap. 

We will have time, hopefully, in the 
next several days to continue the dis-
cussion of this concept of flexibility, 
accountability, and local control. I ap-
preciate the opportunity to share with 
my colleagues this concept of Straight 
A’s which will be a part of the under-
lying agreement by allowing greater 
flexibility, coupled with those demands 
of achievement. 

Washington will become, not the edu-
cation regulator, but the education in-
vestor. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 

I thank the Senator from Tennessee for 
his leadership in the area of education. 
We do have an opportunity to reform 
the system. What Senator FRIST was 
discussing on the issue of account-
ability is the key. We can pass all the 
laws in the world. We can pass all the 
regulations that fill the books, but if 
we do not have accountability, it will 
not work. 

We know that because it has not 
worked so far. We have poured in more 
money. We have tried to give man-
dates; we have given them red tape; we 
have given regulations; but that has 
not helped. 

What we need to do is have account-
ability. We need parents, teachers, and 
principals to work together to deter-
mine what is best in any particular 
area. Then we need to test to see if it 
is working, not so we can point fingers. 
We need to test so we can identify 
weaknesses and strengthen those weak-
nesses. That is the difference. 

We have 15 more minutes of our time, 
but I understand the Democrats would 
like to start a little early. I ask Sen-
ator SESSIONS to take up to 10 minutes, 
and then we will allow the Democrats 
to take the rest of the time until we 
determine the next amount of time 
that we will have on the subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
appreciate the opportunity to speak. I 
thank the Senator from Texas for her 
steadfast leadership and commitment 
to education. She has been a stalwart 
on these issues and cares about them 
deeply. 

I also appreciate the leadership on 
the Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee of Dr./Senator BILL 
FRIST of Tennessee. He is one of the 
champions for doing something dif-
ferent this time. 

Yes, we have the largest increase in 
spending percentagewise in education 
than any other budget item, but that is 
not what is so special about our edu-
cation debate today. 

Our debate today is about children. 
Our debate today is about making sure 
what we do furthers not just a system 
that has not been as effective as it 
should be, but actually furthers learn-
ing. That magic moment in a class-
room when a child and teacher come 
together and learning occurs is what it 
is all about. Nothing else really counts. 

When you visit schools as I have for 
the last year, 25 or more schools 
around the State, and talk to teachers, 
principals, and superintendents, and 
you hear them express their deep frus-
tration at the burdensome strings that 
are attached to the Federal Govern-
ment’s education funding. The Federal 
Government only makes up about 10 
percent of education spending—90 per-
cent of it is funded by the State, and 
well it should be. States have always 

been the primary engine of education 
in America. The Federal Government 
does not need to take over. 

I do not think there is anyone who 
will stand up and defend a major, mas-
sive Federal takeover of education in 
America, but we are paying a substan-
tial sum of money. We spend $125 bil-
lion improving the education of low-in-
come children, trying to narrow the 
gap, and it has not worked. 

What do you learn when you talk to 
the teachers and principals? They are 
frustrated. They tell me the paperwork 
is substantial; the regulations are bur-
densome; the money they get can only 
be used for certain programs which 
may not be programs they need in 
their school, and they cannot use the 
money for things they think are impor-
tant and would improve learning in 
their school system. 

They tell me the Federal Govern-
ment—and I spend a lot of time dealing 
with this issue—is creating mandates 
under IDEA. School officials are not 
able to discipline children with disabil-
ities who are disrupting a classroom. 
They must keep them in the classroom 
day after day, even though the child is 
not benefiting from being in the class-
room and even though that child is dis-
rupting the other children in the class-
room. 

I started in recent months to ask 
teachers, Which would you rather do: 
Take the 10 percent from the Federal 
Government or let them go away and 
run the schools the way you want to 
run them? 

You would be surprised how many 
say: Take your money and leave us 
alone. That is shocking. I am not sure 
they really meant that, but their hands 
went up when I asked that question. It 
reflects a deep frustration that we are 
not being good partners in this deal. 

How do these programs come about? 
How have we ended up with 700 Federal 
education programs in America? It is 
something like this: Some State devel-
ops a good idea for an education pro-
gram. A Senator or Congressman hears 
about it. He thinks it is popular and 
would be popular back home if he au-
thored a bill to fund that kind of pro-
gram around the country, and program 
after program gets adopted over the 
years. 

Some are good, some not good. Some 
may have been good 15, 20 years ago, 
but are not good today. Some of the 
programs are successful, and my col-
leagues have to understand that some 
of those special programs were success-
ful because the teacher who ran it was 
special, and they could make certain 
things happen in a way that cannot be 
replicated with a teacher who does not 
have that passion to run that par-
ticular program. So we created all 
these systems. 

We send the money and say: You can 
only use it for this science instruction, 
this reading instruction, this math in-
struction. It has burdened our school 
systems and has not created as much 
good will as we would like. 

I believe our legislation today is a 
big step in the right direction. This 
legislation is designed to provide a way 
to give schools more money with less 
strings in return for accountability. 

Many Senators have talked about ac-
countability. It seems to me they have 
a misconception of what account-
ability actually is. They seem to think 
accountability is when somebody 
spends Federal Government money pre-
cisely, exactly as written in a rule 
book. They think that if they spend it 
that way, that is accountability, even 
though learning has not been improved 
one bit. 

The growing consensus, I think, is bi-
partisan. Our bill came out of the com-
mittee almost unanimously. We believe 
accountability means finding out if the 
children are learning. Have they bene-
fitted from the instruction or are they 
falling behind? We must look at those 
test scores and make sure they are 
brought up to speed. We must ask what 
can be done, at the earlier grades, to 
identify when children are falling be-
hind? We must not let even one child 
fall behind. 

When the Secretary of Education, Dr. 
Paige, was in Houston, he doubled the 
number of students passing the basic 
Texas proficiency test. Dr. Paige says 
if you love children and care about 
them, you will test them and find out 
if they are keeping up. If they are not, 
and you love them, you figure out a 
way to help them do better. He did that 
in Houston. Some say he got a lot of 
extra money to administer these tests, 
but he did not. The third or fourth year 
he picked up bit extra, but in 5 years 
he doubled the test scores mainly 
through changes in policy by doing 
things differently, with the passion to 
achieve. If schools in his system were 
not conforming, he confronted them, 
and fixed them. He did not let continue 
to fail. 

In Alabama we have an excellent 
State superintendent of education and 
some wonderful schools and magnifi-
cent teachers. The new superintendent 
believes in testing. He has been testing 
for some time, and test scores are mov-
ing upward. Some say the tests in Ala-
bama may be the most difficult in the 
Nation. Students cannot get a degree if 
they do not pass the basic proficiency 
test, and the test scores are moving up. 
If a school allows children to move to 
a higher grade without learning, the 
State superintendent can take over the 
school system and fix it. The State is 
putting a lot of money into this test-
ing, and we need to know it is being 
spent well. 

Let’s get out of the business of 
micromanaging schools. Let’s make 
sure progress is being made, that chil-
dren achieve, that the school system is 
not leaving children behind, that they 
are not being abandoned, are not given 
up on. Because when children reach the 
ninth grade, still unable to read, un-
able to do basic math, they drop out of 
school with no prospects for any good 
economic future. 
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We can do better. Every child may 

not be able to handle advanced mathe-
matics and the high sciences, but most 
children are able to do the basic read-
ing, writing, and mathematics nec-
essary to be successful in America 
today. 

Some complain about tests, calling it 
punishment, a way to categorize or 
stigmatize a child. I don’t see it that 
way. Neither does Dr. Paige who be-
lieves it is part of a good education. 
The way to teach is to find out how 
children are learning and progressing. 
When we know what they need, we can 
do it better. I think it is the right 
thing to do. 

First, we want the States to conduct 
the tests. We encourage them to de-
velop tests that fundamentally are fair 
and objective. If a test focuses on basic 
reading, basic math, basic science, and 
students are tested on those things, 
how can anyone complain if a teacher 
teaches to the test? Isn’t that what we 
want? Don’t we want to make sure that 
the basics are not being overlooked in 
the classroom? 

I am excited about the possibility 
today that, across the Nation, we could 
achieve a fraction of the progress that 
our Secretary of Education achieved in 
Houston. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

The distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama mentioned Rod Paige was the su-
perintendent of schools in Houston be-
fore he became Secretary of Education. 
What struck me most about Rod 
Paige’s attitude was that he wanted 
testing. He wanted parents to have a 
choice. He wanted parents to be able to 
send their children wherever they 
thought they could get a better chance. 
He was open to it. Because he was 
open, the public schools ended up win-
ning the competition. More students 
came into public schools rather than 
into private schools because he said, I 
want parents to have the freedom. 

He has had the experience at the 
grassroots level. He is not somebody 
reading about it out of the book. He 
has been there. He had a troubled 
school system, and he turned it around 
by seeking creativity, by seeking open-
ness, by seeking choice, by seeking 
more opportunities for parents, be-
cause he wants parents to know they 
are getting the very best chance for 
their children. 

That is what struck me about Rod 
Paige’s style of leadership. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I agree. That is pre-
cisely the way I feel. To hear him talk 
with such compassion and concern and 
determination was exciting. 

His advice was, ‘‘[If we don’t care 
about a child, we will let them just go 
along and we won’t find out if they are 
falling behind.]’’ What happens if we 
don’t test? A child will be left behind. 

He deeply believes in President 
Bush’s vision that no child should be 
left behind. The Houston example is 
perfect. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I ask unanimous 
consent the period for postcloture de-
bate be extended until 4:40 p.m. with 
the additional time equally divided be-
tween the majority and the minority 
parties, and the time be deducted from 
each individual Senator as provided 
under rule XXII. 

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

The Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss the importance of 
adopting legislation to expand and im-
prove the Federal Government’s com-
mitment to education. In my view, 
there is no more important issue before 
the Congress than how we deal with 
education. As our economy becomes in-
creasingly global, based on high tech-
nology, its future is increasingly de-
pendent on the quality of our work-
force. 

The better our educational system, 
the stronger our economy and our Na-
tion will be. That is why as a nation we 
should make education our number-one 
priority. 

Let me begin by saying our current 
educational system, while it has many 
faults, does have real strengths. Today, 
throughout our Nation, dedicated 
teachers are working long, hard hours 
to educate our children. Often they get 
little public recognition and acknowl-
edgment for their contributions. Al-
most always, they are paid much less 
than individuals educated similarly 
can earn in the private sector. I know 
because my mother was a teacher for 30 
years, my wife for 7. 

We have an incredible commitment 
to teaching from folks across the coun-
try. We should start this debate on 
education by saying thank you to these 
teachers. They deserve our apprecia-
tion and our support. 

Of course, while our Nation is fortu-
nate to have so many dedicated and 
selfless teachers, the fact remains our 
educational system still has serious 
problems. Too many of our schools are 
dilapidated, ill-equipped, and unsafe. 

During the recent recess I visited 
schools in Jersey City, NJ, that were 
100 years old or older. There are still 
too many children in too many classes 
that are not up to the latest standards. 
Too few schools are at the cutting edge 
of new technologies and new ap-
proaches, and mediocrity continues to 
be tolerated in too many of our school 
systems, without the accountability 
necessary to improve performance. 

Some have suggested that local 
school boards should be left alone to 
solve these problems on their own. I 
disagree. I do support local control of 
education. It is fundamental in Amer-
ica. But local control does not mean 
much if you don’t have adequate re-
sources within your control. And it’s 
not enough to leave the problem to 
states, which can pit urban areas 
against suburban communities—a fight 
with no winners. 

Common sense makes clear that a 
property-tax-based financial system for 
our public education leaves unequal 
education rampant in our society. 

No, if we are serious about education, 
we need to make it a national priority. 
We need to ensure that our national 
government plays an active and aggres-
sive role, making sure every child has 
access to quality public education. 

Our public schools can not assure 
equal outcomes in life, but they should 
provide equal opportunity. 

I am optimistic that we can make 
that happen, and that we will soon pass 
a strong bill that addresses the most 
serious pressing issues facing education 
today. I thank Senator JEFFORDS, Sen-
ator KENNEDY, and the many other 
leaders in the Senate for their tremen-
dous bipartisan efforts to ensure we 
have an exceptional bill. These are true 
leaders, making sure our children come 
first. I want to do what I can to help 
ensure their efforts are rewarded with 
passage in the Senate. 

Today, I would like to take a few 
minutes to discuss some of the most 
important issues that I hope we will be 
addressing in the debate ahead. 

First, let me mention some of the 
areas in which I think most of us 
agree. For example, I think we all 
agree that we need to promote parental 
involvement in education. It is com-
mon sense. That means giving parents 
more information about their chil-
dren’s schools, and giving them in-
creased options in choosing among pub-
lic schools. That is the right thing to 
do, and I am glad these ideas have 
broad support. 

I am also glad that we generally 
agree about the value of promoting lit-
eracy. President Bush—and I com-
pliment him for this—has proposed $1 
billion annually for a reading first bill, 
and I applaud him for that. We need to 
make sure appropriations follow the 
authorization. We need to make sure 
we put our money where our mouth is, 
so we ensure that all children can read 
by the end of the third grade. 

Another area of broad agreement is 
the need to improve teacher quality. 

A good teacher is probably the most 
important single factor in the quality 
of a child’s education. We can do every-
thing else right, but if we do not have 
excellent teachers, the educational sys-
tem just will not be top drawer. 

That is why it is critically important 
that we provide real resources to at-
tract and retain quality teachers, and 
to help teachers develop their skills 
and create a career of teaching our 
children. 

Unfortunately, there is a lot of work 
to do in this area. Last year, schools in 
high poverty areas hired 50,000 unquali-
fied teachers, and only 39 percent of 
teachers in these areas have an under-
graduate major or minor in the pri-
mary field of instruction. That is not 
acceptable. And I am grateful that col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle seem 
to agree. 

Unfortunately while there is much 
about education with which we can all 
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agree, there are also some areas of dis-
agreement. 

I’m especially concerned about the 
need to reduce class sizes. In my view, 
it is abundantly clear that smaller 
classes are better for children, and we 
have made progress in recent years. 
But we have not gone far enough. 

That Jersey City school I visited, the 
average class size was 29—29 children. 
No one believes that is the right size to 
make sure that you have quality edu-
cation going on in the classroom. 

It is abundantly clear that smaller 
classes are better for children and we 
have made some progress in recent 
years, but we have not gone far enough. 

The Bush administration in my view 
is walking away from the class size ini-
tiative. In my view, that’s a serious 
mistake. I look forward to working 
with Senator MURRAY and my other 
colleagues to secure approval of an 
amendment to reduce class sizes later 
in the debate. We ought to move that 
down to 18 per class. 

I am also disappointed that the ad-
ministration has failed to address one 
of the most compelling needs in edu-
cation: the need to modernize our 
schools. Mr. President, 14 million chil-
dren now attend schools that need 
major renovations, like fixed heating 
and plumbing systems. Nationwide, 
school construction needs total more 
than $127 billion. The problem is worse 
in our cities, where two-thirds of the 
schools—serving 10 million students— 
report problems. In my State of New 
Jersey, 87 percent of schools report a 
need to upgrade or repair a building; 
one in six say that the effort will re-
quire between $1.7 million to $30 mil-
lion. The average age of all New Jersey 
school buildings is 47 years, compared 
to the national average of 35 years. 
That is why in New Jersey, we have 
begun a $12 billion funding program to 
modernize our schools. I believe the 
Federal Government should be a part-
ner in that effort. 

Despite the size of these needs, the 
Bush administration is proposing to 
eliminate virtually the entire school 
construction program that means high-
er taxes at the local level. That would 
be wrong. I look forward to working 
with my colleagues to protect the pro-
gram, and increase our commitment to 
school modernization. 

We have heard a lot of rhetoric lately 
about the need to ensure that no child 
is left behind, and about the need for 
school reform. But, at least until now, 
Congress simply has been unwilling to 
put our money where our mouth is. 
Whether we do now may be the most 
important issue of all. 

There may be broad support for in-
creased testing in our schools. But it 
does no good to diagnose a problem if 
you lack the resources to treat it. 

I have heard in the last few hours 
that even in the conference committee 
on the budget we have now dropped the 
Harkin amendment, putting $225 bil-
lion over 10 years into supporting our 
school system. This is a mistake. We 

need to put money where we want our 
priorities to be—and our children 
should be that. 

If we want to reform schools, we need 
to provide them with real resources. I 
would highlight, in particular, the title 
I program, which focuses funds on 
areas with the greatest needs. Title I 
can and should be the real engine for 
reform. Yet today we are meeting only 
one-third of related needs. And that is 
just not good enough. My own State 
struggles to cover the costs of imple-
menting parity in education for the 
school children in our Abbott Dis-
tricts—urban districts, the economi-
cally deprived. Especially given our 
historic surpluses, is not the time to 
leave behind the children from low-in-
come families who need our help the 
most. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues to dramatically increase 
our commitment to the critical title I 
program. 

I also want to take a few moments to 
discuss an issue of particular interest 
to me: teaching students the basic 
principles of financial literacy. 

Unfortunately, when it comes to per-
sonal finances, young Americans do 
not have the skills they need. Too few 
understand the details of managing a 
checking account, for example, pre-
paring tax returns or using a credit 
card. A recent survey by the non-profit 
JumpStart Coalition for Personal Fi-
nancial Literacy revealed the extent of 
this problem, finding that only 36 per-
cent of surveyed high school students 
could correctly answer basic personal 
finance questions, and only 33 percent 
of students believed that financial 
issues strongly impacted their daily 
lives. 

In my view, it is time to make sure 
that our education system teaches our 
children all the skills they need, in-
cluding the fundamental principles in-
volved with earning, spending, saving, 
and investing. 

These skills will help them stay out 
of debt and maintain a good credit 
record, save money for the future, and 
negotiate an increasingly exceedingly 
complex financial system. 

I filed an amendment that would in-
clude financial education in S. 1, and I 
am very fortunate to have the support 
of my colleagues, Senators ENZI and 
AKAKA. I am hopeful that, working to-
gether, we can ensure that our next 
generation is prepared to meet the 
challenges of the new economy. 

In conclusion, I again thank Senators 
JEFFORDS and KENNEDY for their re-
markable leadership on this legisla-
tion. I look forward to working with 
them and with colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to make a real commit-
ment to education in the legislation 
before us. 

But we must put resources with re-
form. The stakes couldn’t be higher be-
cause the future of our children and 
our Nation depends on it. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, many 
in the Senate today have not seen that 
much participation with respect to the 
education debate. I have found out 
after 30-some years up here that you 
have to direct your attention to where 
you can do the most good. I am not on 
the Education Committee. 

Let me qualify. No. 1, 50 years ago I 
wrote a 3-percent sales tax for public 
education in the State of South Caro-
lina. We were trying to play catchup 
ball with our sister State, North Caro-
lina. They had passed theirs in 1936, 
some 14 years ahead of us. They were 
getting the industry in, and we were 
getting no investment whatsoever. 

Right to the point, if somebody 
wants to attract an industry, don’t tell 
me about the taxes, the highways, the 
climate, the rivers, the availability of 
water and that kind of thing. Get your-
self good school buildings and a school 
system. 

So I venture to say of the six-person 
committee that I headed up, five lost 
the election right after that. 

But be that as it may, no one has put 
in to repeal that particular measure. It 
has been a saving grace in the sense 
that not only is it 3, but we have now 
increased it to 5 percent, and we have 
embellished it with technical training. 

I immediately started to work the 
week after I was elected in 1948. The 
superintendent of the schools in my 
hometown said, FRITZ, I want you to 
get in the car and I want to show you 
something. We went across the river on 
the bridge on Christ Church Parish 
Road, and there was a big square build-
ing of just one story with four sides 
and a roof and a pot-bellied stove. It 
was November. There was a class in 
one corner, a class in another corner, a 
class in the third, and a class in the 
fourth corner, and one teacher. 

Those were the schools we had at 
that time for minorities in South Caro-
lina. I have this to say for those who 
weep and wail about the past 36 years, 
I have been putting money into edu-
cation for the past 50 years and it’s 
still not enough. 

Yes. I started an equalization of fa-
cilities with that sales tax. But we 
have yet to perform the sort of catchup 
where we provide schools in rural 
areas, and those we have abandoned 
within the city, with equal facilities as 
those in the wealthier suburbs. 

I came to Washington with that bone 
in my craw, as the saying goes, and I 
put in a revenue-sharing plan. But in 
taking the plan around, I found that I 
couldn’t put it in just for education. 
That is what I was intent upon. If you 
can single out and target the program, 
I thought you could get the support. 
But I was told no, you couldn’t get the 
support unless you could get it back to 
the States for general purposes. They 
did not suffer the ills and needs of my 
great State of South Carolina. 

So I put in on February 1, 1967, the 
first revenue-sharing bill, later abol-
ished in the 1980s, interestingly, from 
the standpoint of Howard Baker who 
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led the abolition, or repeal. He said we 
were just financing the Government 
and we should send money back to the 
Governors so they could take the 
money and do with it what they want-
ed. So we were financing our opposi-
tion. We weren’t financing education. 
We were financing our own education. 
We learned the hard way. So we did 
away with revenue sharing. 

The next thing I got into was a tui-
tion tax credit. I can see the distin-
guished Senator from New York now 
talking about his Boston Latin school. 
I had the assistance of the Senator 
from Arkansas, Kaneaster Hodges. We 
fought that particular diversion of 
funds from public schools to private 
schools, and thereupon they fought the 
institution, the Department of Edu-
cation. We, along with President Car-
ter, established the Department of 
Education. They wanted to, by gosh, 
avoid and oppose the Department of 
Education. 

Then I have been on the floor, of 
course, with the vouchers and trying to 
force those. But I had not paid good 
enough attention to the testing and ac-
countability debate until I started lis-
tening to the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota, Mr. PAUL WELLSTONE, 
and now I know we have to fight. He 
knows of what he speaks. He is not 
talking about the pollster thing. That 
is the thing I resent and resist around 
here, this entire operation—that it’s 
pollster driven. The cardinal rule of the 
pollster is: Never take a position that 
divides the voters. Don’t say you are 
for chairs and desks. Don’t say you are 
against them. Say I am concerned 
about these chairs and desks; they 
trouble me. All the Senators are run-
ning around, and they are all troubled. 
That is the nonsense we are engaged in. 

But I take a poll, and everybody is 
for tax cuts. We have forgotten from 
whence we came. I am completely ab-
solutely opposed to the budget settle-
ment of $1.235 trillion, plus the stim-
ulus $1.35 trillion, because I believe in 
paying down the debt, not increasing 
it. 

But the polls do not do that. They 
ask you if you are for a tax cut, but 
they do not tell you we are spending 
surpluses that do not exist. I will bet 
anybody any amount of money, with 
any odds, that we will end this fiscal 
year with an increase in the national 
debt. We have done that each year, 
since Lyndon Johnson was President, 
for the last 30 years. 

But now comes education, and it is 
polled also: Accountability, account-
ability. Here is the crowd that says: We 
want to find out what is wrong. Heav-
ens above, they come to government as 
if it begins with them. 

Senator WELLSTONE is really fighting 
the fight for the youngsters of Amer-
ica, for the economic strength of Amer-
ica, and for its defense. The best de-
fense is an educated citizen. Do not 
give me all the toys—the Osprey: 
Jump, move forward, jump around, get 
in it, and kill everybody who gets in it. 

I am not for these toys. I am for edu-
cation. That is the best defense. 

Give me $225 billion; give me the Har-
kin amendment. That is what I want. 
Give me the moneys to flesh out these 
programs that have worked. But they 
come and say the programs have not 
worked. It is ignorance. 

I say to Senator WELLSTONE, the 
Governors met in 1988. The distin-
guished Governor from Arkansas got 
together with another Governor, a Re-
publican leader at the time, and they 
founded, so to speak, Goals 2000. But 
President Bush would not put it in. 
Then when President Clinton got here 
to put it in, they fought it. 

So I begin to wonder when they say: 
We don’t know how the schools are per-
forming. Ha, they fought the Depart-
ment of Education. They fought to pri-
vatize all the public money for public 
schools with vouchers, charter schools, 
tuition tax credits, any way they 
could, to destroy the public support for 
public schools. And they come now and 
say they don’t know, when they fought 
Goals 2000. 

We had testing in the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act in 1994. 
They act as if we haven’t heard of test-
ing. We have testing coming out of our 
ears. But the polls say: Accountability; 
discipline, discipline, yes. 

I say to the Senator, in relation to 
that discipline, I remember the mother 
who sent her little boy to school with 
a note for the teacher. It said: Dear 
teacher, my boy Ivan is very sensitive. 
If he misbehaves, slap the child next to 
him. That is punishment enough for 
my Ivan. 

They say: Discipline, yes. I am for ac-
countability. We are going to find out. 
Don’t give me that stuff. Bug off. As 
my grandchildren say: Get a life. 

We provide $7 of every $100 spent—or 
7 cents for every $1 spent—on edu-
cation. We act as if we have invented 
education and all of a sudden we are 
going to do something about it. One 
way or the other, we are not going to 
do much. But what we do that is work-
ing ought to be allowed to continue. 

Specifically, we have the women’s, 
infants, and children’s nutrition pro-
gram, which is not part of the edu-
cation budget, but it is an important 
part of education. I worked with Sen-
ator Humphrey from Minnesota, a 
state where I worked on and wrote a 
book on hunger. I got with him, and we 
put in the women’s, infants and chil-
dren’s program. You have 21 billion 
brain cells, and I have 21 billion brain 
cells, and 17 billion of the 21 billion 
brain cells have developed in the first 5 
months in the mother’s womb. Without 
the proper nutrition in relation to the 
protein and the synthesis of the nerve 
cells during those first 5 months, there 
can be as much as 20 percent less cel-
lular development when that child is 
born, causing what we call organic 
brain damage. The child can’t function, 
can’t assimilate. That has everything 
to do with their education, and yet 
WIC is not adequately funded to meet 
the needs of all those who are eligible. 

They want to know what works. We 
have had mathematical studies con-
ducted about the benefits of title I for 
the disadvantaged. For every dollar we 
put in title I, the Government and soci-
ety reap $7. For Head Start, it is $4. 
That works. 

We are going to have this testing to 
find out who is failing and who is suc-
ceeding, but we are not testing the 
school building, we are not testing the 
principal, we are not testing the school 
board, we are not testing, really, the 
pupil. 

As my distinguished colleague from 
Minnesota says, we are testing wealth. 
Why? Because the wealthy student— 
the one who starts his education in a 
good pre-school and has books read to 
him, and everything else of that kind— 
by the time he’s tested in third grade, 
he has had 6 years of schooling. With-
out these advantages, a child has only 
three years of schooling coming into 
the test. So you are testing wealth. 

The Senator from Minnesota has edu-
cated this Senator. He has really got-
ten into things that mean something 
to this body and this country. We are 
about to go the way—as I am convinced 
we are running up the national debt, 
and we have interest costs of $1 billion 
a day—of hollering surpluses, sur-
pluses, surpluses, when we have defi-
cits, deficits, deficits. That is their way 
of getting rid of the Government. And 
this is their way of getting rid of public 
education—anything to get rid of pub-
lic education. 

We have not really equipped our mi-
nority teachers, and yet they have out-
standing schools here, there, and yon-
der. And then we have very poor ones. 
We know. I read in the morning paper— 
I do not have to wait to pass this bill— 
about schools that are practically 
closed. So they are going to take the 
test. And what are we going to find 
out? What we already know. It is like 
taking a fellow who can’t swim, who is 
drowning 100 yards offshore, and throw-
ing him a 50-yard lifeline. We haven’t 
made it all the way for Head Start, for 
title I, for all of these measures. And 
then we are going to have the test to 
see whether he can swim, while the 
poor fellow drowns. No. We ought to be 
realistic and look at what we know is 
there. 

I campaigned all over the State of 
Texas. I have never forgotten it. It was 
not the ‘‘best little whorehouse in 
Texas,’’ it was the best little poor-
house—poorhouse. The Rand Corpora-
tion agreed last year that Texas had 
failed to improve on key education 
points. I can get into that debate on 
schools, but it isn’t the point here. The 
point is, we do not want to really find 
that 20 percent or a third of our schools 
are failures. You do not have to admin-
ister a test to see what the good 
schools are doing. 

So what are we going to do about it? 
What are we going to do about it? Mr. 
President, nothing. We are going to 
talk. We are going to speak to the polls 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:02 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4155 May 2, 2001 
and say in the campaign: I was for ac-
countability. I am for accountability 
and I voted for testing. 

The Senator from Minnesota and 
some of us others are going to have an 
extended debate on this issue. We have 
to educate our colleagues and get the 
support to kill the so-called account-
ability in its crib, the accountability 
they refused in Goals 2000 and earlier 
with the testing in the 1994 act. Now 
they act as if they have a discovery to 
identify the problem—hit-and-run driv-
ing. 

Yes, accountability, accountability, 
accountability. Ask them about the 
Patients’ Bill of Rights. There are too 
many lawsuits when you bring a suit to 
get accountability. No, no, we are not 
for accountability. We have too many 
lawyers. Get rid of the lawyers. That is 
also in the polls. Kill all the lawyers, 
said Shakespeare in Henry VI. Ac-
countability. 

Unfunded mandates, where are they? 
They were jumping all over the place 7 
years ago on unfunded mandates. Now 
they are pell-mell down the road. For 
what? The President has put in $320 
million to cover an estimated $2 to $7 
billion in costs over the 4-year testing 
period. I am concerned that the states 
will have to pick up a substantial part 
of that cost. 

We had the Governors. We had the 
local people say, heck, we know, we are 
there. It is amazing to me the distin-
guished President, who had been a Gov-
ernor, acts as if he never has been in 
government before. He would know 
that this would hackle every Governor, 
every school board, every school super-
intendent, every principal. They know 
about testing. They are trying to get 
the money. But, no, we have account-
ability. We have unfunded mandates 
now, and right on down the road with a 
program that can’t possibly work. But 
it is only going to highlight the need, 
they say, for vouchers. 

The Senator from Minnesota has an 
amendment that fleshes out a program 
that works; namely to fully fund Title 
I before we proceed with a testing man-
date. You have to teach the course be-
fore you give the exam. The U.S. Con-
gress has not taught the course. We 
haven’t given students, in many in-
stances, the building. We haven’t given 
them the professional classroom teach-
er. We haven’t given them the right 
size class so that they can get the 
teacher’s attention. We haven’t given 
them counselors, and they need coun-
seling. We haven’t given, of course, the 
different courses and other assistance 
that we have all found, from time to 
time, is very necessary. So we haven’t 
taught the course, but we are going to 
give them the exam. We are going to 
have accountability, and we are going 
to puff and blow and walk all around 
on the political stump saying: I was in 
Washington and I told that Washington 
crowd that we had to have account-
ability. 

I want them to come with the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, because that is 

what we have in the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights, some accountability. If they 
absolutely step aside, if they engage in 
malicious and reckless conduct, mal-
practice, then we can bring the suit. 
That makes them accountable. But, no, 
they are opposed to that kind of thing. 

If the test shows schools are failing, 
we are not going to put up the billions 
to improve schools. Instead, they are 
going to put on a full course drive for 
vouchers to $1,500. What is that going 
to do? 

The real need is to get teachers’ pay 
up. If I were king for a day—I ran for 
the Presidency on this back in the 
1980s—they laughed but it is still just 
as efficacious—I would increase teach-
er pay, because that $36,000, the aver-
age pay of a teacher in South Carolina, 
doesn’t do the job. 

But I go across the stage having 
made a graduation speech, and stu-
dents approach me and say: Senator, I 
wanted to get into teaching, but I 
couldn’t save enough money with the 
pay to send my kids to college. We 
have a lot of dedicated teachers in the 
classrooms and a lot of great schools, 
but we are missing out on bringing in 
the feedstock of that professional 
teacher because we are not paying 
enough. We are doing it on the cheap. 
We are doing it on the cheap, and we 
know it. 

But we are going to tinker around. 
We are going to have reading. We are 
going to have math and science, and we 
are going to have the size of the class-
room. And we are going to build an-
other building, and we are going to toy 
around with it to try the hit-and-run 
drive, to identify with the problem but 
not solve it. 

Begin at the beginning. Somehow 
let’s get some revenue sharing with the 
teacher out in that rural school or 
combat pay for the inner-city class-
room teacher. They deserve combat 
pay trying to keep law and order and 
act as a parent at the same time. The 
role of a teacher is just almost unable 
to be performed in the sense that 
teachers can’t get around to teaching 
because of the other particular duties 
at hand. 

I will have plenty more to say when 
this measure comes up about account-
ability. Please spare the Senator here 
from all of these expressions, the poll-
sters. Has anyone ever heard of a poll-
ster being elected to anything? If they 
can find me a pollster who has been 
elected to office, I would like to find 
one. A pollster has never experienced 
anything. 

Here are some expressions. We have 
to give the child ‘‘a real chance.’’ We 
want to ‘‘find out what works’’ and so 
forth like that. We need to ‘‘increase 
flexibility.’’ We need to ‘‘reduce bu-
reaucracy.’’ We need to ‘‘empower par-
ents.’’ Come on. Don’t give us all of 
that. Parents are working day and 
night and the child is home and nobody 
is helping him with his homework. And 
we know it. We don’t need a test to 
prove it. Let’s get away from all of this 

gamesmanship and polling politics and 
really do something for public edu-
cation in the United States. 

If they want a starting point, our dis-
tinguished friend from Massachusetts 
has led the way and held the line on 
public schools for the years I have been 
up here. I have been glad to associate 
with him. 

But I can tell you here and now, this 
is dangerous to come in and start, 
under the auspices of accountability, 
testing from the third to the eighth 
grade every student in all of America. 
They are going to create the very cost 
and the bureaucracy they want to get 
rid of and waste money that is needed 
for teachers’ pay. The ultimate is, of 
course, finding out that there are a lot 
of schools in need, and we know where 
they are, and we are trying to get as-
sistance to them. I saw it 50 years ago 
when I put in a county-wide millage for 
a school in Awendaw. You put in 100 
mills property tax in that rural area, 
and you couldn’t build a lunchroom, 
much less a school. So as chairman of 
the delegation, I put it in. 

So don’t give us these nebulous state-
ments of flexibility and empowerment 
and all these buzz words around here. 
Let’s give us some education and test 
the Senate. That is where we ought to 
have a test. Find out if we have passed 
the test first. Have we really fleshed 
out the women, infants, and children’s 
program? Have we really fleshed out 
and supported 100 percent Head Start. 
Have we really financed title I for the 
disadvantaged? Have we built school 
buildings so that students can learn 
without the ceiling falling in on their 
heads or freezing to death? Have we 
done that? Give us the test first. Find 
out what we have done. 

Or have we regarded what we have al-
ready known to be the case, what the 
Governors have come in with, Goals 
2000? Have we responded to the test 
that we prescribed with the flexibility 
they said they wanted? In 1994, they 
wanted the States to be able to decide. 

Have we passed that test? Give us a 
flunking grade, a zero—except for the 
Senator from Massachusetts, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, the Senator from 
Iowa, and some others, such as the 
Senator from Connecticut, Mr. DODD. 
They have been out here working for 
education. But there are only a handful 
of them who can pass the test if given 
to the Senate itself. That is what I 
want to see. Cut out the pollster’s 
gamesmanship and the campaigning 
and let’s think not of our needs to be 
reelected, but the needs of the country 
to prosper and survive. 

I yield the floor 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. BYRD. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

understand our time would start in 
about 10 minutes. I am going to yield 
time to Senator BYRD, the time up to 4 
o’clock, and then we will reclaim our 
time because we have speakers coming 
at 4. So such time as he may consume, 
until 4, I yield to Senator BYRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Texas yield time from 
the Republican side to Senator BYRD 
until the hour of 4 p.m.? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I yield up until 4 
o’clock to Senator BYRD, but I would 
not want it to come from the Repub-
lican time if others come and want to 
speak on the Republican time. 

Mr. BYRD. If the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas will yield, may I sug-
gest that I only take—I think we have 
5, 6 or 8 minutes—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is 71⁄2 
minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. May I suggest that I take 
that amount of time now and make a 
few remarks about Bob Schieffer. Then 
I will wait until 4:30. I could have more 
time at that point, as I understand it. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Yes, that is cor-
rect. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator for 
her efforts to accommodate me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

f 

BOB SCHIEFFER’S TENTH ANNI-
VERSARY AT ‘‘FACE THE NA-
TION’’ 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this 
evening, politicians, celebrities, and 
newscasters alike will gather to honor 
one of the most trusted reporters in 
Washington; namely, Bob Schieffer of 
CBS News. Bob Schieffer has gained a 
reputation as a man of integrity, an 
honest man, a man who holds fairness 
and the truth in the highest regard. 

Nothing better can be said about a 
politician, and certainly nothing better 
can be said about a news reporter. I 
will say that again about Bob 
Schieffer. Mr. Schieffer has gained the 
reputation as a man of integrity, an 
honest man, a man who holds fairness 
and the truth in the highest regard. We 
will remember that Plato, while vis-
iting with Hiero, was asked, ‘‘Why have 
you come here?’’ Plato said, ‘‘I am 
looking for an honest man.’’ So we 
have one here—a man of integrity, an 
honest man, a man who holds fairness 
and the truth in the highest regard. 
Now that is saying something in to-
day’s world. That is saying something 
about a news man. 

Bob Schieffer is a Texan who started 
in journalism as a reporter for the Fort 
Worth Star-Telegram. He moved on to 
a local television station and then to 
CBS. For 20 years, Bob was the net-
work’s Saturday evening news anchor. 
For the past decade, he has hosted 
‘‘Face The Nation’’ on Sunday morn-
ings. He has called Sunday mornings 
the smartest time period on television, 
saying, ‘‘It is the last place on tele-
vision where people can lay out their 

ideas about things and discuss them at 
length.’’ 

Well, if Sunday morning is the 
smartest time period on television— 
that is what Bob Schieffer says it is— 
I say another reason for that would be 
that it is Bob Schieffer’s time when he 
is reporting to the Nation. He decries— 
as do I—the 30-second sound bite that 
has replaced the true interaction be-
tween voters and public officials. One 
reason I decry it, of course, is I am not 
very good at it. A 30-second sound 
bite—it takes me about that long to 
say hello or good morning. 

Sitting in the anchor chair at CBS is 
a high responsibility, a high responsi-
bility, an important responsibility. It 
was the chair from which Roger Mudd 
and Walter Cronkite would report 
every night. It was the chair in which 
Edward R. Murrow—perhaps the grand-
father of in-depth, thorough television 
reporting—hosted ‘‘CBS Reports’’ and 
‘‘Person to Person’’ and ‘‘See It Now.’’ 
Edward R. Murrow set the standard. 
Bob Schieffer excels at meeting that 
standard. 

There is no obstacle that cannot be 
overcome by the vigorous mind deter-
mined to follow truth. That seems to 
be the philosophy that guides the work 
of Bob Schieffer. He follows the truth. 
He has a vigorous mind, and he follows 
the truth, he keeps after it. He does 
not invent the truth. There is a dif-
ference in following and pursuing the 
truth and attempting to invent it. Bob 
Schieffer does not invent the truth, he 
asks the questions. He asks the ques-
tions, but he does not assume the an-
swers. He listens and, from the answers 
he receives, we all then learn. 

Bob Schieffer once told an audience, 
‘‘Your trust is the greatest honor I can 
receive.’’ Now that says it all. I am not 
a news man, but if I were a news re-
porter, it would seem to me that that 
would be the pith, the crux, the milk in 
the coconut. ‘‘Your trust is the great-
est honor I can receive.’’ We know 
that, as a general rule, the people of 
America do not trust news people. 
They do not trust news reporters. They 
do not trust the news media. They do 
not trust politicians. So Bob Schieffer 
said it well when he said, ‘‘Your trust 
is the greatest honor I can receive.’’ He 
can speak for me as a politician on 
that line also. The trust of the people, 
he says, is the greatest honor he can 
receive. That trust is well earned. 

I congratulate Mr. Schieffer on his 
decade of service at ‘‘Face the Nation,’’ 
and I look forward to watching him for 
many years to come. He is a man I 
trust. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I, 
again, thank the Senator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from West Virginia. 
I so appreciate the remarks he made 
about my friend, Bob Schieffer, and 
‘‘Face the Nation.’’ I, too, have known 
Bob Schieffer for a long time. He grew 
up in Fort Worth, TX. His brother and 
I served together in the Texas Legisla-
ture. I have known him and his family 
for a long time. 

There is not a more principled, fair 
person in the entire news media than 
Bob Schieffer. I certainly appreciate 
the kind remarks made by the Senator 
from West Virginia. I know Bob 
Schieffer is very happy tonight, cele-
brating the anniversary of ‘‘Face the 
Nation.’’ He has taken it to new 
heights just by being a person who is 
trusted and respected by the American 
people. Both Presidential candidates 
choosing Bob Schieffer to be the mod-
erator of a debate shows he is well re-
garded by Republicans, Democrats, and 
Independents throughout our country. 

f 

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to talk about the education bill 
that is so important to all of us. We are 
hopefully very close to agreement on 
bringing the bill before the Senate. 

We are all a little frustrated because 
we have been waiting for the bill for 
about 10 days. There have been a lot of 
negotiations. 

There are some very key issues that 
need to be discussed, and I hope they 
will be discussed in the open. I hope 
they will not be negotiated away. Re-
form is the key to success in education. 

We are going to spend more money 
on education. In fact, President Bush 
has put forward a budget that provides 
an 11.4-percent increase in spending in 
education. That is warranted because 
we do need to add emphasis to certain 
areas of public education. 

What is going to determine success 
or failure is whether we reform our sys-
tem, whether we make it accountable, 
whether we give parents the ability to 
know what their children are doing and 
how they are doing. If a child comes 
home with A’s or B’s and is promoted 
to the next grade, and you, as a parent, 
find out 5 years later the child did not 
read at grade level, that is a failure in 
the system. 

If a parent does not have the tools to 
find out if there is a weakness in the 
child’s education, the parent is at a 
significant disadvantage, and the child 
is doomed forever. 

We need to make sure parents have 
the knowledge of how a school is doing. 
A lot of people say we should not have 
tests. If we do not have tests, how will 
we have a benchmark? How will we 
know where the weaknesses are? 

If we have tests, even if the test is 
not perfect, it will show a red flag and 
we will see the weakness. We can deter-
mine if the test is not right, if the fail-
ure is not real. At least we will check 
on it to make sure, but most of the 
time the failure is real. 

If we catch the failure at third grade 
instead of eighth grade, we will save 
that child’s future. We will save that 
child’s productive life because we can 
make sure that every child can read at 
grade level in the third grade. If we do 
that, then every child will have the 
chance to absorb the rest of his or her 
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educational experience. But that child 
will never be able to absorb the his-
tory, the geography, the math, and the 
science if that child cannot read at 
grade level in the third grade and have 
the chance to progress. 

That is why we are trying to set a 
standard, not a mandate to every State 
about the test that is given but a man-
date that there be some kind of ac-
countability, some kind of test so par-
ents know where the weaknesses are. 

In addition, we want to take the 
schools that are doing well in the same 
socioeconomic area and give that infor-
mation about what works to the school 
that is not doing well. That is the pur-
pose of accountability: to find out what 
does work so we will have a chance to 
help those that are not performing up 
to speed by showing them what has 
worked in schools with the same weak-
ness areas. 

If it is reading that is a weakness, or 
math, or computer sciences, we will 
have some examples to show what does 
work because we do want to make sure 
no child is left behind. 

We are talking about reforms that in-
clude accountability, some kind of 
testing to see where they are and 
where the weaknesses are. We are talk-
ing about creativity to make sure 
schools that have teacher shortages 
have a bigger pool from which to 
choose. If we do not have a teacher who 
can teach French and the students are 
not able to learn French in that school 
district, why not go the extra mile to 
certify a person who majored in French 
in college but does not happen to have 
a teacher’s certificate? Why not expe-
dite the teacher certification so the 
young people in that particular school 
district will be able to learn French? 

That is what we are trying to do: give 
creativity incentives so there will be 
more teachers available to teach 
French, Russian, Japanese, or the Chi-
nese language; more teachers who can 
teach math, science, and computer 
skills where there are teacher short-
ages. 

We must be creative. We must leave 
no stone unturned to make sure every 
child will get the chance to succeed 
with a public education. 

We are going to increase spending. 
We are going to triple the funding for 
children’s reading programs to over $1 
billion next year. We will have a 30-per-
cent increase in funding for Hispanic- 
serving institutions and historically 
black colleges because these programs, 
which have been increased for the last 
few years at a very large rate, are 
doing a great service for our country. 
They are nurturing students in those 
schools to keep them in school to get 
those degrees to be eligible for the 
good jobs that a college education can 
give them. 

We are adding an additional $1 billion 
for Pell grants next year. At colleges 
and universities where I have made 
commencement addresses, I have had 
so many students tell me it is Pell 
grants that are responsible for their 

ability to get an education because 
their parents never could have afforded 
to send them. The Pell grants are an 
added incentive for them to go to col-
lege. In fact, one of the creative parts 
of this bill is increasing Pell grants by 
$1,000 to any low-income student who 
will enter the math or science field in 
college. 

That would be an exciting oppor-
tunity for our minority students, for 
our low-income students, for students 
who have not had a chance to have that 
extra Pell grant. If that extra Pell 
grant will give them an incentive to go 
into the field of math and science, then 
that student is going to have a bright 
future. 

We are going to increase by $412 mil-
lion teacher professional development, 
making sure teachers have the tools 
they need to teach, that the best tech-
niques are given to the teachers teach-
ing our young people. 

We are going to have a $90 million in-
crease in the National Science Founda-
tion, the math and science partner-
ships program, so we can assure qual-
ity opportunities in math and science 
to nurture our potential inventors. 

There is a $40 million increase in 
school construction funding for impact 
aid schools. An impact aid school is a 
school that is near a military base. 
These are school districts that do not 
have the same tax base because a mili-
tary installation does not pay local 
taxes. Many of these schools have been 
starved over the years. We are going to 
give them a boost to try to upgrade the 
school construction in these heavily 
impacted school districts where there 
are large Federal institutions. 

There is a lot of increased spending 
in this bill. But that is not all this bill 
is. If we just increase spending, we 
don’t need to debate the issues of re-
form; we don’t need to talk about ac-
countability; we don’t need to talk 
about vouchers or choice for parents or 
charter schools or trying to get more 
teachers to take up the teaching pro-
fession. Why would we do that if we 
just throw money at it and not do any-
thing more? We could just pass an ap-
propriations bill. That is what we have 
been doing. That is what hasn’t 
worked. 

What we are hoping to do is to now 
reform the system. We want to give in-
dividual attention to every child. We 
are trying to give the Federal money in 
block grants to the State and local 
governments with benchmarks—not 
mandates, not heavy books of regula-
tions they have to thumb through be-
fore they can take a step. That is not 
what we are trying to do. 

We are saying: Here is the standard 
we want you to meet. We want every 
child to read at grade level at the third 
grade. How you do it is your choice. We 
will give you extra money for teaching 
teachers how to teach reading for Pell 
grants, for the added emphasis on math 
and science classes, all of those things 
that would go toward making sure each 
individual student has the opportunity 

to reach his or her full potential with 
a public education. That is the point of 
this bill. 

Increased accountability. Focus on 
what works. Look at the other schools 
to see what they do that works. Talk 
to people who have made it work. 

I visited a school in my hometown of 
Dallas, TX, an elementary school. I 
have never seen so much creativity. 
The students have parents who are in-
terested. The PTA is very active in the 
school. The principal welcomes the 
PTA. Stonewall Jackson Elementary 
School has a diverse student body. 
They are excited about learning. The 
teachers are pumped up; the principal 
is open and creative; the parents love 
working for the school. It works be-
cause everyone comes together to try 
to make sure every child has the most 
opportunity that child can have. 

This particular school also has a 
number of deaf students. They are inte-
grated into the elementary school. 
Deaf students and hearing students are 
in the same classes, so the hearing stu-
dents know how to function with the 
deaf students; the deaf students know 
how to function with the hearing stu-
dents. It is wonderful to see it work be-
cause of the interest of the parents, the 
teachers, the principal, the school su-
perintendent, and school trustees. It is 
a teamwork effort. That is what we are 
trying to foster in every school in our 
country. 

We want to reduce bureaucracy in 
Washington and increase flexibility. 
We want school districts to do what 
fits them best. Maybe they need a sin-
gle-sex school in part of an urban area 
where they have problems with dis-
cipline. Why shouldn’t they be able to 
offer an all-boys school or an all-girls 
school in a public school environment, 
if that is what the parents believe will 
focus their children on education. Why 
don’t we open our horizons and look at 
what we can do to be more creative? 

Most of all, we are trying to empower 
parents. We are trying to give parents 
the information they need to make the 
best decisions for their children. We 
are trying to make sure parents will be 
able to get their children out of a bad 
environment and into an environment 
where their child can learn and 
progress and do better. That is exactly 
what this bill is trying to do. 

I am very pleased we have a Presi-
dent whose major priority is education. 
I am very pleased we have a bill that 
will put some creativity into the 
schools. I am very pleased we will have 
some amendments that I hope will add 
to the creativity and the choices par-
ents will have. The bottom line is, if 
parents know what their children are 
learning and if they have an interest in 
their schools, they are not going to let 
their children stay in a bad environ-
ment; they are not going to let their 
children stay in an environment that is 
not serving the needs of their children. 

I hope we can start the amendment 
process on this bill because I think we 
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have a chance to recreate public edu-
cation in our country. It needs to be re-
created. It has fallen down in the last 
25 years. It is time we brought it back 
up. It is time we do not take no for an 
answer. It is time we do not allow 
someone to say that some children just 
can’t learn. Every child can learn. We 
just must make sure we fit that child’s 
individual needs and every child will 
learn. The key is catching the child 
early enough that we can give the child 
the full chance to have a quality public 
education. If we find out in the ninth 
grade that the child is reading at the 
third grade level, 6 years will have been 
lost for that child’s development. That 
is not fair. We can do better. That is 
what I hope we will do. 

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

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would 

like to continue under the time on edu-
cation, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. THOMAS. I suppose we are all 
hopeful the committee will soon come 
together with their proposal and have 
some agreement on the bill and bring it 
here. 

As we think more and more about 
the education bill, and we begin to 
think what are the elements of a suc-
cessful education for young people, of 
course we immediately begin to think, 
first of all, about families, about par-
ents. That is the early responsibility. 
It is so interesting to watch in our 
communities, as we see the youngsters 
with parents who, when the children 
are very small, begin to help with read-
ing, begin to give parental support. 
Then as they get to school, we can see 
their opportunities are much greater. 

The other things, of course, that we 
talk about are the facilities, the teach-
ing opportunities that are provided by 
the community. We begin to try to put 
all these things together. Then we 
begin to say what is the role of dollars? 
I think the average expenditure per 
child is maybe $500. There are substan-
tial differences in the costs of edu-
cation throughout the country. Then 
we begin to measure reading perform-
ance against the amount of dollars 
that are spent. We see as dollars go up, 
reading capacity does not necessarily 
go up. So we say what is it that has to 
be done besides dollars? 

We begin to think of the role of the 
Federal Government versus the role of 
the school board and the State, in 
terms of decisions about school build-
ings, for example. Traditionally, the 
building of school facilities has been a 
responsibility of local governments. 
Local governments make the decisions. 
Then we find ourselves looking at 
things that need to be done in that 
area and we see we need Federal 
money. When Federal money comes, 
along with it comes regulation. People 
say: Wait a minute, get the Federal 
Government out of our lives. 

It is not an easy issue. Do we want to 
have the best education we can? Of 

course, nobody argues with that. That 
is our goal and it should be. We start 
with preschool and go on to have the 
best kind of education we possibly can 
have for everyone. Not only is that 
good for everyone, the people them-
selves, but it is good for our society. 
We cannot really have successful de-
mocracy unless we have educated citi-
zens. 

That is what we are talking about. It 
sounds easy: we are going to support 
schools, we are going to do this, we are 
going to do that. Then we think it out 
and say: How do we best do this? How 
do we get accountability? Where should 
the money come from? How important 
is it as compared to teaching expertise, 
for example? What does that have to do 
with buildings, facilities, and these 
things? 

It is an interesting topic. I hope we 
will get to it soon. The bill before us 
will cover almost all these things. It 
will have to do with accountability. It 
will have to do with financial capacity. 
It will have to do with choice. It will 
have to do with how the money is spent 
and who decides that. I look forward to 
that. 

I think the arrangements have been 
for the Senator from West Virginia to 
begin now, so I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWNBACK). The Senator from West 
Virginia. 

f 

BUSH TAX CUT PROPOSAL AND 
THE PSEUDO-RECESSION OF 2001 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, last Fri-
day, the Commerce Department re-
ported that the U.S. economy grew at a 
rate of 2 percent during the first 3 
months of this year, January 2001 to 
March 2001. That is twice the rate that 
forecasters were projecting. It doubles 
the pace of late last year, October 2000 
to December 2000. 

Saturday’s Washington Post quoted 
economist Jim Glassman of J.P. Mor-
gan Securities saying: 

These are great numbers. They suggest 
that the economy is not nearly as weak as 
was feared and that we are not close to being 
in a recession. 

This information stands in stark con-
trast to what the administration has 
been telling the American people in re-
cent months. In presenting his budget 
and tax cut proposals to a joint session 
of Congress on February 28, President 
Bush declared: 

the long economic expansion that began al-
most 10 years ago is faltering. 

As recently as March, White House 
aides warned that $1.6 trillion in tax 
cuts were needed to avert an impending 
recession. 

Contrary to the administration’s dire 
warnings, the economy has continued 
its unbroken 10-year expansion—the 
longest economic expansion in U.S. his-
tory. The Nation’s unemployment rate 
is near historic lows at 4.3 percent. 
Consumer spending increased from a 2.8 
percent rate in February to a 3.1 per-
cent rate in March. Construction 

spending remains strong, business in-
frastructure investment is rising, man-
ufacturing activity is inching up, and 
factory inventories are falling. 

Even the stock markets—and we 
have learned that the stock market is 
not the economy—but even the stock 
markets are rebounding from their re-
cent lows. The Dow Jones increased 
from 9,500 in early March to almost 
10,900 yesterday—10,898.34—a 15 percent 
increase. The Nasdaq increased from 
1,619 in March to 2,168 yesterday—a 34 
percent increase. 

In the midst of the Great Depression 
of 1932, which I lived through, Presi-
dent Franklin Roosevelt cautioned 
that the only thing we have to fear is 
fear itself. In the midst of the pseudo- 
recession of 2001, the only thing that 
the Bush administration has to fear is 
stirring up public doubt. 

This administration has been walk-
ing a fine line between promoting the 
President’s tax cut proposal on the one 
hand and alarming consumers and in-
vestors. The Bush administration has 
touted the President’s tax cut plan as a 
possible ‘‘second wind for economic 
growth,’’ so that bad economic news 
becomes good news for the tax cut. 

That is the tune the administration 
plays. 

The problem is that, in attacking an 
illusory problem through the bogus 
cure of massive tax cuts, this Adminis-
tration creates two very real problems. 
It threatens our debt repayment efforts 
and cuts back on our ability to address 
a backlog of infrastructure needs. 

Let’s consider, for a moment, our na-
tional debt. The Congressional Budget 
Office projects that the national debt 
will increase from its current levels of 
$5.7 trillion to $6.7 trillion in FY 2011. 
The President’s budget would set aside 
$2 trillion to retire the national debt 
over the next ten years, but that num-
ber is based on two highly unlikely as-
sumptions: (1) that $5.6 trillion in 
budget surpluses will materialize in 
spite of CBO warnings that they might 
not, and (2) that discretionary spending 
should be limited to the unrealistically 
low numbers proposed by the Presi-
dent. 

If the massive-permanent tax cuts 
are enacted, our debt retirement ef-
forts may be compromised and that 
could significantly disrupt the finan-
cial markets, resulting in higher inter-
est rates and slower economic growth. 

An equally important concern is 
whether these tax cuts will allow us to 
adequately address this country’s fail-
ing infrastructure. Roads, bridges, air-
port runways, mass transit systems, 
water and sewer systems, and energy 
delivery systems—we could go on and 
on—are vitally important to support 
thriving businesses. They enhance pro-
ductivity. They provide jobs. They are 
basic to a strong economy. 

Yet, according to the American Soci-
ety of Civil Engineers, ASCE, one-third 
of the nation’s major roads are in poor 
or mediocre condition, costing Amer-
ican drivers an estimated $5.8 billion a 
year. 
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The latest ASCE survey revealed 

that 29 percent of the nation’s bridges 
are structurally deficient or function-
ally obsolete. 

Airport capacity has increased only 1 
percent in the past 10 years. No wonder 
airport congestion delayed nearly 
50,000 flights in one month alone last 
year. 

Due to aging, outdated facilities, and 
severe overcrowding, 75 percent of our 
nation’s school buildings are inad-
equate to meet the needs of school chil-
dren—to meet the needs of America’s 
schoolchildren, tomorrow’s citizens, 
and tomorrow’s leaders. 

The nation’s 54,000 drinking water 
systems face an annual shortfall of $11 
billion to comply with federal water 
regulations. 

Some of the nation’s 16,000 waste-
water systems are 100 years old. More 
than one-third of U.S. surface waters 
do not meet water quality standards. 

These statistics show the infrastruc-
ture needs of a third-world nation, not 
the world’s last remaining super power. 

Furthermore, these statistics only 
reflect the gap between federal funding 
and our nation’s physical infrastruc-
ture needs. What about our human in-
frastructure needs? 

The Senate voted last month to set 
aside $225 billion in tax cuts to finance 
investments in education. 

The Senate also declared its intent to 
set aside $300 billion for a prescription 
drug benefit—twice the amount allot-
ted in the President’s budget. 

Medicare is estimated to have 45 mil-
lion beneficiaries in 2015 (11 million 
more than 2000), yet the program will 
not have the resources to finance bene-
fits after 2016, 15 years from now. 

Let me say that again. This should 
be of interest to everybody in this 
country. 

Medicare is estimated to have 45 mil-
lion beneficiaries in 2015; yet the pro-
gram will not have the resources to fi-
nance benefits after 2016. 

Likewise, the Social Security pro-
gram provides a financial safety net for 
our Nation’s seniors; yet it will not be 
able to rely on payroll tax revenues 
after 2016. 

Let me say that again, talking about 
the Social Security program. 

I can remember when we didn’t have 
any Social Security program in this 
country. I can remember when Frank-
lin Delano Roosevelt and a Democratic 
Congress provided the Social Security 
program in the country. 

Before that time, when people be-
came too old to work, they either stood 
at the gates of their children with their 
hats in their hands hoping that their 
children would take them in, or, other-
wise it was over the hill to the poor-
house. I can remember that. 

All through the years, the 
workpeople of America, the people who 
have labored and earned their bread by 
the sweat of their brow, paid into that 
Social Security program as did their 
employers, and looked forward to the 
time when they could retire in dignity, 

and not have to sit on the porch of the 
old county poor farm, and not have to 
call upon their children, who were al-
ready struggling, to take them in. 

What do we see happening? 
We see that the Social Security pro-

gram provides the financial safety net 
for our Nation’s seniors, yet it will not 
be able to rely on payroll tax revenues 
after 2016 just 15 years from now. Un-
less we plan now for this eventuality, 
where will the revenue come from to 
ensure that these retirement benefits 
are paid if the surpluses don’t mate-
rialize? 

Federal dollars also support high- 
technology research which, in turn, is 
transferred to the private sector to 
help domestic businesses compete more 
efficiently in the international market 
place. 

Where will the money come from to 
finance these human infrastructure 
needs—if the kitty is blown—if the 
kitty is blown on tax cuts? 

The reality of this year’s budget 
process is that if the Senate decides to 
approve 10-year tax cuts as large as $1.6 
trillion, or even $1.35 trillion or $1.2 
trillion, it is likely to do so at the ex-
pense of everything else that we owe to 
the American people. 

You, the people as I am looking right 
into your eyes through that electronic 
camera behind the Presiding Officer’s 
chair. It is you. Yes, it is your money, 
but it is also your Social Security pro-
gram, it is your Medicare program. 
Whether you are young or whether you 
are old, it is going to affect you, the 
American people. 

The administration is fond of saying 
that these projected surpluses are the 
people’s money. And they are. Yes, it is 
the people’s money. But what the 
American people expect for their tax 
dollars— modern and safe roads—safe 
roads on which they can take their 
children to the childcare center, on 
which they can go to church, on which 
they can go to school, on which they 
can go to the bank, on which they can 
go to the grocery store, on which they 
can go to work—safe roads, modern 
roads, clean drinking water, adequate 
health care, reliable retirement bene-
fits, access to higher education, and 
better public schools. 

The President’s budget does not even 
allow for what the Congressional Budg-
et Office says is necessary to maintain 
current services in such key areas as 
transportation, agriculture, and en-
ergy—we have an energy problem in 
this country, don’t we?—and certainly 
does not provide what is necessary to 
address the backlog of infrastructure 
needs in education, health care, and a 
whole host of other areas. 

Consider the following: Highways, 
bridges and transit: The President pro-
poses to divert—yes, you heard me ex-
actly; divert—$430 million of TEA–21 
funding in FY 2002 from highway con-
struction to other transportation pro-
grams. 

Schools: The President proposes to 
terminate the $1.2 billion school con-
struction program. How about that? 

Drinking Water/Wastewater: The 
President proposes to reduce funding 
for EPA clean and safe drinking water 
by $463 million and grant and loan lev-
els for the rural water/wastewater by 
$100 million. 

I traveled around the world in 1955, 46 
years ago. In most of the countries 
where I traveled, we did not find clean 
drinking water. We were told not to 
turn on the faucet, not to drink the tap 
water: Don’t drink it. Boil it in ad-
vance. Oh, I saw many of the beautiful 
sights of the world—the Taj Mahal, the 
pyramids of Egypt, Angkor Wat in 
Cambodia—but the most beautiful 
sight I saw, after that 66 days of trav-
eling around the world, were the two 
little lights, the two little red lights in 
the top of the Washington Monument 
when I flew back into National Airport 
at the end of that journey. And what a 
joy it was just to be able to go to the 
spigot in the kitchen and turn on the 
water and get a glass of fresh, clean, 
safe drinking water. 

There are millions of people in this 
country today who cannot go to the 
water faucet and turn it on and get safe 
drinking water—right in this country. 
One does not have to go to Kandahar, 
one does not have to go to Afghanistan 
or to Pakistan or to Vietnam or to 
Korea in order to experience what I am 
talking about. Just go to West Vir-
ginia. There are some places in West 
Virginia where the people do not have 
safe, clean drinking water. 

What about dams and navigable wa-
terways? 

The President proposes to reduce 
funding for the Corps of Engineers from 
$4.5 billion to $3.9 billion. The Presi-
dent proposes no new starts despite a 
backlog of $38 billion of authorized but 
unfunded projects. 

Hazardous waste disposal, what about 
that? Despite a $13.6 billion backlog for 
cleaning up toxic sites on the national 
priority list, the administration pro-
poses to freeze Superfund at the FY 
2001 level. Freeze it. Do not increase it. 
Leave it at the 2001 level. 

Instead of addressing the Nation’s in-
frastructure needs, this administration 
chooses to devote its resources to a so- 
called fiscal stimulus, even though the 
economy seems to be correcting itself 
without one. 

The President has said that the eco-
nomic engine is beginning to sputter, 
and that tax cuts are needed to accel-
erate the economy. What good does it 
do to rev up the economic engine if the 
roads are in such a state of disrepair 
that they cannot be traveled? Even the 
fastest, most expensive, most shiny, 
glossy car in the world cannot travel 
over bridges that are dangerous, falling 
apart, and roads filled with potholes. 

And one does not have to travel very 
far to see potholes. Just drive around 
in the Nation’s Capital. Potholes—one 
sees on television the pictures of auto-
mobiles hitting those potholes and 
then having to go to the nearest garage 
to have the axle replaced. The tires are 
blown. Right here, in the city of pot-
holes, Washington, DC. One does not 
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have to go to Mud, WV, or to Duck, 
WV, or to Sophia, WV. Just go to 
Washington, DC. The potholes are 
there. 

Most people expect to get something 
for the taxes they pay. They expect 
clean, safe water. The taxpayers expect 
to see, modern highways, and transpor-
tation systems. They expect to see food 
free of toxics, a sound education sys-
tem, decent health care, and safe 
streets and neighborhoods. The frustra-
tion comes when the taxpayers don’t 
see their tax dollars working for them. 
We tell them their tax dollars are col-
lected to buy these things that will im-
prove their lives. 

When we don’t deliver, we break faith 
with our promise and we undermine 
the trust of the taxpayers. I say the 
people don’t want their money back, 
they want their money’s worth. We 
hear this refrain being sung. I can hear 
it now wafting its way in the refresh-
ing air of May from the White House at 
the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue: 
The people want their money back. No, 
I say; the people want their money’s 
worth. 

If I go to the grocery store with my 
wife Erma to buy food for the weekend, 
I don’t want the grocery man to smile 
at me and say: I won’t fill up your 
shopping cart but I will give you your 
money back. I don’t want my money 
back; I want my money’s worth. 

When I hire a contractor to fix my 
roof if it is leaking, I don’t want him to 
tell me he won’t do the job but he will 
give me my money back. I want to be 
dry. I don’t want the rain to come into 
my modest cottage. I don’t want my 
money back; I want my money’s worth. 

If I take my old Chevrolet to a me-
chanic because it won’t run, I don’t 
want to be told that the car can’t be 
fixed but I will get my money back. I 
don’t want my money back. I want my 
money’s worth. Fix my car. That is 
what the American people want. They 
want us to get the most from the taxes 
we collect. They want us to plan ahead 
and invest in our country. They want 
us to exercise stewardship in their best 
interest. They don’t want us to creep 
up to them with our head down and 
with a long face and say to them: Here, 
you gave us this tax money. I hid it in 
a napkin. Here is your money back. No. 
That is like the unfaithful steward in 
the Biblical proverb. 

The American people want to get the 
most from the taxes we collect. They 
want us to plan ahead and to invest in 
our country. They want us to do the 
basics that feed the economy, to allow 
for future growth and anticipate future 
change. We fail them if we don’t do 
these things. We have failed them if we 
say: Here, just take your money back. 
The people can’t repair highways. They 
can’t build sewers and clean up water 
systems. They can’t build new airports. 
They can’t inspect the food supply. 
Government exists to take care of 
things that people cannot do on their 
own. 

It also exists to make intelligent 
choices about future trends and to an-

ticipate needs. How can we do that if 
we squander our ability to make in-
vestments for the future because of 
huge tax cuts, huge tax give-backs 
now, based on projections which may 
not be real? 

The Associated Press is reporting 
today that President Bush has struck a 
deal with the Republican leadership on 
a so-called budget deal. Further, I un-
derstand that the House and Senate 
Budget Committee chairmen are rush-
ing to file the budget resolution con-
ference report this evening. This is an-
other example, if it is true, of the 
President and the Republican leader-
ship disregarding the President’s prom-
ise to bring bipartisanship back to 
Washington. 

The House and Senate took up the 
budget resolution without a detailed 
President’s budget. For the first time 
in its history, the Senate Budget Com-
mittee did not mark up the budget res-
olution. And now we hear we will have 
a budget resolution conference report 
that was produced without the involve-
ment of the ranking members of the 
House and Senate Budget Committees, 
also without any input by the ranking 
members of the Senate and House Ap-
propriations Committees. 

So what is in this conference report? 
We do not have the report, but accord-
ing to the press reports, it contains 
$1.35 trillion for tax cuts over 11 years 
and it limits discretionary spending to 
a 5-percent increase for fiscal year 2002. 

Where is the bipartisanship? I am not 
in on such a deal. I am the ranking 
member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. Where is the bipartisanship? 
The Administration puts on a big show, 
having invited everybody down to the 
White House. Where is the bipartisan-
ship in this budget conference report, if 
what we are reading in the press is 
true? 

I am also told that it contains budget 
process provisions, such as a defense 
firewall, that were in neither the House 
nor Senate resolutions. 

What will be the effect of a 5-percent 
increase for discretionary programs? 
That is what I hear: Discretionary will 
be 5 percent. 

At best, this level provides only 
enough of an increase for nondefense 
programs to maintain last year’s fund-
ing levels, adjusted for inflation. This 
level will leave no resources for in-
creases that we all know are necessary 
for education, for infrastructure, for 
research and development, and for pro-
moting our energy independence. What 
about Social Security or Medicare? 

The increases being debated on the 
floor for elementary and secondary 
education this week could not be fund-
ed, to say nothing of other education 
programs such as Pell grants. During 
debate on the budget resolution in the 
Senate over twenty amendments were 
adopted to add discretionary spending. 
Almost half of those amendments were 
offered by Republicans. Where are we 
going to get the money to pay for in-
creases for veterans’ medical care, the 

Wellstone and Bond amendment, or for 
fossil fuel programs, or for the Na-
tional Science Foundation, the Bond 
and Mikulski amendment, for food 
safety, the Clinton amendment, for 
conservation funding, the Murkowski 
amendment, for energy research, the 
Reid amendment, or for law enforce-
ment, the Leahy amendment? The 
President proposes to cut State and 
local law enforcement by over $1 bil-
lion. Where will the money come from 
to restore those cuts? Where will the 
money come from to add funds for 
health centers, the Bond amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 30 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. I ask unanimous consent 
that I may proceed for 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. BYRD. And what about our Na-
tion’s infrastructure? Where will we 
get the money to restore the cuts pro-
posed for clean water and safe drinking 
water, for the Corps of Engineers, and 
for school construction? 

Very often in this country, there 
seems to be nothing on our radar 
screen except the immediate, the here 
and now. We think no further than 
next week, next year or the next elec-
tion. Where are we if our leaders fash-
ion fiscal policy on such things, on 
such bases? Where are we as a Nation if 
the most vision we can muster is a co-
lossal tax cut for the wealthy that may 
jeopardize such basics as our ability to 
ensure a clean water supply to all of 
our citizens? It is a hollow vision. It is 
a vision that appeals to greed. It is a 
vision that fails to ask us to pull to-
gether as Americans for the good of the 
whole country. It is a vision that sets 
up a patchwork quilt of a nation, with 
areas of prosperity next to areas of 
poverty. It is a vision that makes a 
hollow joke out of the word ‘‘biparti-
sanship.’’ It is a ‘‘fold your hands,’’ 
‘‘you do it’’ vision, based on an ide-
ology and an experiment that failed in 
the 1980’s. Most people in West Virginia 
won’t benefit from this tax cut, but 
they will suffer from the continued 
lack of investment in the basics. They 
are not by themselves. West Virginians 
won’t be suffering alone. There will be 
others like them in every State of the 
Union. They don’t want their money 
back. I am talking about my constitu-
ents. They don’t want their money 
back; they want their money’s worth. 

I implore this administration to take 
off the dark sunglasses and think about 
that word ‘‘bipartisanship’’ and lift its 
nose from the ideological bible of the 
tax cut religion. Let me say that again. 
I implore this administration to lift its 
nose from the ideological bible of the 
tax cut religion. There is much more to 
keeping faith with the American peo-
ple than tax give-backs for the better 
off. 

Building a strong Nation does not 
just mean building another weapons 
system. Building a strong Nation 
means giving our people the basics, the 
education, the health, the opportunity 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:02 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4161 May 2, 2001 
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. 
f 

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-

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 keep 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 

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 

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-

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 keep 
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 

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 kind 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 

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 11-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. 

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 

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. 

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 

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 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:02 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4166 May 2, 2001 
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 knew 
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 I 
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 

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. 

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. 

f 

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. 

f 

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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The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A bill (S. 1) to extend programs and activi-

ties under the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate is now 
in a period of morning business. 

f 

OLDER AMERICANS MONTH 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, because of 
the traffic and the business in the 
Chamber yesterday, I was not able to 
speak on May as Older Americans 
Month, but I did submit a resolution as 
chairman of the Senate Aging Com-
mittee to recognize May as Older 
Americans Month, as we have for 38 
years, saying that this is the official 
month during which we pay tribute to 
the contributions of 44 million older 
Americans. 

It is during this month that we as a 
nation recognize older Americans for 
their service, hard work, and sacrifice 
that helped assure us the freedom and 
security we now enjoy. 

There is a great deal more I could 
say, and through the month of May 
there will be a great deal said about 
the contribution that older Americans 
make to this great society of ours. 

Of course, for those of us who still 
have parents or grandparents who are 
active and contributing to their com-
munities, we know how valuable this 
group of citizens is in our culture. 

The program we will be looking at 
when we reauthorize, as we did the 
Older Americans Act, is going to ad-
vance once again the surety of a good 
many of the programs that are avail-
able to them. We reauthorized it last 
year finally after 5 years. It is impor-
tant we did that because so many of 
those programs drive results at the 
local community level that are ex-
tremely valuable to all of us. 

With this authorization, Congress 
was able to add an important compo-
nent to the act, and that was the pro-
gram to authorize $125 million to es-
tablish a new National Family Care-
givers Support Program to provide 
grants to States to provide information 
and services to family caregivers, an-
other one of those broadening concepts 
on which we work with the senior com-
munity of our Nation. 

I wanted to take time briefly this 
morning to recognize May as Older 
Americans Month and the resolution 
that was submitted yesterday by my-
self and others. 

f 

GET-WELL CARD 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, as you 
know, I had a little round with the sur-
geon during our Easter break. I got a 
get-well card from a good friend who 
lives in Montana, something that 
would come out of sort of cowboy lore 

or out of a cowboy camp. I knew this 
man’s father. We go way back in Mon-
tana and the ranching history. 

It says: 
Friend CONRAD: Well, looks like you’re 

done for. So I guess we might as well divide 
up your stuff. I’ll take your saddle. Ray. 

There is a kindness in that letter 
that probably only can be appreciated 
by those of us who have been in those 
cow camps and sat at these folks’ fire. 
I thought I would share that with some 
folks. There is still some humility 
around and great comradery that 
comes from that. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO CHIEF ROBERT 
LANGSTON 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today I rise 
before you to honor the service of re-
cently retired Chief Robert E. 
Langston of the U.S. Park Police. Chief 
Langston has honorably served the De-
partment of the Interior, the National 
Park Service, and U.S. Park Police for 
over 30 years. 

Chief Langston has led America’s 
oldest Federal uniformed law enforce-
ment agency, formed by President 
George Washington to serve the public 
squares of the District of Columbia. 
Congress later gave the Park Police 
the same powers and duties as the D.C. 
Metropolitan Police, and the Park Po-
lice have become a primary partner in 
keeping the peace. 

Countless numbers of the visiting 
public tour Washington’s monuments 
at all hours of the day and night with 
a confidence that they can visit these 
national treasures safely. What a testa-
ment that is to the Park Police, and to 
the Park Police leadership. How many 
other places, in a major urban area, 
can so many have so much confidence 
on such a regular basis, at all hours of 
the night? In fact, the Park Police are 
so good at what they do, that it is 
sometimes all too easy to take their 
valiant services for granted. 

So in honoring Chief Langston, 
today, we also honor the entire Park 
Police, a full service department with 
over 800 officers and investigators and 
over 100 civilian employees. Among its 
jurisdiction, the Park Police are as-
signed to National Park Service lands, 
parkways, monuments, and memorials 
in Washington, DC, New York City, and 
San Francisco, CA. 

Members of the force are trained at 
the Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center in Georgia, and provide a com-
plete range of police services from foot 
and cruiser patrols to highly complex 
missions such as search and rescue, 
antinarcotics operations, and dignitary 
protection that includes protecting the 
President of the United States. 

To support its operations, the force 
draws on resources that include award- 
winning air, water, and horseback 
units. The Park Police are so renowned 
for their attention to detail that they 
often are called upon by other law en-
forcement agencies to sites often far 
away from their permanent head-
quarters. 

For over three decades, Chief Robert 
Langston has been an active and inte-
gral part of this esteemed and proud 
organization. Indeed, it is from a long 
tradition of police personnel who are of 
his high caliber that the Park Police 
have drawn their source of pride in 
their competence and their quality. 

Chief Langston began his career with 
a bachelor of science degree in crimi-
nology from Florida State University. 
He started work as a Park Police pa-
trolman covering foot, cruiser and mo-
torcycle assignments. Even with the 
challenge of full-time police duty and a 
young family, he continued his edu-
cation at the University of Virginia 
with master level courses in police ad-
ministration, and at the FBI Academy 
in Quantico, VA. He was promoted to 
sergeant in 1971 with service in the 
training branch and later in the oper-
ations division as a patrol sergeant. In 
1973, he was promoted to lieutenant 
and served as shift commander before 
accepting command of the communica-
tions section. He was promoted again, 
in 1975, to the rank of captain, and as-
signed as watch commander in the Na-
tional Park Service’s Southeast Re-
gion. Upon returning to Washington, 
he served as commander of the oper-
ations division’s central district, and 
was promoted to major. His upward 
progress only continued, and he was se-
lected as deputy chief in charge of the 
field offices division. In 1988, he became 
the assistant chief of police, and was 
named Chief of Police in 1991. 

After nearly a decade of service as 
chief, Bob Langston still is the same 
gentleman of great enthusiasm and 
commitment that shows through in ev-
erything he does. His selfless dedica-
tion to duty has been thoroughly time- 
tested and consistently proven 
throughout each stage of his career. 
Even when resources were stretched 
and duty was intense, he calmly pro-
vided direction and oversight for the 
department. Through some of the most 
trying times literally in our Nation’s 
history, Chief Langston always did 
much more than his duty. 

Through it all, he stayed active in 
professional and civic organizations, 
such as the International Association 
of Chiefs of Police, the D.C. and Mary-
land Chiefs of Police Association, and 
the Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Commission, to name only a few. Here, 
too, he willingly accepted the call to 
leadership, and served as president of 
the FBI National Academy Associates, 
and a member of the Bethesda-Chevy 
Chase Rescue Squad for over 40 years, 
with 15 years as rescue squad president. 

Chief Langston has gained much rec-
ognition for his service and exceptional 
efforts as part of the U.S. Park Police. 
He has been awarded the regional di-
rector’s award for excellence as well as 
the Marshals Service award for out-
standing service and the State Depart-
ment’s diplomatic service award for 
outstanding service. 

For all his professional achieve-
ments, Chief Robert Langston is most 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:02 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4168 May 2, 2001 
admired and respected for simply being 
a kind, decent human being who never 
let rising through the ranks cloud his 
eyes from seeing things from the grass-
roots perspective as well as from the 
bird’s eye view. His associates know 
him as a seasoned professional and his 
subordinates know him as a mentor; 
but, his neighbors know him simply as 
a trusted friend, and his wife Beverly, 
son Robert and daughter Kellie know 
him as a caring husband and faithful 
father. All who know Bob Langston 
know him as an upstanding Christian 
man of sterling integrity who is a role 
model in all that he does. 

I know his colleagues, friends and 
family join me today when we say to 
Chief Robert Langston, thank you for 
staying the course and thank you for 
helping mold and maintain the Park 
Police into one of the truly great po-
lice forces of our Nation. In an unpre-
dictable world, Chief Langston and the 
men and women of the Park Police do 
their duty with a diligence that is de-
pendable, supporting us and keeping us 
safe to enjoy sacred symbols of free-
dom that the Department of the Inte-
rior, the National Park Service, and 
the U.S. Park Police both protect and 
in fact embody for the people of Amer-
ica and for the future of our Nation. 

f 

THE THIRTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF 
CONGRESS’S CREATION OF AM-
TRAK 
Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, Yes-

terday marked the thirtieth anniver-
sary of Congress’s creation of Amtrak. 
Congress acted then because we real-
ized that along with cars and planes, 
passenger rail was a vital part of Amer-
ica’s transportation future. Today the 
need for passenger rail is greater than 
ever. All across this great land, trav-
elers are facing gridlock not only on 
our highways but we are quickly ap-
proaching it in our skies too. 

I believe many Americans are grow-
ing tired of spending so many hours 
stuck in traffic, or hanging around air-
port terminals. They want an alter-
native, now. 

Fortunately, there is an alternative 
to growing gridlock and ‘‘winglock.’’ It 
is called high-speed passenger rail, and 
it is a way of traveling that is pleasant 
and easy, and allows travelers to make 
the most of their valuable time. 

So far, high-speed rail exists only in 
the Northeast. But Amtrak’s vision is 
to build a national passenger railroad 
system consisting of many regional 
high-speed corridors linked by long-dis-
tance service. This plan will bring an-
other option to the American business 
traveler, commuter and tourist no 
matter where they live. 

That is why I strongly support the 
High Speed Rail Investment Act of 
2001. It will provide Amtrak with what 
our highways and airports already 
have: a source of long-term capital 
with which to build the high-speed rail 
corridors of the future. 

With high-speed rail, we can give 
travelers the choices they deserve, and 

improve our over burdened transpor-
tation system. Passage of the High 
Speed Rail Act of 2001 isn’t just in Am-
trak’s interest; it is in America’s inter-
est. 

f 

THE MUSCULAR DYSTROPHY CARE 
ACT 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join the distinguished Sen-
ators from Minnesota and Maine, Mr. 
WELLSTONE and Ms. COLLINS, in the in-
troduction of the Muscular Dystrophy 
Community Assistance, Research, and 
Education Act. 

I have worked with them over the 
past several months to develop this 
legislation. 

The Muscular Dystrophy CARE Act 
will help ensure that federal agencies 
are coordinating muscular dystrophy 
initiatives. The bill will create three 
Centers of Excellence under the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. These cen-
ters will conduct basic and clinical re-
search that will help move scientific 
discoveries from the laboratory to the 
bedside. The act also ensures that the 
Centers of Disease Control and Preven-
tion will conduct basic epidemiological 
research and data analysis of the im-
pact this disease has on our country. 

The passage of this legislation will 
help improve the quality and length of 
life for tens of thousands who suffer 
from muscular dystrophy. I encourage 
all Senators to support this effort. 

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 
OF 2001 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise today to speak about hate crimes 
legislation I introduced with Senator 
KENNEDY last month. The Local Law 
Enforcement Act of 2001 would add new 
categories to current hate crimes legis-
lation sending a signal that violence of 
any kind is unacceptable in our soci-
ety. 

Today I would like to detail a hei-
nous crime that occurred June 1, 2000, 
in Baltimore, MD. Gary William Mick, 
25, pleaded guilty to first-degree mur-
der, attempted murder, and armed rob-
bery after admitting that he murdered 
a gay man and tried to kill another be-
cause, he told police, he thought gay 
men were ‘‘evil.’’ In the first attack, a 
New Jersey man was bludgeoned to 
death with a claw hammer at the Ad-
miral Fell Inn in Fells Point. Mick met 
his second victim, a dentist, at a bar, 
had dinner with him and went home 
with him. He later attacked him with a 
knife. The men struggled and the vic-
tim escaped. The perpetrator told po-
lice that a childhood incident caused 
him to hate homosexuals. 

I believe that government’s first duty 
is to defend its citizens, to defend them 
against the harms that come out of 
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act of 2001 is now a symbol 
that can become substance. I believe by 
passing this legislation, we can change 
hearts and minds as well. 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 

close of business yesterday, Tuesday, 
May 1, 2001, the Federal debt stood at 
$5,651,070,445,048.89, Five trillion, six 
hundred fifty-one billion, seventy mil-
lion, four hundred forty-five thousand, 
forty-eight dollars and eighty-nine 
cents. 

One year ago, May 1, 2000, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,660,726,000,000, Five 
trillion, six hundred sixty billion, 
seven hundred twenty-six million. 

Five years ago, May 1, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,096,321,000,000, Five 
trillion, ninety-six billion, three hun-
dred twenty-one million. 

Ten years ago, May 1, 1991, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,438,851,000,000, 
Three trillion, four hundred thirty- 
eight billion, eight hundred fifty-one 
million. 

Fifteen years ago, May 1, 1986, the 
Federal debt stood at $2,020,548,000,000, 
Two trillion, twenty billion, five hun-
dred forty-eight million, which reflects 
a debt increase of more than $3.5 tril-
lion, $3,630,522,445,048.89, Three trillion, 
six hundred thirty billion, five hundred 
twenty-two million, four hundred 
forty-five thousand, forty-eight dollars 
and eighty-nine cents during the past 
15 years. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

A PASSOVER MESSAGE FROM 
RABBI ISRAEL ZOBERMAN 

∑ Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask 
that a ‘‘Passover Message from Rabbi 
Israel Zoberman’’ be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The message is as follows: 
The Biblical account of the Exodus from 

Egypt became the Leitmotif of Rabbinic the-
ology, perceiving in the Israelites’ redemp-
tion from a House of Bondage God’s guidance 
and goodness. Thus the three Pilgrim Fes-
tivals of Pesach, Shavuot and Sukkot, re-
volving around the common theme of the Ex-
odus, point at the divine gifts of both free-
dom and responsibility as essential require-
ments for fulfilling the human potential. 

The awesome and complex journey-phys-
ically, spiritually and psychologically—from 
servitude to liberation of the people of Israel 
was to be a model for the entire human fam-
ily, culminating the Messianic vision of a 
world redeemed in the prophetic promise. We 
have chosen to transform the bitter herbs of 
our exile into the sweet charoset of home-
coming in all. It is the symbolic hovering 
presence at the Seder table of the prophet 
Elijah for whom we open the door and set 
aside a special cup of wine, which provides 
the eternal hope for universal shalom. It is 
the peace we have kept alive as a flickering 
light in the darkness of a trying and chal-
lenging history. 

Our Passover joy is diminished through by 
the continued detention in China of the 
twenty-four-member crew of the U.S. Navy 
plane as we pray and call for their release, as 
well as the release of Dr. Gao Zhan, who has 
been separated for too long from her husband 
and child in Virginia. The festival’s promise 
by a compassionately passionate heritage is 
ultimately rooted in its revolutionary view 
of the infinite worth of each of the Creator’s 
children, recalling that God silenced the an-
gels on high when jubilant at the drowning 
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of the Pharaoh’s troops. When we particu-
larly preserve our adversary’s humanity, dif-
ficult as it is, we maintain our own essential 
human stature. 

We rejoice in the presence of our special 
guest, Adam Nguyen, who escaped from Viet-
nam in 1971 and is president of the Zen Bud-
dhism Association of Hampton Roads and 
whose first Seder it is. As we share our cele-
bration with him, we protest the destruction 
and desecration of the irreplaceable, pre-
cious and priceless two giant Buddha statues 
from the third and fifth centuries respec-
tively, by the oppressive and repressive 
Taliban regime in Afghanistan. Pleas from 
the world at large, including Muslim coun-
tries along with its ally Pakistan, to desist 
from such an unwarranted act fell on deaf 
ears. An assault on one religion is an assault 
on all religions and on civilization itself. We 
congratulate neighboring Tajikistan for re-
storing another historic Buddha relic. 

We suffer the ongoing lethal violence sub-
stituting for life-enhancing vision in our 
American society sacrificing its precious 
youth, tomorrow’s promise, on the alien al-
tars of the false gods of wanton conduct and 
perverted values. The plight of the three kid-
napped Israeli soldiers and their agonizing 
families, including Benny Avraham from our 
sister city of Pardes Katz, remains of grave 
concern to us. We are in pain given the dead-
ly deadlocked scenario in our beloved Land 
of Israel, ancient source of shalom’s holy 
wellspring of blessings, still so tragically 
eluding it and the vastness of a wondrous 
universe designed to reflect the Divine’s lov-
ing embrace. 

Rabbi Israel Zoberman, spiritual leader of 
Congregation Beth Chaverim in Virginia 
Beach, is President of the Hampton Roads 
Board of Rabbis and Chairman of the Com-
munity Relations Council of the United Jew-
ish Federation of Tidewater. He was born in 
Kazakhstan in 1945 to Polish Holocaust Sur-
vivors.∑ 

f 

RETIREMENT OF LILLIE PETIT 
GALLAGHER 

∑ Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
would like to take a moment out of 
this morning’s business to commemo-
rate a very special occasion in the life 
of a dear friend and a valued advisor, 
Lillie Petit Gallagher. This Friday, 
May 4, 2001, marks the last day of a 
long and distinguished career in public 
service for Lillie. As the Executive Di-
rector of St. Elizabeth Foundation in 
Baton Rouge, she has not only coun-
seled hundreds of birth mothers but 
also helped in placing their children 
with loving families. In the thirteen 
years she has served as executive direc-
tor of this fine organization, she has 
been a trusted friend, a surrogate 
mother, a guardian angel and a wise 
counsel to hundreds of parents and 
families. 

The US Census Bureau estimates 
that in one year 500,000 teenagers will 
choose to parent their babies; 450,000 
will have abortions. Because of people 
like Lillie, these young adults have the 
confidence and support they need to 
choose adoption for their child. To 
demonstrate for you the kind of impact 
Lillie has had in shaping St. Eliza-
beth’s, let me read an excerpt from a 
letter from one of her birth mothers, ‘‘I 
was eighteen and fresh out of a bad re-
lationship when I found out I was preg-

nant. I can remember not knowing 
what I was going to do. I guess in a lot 
of ways I just acted as if there was 
nothing wrong. For about three months 
no one knew of my pregnancy but me 
and a friend. Then we just really start-
ed talking about what to do one day 
and that’s when it happened, just like 
a sign from God, a billboard sign say-
ing: ‘‘Pregnant and alone call . . .’’ so 
we rode back to her house and called. A 
soft sweet voice answered the phone, 
‘‘St. Elizabeth Foundation.’’ That is 
how I started my friendship and love 
for the people at St. Elizabeth’s.’’ This 
is just one of many examples of the 
special interventions that bring 
strength, hope and comfort to hundreds 
of families. 

A native of Cut Off, LA, Lillie’s work 
on behalf of the children of Louisiana 
is not limited to her outstanding work 
at St. Elizabeth’s. After graduating 
from St. Mary’s Dominican College in 
New Orleans, she returned to LSU to 
obtain a graduate degree in child devel-
opment and social services. She used 
those skills to teach early childhood at 
the college level, found a Montessori 
pre-school and served as the founding 
director of the statewide Gifted/Tal-
ented Program in the Louisiana State 
Department of Education. As if that is 
not enough, she also spent several 
years as host of a popular TV edu-
cation program. 

Anyone who meets Lillie knows they 
have met someone very special. Her 
loving heart and determined spirit 
make her a tenacious advocate for chil-
dren and their families and Louisiana 
and the Nation have been the great 
beneficiary. Her 36 year marriage to 
her husband, George, serves as a loving 
example, not only to her four beautiful 
children and precious grandchild, but 
to the young people she serves. My best 
wishes to you, Lillie, your husband, 
George, and your beautiful family.∑ 

f 

TIMEOUT FOR THE UNINSURED 

∑ Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask consent that the following article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, May 2, 2001] 

TIMEOUT FOR THE UNINSURED 
House Conferees have been fighting with 

their Senate counterparts to reduce the 
spending levels in the congressional budget 
resolution. No doubt some cuts can be made 
in the Senate totals without the country’s 
suffering harm. But at least one relatively 
minor Senate proposal deserves to remain. 

Oregon Sens. Gordon Smith and Ron 
Wyden won inclusion in the budget of an ad-
ditional $28 billion over three years to reduce 
the number of Americans without health in-
surance. The money would mainly be spent 
on lower-income people. Exactly how would 
be up to the authorizing committees, but an 
add-on of some kind to Medicaid and/or the 
children’s health insurance program that 
Congress enacted several years ago seems 
most likely. The modest expansion would 
hardly solve the un-insurance problem, but 
it would push in the right direction. 

About a seventh of the population remains 
uninsured. Most are poor or near poor. They 

lack insurance mainly because they can’t af-
ford it. The administration has proposed a 
tax credit to help those whose employers 
don’t offer insurance. But the credit would 
cover only part of the cost of an average pol-
icy, and most uninsured families still would 
find such a policy beyond their means. Some 
people think the industry might respond by 
offering only partial policies, but it’s not 
clear that would be a good result, either. 

The administration proposal has some in-
teresting features and would do limited good, 
but limited is the operative word. The spend-
ing programs for the lower-income uninsured 
have shown themselves to be efficient ways 
of increasing coverage. Whatever the fate of 
the tax credit, they should be expanded. 
Much attention has lately been paid to the 
health care problems of the already insured. 
The elderly lack a drug benefit; people en-
rolled in managed care complain that care is 
sometimes sacrificed to cost. But at least 
these people have insurance. More than 40 
million don’t. The budget argument this 
year has been mainly about how large a tax 
cut to give the better-off. What about a 
timeout to pay a little heed to those who 
can’t afford to get sick?∑ 

f 

DR. NAN S. HUTCHISON BROWARD 
SENIOR HALL OF FAME 

∑ Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, today I 
am delighted to recognize an out-
standing group of men and women from 
Broward County. The dedication and 
compassion demonstrated by these 10 
inspiring senior citizens who have been 
nominated to the Dr. Nan S. Hutchison 
Broward Senior Hall of Fame is truly 
exceptional. The selfless efforts of 
these nominees to address the needs of 
individuals in all walks of life serve as 
an example for others throughout our 
Nation to emulate. 

This year’s honorees are Ilo Cox, 
Sydney Dworkin, Flora Fasciani, Ena 
Henry, Edward Levy, Johnnie McCray, 
Elizabeth Phillips Scheuerman, Bert 
Soft, Lotte Stein, and Ralph Weinstein. 

Ilo Cox has endeavored to improve 
the quality of life for Floridians by 
promoting such diverse initiatives as 
crime prevention, community develop-
ment, advancement of the arts and 
funding research to find a cure for cys-
tic fibrosis. In addition, she has held 
positions of leadership with the Fort 
Lauderdale Woman’s Club. 

Sydney Dworkin has given gener-
ously of his time to the Florida Lakes 
Alzheimer Care Center since its incep-
tion in 1993. At the center he brings 
warmth and light into the lives of all 
those whom he assists. He has recog-
nized the importance of a friendship in 
the life of someone afflicted by a men-
tally debilitating disease. 

Flora Fasciani has been a steadfast 
supporter of children’s programs and 
charities, coordinating and supervising 
several fundraising Salvation Army 
balls in Broward. She also acts as a 
spokesperson for the University of 
Miami Organ Donor Program and orga-
nizes the biannual Red Cross blood 
drive. 

Ena Henry has been an active mem-
ber of her church community; volun-
teering her time in programs aimed at 
educating the youth and fostering a 
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bond between the younger and older 
generations. In addition, she provides 
relief to disaster victims and aids indi-
gent families of prisoners during the 
holiday season, supplying them with 
food and gifts. 

Edward Levy uses his own experience 
as a wounded ex-soldier to aid fellow 
ex-servicemen. For the last 25 years he 
has generously volunteered countless 
hours assisting veterans, widows, and 
dependents. He also participates in the 
Broward Meals on Wheels program, de-
livering meals to homebound seniors. 

Johnnie McCray is an invaluable 
asset to her community. She has acted 
as a key fundraiser for the executive 
board of the Sylvia Poitier T. Williams 
Senior Center. Moreover, she has been 
active in a multitude of area organiza-
tions, including the Negro Chamber of 
Commerce, the South Florida Associa-
tion of Woman’s Clubs and the Florida 
Association of Women’s and Girl’s 
Clubs. 

Elizabeth Phillips Scheuerman has 
been a champion of literacy in the 
Broward area. Through the efforts of 
this former Florida State president of 
the American Association of Univer-
sity Women, the community was able 
to obtain its first bookmobile. In addi-
tion, she has been active in the Sym-
phony Society, the Gold Circle of 
NOVA University, and the American 
Cancer Society. 

Bert Soft is a woman of valor. Over-
coming personal tragedy, she founded 
the Frank Soff Chapter of the Alz-
heimer’s Family Center. Under her 
leadership, the chapter’s membership 
has grown from 13 to 170 members. Her 
initiative and persistence have earned 
her acknowledgment as the Deborah 
‘‘Woman of the Year’’ and the Florida 
Association of Non-Profit Organiza-
tions’ ‘‘Woman of Valor.’’ 

Lottie Stein has been instrumental 
in implementing community improve-
ment and awareness programs. She is 
actively involved with citizen crime- 
watch organizations and has been com-
mended for her efforts in launching the 
GIVE program, which attempts to at-
tract people to the volunteer experi-
ence. 

Ralph Weinstein was a key actor in 
the foundation and incorporation of 
the first Alzheimer’s Day Care Center 
in Broward County at the Northeast 
Focal Point Center. Through this orga-
nization he addresses the physical and 
emotional needs of children, adults, 
seniors, and Alzheimer’s patients. 

Florida and Broward County are for-
tunate to have these exceptional men 
and women who have given so much of 
themselves to the community. I con-
gratulate them today and wish for 
them many more productive and 
healthy years.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JAMES SCHIBIG 

∑ Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, I 
am delighted today to pay tribute to 
Mr. James Schibig, who is retiring as 
principal of Beasley Elementary 

School, in St. Louis, MO, after 34 years 
in education. During his long service to 
education, he has been a leader and 
role model for thousands of children. 

James started out teaching fourth, 
fifth, and sixth grades before serving as 
Assistant Principal at Bernard and 
Trautwein Elementary. In 1986, he be-
came Principal of Beasley Elementary 
School. 

James’ commitment to his work is 
overshadowed only by his dedication to 
serving his community. Instead of call-
ing it quits at five o’clock, James de-
votes his time and energy to helping 
the community through his volunteer 
activities. He lends his skills to the 
Parish Council at St. Margaret Mary 
School, advising them on various edu-
cation issues. He coaches baseball and 
soccer and serves as a Parent Teacher 
Organization officer. 

I know that the teachers, parents, 
and students at Beasley Elementary 
will greatly miss James. I wish James 
and his wife Jeanne all the best in re-
tirement, and I urge my colleagues to 
join me in saluting James Schibig.∑ 

f 

IN MEMORY OF BETTY TIMES 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, it is 
with both pride and sadness that I ask 
the Senate to pause briefly so that I 
may share a little of the remarkable 
life of Betty Times, a long-serving 
Marin County civil servant, political 
activist and human rights advocate, 
who died last Thursday after an 8-year 
battle with cancer. 

Betty Times was born 62 years ago in 
Louisiana, and moved at age 5 to Marin 
City where her father worked at the 
Marinship shipyard in Sausalito. Mrs. 
Times lived in and enriched the com-
munity of Marin City and the County 
of Marin for 56 years. 

She leaves a lasting legacy of com-
munity service that includes 14 years 
as head of Marin County’s Citizens 
Service Office, 18 years on the 
Sausalito School Board, one term on 
the Marin General Hospital district 
board, and countless years of leader-
ship in Marin City, as a mother of five, 
a mentor, chairman of the board of the 
Community Development Corporation 
and as executive director of the Marin 
City Project. 

I first got to know Betty more than 
20 years ago when I served as a Marin 
County supervisor, and we were both 
founding members of the local chapter 
of the National Women’s Political Cau-
cus. She also served as vice president of 
the national NWPC. 

Betty somehow also found the time 
to serve as an active member of the 
Democratic Party, and was a longtime 
member of the State and local Demo-
cratic Central Committees as well as a 
1976 delegate to the Democratic Na-
tional Convention. In 1991, she was 
elected to the Marin Women’s Hall of 
Fame. 

Just this February and as her health 
was failing, Betty was honored for her 
years of service by the Marin County 

Grass Roots Leadership Network. She 
is also the recipient of the Martin Lu-
ther King Humanitarian Award from 
the Marin County Human Rights Com-
mission. 

I think Betty’s daughter, Ida, put it 
best when she said: ‘‘My mother was 
the strongest person I know. She in-
stilled very strong values in all of us, 
even her grandchildren. She was my 
best friend, and we were all incredibly 
proud of her. Her impact in this county 
rippled throughout the State.’’ 

I am a better person for having 
known and worked wit Betty Times. I 
extend my sincere condolences to Bet-
ty’s husband John, her mother Alice 
Coleman, and to her large and loving 
family.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO STATE OF HAWAII 
REPRESENTATIVE HELENE HALE 

∑ Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to 
honor Hawaii’s tireless public servant, 
Helene Hale, who recently celebrated 
her 83rd birthday and is the oldest per-
son ever elected to the State of Hawaii 
House of Representatives. 

I ask that the following proclama-
tion, signed by the Honorable Harry 
Kim, mayor of the county of Hawaii, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The Resolution follows: 
Whereas, Helene H. Hale has served the 

people of Hawaii in various elective capac-
ities for almost 50 years, and in at least one 
office in each of the past six decades: in the 
50s and 60s as a County Supervisor, in the 60s 
as Chairman or Mayor of Hawaii County, in 
1978 as a delegate to the State’s Third Con-
stitutional Convention, and in the 80s and 90s 
as the County Council; and 

Whereas, at the age of 92 years young, in 
the year 2000, she was elected to the State 
House of Representatives on the slogan ‘‘Re-
cycle Helene Hale,’’ becoming the oldest 
freshman ever elected to the State House, 
and she has taken State government by 
storm; and 

Whereas, far from being a career politi-
cian, she has combined government service 
with other vocations, including wife, mother, 
college lecturer, bookstore manager, coffee 
grower, realtor, U.N. supporter, and founder 
of the Merrie Monarch Festival, and she has 
brought to each of these the same intel-
ligence, wit, energy and dedication which 
have marked her service in governments; and 

Whereas, Helene Hale has claimed many 
‘‘Firsts,’’ including first female government 
official in Hawaii since Queen Liliuokalani, 
first African ‘‘American elected official in 
Hawaii, first resident of Hawaii on the cover 
of Ebony, first female chief executive of a 
county in Hawaii, and the first octogenarian 
in Hawaii to campaign for public office in a 
bathing suit; and 

Whereas, Jeremy Harris, Mayor of the City 
and County of Honolulu, proclaimed March 
23, 2001, as ‘Helene H. Hale Day’ in the City 
and County of Honolulu; and 

Whereas, Helene Hale is a resident of the 
County of Hawaii, and her political career 
has been here, not in Honolulu, and we can-
not allow Honolulu to steal credit for our 
Helene; 

‘‘Now, therefore, I, Harry Kim, Mayor of 
the County of Hawaii, do hereby proclaim 
(belatedly) March 23–29, 2001, as Helene H. 
Hale Week in the County of Hawaii, and ex-
tend belated best wishes for a Happy Birth-
day and many more in the future. 
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‘‘In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 

my hand and caused The Seal of the County 
of Hawaii to be affixed. Done this 10th day of 
April, 2001, in Hilo, Hawaii.’’∑ 

f 

NATIONAL CHILD CARE WORTHY 
WAGE DAY 

∑ Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, I 
want to tell you about one of my con-
stituents, Julianne Woodle. Julianne 
was raised in St. Louis and went to the 
University of Missouri-Columbia after 
high school. As she worked toward a 
bachelor’s degree in children and group 
settings, she planned to take her de-
gree and find a job in the classroom. 
She dreamed of working with pre-
schoolers in a childcare center, helping 
them develop the social and mental 
skills necessary to start school. 

When she graduated in 1998, she 
started looking for a job. There were 
many available, but none of them paid 
enough for her to live on. She looked 
for more than a month, but seven or 
eight dollars an hour was the most 
anyone could pay her. Julianne still 
dreamed of working with young chil-
dren in a classroom setting, but she 
had to make a living. It was a hard 
choice, but Julianne decided to go back 
to school. She hopes that a master’s 
degree will allow her to find a job 
where she can work with children and 
still earn a decent salary. 

It is because of people like Julianne 
that I cosponsored S.R. 79, calling for 
the designation of May 1, 2001 as ‘‘Na-
tional Child Care Worthy Wage Day.’’ 
This resolution calls on the President 
to set aside the first day in May as 
‘‘National Child Care Worthy Wage 
Day.’’ 

Study after study has shown that 
good quality infant and toddler care 
has positive long term effects on chil-
dren, and that poor quality care can 
have devastating effects. Despite the 
extreme importance of their work, 
child care providers earn an average of 
only $7.42 an hour nationally. In Mis-
souri the average is even lower, just 
$7.02 an hour. The average housekeeper 
and restaurant worker make more. 

Child care providers are largely re-
sponsible for the social, emotional, and 
mental development of the children in 
their care, yet we do not pay enough to 
attract qualified individuals to the 
field. Instead young graduates like 
Julianne, who really want to nurture 
and teach young children, are forced to 
look elsewhere for jobs. It is a pressing 
national problem, and it deserves rec-
ognition and attention from our na-
tional leaders. The resolution is a sym-
bolic action, but it is an important 
one. We must bring this issue to the 
forefront of public discussion. 

We owe it to our children.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Evans, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

REPORT ON THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA COURTS FISCAL YEAR 
2002 BUDGET SUBMISSION—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
PM 16 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with the District of 

Columbia Code, as amended, I am 
transmitting the District of Columbia 
Courts FY 2002 Budget Submission. 

The District of Columbia Courts have 
submitted a FY 2002 budget request for 
$111.7 million for operating expenses, 
$41.4 million for capital improvements 
to courthouse facilities, and $39.7 mil-
lion for Defender Services in the Dis-
trict of Columbia Courts. My FY 2002 
budget includes recommended funding 
levels of $105.2 million for operations, 
$6.0 million for capital improvements, 
and $34.3 million for Defender Services. 
My transmittal of the District of Co-
lumbia Courts’ budget request does not 
represent an endorsement of its con-
tents. 

I look forward to working with the 
Congress throughout the FY 2002 ap-
propriations process. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 2, 2001. 

f 

REPORT ON THE NATIONAL EMER-
GENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
SUDAN—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT—PM 17 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred jointly, pur-
suant to the order of January 30, 1975 
as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986 to the Committees on Appropria-
tions; Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
As required by section 401(c) of the 

National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (IEEPA), 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), I trans-
mit herewith a 6-month periodic report 
on the national emergency with re-
spect to Sudan that was declared in Ex-
ecutive Order 13067 of November 3, 1997. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 2, 2001. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 3:07 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hayes, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 182. An act to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act to designate a segment of 
the Eight Mile River in the State of Con-
necticut for study for potential addition to 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, 
and for other purposes. 

H.R. 309. An act to provide for the deter-
mination of withholding tax rates under the 
Guam incomes tax. 

H.R. 601. An act to redesignate certain 
lands within the Craters of the Moon Na-
tional Monument, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolutions, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 91. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the importance of increasing aware-
ness of the autism spectrum disorder, and 
supporting programs for greater research 
and improved treatment of autism and im-
proved training and support for individuals 
with autism and those who care for them. 

H. Con. Res. 95. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting a National Charter Schools Week. 

H. Con. Res. 117. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing sympathy to the family, friends, 
and co-workers of Veronica ‘‘Roni’’ Bowers 
and Charity Bowers. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 1024(a), the 
Speaker appoints the following Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives to 
the Joint Economic Committee: Mr. 
RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. SMITH of Texas, 
Ms. DUNN of Washington, Mr. ENGLISH 
of Pennsylvania, Mr. PUTNAM of Flor-
ida, Mr. STARK of California, Mrs. 
MALONEY of New York, and Mr. WATT 
of North Carolina. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 2702, the minority 
leader reappoints the following indi-
vidual to the Advisory Committee on 
the Records of Congress: Dr. Joseph 
Cooper of Baltimore, Maryland. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 182. An act to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act to designate a segment of 
the Eight Mile River in the State of Con-
necticut for study for potential addition to 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 309. An act to provide for the deter-
mination of withholding tax rates under the 
Guam income tax; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 601. An act to redesignate certain 
lands within the Craters of the Moon Na-
tional Monument, and for other purposes. 

The following concurrent resolutions 
were read, and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 91. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the importance of increasing aware-
ness of the autism spectrum disorder, and 
supporting programs for greater research 
and improved treatment of autism and im-
proved training and support for individuals 
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with autism and those who care for them; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

H. Con. Res. 95. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting a National Charter Schools Week; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. Con. Res. 117. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing sympathy to the family, friends, 
and co-workers of Veronica ‘‘Roni’’ Bowers 
and Charity Bowers; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–1701. A communication from the Acting 
Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs, 
National Nuclear Security Administration, 
Department of Energy, transmitting, a re-
port relative to updating the President’s 
Budget Request; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC–1702. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air Quality 
Implementation Plans; District of Columbia; 
Oxygenated Gasoline Program’’ (FRL6973–7) 
received on April 27, 2001; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–1703. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Hazardous Waste Management System; 
Identification and Listing of Hazardous 
Waste; Final Exclusion’’ (FRL6968–6) re-
ceived on April 27, 2001; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–1704. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Approval and Promulgation of State Plans 
for Designated Facilities and Pollutants: 
South Carolina’’ (FRL6973–9) received on 
April 27, 2001; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–1705. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air Quality 
Implementation Plan; Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania; Reasonably Available Control 
Technology Requirement for Volatile Or-
ganic Compounds and Nitrogen Oxides’’ 
(FRL6973–4) received on April 27, 2001; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–1706. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Allocation of Fiscal Year 2001 Youth and 
the Environment Training and Employment 
Program Funds’’ received on May 1, 2001; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–1707. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Clean Air Act Approval and Promulgation 
of the Redesignation of Shelby County; Ten-
nessee, to Attainment’’ (FRL6947–6) received 
on May 1, 2001; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–1708. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator of the Environ-

mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air Quality 
Implementation Plans; State of Maryland; 
Approval of Revisions to Volatile Organic 
Compounds Regulations and Miscellaneous 
Revisions’’ (FRL6973–3) received on May 1, 
2001; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–1709. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, a 
report entitled ‘‘Eligibility of Indoor Plumb-
ing Under Alaska Sanitation Infrastructure 
Grant Program’’; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–1710. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, a 
report entitled ‘‘EPA Review of 2000 Section 
303(d) Lists’’; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–1711. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, a 
report entitled ‘‘Interim Data Quality 
Amendment to the EPCRA Section 313 En-
forcement Response Policy (ERP)’’; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memo-

rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–34. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the House of the Legislature of the State 
of Arkansas relative to the Railroad Retire-
ment and Survivors Improvement Act; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 1008 
Whereas, the Railroad Retirement and Sur-

vivors Improvement Act of 2000 was approved 
in a bipartisan effort by 391 members of the 
United States House of Representatives in 
the 106th Congress, including the entire Ar-
kansas delegation to Congress; and 

Whereas, more than eighty United States 
Senators, including both Arkansas’ Senator 
Tim Hutchinson and Senator Blanche Lin-
coln, signed letters of support for this legis-
lation in 2000; and 

Whereas, the bill now before the 107th Con-
gress modernizes the railroad retirement 
system for its 748,000 beneficiaries nation-
wide, including over 10,000 in Arkansas; and 

Whereas, railroad management, labor and 
retiree organizations have agreed to support 
this legislation; and 

Whereas, this legislation provides tax re-
lief to freight railroads, Amtrak and com-
muter lines; and 

Whereas, no outside contributions from 
taxpayers are needed to implement the 
changes called for in this legislation; and 

Whereas, all changes will be paid for from 
within the railroad industry, including a full 
share by active employees: Now therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the eighty-third General Assembly of the State 
of Arkansas, the Senate concurring therein, 
That the General Assembly urges the United 
States Congress to support and enact the 
Railroad Retirement and Survivors Improve-
ment Act in the 107th Congress. Be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this Resolution be 
sent by the Chief Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives to the President of the United 
States, the President of the United States 
Senate, the Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives, and all members 
of the Arkansas Congressional Delegation. 

POM–35. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the House of the Legislature of the State 

of Arkansas relative to the availability of 
funds to prevent catastrophic damage from 
wildfires; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 1035 
Whereas, the ice storms of December 13 

and 25, 2000, ravaged thousands of acres of 
private and public forests in Arkansas, Okla-
homa, and Texas; and 

Whereas, President Clinton declared sixty- 
seven (67) Arkansas counties as federal dis-
aster areas for the purposes of providing 
early financial assistance to cities and coun-
ties to help with their most urgent ice 
storm-caused health and safety problems; 
and 

Whereas, these early funds do not provide 
for the critical treatment and restoration 
work needed to prevent catastrophic 
wildfires on the private and public 
forestlands of Arkansas; and 

Whereas, if these lands go untreated, the 
ten-fold increase in fuel loadings may result 
in major conflagrations that destroy private 
and public property and threaten the health 
and safety of countless Arkansans; and 

Whereas, supplemental appropriation re-
quests detailing the need by program area 
and the work that would be accomplished 
were sent by agency field officers to their 
agency headquarters in Washington, D.C.: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the eighty-third General Assembly of the State 
of Arkansas, the Senate concurring therein, 
That the Arkansas General Assembly urges 
the President of the United States and the 
United States Congress to take all reason-
able action necessary to provide adequate 
and timely funding to the federal agencies 
responsible for the treatment and restora-
tion work on these lands. Be it further 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution, the Chief Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall transmit a copy of this 
resolution to the President of the United 
States, to the presiding officers of the United 
States Senate and the United States House 
of Representatives, and to each member of 
the Arkansas congressional delegation. 

POM–36. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the House of the Legislature of the State 
of Arkansas relative to prescription drugs; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 1027 
Whereas, the price of prescription drugs in 

the United States has increased significantly 
in each of the past several years; and 

Whereas, a large percentage of the people 
who cannot afford to buy drugs needed to 
maintain a reasonable quality of life are 
children and the elderly who have no means 
to improve their financial situation; and 

Whereas, many people in this country 
must make a choice of buying food or buying 
the drugs they need; and 

Whereas, the states have very limited abil-
ity to take the necessary action to assure 
that prescription drugs are available and af-
fordable to those who need them and only 
the U.S. Congress has the authority to ac-
complish this goal, now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the eighty-third General Assembly of the State 
of Arkansas, the Senate concurring therein: 

That the Arkansas General Assembly here-
by urges the United States Congress to take 
all reasonable action to assure that prescrip-
tion drugs are available and affordable to all 
citizens. Be it further 

Revolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution, the Chief Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall transmit a copy hereof to 
the President of the United States, to the 
presiding officers of the U.S. Senate and the 
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U.S. House of Representatives, and to each 
member of the Arkansas Congressional Dele-
gation. 

POM–37.A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the House of the State of Arkansas rel-
ative to Special Education; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 1044 
Be it resolved by the House of Representatives 

of the eighty-third General Assemble of the 
State of Arkansas, the Senate concurring there-
in: 

That the United States Congress is urged 
to review, with the goal of reducing, the pa-
perwork created by federal laws and regula-
tions related to special education. 

Be it further Resolved, That upon adoption 
of this resolution, with the Senate concur-
ring therein, the Chief Clerk of the Arkansas 
House of Representatives shall transmit cop-
ies to the presiding officer of the United 
States Senate and the United States House 
of Representatives, and to each member of 
the Arkansas congressional delegation. 

POM–38. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of Massa-
chusetts relative to benefits for all retired 
career military personnel; to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Whereas, American servicemen and women 
have dedicated their lives and careers to pro-
tect the rights we all enjoy; and 

Whereas, in serving our country, career 
military personnel endured hardships, depri-
vation and threats of death, disability and 
long separations from their families; and 

Whereas, integral to the success of our 
military forces are those military personnel 
who have made careers of defending our 
great Nation during times of both war and 
peace from the revolutionary war to present 
day; and 

Whereas, there exists a gross inequity in 
the Federal Statutes that denies equal rights 
to disabled career military who seek to re-
ceive Veterans Administration disability 
compensation concurrent with the receipt of 
earned military pay; and 

Whereas, legislation has been introduced in 
the United States Congress to remedy this 
inequity applicable to career military per-
sonnel dating back to the nineteenth cen-
tury; and 

Whereas, the injustice concerns those who 
are retired, are denied concurrent receipt of 
hard earned military retirement pay and 
Veterans Administration awards for service- 
connected disabilities; and 

Whereas, career military earn retirement 
benefits based on longevity for honorable 
and faithful service and rank at the time of 
retirement; and 

Whereas, Veterans Administration com-
pensations serve a different purpose from 
longevity retired pay and are intended to 
compensate for pain, suffering, disfigure-
ment, chemicals, wound injuries and loss of 
earning ability, with a minimum require-
ment of 90 days active duty; and 

Whereas, the prevailing idea that military 
retirement pay is free is false as there is a 
contribution to retirement pay which is cal-
culated to reduce military base pay and re-
tirement pay by 7 per cent when pay and al-
lowances are computed and approved by Con-
gress; and 

Whereas, traditionally, a career military 
person receives a lower pay and retirement 
than his or her civilian counterpart and has 
invested a life of hardships and long hours 
without the benefit of overtime pay and with 
a lack of freedom of expression through the 
unions; and 

Whereas, the Veterans Administration 
awards to disabled veterans with a 30 percent 

disability or more an allowance for each de-
pendent and the allowance is increased with 
the amount of disability; and 

Whereas, the Department of Defense de-
ducts the entire amount of a dependent’s al-
lowance, essentially leaving a disabled mili-
tary retiree without a dependent’s allow-
ance, thereby extending the discrimination 
to families of military longevity retirees; 
and 

Whereas, it is unfair to require disabled 
military retirees to fund their own Veterans 
Administration compensation by deductions 
on a dollar-for-dollar basis to the Depart-
ment of Defense; and 

Whereas, no such deduction applies to 
similarly situated federal civil service or 
congressional retirement benefits to receive 
Veterans Administration compensation; and 

Whereas, a statutory change is necessary 
to correct this injustice and discrimination 
in order to insure that America’s commit-
ment to national and international goals 
will be matched by the same allegiance to 
those who sacrificed on behalf of those goals; 
now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Massachusetts Senate 
respectfully urges the Congress of the United 
States to enact legislation to provide parity 
of benefits to all retired career military per-
sonnel; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions 
be transmitted forthwith by the Clerk of the 
Senate to the President of the United States, 
the Secretary of Defense, the Chairmen of 
the Armed Forces Committee and the Vet-
erans Affairs Committee, the House and Sen-
ate Majority and Minority Leaders, the pre-
siding officer of each branch of Congress and 
to the members thereof from the common-
wealth. 

POM–39. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islature of Guam relative to Federal funds 
for upgrades in education, water, and hos-
pital; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

RESOLUTION NO. 27 
Whereas, Guam’s tourism-based economy 

has been suffering over the last few years 
due to the Asian economic crisis, resulting 
in government budget shortfalls, an in-
creased government deficit, layoffs of many 
private and public sector employees, and an 
unemployment rate that may be as high as 
twenty percent (20%); and 

Whereas, such economic reversal and a 
high unemployment rate would be considered 
an economic disaster in most parts of the 
United States; and 

Whereas, Guam’s water and sewer infra-
structure has deteriorated over the years to 
the point where it is no longer sufficient to 
support the Island’s growing population; and 
where it is badly corroded and in disrepair in 
some areas, resulting in a costly waste of 
water, costly spot repairs, and low or no 
water pressure in some areas of the Island; 
and 

Whereas, Guam’s population has grown be-
yond the capacity of its school facilities, re-
sulting in the overcrowding and deteriora-
tion of existing school facilities, a condition 
that is a detriment to the education of the 
Island’s youth, and ultimately is detrimental 
to all aspects of the local community; and 

Whereas, the Guam Memorial hospital, 
Guam’s only hospital and emergency care fa-
cility, is also badly in need of upgrade and 
expansion, to the point where many patients 
must be sent to off-Guam facilities for emer-
gency or specialized care at great expense to 
the government and local families, an ex-
pense that many families cannot afford; and 

Whereas, Guam’s tourism industry, which 
faces an uphill struggle to recovery after a 
prolonged slump, is in need of an economic 
boost and an upgrade in infrastructure and 
facilities; and 

Whereas, the United States economy has 
seen a tremendous boom in the last decade, 
whilst the Federal Government has seen 
budget surpluses unprecedented in recent 
times, with the budget surplus for Fiscal 
Year 2000 expected to be One Hundred Sev-
enty Billion Dollars ($170,000,000,000) and the 
surplus through 2010 predicted by President 
Clinton to be Seven Hundred Forty-six Bil-
lion Dollars ($746,000,000,000); and 

Whereas, Guam has made its contribution 
to the political security and stability of the 
United States that has helped to nurture this 
vibrant economic growth by giving up a 
large portion of its small land mass to the 
U.S. Department of Defense for military in-
stallations, which were critical to American 
security for decades, now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That I Mina’Bente Sais Na 
Liheslaturan Guåhan does hereby, on behalf 
of the people of Guam, respectfully request 
that the United States Congress appropriate 
One Hundred Ninety-three Million Dollars 
($193,000,000) to the government of Guam for 
the following purposes: 

(1) Forty-eight Million Dollars ($48,000,000) 
to build eight (8) new elementary schools in 
the Villages of Dededo, Yigo, Tamuning, 
Mangilao, Barrigada, Yona, Sinajana, Agat 
and Mongmong-Toto-Maite; 

(2) Twenty Million Dollars ($20,000,000) to 
build one (1) new middle school in Dededo, 
which is by far the most populated village on 
Guam; 

(3) Thirty Million Dollars ($30,000,000) to 
build one (1) new high school in Northern 
Guam, which has deteriorating and dan-
gerously crowded schools in Tamuning and 
Yigo that suffer from teen violence and other 
problems as a result of the lack of attention 
that comes from overcrowded schools; 

(4) Seventy-five Million Dollars ($75,000,000) 
for the Guam Waterworks Authority to im-
prove a badly corroded and leaking sewer 
and water infrastructure that results in low 
water pressure in many areas, wasting water 
resources daily and incurring large numbers 
of manpower hours fixing spot leaks that 
surface; 

(5) Twenty Million Dollars ($20,000,000) for 
upgrading and expanding facilities at the 
Guam Memorial Hospital, which is insuffi-
cient, as Guam’s only hospital and emer-
gency care facility, to provide for vital 
health care services to people on Guam, who 
must seek prohibitively expensive care off- 
Guam, as well as providing health care to 
the people of Micronesia who have been 
granted access to Guam’s medical infrastruc-
ture due to the compacts of free association 
entered into by the United States of America 
and these Pacific Nations; and be it further 

Resolved, That the United States Congress 
and the President of the United States dele-
gate the Officer In Charge of Construction 
(‘‘OICC’’) of the U.S. Naval command on 
Guam, otherwise known as Commander 
Naval Forces Marianas, to oversee all as-
pects of infrastructure construction detailed 
herein, inclusive of contract management, 
procurement, etc.; and be it further 

Resolved, That the United States Congress 
is requested to stipulate as a condition of 
this funding, in legislation, a detailed deficit 
reduction plan for Guam which the govern-
ment of Guam shall adhere to for the pur-
pose of eliminating the deficit in the General 
Fund of the government of Guam within 
seven (7) years; and be it further. 

Resolved, That the Speaker certify, and the 
Legislative Secretary attests to, the adop-
tion hereof and that copies of the same be 
thereafter transmitted to the Honorable 
George W. Bush, President of the United 
States; to the Honorable Richard B. Cheney, 
President of the United States Senate; to the 
Honorable J. Dennis Hastert, Speaker of the 
United States House of Representatives; to 
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the Honorable Robert A. Underwood, Mem-
ber of the U.S. House of Representatives; and 
to the Honorable Carl T.C. Gutierrex, I 
Magalahen Guåhan. 

POM–40. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islative of Guam relative to reparations for 
Guam victims of World War II; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

RESOLUTION NO. 26 (LS) 
Whereas, the people of Guam who endured 

World War II, and their families, attempted 
in vain for years to obtain just war repara-
tions for the wartime grievances suffered by 
the Chamorros, who are the native inhab-
itants of Guam; and 

Whereas, while many other peoples re-
ceived war reparations from Japan, such as 
the people of the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Marianas and the Republic of the 
Philippines, the people of Guam have yet to 
receive proper atonement and justice for the 
personal suffering, the widespread destruc-
tion of personal property, the obliteration of 
homes, businesses and farms, the loss of fam-
ily members and loved ones, and the humil-
iation of occupation by an enemy military 
power; and 

Whereas, the government of the United 
States of America has totally exonerated the 
government of Japan from making any war 
reparations to the people of Guam through a 
post-war agreement with Japan; and 

Whereas, after years of suffering followed 
by years of waiting for just atonement, war 
reparations to the people of Guam are long 
overdue; now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That I MináBente Sais Na 
Liheslaturan Guåhan does hereby, on behalf 
of the people of Guam, respectfully request 
that Guam’s Delegate to the U.S. Congress 
reintroduce previous legislation to obtain 
proper war reparations for Guam victims of 
World War II; and be it further 

Resolved, That I MináBente Sais Na 
Liheslaturan Guåhan does hereby, on behalf 
of the people of Guam, respectfully request 
that the Chairman of the United States 
House of Representatives Committee on Ju-
diciary hold a hearing on the aforementioned 
war reparations legislation at the earliest 
possible date; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Speaker certify, and the 
Legislative Secretary attests to, the adop-
tion hereof and that copies of the same by 
thereafter transmitted to the Honorable 
Richard B. Cheney, President of the United 
States Senate; to the Honorable J. Dennis 
Hastert, Speaker of the United States House 
of Representatives; and to the Chairman of 
the United States House of Representatives 
Committee on Judiciary; to the Chairman of 
the Senate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee; to the Honorable Robert A. 
Underwood, Member of the U.S. House of 
Representatives; to the Honorable Carl T.C. 
Gutierrez, I Magálahen Guåhan. 

POM–41. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islature of Guam relative to amending the 
1950 Organic Act of Guam; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

RESOLUTION NO. 22 (LS) 
Whereas, some of the most vital services 

provided by the government of Guam are the 
public health services, including the services 
of Guam’s public hospital, the Guam Memo-
rial Hospital; and 

Whereas, without an efficient and well-run 
hospital and public health service, the health 
and well-being of the people of Guam are in 
severe danger, and the lives of the people of 
Guam are in jeopardy; and 

Whereas, without an efficient and well-run 
hospital and public health service, many 
people on Guam are faced with the grim 
prospect of looking to off-Guam health fa-
cilities to provide life-saving treatment; and 

Whereas, the cost of travel to facilities 
that provide such life-saving treatment can 
be prohibitive, especially for many of our 
people without the means; and in addition, 
the health of people in severe cases may not 
withstand the travel; and 

Whereas, the current language of the Or-
ganic Act of Guam in regards to the adminis-
tration of the public health services is re-
strictive, preventing creative and sensible 
solutions to the management problems of 
the Guam Memorial Hospital and other pub-
lic health services; and 

Whereas, amending the Organic Act of 
Guam to allow the laws of Guam to govern 
the public health and hospital services, as 
the United States Congress did with the pub-
lic education system on Guam, would be a 
more accountable and less restrictive solu-
tion; and 

Whereas, such a solution has the potential 
to revitalize and streamline Guam’s public 
health and hospital, and therefore has the 
potential to improve public health on Guam 
and save the lives of people who depend on 
such vital services; and 

Whereas, the importance of such a life-sav-
ing and health-improving solution cannot be 
overstated, and action should not be delayed 
any further; now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That I MináBente Sais Na 
Liheslaturan Guåhan does hereby, on behalf 
of the people of Guam, respectfully request 
the Congress of the United States of America 
amend Paragraph (a) of § 1421g of Title 48 of 
the United States Code (1950 Organic Act of 
Guam) to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) Public Health Services. Subject to the 
laws of Guam, the Government of Guam 
shall establish, maintain, operate or con-
tract public health services on Guam, includ-
ing hospitals, dispensaries and quarantine 
stations, at such places on Guam as may be 
necessary, and shall promulgate quarantine 
and sanitary regulations for the protection 
of Guam against the importation and spread 
of disease.’’; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Speaker certify, and the 
Legislative Secretary attests to, the adop-
tion hereof and that copies of the same be 
thereafter transmitted to the Honorable 
George W. Bush, President of the United 
States; to the Honorable Richard B. Cheney, 
President of the United States Senate; to the 
Honorable J. Dennis Hastert, Speaker of the 
United States House of Representatives; to 
the Honorable Robert A. Underwood, Mem-
ber of the U.S. House of Representative; and 
to the Honorable Carl T.C. Gutierrez, I 
Magálahen Guåhan. 

POM–42. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islature of Guam relative to the change of 
the 1950 Organic Act of Guam to require a 
balanced budget; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

RESOLUTION NO. 24 (LS) 
Whereas, the government of Guam is in 

dire financial straits, due in part, to an econ-
omy which has suffered tremendously as a 
result of the Asian economic slump and the 
reduction of the U.S. military presence on 
Guam; and 

Whereas, Guam’s expenditures have, on 
most occasions, exceeded the availability of 
revenues; and 

Whereas, as result, the government of 
Guam has built a large deficit in its General 
Fund; and 

Whereas, such deficit is detrimental to the 
ability of the government of Guam to pro-
vide consistent and required service to the 
people of Guam, as well as make an adequate 
investment in developing infrastructure; and 

Whereas, although we look forward to an 
increase in economic activity on Guam, re-
sulting in higher revenues, the only true so-

lution to Guam’s perennial financial prob-
lems is to exercise restraint in spending; and 

Whereas, although a requirement for a bal-
anced budget exists in local legislation, no 
such requirement exists in the 1950 Organic 
Act of Guam; and 

Whereas, until such time as the people of 
Guam adopt their own constitution, the 1950 
Organic Act of Guam serves in its stead; and 

Whereas, an amendment to the 1950 Or-
ganic Act of Guam requiring a balanced 
budget for the government of Guam will as-
sist Guam in making changes essential to 
the long term financial health of our govern-
ment, now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That I Mina’Bente Sais Na 
Liheslaturan Guåhan does hereby, on behalf 
of the people of Guam, respectfully request 
that the United States Congress amend the 
1950 Organic Act of Guam to require a bal-
anced budget for the government of Guam in 
each fiscal year; and be it further 

Resolved, That exception to this require-
ment should be permissible only in the event 
of an official declaration by the President of 
the United States of Guam as a disaster 
area; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Speaker certify, and the 
Legislative Secretary attests to, the adop-
tion hereof and that copies of the same be 
thereafter transmitted to the Honorable 
George W. Bush, President of the United 
States; to the Honorable Richard B. Cheney, 
President of the United States Senate; to the 
Honorable J. Dennis Hastert, Speaker of the 
United States House of Representatives; to 
the Chairman of the House Committee on 
Natural Resources; to the Chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources; to the Honorable Robert A. 
Underwood, Member of the U.S. House of 
Representatives; and to the Honorable Carl 
T.C. Gutierrez, I Maga’lahen Guåhan. 

POM–43. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islature of Guam relative to a human rights 
issue; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

RESOLUTION NO. 58 (LS) 
Whereas, the most important principles 

and precepts in the founding and formation 
of our great American Nation and democracy 
are guarantees of protection of life, liberty 
and the pursuit of happiness for every man, 
woman and child, regardless of race, color, 
national origin or religious preference; and 

Whereas, the fundamental right to freedom 
of religious belief and worship is severely re-
stricted in the People’s Republic of China; 
and 

Whereas, Mr. Zhang Hongbao, fearful for 
his personal well-being because of his spir-
itual beliefs, fled China, seeking personal 
safety and asylum on Guam; and 

Whereas, because Mr. Zhang Hongbao’s ar-
rival on Guam is classified as an ‘‘unauthor-
ized entry,’’ requiring the intervention of the 
U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 
(‘‘INS’’), he has been detained for over one (1) 
year; and 

Whereas, Mr. Zhang Hongbao’s confine-
ment on Guam is inconsistent with the tra-
ditional Chamorro belief that freedom is fun-
damental to life itself, representing an em-
barrassment to the People of Guam since the 
injustice continues on our Island, the west-
ernmost stanchion of American democracy 
and religious tolerance, which serves as the 
Pacific gateway for the great message of 
Lady Liberty: ‘‘Give me your tired, your 
poor, Your huddled masses yearning to 
breathe free, . . . I hold my lamp beside the 
golden door’’; now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That I Mina’Bente Sais Na 
Liheslaturan Guahan, in keeping with the 
precepts and principles which make Amer-
ica’s belief in fundamental human rights, 
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calls for the immediate and unconditional 
release of Mr. Zhang Hongbao from deten-
tion; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Speaker certify, and the 
Legislative Secretary attests to, the adop-
tion hereof and that copies of the same be 
thereafter transmitted to the Honorable 
George W. Bush, President of the United 
States; to the Honorable Colin Powell, Sec-
retary of the U.S. Department of State; to 
the Honorable John Ashcroft, U.S. Attorney 
General; to the Honorable Richard Cheney, 
President of the United States Senate; to the 
Honorable J. Dennis Hastert, Speaker of the 
U.S. House of Representatives; to the Honor-
able Robert A. Underwood, Guam’s Delegate 
to the U.S. House of Representatives; and to 
the Honorable Carl T.C. Gutierrez, I 
Maga’lahen Guåhan. 

POM–44. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the House of the Legislature of the State 
of Indiana relative to the Railroad Retire-
ment and Survivors’ Improvement Act; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

HOUSES CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 17 
Whereas, The Railroad Retirement and 

Survivors’ Improvement Act of 2000 is de-
signed to improve significantly both the fi-
nancing and benefits of railroad retirement 
and to increase industry responsibility for 
the part of the program that is similar to a 
private pension plan; 

Whereas, The Railroad Retirement and 
Survivors’ Improvement Act of 2000 was ap-
proved in a bipartisan effort by 391 members 
of the United States House of Representa-
tives in the 106th Congress, including nine of 
the ten members of the Indian congressional 
delegation; 

Whereas, More than 80 United States Sen-
ators, including Indiana Senators Richard 
Lugar and Evan Bayh, signed letters of sup-
port for the legislation in 2000; 

Whereas, The bill, now before the 107th 
Congress, modernizes the railroad retire-
ment system for 748,000 beneficiaries nation-
wide, including over 15,000 in Indiana; 

Whereas, Railroad management, labor, and 
retiree organizations have agreed to support 
this legislation; 

Whereas, This legislation provides tax re-
lief to freight railroads, Amtrak, and com-
muter lines; 

Whereas, This legislation provides benefit 
improvements for suviving spouses of rail 
workers who under current law suffer deep 
cuts in income when the rail retiree dies; 

Whereas, No outside contributions from 
taxpayers are needed to implement the 
changes called for in this legislation; and 

Whereas, All changes will be from within 
the railroad industry including a full share 
by active employees; Therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the General Assembly of the State of Indi-
ana, the Senate concuring; 

Section 1, That the Indiana General As-
sembly urges the United States Congress to 
support the Railroad Retirement and Sur-
vivors’ Improvement Act in the 107th Con-
gress. 

Section 2, That the Principal Clerk of the 
House of Representatives transmit copies of 
this resolution to the President of the 
United States, the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and all 
members of the Indiana congressional dele-
gation. 

POM–45. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the House of the Legislature of the State 
of Indiana relative to honoring former Con-
gressman Lee Hamilton; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 22 
Whereas, Lee H. Hamilton was born in 

Daytona Beach, Florida, April 20, 1931; 

Whereas, Congressman Hamilton was 
raised in Evansville, Indiana, but considers 
Nashville, Indiana, his hometown; 

Whereas, Congressman Hamilton received 
his bachelor’s degree from DePauw Univer-
sity in 1952 and his Doctor of Jurisprudence 
Degree from Indiana University in 1956; 

Whereas, While attending college, Con-
gressman Hamilton excelled not only in the 
classroom but also on the basketball court; 

Whereas, Congressman Hamilton was first 
elected to Congress in 1964 from Indiana’s 9th 
District; 

Whereas, Congressman Hamilton served in 
the House of Representatives from 1965 until 
1999; 

Whereas, Congressman Hamilton faithfully 
represented the citizens of Indiana’s 9th Dis-
trict for 34 years—17 Congressional terms; 

Whereas, Once in office he walked a mod-
erate line on social and economic issues, but 
was a strong advocate of U.S. international 
involvement; 

Whereas, Congressman Hamilton also 
earned a reputation as one of the Democratic 
Party’s most thoughtful leaders in the realm 
of foreign policy; 

Whereas, Congressman Hamilton was 
chairman of the House Intelligence Com-
mittee, the House chairman of the Iran- 
Contra Committee from 1987 to 1988, and 
chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee from 1993 to 1996; 

Whereas, When the Republicans became 
the majority in the House, Hamilton became 
the ranking Democrat on the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee; 

Whereas, While serving in Congress, he re-
ceived numerous public service awards, in-
cluding the Paul H. Nitze Award for Distin-
guished Authority on National Security Af-
fairs, the Philip C. Habib Award for Distin-
guished Public Service, the Indiana Human-
ities Council Lifetime Achievement Award, 
and the U.S. Association of Former Members 
of Congress Statesmanship Award; 

Whereas, Although Congressman Hamilton 
has left Congress, he has not gone very far; 

Whereas, Congressman Hamilton was 
named the director of the Woodrow Wilson 
International Center for Scholars in Wash-
ington, D.C., which is the federally supported 
institution on international affairs that 
‘‘mixes the world of ideas with the world of 
policy’’; 

Whereas, Congressman Hamilton will also 
serve as the director of the Center on Con-
gress at Indiana University; and 

Whereas, Accomplishments such as Con-
gressman Hamilton’s deserve special rec-
ognition: Therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the General Assembly of the State of Indi-
ana, the Senate concurring: 

Section 1. That the Indiana General As-
sembly urges Congress to rename the Fed-
eral Building in New Albany, Indiana, in 
honor of former Congressman Lee Hamilton. 

Section 2. That the Principal Clerk of the 
House of Representatives transmit a copy of 
this resolution to former Congressman Ham-
ilton, the President of the United States, the 
President of the United States Senate, the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, and members of the Indiana 
congressional delegation. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr. 
CORZINE): 

S. 814. A bill to establish the Child Care 
Provider Retention and Development Grant 
Program and the Child Care Provider Schol-
arship Program; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 815. A bill to make improvements to the 

Arctic Research and Policy Act of 1984: to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. BREAUX: 
S. 816. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow certain coins to be 
acquired by individual retirement accounts 
and other individually directed pension plan 
accounts; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN): 

S. 817. A bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to designate the Old Spanish 
Trail as a National Historic Trail; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. KYL, and Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI): 

S. 818. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a long-term cap-
ital gains exclusion for individuals, and to 
reduce the holding period for long-term cap-
ital gain treatment to 6 months, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. CANTWELL, 
Mr. WARNER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. THUR-
MOND, Mr. AKAKA, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. DURBIN, and 
Mr. DAYTON): 

S. Res. 80. A resolution honoring the 
‘‘Whidbey 24’’ for their professionalism, brav-
ery, and courage; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. BAYH, Mr. LIEBER-
MAN, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. SMITH of 
New Hampshire, Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
FITZGERALD, Mr. SPECTER, and Mrs. 
CLINTON): 

S. Con. Res. 35. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that Lebanon, 
Syria, and Iran should allow representatives 
of the International Committee of the Red 
Cross to visit the four Israelis, Adi Avitan, 
Binyamin Avraham, Omar Souad, and 
Elchanan Tannenbaum, presently held by 
Hezbollah forces in Lebanon; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 127 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

names of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BURNS) and the Senator from Or-
egon (Mr. SMITH, of Oregon) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 127, a bill to give 
American companies, American work-
ers, and American ports the oppor-
tunity to compete in the United States 
cruise market. 

S. 131 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 131, a bill to amend title 38, 
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United States Code, to modify the an-
nual determination of the rate of the 
basic benefit of active duty educational 
assistance under the Montgomery GI 
Bill, and for other purposes. 

S. 133 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN) and the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. MILLER) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 133, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to make perma-
nent the exclusion for employer-pro-
vided educational assistance programs, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 152 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 152, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to elimi-
nate the 60-month limit and increase 
the income limitation on the student 
loan interest deduction. 

S. 170 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 

of the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
WELLSTONE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 170, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to permit retired 
members of the Armed Forces who 
have a service-connected disability to 
receive both military retired pay by 
reason of their years of military serv-
ice and disability compensation from 
the Department of Veterans Affairs for 
their disability. 

S. 174 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BAUCUS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 174, a bill to amend the Small 
Business Act with respect to the 
microloan program, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 190 
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
MILLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
190, a bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to grant the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices the authority to regulate tobacco 
products, and for other purposes. 

S. 252 
At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
252, a bill to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act to authorize ap-
propriations for State water pollution 
control revolving funds, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 321 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
321, a bill to amend title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act to provide families of 
disabled children with the opportunity 
to purchase coverage under the med-
icaid program for such children, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 327 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 

of the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
DAYTON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 

327, a bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to 
provide up-to-date school library media 
resources and well-trained, profes-
sionally certified school library media 
specialists for elementary schools and 
secondary schools, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 399 
At the request of Mr. EDWARDS, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
399, a bill to provide for fire sprinkler 
systems, or other fire suppression or 
prevention technologies, in public and 
private college and university housing 
and dormitories, including fraternity 
and sorority housing and dormitories. 

S. 403 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
403, a bill to improve the National 
Writing Project. 

S. 409 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CLELAND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 409, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to clarify the standards 
for compensation for Persian Gulf vet-
erans suffering from certain 
undiagnosed illnesses, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 449 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 

name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 449, a bill to ensure the timely pay-
ment of benefits to eligible persons 
under the Radiation Exposure Com-
pensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210). 

S. 500 
At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 

name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 500, a bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 in order to require the 
Federal Communications Commission 
to fulfill the sufficient universal serv-
ice support requirements for high cost 
areas, and for other purposes. 

S. 501 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
501, a bill to amend titles IV and XX of 
the Social Security Act to restore 
funding for the Social Services Block 
Grant, to restore the ability of States 
to transfer up to 10 percent of TANF 
funds to carry out activities under 
such block grant, and to require an an-
nual report on such activities by the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices. 

S. 503 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 

of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
DASCHLE) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 503, a bill to amend the Safe Water 
Act to provide grants to small public 
drinking water system. 

S. 540 
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 540, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow as a de-
duction in determining adjusted gross 
income the deduction for expenses in 
connection with services as a member 
of a reserve component of the Armed 
Forces of the United States, to allow 
employers a credit against income tax 
with respect to employees who partici-
pate in the military reserve compo-
nents, and to allow a comparable credit 
for participating reserve component 
self-employed individuals, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 543 

At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 543, a bill to provide for equal cov-
erage of mental health benefits with 
respect to health insurance coverage 
unless comparable limitations are im-
posed on medical and surgical benefits. 

S. 633 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
633, a bill to provide for the review and 
management of airport congestion, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 654 

At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 654, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to restore, in-
crease, and make permanent the exclu-
sion from gross income for amounts re-
ceived under qualified group legal serv-
ices plans. 

S. 662 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 662, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to authorize the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to fur-
nish headstones or markers for marked 
graves of, or to otherwise commemo-
rate, certain individuals. 

S. 669 

At the request of Mr. CARPER, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
669, a bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to 
promote parental involvement and pa-
rental empowerment in public edu-
cation through greater competition 
and choice, and for other purposes. 

S. 697 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
names of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY), the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. CORZINE), the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA), and the Senator 
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 697, a bill to 
modernize the financing of the railroad 
retirement system and to provide en-
hanced benefits to employees and bene-
ficiaries. 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 697, supra. 
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S. 741 

At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 741, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide tax credits with respect to nuclear 
facilities, and for other purposes. 

S. 742 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS), the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
BENNETT), the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. BUNNING), and the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. THOMAS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 742, a bill to provide 
for pension reform, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 778 

At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the 
names of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI) and the Senator from 
Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 778, a bill to expand the 
class of beneficiaries who may apply 
for adjustment of status under section 
245(i) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act by extending the deadline for 
classification petition and labor cer-
tification filings. 

S. 803 

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 803, a bill to enhance the man-
agement and promotion of electronic 
Government services and processes by 
establishing a Federal Chief Informa-
tion Officer within the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, and by estab-
lishing a broad framework of measures 
that require using Internet-based infor-
mation technology to enhance citizen 
access to Government information and 
services, and for other purposes. 

S.J. RES. 13 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S.J. Res. 13 , a joint resolu-
tion conferring honorary citizenship of 
the United States on Paul Yves Roch 
Gilbert du Motier, also known as the 
Marquis de Lafayette. 

S. RES. 63 

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 63, a resolution com-
memorating and acknowledging the 
dedication and sacrifice made by the 
men and women who have lost their 
lives while serving as law enforcement 
officers. 

S. RES. 74 

At the request of Mr. DAYTON, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. EDWARDS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 74, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate re-
garding consideration of legislation 
providing medicare beneficiaries with 
outpatient prescription drug coverage. 

S. RES. 75 

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
the names of the Senator from South 

Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) and the Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. CLELAND) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 75, a res-
olution designating the week beginning 
May 13, 2001, as ‘‘National Bio-
technology Week’’. 

S. CON. RES. 14 

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
MILLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Con. Res. 14, a concurrent resolution 
recognizing the social problem of child 
abuse and neglect, and supporting ef-
forts to enhance public awareness of it. 

S. CON. RES. 28 

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Con. Res. 28, a concurrent resolution 
calling for a United States effort to end 
restrictions on the freedoms and 
human rights of the enclaved people in 
the occupied area of Cyprus. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and 
Mr. CORZINE): 

S. 814. A bill to establish the Child 
Care Provider Retention and Develop-
ment Grant Program and the Child 
Care Provider Scholarship Program; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Focus on Com-
mitted and Underpaid Staff for Chil-
dren’s Sake Act. I am pleased that Sen-
ator CORZINE is joining me as a original 
cosponsor and that companion legisla-
tion is being introduced in the House 
today by Representatives MILLER and 
GILMAN. 

The need for child care has become a 
daily fact of life for millions of parents 
nationwide. 65 percent of mothers with 
children under age six and 78 percent of 
mothers with children ages 6 to 13 are 
in the labor force. Each day, 13 million 
preschool children, including 6 million 
infants and toddlers, spend some part 
of their day in child care. 

The quality of that care has a tre-
mendous impact on the critical early 
years of children’s development. And, 
the most powerful determinant of the 
quality of child care is the training, 
education, and pay of those who spend 
8–10 hours a day caring for our chil-
dren. 

Yet, what we know about the child 
care field is alarming. Despite the fact 
that continuity of care is critical for 
the emotional development of children, 
staff turnover at child care centers 
averages 30 percent per year—four 
times greater than the turnover rate 
for elementary school teachers. 

Despite the fact that we as a society 
say there is no more important task 
than helping to raise a child, according 
to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, we 
pay the average child care worker 
about $15,400 a year, barely above the 
poverty level for a family of three. Few 
child care providers have basic benefits 

like health coverage or paid leave. 
Only a small fraction of child care 
workers have graduated from college. 

We pay people millions of dollars a 
year to throw baseballs, to shoot bas-
ketballs, and to swing golf clubs. What 
does that say about our priorities when 
at the same time we pay those who 
care for our most precious resource, 
our children, poverty-level wages? 

A report released yesterday by the 
University of California, Berkeley and 
the Center for Child Care Workforce on 
child care providers’ pay, training and 
education highlights the current crisis 
in the child care field. In a survey of 
child care centers in three California 
communities, the study found that 
three-quarters of all child care staff 
employed in 1996 were no longer on the 
job in 2000. Some centers reported 100 
percent turnover. Additionally, nearly 
half of the child care providers who had 
left had a bachelor’s degree, compared 
to only one-third of the new teachers. 
Some 49 percent, nearly half, of those 
who had left their job, left the child 
care field entirely. 

It’s clear that if we want to attract 
quality teachers to the child care field, 
the pay has to better reflect the value 
we place on their work. We can’t at-
tract them and we can’t keep them if 
we don’t pay them a living wage. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today will provide states with funds to 
increase child care worker pay based 
on the level of education, the greater 
the level of education, the greater the 
increase in pay. In addition, the legis-
lation will provide scholarships of up 
to $1,500 for child care workers who 
want to further their early childhood 
education training by getting a college 
degree, an Associate’s degree, or a 
child development associate credential. 

We will never make significant 
strides in improving the quality of 
child care in this nation if we fail to 
address one of the leading problems, at-
tracting and retaining a quality child 
care workforce. It is time to invest in 
our children by investing in those who 
dedicate their lives to caring for our 
children. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 814 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Focus On Committed and Underpaid 
Staff for Children’s Sake Act’’ or as the 
‘‘FOCUS Act’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.— 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings and purpose. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 
Sec. 4. Funds for child care provider reten-

tion and development grants 
and for child care provider 
scholarships. 

Sec. 5. Application and plan. 
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Sec. 6. Allotments to States. 
Sec. 7. Child Care Provider Retention and 

Development Grant Program. 
Sec. 8. Child Care Provider Scholarship Pro-

gram. 
Sec. 9. Annual report. 
Sec. 10. Authorization of appropriations. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) Research on early brain development 

and early childhood demonstrates that the 
experiences children have and the attach-
ments they form early in life have a decisive, 
long-lasting impact on their later develop-
ment and learning. 

(2) High-quality, developmentally appro-
priate child care beginning in early child-
hood and continuing through the years that 
children are in school improves the scho-
lastic success and educational attainments 
of children that persist into adulthood. 

(3) According to a growing body of re-
search, the single most important deter-
minant of child care quality is the presence 
of consistent, sensitive, well-trained, and 
well-compensated child care providers; how-
ever, child care programs nationwide experi-
ence high turnover in teaching staff, fueled 
by poor compensation and few opportunities 
for advancement. 

(4) The Department of Labor reports that 
in 1999 the average wage for a child care pro-
vider was $7.42 per hour, or $15,430 annually. 
For a full-time, full-year work, the wages of 
a child care provider were not much above 
the 1999 poverty threshold of $13,423 for a sin-
gle parent with two children. Family child 
care providers earned even less. The median 
wage of a family child care provider in 1999 
was $264 weekly, or $13,728 annually. 

(5) Despite the important role child care 
providers may play in early child develop-
ment and learning, child care providers earn 
less than bus drivers ($26,460), barbers 
($20,970), and janitors ($18,220). 

(6) Employer-sponsored benefits are mini-
mal for most child care staff. Even among 
child care centers, the availability of health 
care coverage for staff remains woefully in-
adequate. 

(7) To offer compensation that would be 
sufficient to attract and retain qualified 
child care staff, child care programs would 
be required to charge fees that many parents 
could not afford. In programs that serve low- 
income children who qualify for Federal and 
State child care subsidies, the reimburse-
ment rates set by the State strongly influ-
ence the level of compensation that staff re-
ceive. Current reimbursement rates for cen-
ter-based child care services and family child 
care services are insufficient to recruit and 
retain qualified child care providers and to 
ensure high-quality services for children. 

(8) Teachers leaving the profession are re-
placed by staff with less education and for-
mal training in early child development. 

(9) As a result of low wages and limited 
benefits, many child care providers do not 
stay long in the child care field. Approxi-
mately thirty percent of all teaching staff 
leave their child care centers each year. 

(10) Child care providers, as well as the 
children, families, and businesses that de-
pend upon them, suffer the consequences of 
inadequate compensation. This is true, with 
few exceptions, for providers in all types of 
programs: subsidized, nonsubsidized, for- 
profit, nonprofit, large, and small child care 
settings. 

(11) Because of the severe shortage of 
qualified staff available for employment by 
child care programs nationwide, several 
States have recently initiated programs to 
improve the quality of child care by increas-
ing the training and compensation of child 

care providers. Such programs encourage the 
training, education and increased retention 
of qualified child care providers by offering 
financial incentives, including scholarships 
and compensation increases, that range from 
$350 to $6,500 annually. 

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act 
to establish the Child Care Provider Reten-
tion and Development Grant Program and 
the Child Care Provider Scholarship Pro-
gram, to help children receive the high qual-
ity child care and early education they need 
for positive cognitive and social develop-
ment, by rewarding and promoting retention 
of committed, qualified child care providers 
and by providing financial assistance to im-
prove the educational qualifications of child 
care providers. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) CHILD CARE PROVIDER.—The term ‘‘child 

care provider’’ means an individual who pro-
vides a service directly to a child on a person 
to person basis for compensation at— 

(A) a center-based child care provider that 
is licensed or regulated under State law and 
that satisfies the State and local require-
ments applicable to the child care services 
provided, 

(B) a licensed or regulated family child 
care provider that satisfies the State and 
local requirements applicable to the child 
care services provided, or 

(C) an out-of-school time program that is 
licensed or regulated under State law and 
that satisfies the State and local require-
ments applicable to the child care services 
provided, 

(2) FAMILY CHILD CARE PROVIDER.—The 
term ‘‘family child care provider’’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 658P of 
the Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858n). 

(3) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe’’ 
has the meaning given such term in section 
4(e) of the Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e). 

(4) IN-KIND CONTRIBUTION.—The term ‘‘in- 
kind contribution’’ means payment of the 
cost of participation of child care providers 
in health insurance programs or retirement 
programs. 

(5) LEAD AGENCY.—The term ‘‘lead agency’’ 
means the agency designated under section 
658D of the Child Care and Development 
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858b). 

(6) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

(7) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means any of 
the several States, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, 
American Samoa, or the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands. 

(8) TRIBAL ORGANIZATION.—The term ‘‘trib-
al organization’’ has the meaning given such 
term in section 4 of the Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Education Assistance Act. 
SEC. 4. FUNDS FOR CHILD CARE PROVIDER RE-

TENTION AND DEVELOPMENT 
GRANTS AND FOR CHILD CARE PRO-
VIDER SCHOLARSHIPS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may allot 
funds appropriated to carry out this Act to 
eligible States for distribution to pay the 
Federal share of the cost of making grants 
under this Act to eligible child care pro-
viders. 

(b) ALLOTMENTS.—Funds allotted under 
section 6 shall be distributed by the Sec-
retary, and expended by the States (directly, 
or at the option of the States, through units 
of general purpose local government), and by 
Indian tribes and tribal organizations, in ac-
cordance with this Act. 
SEC. 5. APPLICATION AND PLAN. 

(a) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive 
a distribution of funds allotted under section 

6, a State shall submit to the Secretary an 
application at such time, in such manner, 
and containing such information as the Sec-
retary may require by rule and shall include 
in such application a State plan that satis-
fies the requirements of subsection (b). 

(b) REQUIREMENTS OF PLAN.— 
(1) LEAD AGENCY.—The State plan shall 

identify the lead agency to make grants 
under this Act. 

(2) RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF CHILD 
CARE PROVIDERS.—The State plan shall de-
scribe how the lead agency will encourage 
both the recruitment of child care providers 
who are new to the child care field and the 
retention of child care providers who have a 
demonstrated commitment to the child care 
field. 

(3) NOTIFICATION OF GRANT AVAILABILITY.— 
The State plan shall describe how the lead 
agency will identify and notify all eligible 
child care providers in the State of the avail-
ability of grants under this Act. 

(4) DISTRIBUTION OF GRANTS.—The State 
plan shall describe how the lead agency will 
make grants under sections 7 and 8 to child 
care providers in selected geographical areas 
in the State in compliance with the fol-
lowing requirements: 

(A) SELECTION OF GEOGRAPHICAL AREAS.— 
For the purpose of making such grants for a 
fiscal year, the State shall select a variety of 
geographical areas, determined by the State, 
that— 

(i) includes urban areas, suburban areas, 
and rural areas, and 

(ii) contains diversity of income levels, 
but shall give special consideration to geo-
graphical areas selected under this subpara-
graph for the preceding fiscal year. 

(B) SELECTION OF CHILD CARE PROVIDERS TO 
RECEIVE GRANTS.—The State may make 
grants under section 7 only to eligible child 
care providers in geographical areas selected 
under subparagraph (A), but— 

(i) may give special consideration in such 
areas to eligible grant applicants who have 
attained a higher relevant educational cre-
dential, who provide a specific kind of child 
care services, who provide child care services 
to populations who meet specific economic 
characteristics, or who meet such other cri-
teria as the State may establish, and 

(ii) shall give special consideration to eli-
gible grant applicants who received a grant 
under such section in the preceding fiscal 
year. 

(C) LIMITATION.—The State shall describe 
how the State will ensure that grants made 
under section 7 to child care providers will 
not be used to offset reductions in the com-
pensation of such providers. 

(D) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—With respect 
to each particular geographical area se-
lected, the State shall agree for each fiscal 
year for which such State receives a grant 
under this section— 

(i) to include in the report required by sec-
tion 9, detailed information regarding— 

(I) the continuity of employment of grant 
recipients as child care providers with the 
same employer, 

(II) with respect to each employer that em-
ployed a grant recipient, whether such em-
ployer was accredited by a recognized State 
or national accrediting body during the pe-
riod of employment, and 

(III) to the extent practicable and avail-
able to the State, detailed information re-
garding the rate and frequency of employ-
ment turnover of qualified child care pro-
viders throughout such area, 

during the 2-year period ending of the date of 
applications for grants under section 7, and 

(ii) to provide a follow-up report, not later 
than 90 days after the end of the succeeding 
fiscal year that includes information regard-
ing— 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:02 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00054 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4179 May 2, 2001 
(I) the continuity of employment of grant 

recipients as child care providers with the 
same employer, 

(II) with respect to each employer that em-
ployed a grant recipient, whether such em-
ployer was accredited by a recognized State 
or national accrediting body during the pe-
riod of employment, and 

(III) to the extent practicable and avail-
able to the State, detailed information re-
garding the rate and frequency of employ-
ment turnover of qualified child care pro-
viders throughout such area, 

during the 1-year period beginning on the 
date grants are made by under section 7 to 
applicants. 

(5) CHILD CARE PROVIDER RETENTION AND DE-
VELOPMENT GRANT PROGRAM.—The State plan 
shall describe how the lead agency will de-
termine the dollar amounts of grants made 
with funds available to carry out section 7 in 
accordance with the following requirements: 

(A) The State shall demonstrate that the 
amounts of individual grants to be made 
under section 7 will be sufficient— 

(i) to encourage child care providers to im-
prove their qualifications, and 

(ii) to retain qualified child care providers 
in the child care field. 

(B) Such grants made to child care pro-
viders who have a child development asso-
ciate credential and who are employed full- 
time to provide child care services shall be 
in an amount that is not less than $1,000 per 
year. 

(C) The State shall make such grants in 
larger dollar amounts to child care providers 
who have higher levels of education than a 
credential such as a child development asso-
ciate credential, according to the following 
requirements: 

(i) A child care provider who has a bacca-
laureate degree in the area of child develop-
ment or early child education shall receive a 
grant that is not less than twice the amount 
of the grant that is made to a child care pro-
vider who has an associate of the arts degree 
in the area of child development or early 
child education. 

(ii) A child care provider who has an asso-
ciate of the arts degree in the area of child 
development or early child education shall 
receive a grant that is not less than 150 per-
cent of the amount of the grant that is made 
to a child care provider who has a child de-
velopment associate credential. 

(iii)(I) Except as provided in subclause (II), 
a child care provider who has a bacca-
laureate degree in a field other than child 
development or early child education shall 
receive a grant equal to the grant made to a 
child care provider who has an associate of 
the arts degree in the area of child develop-
ment or early child education. 

(II) If a child care provider who has such 
baccalaureate degree obtains additional edu-
cational training in the area of child devel-
opment or early child education, as specified 
by the State, such provider shall receive a 
grant equal to the grant required under 
clause (i). 

(D) The State shall make such grants in 
larger dollar amounts to child care providers 
who work full-time relative to the grant 
amount made to child care providers who 
work part-time, based on the State defini-
tions of full-time and part-time work. 

(E) The State shall provide grants in pro-
gressively larger dollar amounts to child 
care providers to reflect the number of years 
worked as a child care provider. 

(6) DISTRIBUTION OF CHILD CARE PROVIDER 
SCHOLARSHIPS.—The State plan shall describe 
how the lead agency will make scholarship 
grants in compliance with section 8 and shall 
specify the types of educational and training 
programs for which scholarship grants made 

under such section may be used, including 
only programs that— 

(A) are administered by institutions of 
higher education that are eligible to partici-
pate in student financial assistance pro-
grams under title IV of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.), and 

(B) lead to a State or nationally recognized 
credential in the area of child development 
or early child education, an associate of the 
arts degree in the area of child development 
or early child education, or a baccalaureate 
degree in the area of child development or 
early child education. 

(7) EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTION.—The State 
plan shall describe how the lead agency will 
encourage employers of child care providers 
to contribute to the attainment of education 
goals by child care providers who receive 
grants under section 8. 

(8) SUPPLEMENTATION.—The State plan 
shall provide assurances that funds received 
by the State to carry out sections 7 and 8 
will be used only to supplement, not to sup-
plant, Federal, State, and local funds other-
wise available to support existing services 
and activities that encourage child care pro-
viders to improve their qualifications and 
that promote the retention of qualified child 
care providers in the child care field. 
SEC. 6. ALLOTMENTS TO STATES. 

(a) AMOUNTS RESERVED.— 
(1) TERRITORIES AND POSSESSIONS.—The 

Secretary shall reserve not more than 1⁄2 of 1 
percent of the funds appropriated to carry 
out this Act for any fiscal year for distribu-
tion to Guam, American Samoa, and the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, to be allotted in accordance with their 
respective needs. 

(2) INDIAN TRIBES AND TRIBAL ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—The Secretary shall reserve not more 
than 3 percent of the funds appropriated to 
carry out this Act for any fiscal year for dis-
tribution to Indian tribes and tribal organi-
zations with applications approved under 
subsection (c). 

(b) ALLOTMENTS TO REMAINING STATES.— 
(1) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—From the funds 

appropriated to carry out this Act for any 
fiscal year remaining after reserving funds 
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
allot to each State (excluding Guam, Amer-
ican Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands) an amount equal 
to the sum of— 

(A) an amount that bears the same ratio to 
50 percent of such remainder as the product 
of the young child factor of the State and 
the allotment percentage of the State bears 
to the sum of the corresponding products for 
all States, and –– 

(B) an amount that bears the same ratio to 
50 percent of such remainder as the product 
of the school lunch factor of the State and 
the allotment percentage of the State bears 
to the sum of the corresponding products for 
all States. –– 

(2) YOUNG CHILD FACTOR.—The term ‘‘young 
child factor’’ means the ratio of the number 
of children in the State under 5 years of age 
to the number of such children in all States 
as provided by the most recent annual esti-
mates of population in the States by the Bu-
reau of the Census. 

(3) SCHOOL LUNCH FACTOR.—The term 
‘‘school lunch factor’’ means the ratio of the 
number of children in the State who are re-
ceiving free or reduced price lunches under 
the school lunch program established under 
the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1751 et seq.) to the number of such children 
in all the States as determined annually by 
the Department of Agriculture. 

(4) ALLOTMENT PERCENTAGE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The allotment percentage 

for a State is determined by dividing the per 

capita income of all individuals in the 
United States, by the per capita income of 
all individuals in the State. 

(B) LIMITATIONS.—If an allotment percent-
age determined under subparagraph (A)— 

(i) is more than 1.2 percent, then the allot-
ment percentage of that State shall be con-
sidered to be 1.2 percent, and 

(ii) is less than 0.8 percent, then the allot-
ment percentage of the State shall be consid-
ered to be 0.8 percent. –– 

(C) PER CAPITA INCOME.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), per capita income shall 
be— 

(i) determined at 2-year intervals, 
(ii) applied for the 2-year period beginning 

on October 1 of the first fiscal year beginning 
on the date such determination is made, and 

(iii) equal to the average of the annual per 
capita incomes for the most recent period of 
3 consecutive years for which satisfactory 
data are available from the Department of 
Commerce at the time such determination is 
made. 

(c) ALLOTMENTS TO INDIAN TRIBES AND 
TRIBAL ORGANIZATIONS.— 

(1) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—From amounts 
reserved under subsection (a)(2), the Sec-
retary may make allotments to Indian tribes 
and tribal organizations that submit applica-
tions under this subsection, to plan and 
carry out programs and activities to encour-
age child care providers to improve their 
qualifications and to retain qualified child 
care providers in the child care field. 

(2) APPLICATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS.—An 
application for an allotment to an Indian 
tribe or tribal organization under this sec-
tion shall provide that— 

(A) the applicant will coordinate, to the 
maximum extent practicable, with the lead 
agency in each State in which the applicant 
will carry out such programs and activities, 
and 

(B) will make such reports on, and conduct 
such audits of, programs and activities under 
this Act as the Secretary may require. 

(d) DATA AND INFORMATION.—The Secretary 
shall obtain from each appropriate Federal 
agency, the most recent data and informa-
tion necessary to determine the allotments 
provided for in subsection (b). 

(e) REALLOTMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Any portion of the allot-

ment under subsection (b) to a State for a 
fiscal year that the Secretary determines 
will not be distributed to the State for such 
fiscal year shall be reallotted by the Sec-
retary to other States proportionately based 
on allotments made under such subsection to 
such States for such fiscal year. 

(2) LIMITATIONS.— 
(A) REDUCTION.—The amount of any real-

lotment to which a State is entitled to under 
paragraph (1) shall be reduced to the extent 
that such amount exceeds the amount that 
the Secretary estimates will be distributed 
to the State to make grants under this Act. 

(B) REALLOTMENTS.—The amount of such 
reduction shall be reallotted proportionately 
based on allotments made under subsection 
(b) to States with respect to which no reduc-
tion in an allotment, or in a reallotment, is 
required by this subsection. 

(3) AMOUNTS REALLOTTED.—For purposes of 
this Act (other than this subsection and sub-
section (b)), any amount reallotted to a 
State under this subsection shall be consid-
ered to be part of the allotment made under 
subsection (b) to the State. 

(f) COST SHARING.— 
(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—Allotted funds distrib-

uted by the Secretary to a State for a fiscal 
year to carry out sections 7 and 8 may be 
used by the State to pay— 

(A) not more than 90 percent of the cost of 
each grant made under such sections, in the 
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1st fiscal year for which the State receives 
such funds, 

(B) not more than 85 percent of the cost of 
each grant made under such sections, in the 
2d fiscal year for which the State receives 
such funds, 

(C) not more than 80 percent of the cost of 
each grant made under such sections, in the 
3d fiscal year for which the State receives 
such funds, and 

(D) not more than 75 percent of the cost of 
each grant made under such sections, in any 
subsequent fiscal year for which the State 
receives such funds. 

(2) STATE SHARE.—The non-Federal share of 
the cost of making such grants shall be paid 
by the State in cash or in the form of an in- 
kind contribution, fairly evaluated by the 
Secretary. 

(g) AVAILABILITY OF ALLOTTED FUNDS DIS-
TRIBUTED TO STATES.—Of the allotted funds 
distributed under this Act to a State for a 
fiscal year— 

(1) not less than 67.5 percent shall be avail-
able to the State for grants under section 7, 

(2) not less than 22.5 percent shall be avail-
able to the State for grants under section 8, 
and 

(3) not more than 10 percent shall be avail-
able to pay administrative costs incurred by 
the State to carry out this Act. 
SEC. 7. CHILD CARE PROVIDER RETENTION AND 

DEVELOPMENT GRANT PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives 

funds allotted under section 6 and made 
available to carry out this section shall ex-
pend such funds to make grants to eligible 
child care providers in accordance with this 
section, to improve the qualifications and 
promote the retention of qualified child care 
providers. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY TO RECEIVE GRANTS.—To be 
eligible to receive a grant under this section, 
a child care provider shall— 

(1) have a child development associate cre-
dential or equivalent, an associate of the 
arts degree in the area of child development 
or early child education, a baccalaureate de-
gree in the area of child development or 
early child education, or a baccalaureate de-
gree in an unrelated field, and 

(2) be employed as a child care provider for 
not less than 1 calendar year, or the program 
equivalent of 1 calendar year if then em-
ployed in a child care program that operates 
for less than a full calendar year, ending on 
the date of the application for such grant, 
except that not more than 3 months of edu-
cation related to child development or to 
early child education obtained during a cal-
endar year may be treated as employment 
that satisfies the requirements of this para-
graph. 

(c) PRESERVATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—The re-
ceipt of a grant under section 8 by a child 
care provider shall not be taken into consid-
eration for purposes of selecting eligible ap-
plicants to receive a grant under this sec-
tion. 
SEC. 8. CHILD CARE PROVIDER SCHOLARSHIP 

PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives 

funds allotted under section 6 and made 
available to carry out this section shall ex-
pend such funds to make scholarship grants 
to eligible child care providers in accordance 
with this section to improve their edu-
cational qualifications to provide child care 
services. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENT FOR SCHOLAR-
SHIP GRANTS.—As a condition of eligibility 
to receive a scholarship grant under this sec-
tion, a child care provider shall be employed 
as a child care provider for not less than 1 
calendar year, or the program equivalent of 
1 calendar year if then employed in a child 
care program that operates for less than a 

full calendar year ending on the date of the 
application for such grant. 

(c) SELECTION OF GRANTEES.—For purposes 
of selecting child care providers to receive 
scholarship grants under this section and de-
termining the dollar amounts of such grants, 
a State may not— 

(1) take into consideration whether a grant 
applicant is receiving, will receive, or has 
applied to receive any funds under any other 
provision of this Act, or under any other 
Federal or State law that provides funds for 
educational purposes, or 

(2) consider as resources of such applicant 
any funds such applicant is receiving, may 
receive, or may be eligible to receive under 
any other provision of this Act, under any 
other Federal or State law that provides 
funds for educational purposes, or from a pri-
vate entity. 

(d) COST SHARING REQUIRED.—The dollar 
amount of a scholarship grant made under 
this section to a child care provider shall be 
less than the cost of the education for which 
such grant is made. 

(e) ANNUAL MAXIMUM SCHOLARSHIP GRANT 
AMOUNT.—The maximum aggregate dollar 
amount of a scholarship grant made to an el-
igible child care provider under this section 
in a fiscal year may not exceed $1,500. 
SEC. 9. ANNUAL REPORT. 

A State that receives funds appropriated to 
carry out this Act for a fiscal year shall sub-
mit to the Secretary, not later than 90 days 
after the end of such fiscal year, a report— 

(1) specifying the uses for which the State 
expended such funds, and the aggregate 
amount of funds (including State funds) ex-
pended for each of such uses, 

(2) containing available data relating to 
grants made with such funds, including— 

(A) the number of child care providers who 
received such grants, 

(B) the dollar amounts of such grants, 
(C) any other information that describes or 

evaluates the effectiveness of this Act, 
(D) the particular geographical areas se-

lected under section 5 for the purpose of 
making such grants, 

(E) with respect to grants made under sec-
tion 7— 

(i) the number of years grant recipients 
have been employed as a child care provider, 

(ii) the level of training and education of 
grant recipients, 

(iii) the salaries and other compensation 
received by grant recipients to provide child 
care services, 

(iv) the number of children who received 
child care services provided by grant recipi-
ents, 

(v) information on family demographics of 
such children, 

(vi) the types of settings described in sub-
paragraphs (A), (B), and (C) of section 3(a)(1) 
in which grant recipients are employed, and 

(vii) the ages of the children who received 
child care services provided by grant recipi-
ents, 

(F) with respect to grants made under sec-
tion 8— 

(i) the number of years grant recipients 
have been employed as child care provider, 

(ii) the types of settings described in sub-
paragraphs (A), (B), and (C) of section 3(a)(1) 
in which grant recipients are employed, and 

(iii) the level of training and education of 
grant recipients, 

(iv) to the extent practicable and available 
to the State, detailed information regarding 
the salaries and other compensation received 
by grant recipients to provide child care 
services before, during, and after receiving 
such grant, 

(vi) the ages of the children who received 
child care services provided by grant recipi-
ents, 

(vi) the number of course credits or creden-
tials obtained by grant recipients, and 

(vii) the amount of time taken for comple-
tion of the education for which such grants 
were made, and 

(G) such other information as the Sec-
retary may require by rule. 
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated 
$5,000,000,000 in the aggregate for fiscal years 
2002 through 2006 to carry out this Act. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 815. A bill to make improvements 

to the Arctic Research and Policy Act 
of 1984; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
today I rise to introduce legislation to 
improve the operation of the Arctic Re-
search and Policy Act. We have about 
17 years of experience with this act, 
and the time has come to make some 
modifications to reflect the experience 
we have gained over that time. 

The most important feature of this 
bill is contained in section 4. This sec-
tion authorizes the Arctic Research 
Committee, a Presidential Commis-
sion, to make grants for scientific re-
search. Currently, the Commission can 
make recommendations and set prior-
ities, but it cannot make grants. Our 
experience with the act and the Com-
mission has shown us that research 
needs that do not fit neatly in a single 
agency do not get funded, even if they 
are compelling priorities. 

One example is a proposed Arctic 
contamination initiative that was de-
veloped a few years ago after we dis-
covered that pollutants from the 
Former Soviet Union, including radio-
nuclides, heavy metals and persistent 
organic pollutants, were working their 
way into the Arctic environment. It be-
came clear that the job of monitoring 
and evaluating the threat was too big 
for any single agency. The Interior De-
partment, given its vast land manage-
ment responsibilities in Alaska, was in-
terested. The Commerce Department, 
given its jurisdiction over fisheries 
issues, was interested. The Department 
of Health and Human Services, given 
its concern about the health of Alas-
ka’s indigenous peoples, was inter-
ested. The only agency that didn’t 
seem interested in the problem, 
strangely enough, was the EPA, which 
at the time was in the process of dis-
mantling its Arctic Contaminants pro-
gram. 

Unfortunately, because the job was 
too big for any single agency, it was 
difficult to get the level of interagency 
cooperation necessary for a coordi-
nated program. Moreover, agencies 
were unwilling to make a significant 
budgetary commitment to a program 
that wasn’t under their exclusive con-
trol. If the Arctic Research Commis-
sion, which recognized the need, had 
some funding of its own to leverage 
agency participation and help to co-
ordinate the effort, we would know far 
more about the Arctic contaminants 
problem than we do today. 

Another example is the compelling 
need to understand the Bering Sea eco-
system. Over the past 20 years we have 
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seen significant shifts in some of the 
populations comprising this ecosystem. 
King crab populations have declined 
sharply. Pollock populations have in-
creased sharply. Steller sea lion popu-
lations have declined as have many 
types of sea birds. Scientists cannot 
tell us whether these population shifts 
are due to abiotic factors such as cli-
mate change, biotic factors such as 
predator-prey relationships, or some 
combination of both. Because the na-
tion depends on this area for a signifi-
cant portion of all its seafood, this is 
not an issue without stakeholders. De-
spite the chorus of interests and fed-
eral agencies that have said research is 
needed, a coordinated effort has not 
yet occurred. If the Arctic Research 
Commission, which recognized this 
need early on, had some funding of its 
own to leverage agency participation 
and help to coordinate the effort, we 
would know far more about the Bering 
Sea ecosystem than we do today. 

This bill also makes a number of 
other minor changes in the act: 

Section 2 allows the chairperson of 
the Commission to receive compensa-
tion for up to 120 days per year rather 
than the 90 days per year currently al-
lowed by the Act. The chairperson has 
a major role to play in interacting with 
the legislative and executive branches 
of the government, representing the 
Commission to non-governmental orga-
nizations, in interacting with the State 
of Alaska, and serving in international 
fora. In the past, chairpersons have 
been unable to fully discharge their re-
sponsibilities in the 90 day limit speci-
fied in the act. 

Section 3 authorizes the Commission 
to award an annual award not to ex-
ceed $1,000 to recognize either out-
standing research or outstanding ef-
forts in support of research in the Arc-
tic. The ability to give modest awards 
will bring recognition to outstanding 
efforts in Arctic Research which, in 
turn, will help to stimulate research in 
the Arctic region. This section also 
specifies that a current or former Com-
mission member is not eligible to re-
ceive the award. 

Section 5 authorizes official rep-
resentation and reception activities. 
Because the Commission is not author-
ized to use funds for these kinds of ac-
tivities, the Commission has experi-
enced embarrassment when they were 
unable to reciprocate after their for-
eign counterparts hosted a reception or 
lunch on their behalf. Under this provi-
sion, the Commission may spend not 
more than two tenths of one percent of 
its budget for representation and recep-
tion activities in each fiscal year. 

The Arctic Research and Policy Act 
and the Arctic Research Commission 
has worked well over the past 17 years. 
It can work even better with these 
modest changes. I look forward to 
working with my colleagues to enact 
this bill as soon as possible. 

By Mr. BREAUX: 
S. 816. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to allow certain 

coins to be acquired by individual re-
tirement accounts and other individ-
ually directed pension plan accounts; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation allowing 
certain U.S. legal tender coins to be 
qualified investments for an individual 
retirement account, IRA. 

Congress excluded ‘‘collectibles,’’ 
such as antiques, gold and silver bul-
lion, and legal tender coinage, as ap-
propriate for contributions to IRAs in 
1981. The primary reason was the con-
cern that individuals would get a tax 
break when they bought collectibles 
for their personal use. For example, a 
taxpayer might deduct the purchase of 
an antique rug for his/her living room 
as an IRA investment. Congress was 
also concerned about how the many 
different types of collectibles are val-
ued. 

Over the years, however, certain 
coins and precious metals have been 
excluded from the definition of a col-
lectible because they are independently 
valued investments that offer investors 
portfolio diversity and liquidity. For 
example, Congress excluded gold and 
silver U.S. American Eagles from the 
definition of collectibles in 1986, and 
the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 took 
the further step of excluding certain 
precious metals bullion. 

My legislation would exclude from 
the definition of collectibles only those 
U.S. legal tender coins which meet the 
following three standards: certification 
by a nationally recognized grading 
service, traded on a nationally recog-
nized network, and held by a qualified 
trustee as described in the Internal 
Revenue Code. In other words, only in-
vestment quality coins that are inde-
pendently valued and not held for per-
sonal use may be included in IRAs. 

There are several nationally recog-
nized, independent certification or 
grading services. Full-time profes-
sional graders, numismatists, examine 
each coin for authenticity and grade 
them according to established stand-
ards. Upon certification, the coin is 
sonically-sealed, preserved, to ensure 
that it remains in the same condition 
as when it was graded. 

Legal tender coins are then traded 
via two independent electronic net-
works—the Certified Coin Exchange 
and Certified Coin Net. These networks 
are independent of each other and have 
no financial interest in the legal tender 
coinage and precious metals markets. 
The networks function in precisely the 
same manner as the NASDAQ with a 
series of published ‘‘bid’’ and ‘‘ask’’ 
prices and last trades. The buys and 
sells are enforceable prices that must 
be honored as posted until updated. 

The liquidity provided through a 
bona fide national trading network, 
combined with published prices, make 
legal tender coinage a practical invest-
ment that offers investors diversifica-
tion and liquidity. Investment in these 
tangible assets has become a safe and 
prudent course of action for both the 

small and large investor and should 
given the same treatment under the 
law as other financial investments. I 
urge the Senate to enact this impor-
tant legislation as soon as possible. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 816 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CERTAIN COINS NOT TREATED AS 

COLLECTIBLES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 408(m)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to exception for certain 
coins and bullion) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(A) any coin certified by a recognized 
grading service and traded on a nationally 
recognized electronic network, or listed by a 
recognized wholesale reporting service, and— 

‘‘(i) which is or was at any time legal ten-
der in the United States, or 

‘‘(ii) issued under the laws of any State, 
or’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2001. 

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself 
and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 817. A bill to amend the National 
Trails System Act to designate the Old 
Spanish Trail as a National Historic 
Trail; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
stand here before you today to intro-
duce the designation of the Old Spanish 
Trail as a National Historic Trail. This 
legislation will amend the National 
Trails System Act and designate the 
Old Spanish Trail; which originates in 
Santa Fe, NM and continues to Los An-
geles, CA as a National Historic Trail. 

The United Stats of America has a 
rich history of which, as citizens, we 
are very proud. Particularly in the 
west, citizens from all walks of life 
have deep rooted cultural and historic 
ties to land throughout the west. The 
Old Spanish Trail dates back to 1829. 
The Old Spanish Trail had a variety of 
uses, from trade caravans to military 
expeditions. For twenty plus years the 
Old Spanish Trail was used as a main 
route of travel between New Mexico 
and California. 

Today, more than one hundred and 
fifty years after the first caravan on 
the Old Spanish Trail, the historic 
character of the trail is tied to its 
routes in the natural environment and 
the existence of landscapes along the 
trail. The Old Spanish Trail remains 
relatively unchanged from the trail pe-
riod. It has also been proven that nu-
merous Indian pueblos were situated 
along the Old Spanish Trail serving as 
trading centers. The majority of these 
pueblos are occupied by descendants 
who contributed to the labor and goods 
that constituted commerce on the Old 
Spanish Trail. 
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The National Trails System was es-

tablished by the National Trails Sys-
tem Act of 1968 ‘‘to promote the preser-
vation of, public access to, travel with-
in, and enjoyment and appreciation of 
the open air, outdoor areas and historic 
resources of the Nation.’’ Designating 
the Old Spanish Trail as a National 
Historic Trail would allow for just 
what the act has intended, preserva-
tion, access, enjoyment and apprecia-
tion of the historic resources of our Na-
tion. 

By definition under the National 
Trails System Act of 1968, National 
Historic Trails are ‘‘extended trails 
which follow as closely as possible and 
practicable the original route or routes 
of travel of national historic signifi-
cance.’’ The main route of Old Spanish 
Trail travels more than 1,160 miles 
through the states of New Mexico, Col-
orado, Utah, Arizona, Nevada and Cali-
fornia as well as 33 different counties 
throughout these states. More than 
1,190 miles of Old Spanish Trail are cur-
rently managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management, more than 310 miles are 
managed by the USDA Forest Service 
with an additional approximate 120 
miles controlled by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The relative lack of 
development facilitates public access 
as well as minimizing potential con-
flicts with private land uses. 

The Old Spanish Trail has been sig-
nificant in many respects to many dif-
ferent people. The rich history of this 
trail is something that should not be 
left out of our National Trails System. 
Designating Old Spanish Trail as a na-
tional Historic Trail will protect this 
historic route and its historic rem-
nants and artifacts for public use and 
enjoyment. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. KYL, and Mr. 
MURKOWSKI): 

S. 818. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a long- 
term capital gains exclusion for indi-
viduals, and to reduce the holding pe-
riod for long-term capital gain treat-
ment to 6 months, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself and Senator TORRICELLI, I 
rise today to introduce the Capital 
Gains Relief and Simplification Act of 
2001. We are joined by Senators KYLE 
and MURKOWSKI, each of whom contrib-
uted to the development of this bill. 
This is a strong, bipartisan capital 
gains tax cut package designed to help 
all investors, but is aimed directly at 
small investors first. 

This bill takes a bottom-up approach 
to capital gains relief, but offers re-
duced capital gains rates to all tax-
payers. But this is not all. The bill also 
offers a great deal of simplification for 
all taxpayers with capital gains to re-
port on their tax returns. Both of these 
features are important because invest-
ment in capital assets has become such 
an important part of the lives of most 
Americans. 

In looking at the issue of capital 
gains in 2001, Mr. President, three 
things are clear. First capital gains 
and losses are experienced by ordinary 
Americans and are not just the prov-
ince of the wealthy. Second, the report-
ing of capital gains transactions on the 
tax return has grown very complex and 
burdensome, and third, capital gains 
tax rates are too high. These all add up 
to the need for capital gains relief, and 
this is what our bill is designed to ad-
dress. 

Long gone are the days when anyone 
can credibly say that capital assets are 
only, or even mostly, owned by the 
rich. A 1992 Treasury study showed 
that about three-quarters of all fami-
lies in the U.S. owned capital assets, 
and this percentage has grown higher 
since then. That same study showed 
that 30 percent of the dollar value of 
all capital assets, excluding personal 
residences, was held by families with 
incomes of $50,000 or less in 1992. 

More recent data confirm that more 
and more U.S. families own capital in-
vestments. A survey last year by the 
Federal Reserve showed that stock 
made up nearly 32 percent of U.S. 
household wealth in 1999, up from 28 
percent the year before. Moreover, an-
other Federal Reserve study showed 
that in 1998, almost 49 percent of all 
families directly or indirectly held 
stock. Among families with annual in-
come of between $25,000 and $50,000, the 
level was almost 53 percent. 

When looking at data on who pays 
capital gains taxes, we find that many 
lower- and middle-income Americans 
are reporting capital gains. In fact, IRS 
data from the year 1998, the latest 
available, show that over 25 million re-
turns filed that year reported capital 
gains. This is about one in five tax re-
turns filed in 1998. Over 40 percent of 
those reporting capital gains had in-
come of less than $50,000, and 59 per-
cent had income of less than $75,000. 
Moreover, when looking at the dollar 
amount of gains reported, we find that 
56 percent of all capital gains in 1998 
were claimed by taxpayers with in-
comes of under $75,000. 

I believe it is very clear, that capital 
gains relief is not just for wealthy 
Americans. It is very much needed by 
the average American family. It is also 
clear that reporting capital gains is 
very complex for most taxpayers. 

Millions of Americans hold invest-
ments in mutual funds. In fact, accord-
ing to the Joint Economic Committee, 
44 percent of all U.S. households owned 
mutual funds in 1998, up from just 6 
percent in 1980. Most of these mutual 
funds annually distribute dividends and 
capital gains to their owners, which 
must be reported as income on Form 
1040 each year. This can be a rather 
confusing process for many investors, 
for several reasons. 

First, many mutual fund owners rou-
tinely reinvest the dividend and capital 
gains income back into the fund, rath-
er than taking them in cash. Because 
they receive no cash, it comes as a sur-

prise to some that they must pay tax 
on the gains at all. Many mutual fund 
investors were particularly dismayed 
this past tax filing season, because 
they had to report capital gains from 
funds that had decreased in value. 

Second, when mutual fund owners 
sell their interest in a fund, computing 
the capital gain or loss on the sale can 
be daunting, particularly if the indi-
vidual had been reinvesting the divi-
dends and capital gains back to the 
fund. 

Finally, after figuring out what cap-
ital gains have been received and how 
much should be reported, and any gain 
or loss from a sale of the fund, mutual 
fund owners, like other investors in 
capital assets, must then deal with the 
challenge of reporting capital gains on 
the complicated Schedule D of Form 
1040. This form is confusing at best and 
exasperating at worst. It consists of 54 
lines on two pages, and is accompanied 
by an 8-page set of instructions with 
two worksheets. The estimated time to 
complete this form, according to IRS 
estimates, is an astounding 6 hours and 
48 minutes. 

Finally, it is clear that capital gains 
tax rates are too high. In fact, a new 
report by Arthur Andersen LLP shows 
that the average middle-income indi-
vidual investor faces a combined state 
and federal capital gains tax burden of 
25 percent on long-term capital gains. I 
want to emphasize that this is the av-
erage rate across the U.S. In some 
states, including my home state of 
Utah where the rate is 27 percent, the 
burden is even higher. 

These figures may surprise some of 
our colleagues. After all, many mem-
bers of this body were present in 1997 
when we reduced the maximum capital 
gains tax rate from 28 percent to 20 
percent. The fact is, however, that 
most states tack a relatively high addi-
tional tax on the federal capital gains 
rate to produce this 25 percent average 
capital gains tax rate. 

This is particularly important in 
light of the fact that the United States 
still taxes capital gains more heavily 
than do most other countries. In fact, a 
recent survey of 24 industrial and de-
veloping countries taken by the Amer-
ican Council for Capital Formation’s 
Center for Policy Research showed an 
average capital gains rate of 14.5 per-
cent. This is more than 10 percent 
above the combined average federal- 
state U.S. rate. 

The Capital Gains Relief and Sim-
plification Act we are introducing 
today is designed to address the prob-
lem of too high a tax rate as well as 
the complexity problem, in a way that 
is directed to all taxpayers, but espe-
cially those in the middle- and lower- 
income groups. 

Let me briefly describe this bill. 
First, it provides a 100 percent exclu-
sion for the first $1,000 in capital gains 
for every individual taxpayer. This 
would be $2,000 for a married couple fil-
ing a joint return. Individuals with 
capital gains below these thresholds 
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would generally not even have to file 
the confusing Schedule D. Totally 
avoiding a complex tax form is the ul-
timate in simplification. 

Second, for individual capital gains 
above the $1,000 (or $2,000) exclusion 
threshold, the bill provides a 50 percent 
deduction. The effect of this would be 
to lower an individual’s top capital 
gains tax rate to exactly half the ordi-
nary income rate. If for example, under 
current law an investor’s marginal tax 
bracket is 31 percent, the top capital 
gains rate for that investor would be 
15.5 percent. 

This deduction approach offers both 
simplicity, and a greater reduction in 
rates for those in the lower tax brack-
ets than for those in the highest brack-
ets. For example, compared with cur-
rent law, a taxpayer in the highest tax 
bracket of 39.6 percent would find his 
or her top capital gains tax rate cut 
from the current 20 percent to 19.8 per-
cent under this bill. An investor in the 
28 percent bracket, however, would see 
his or her top capital gains rate drop 
from the current 20 percent to 14 per-
cent. 

Moreover, under this bill investors 
would see further capital gains tax rate 
cuts as the ordinary income tax rates 
are reduced, as under President Bush’s 
tax plan. For example, those in the 
proposed 25 percent rate bracket would 
enjoy a top capital gains rate of just 
12.5 percent, while those in lower 
brackets would see even lower capital 
gains rates, to the extent their capital 
gains exceeded the 100 percent exclu-
sion thresholds. 

Furthermore, this 50 percent deduc-
tion approach also helps with the prob-
lem I mentioned before of high com-
bined federal and state capital gains 
tax rates. Most states use the federal 
adjusted gross income, AGI, as a start-
ing point for determining state income 
tax liability. Thus, under current law, 
all of an investor’s capital gains are 
generally included in the state tax 
base. Under this bill’s exclusion ap-
proach, only 50 percent of capital gains 
over the exclusion would be included in 
the federal AGI. This means most 
states would generally only tax a frac-
tion of the investor’s capital gains. 
Therefore, this bill would result in 
lower federal and state taxes on capital 
gains. 

I would like to mention several other 
features of the bill. First, it would re-
duce the holding period of long-term 
capital gains from one year to six 
months. According to Bruce Bartlett, a 
well-known economist with the Na-
tional Center for Policy Analysis, a 
holding period requirement for favor-
able capital gains treatment has sev-
eral economic costs to investors, the 
consequences of which may reduce the 
level of investment. Among these eco-
nomic costs are a reduction in liquidity 
and the creation of a lock-in effect that 
can cause the prices of stock to vary 
from its real value. Reducing the hold-
ing period will reduce these costs and 
may also increase revenue to the 
Treasury from capital gains. 

Second, the bill increases the amount 
of capital loss an individual may de-
duct against ordinary income. Under 
current law, an individual’s capital 
gains are taxed from the first dollar to 
the last dollar. However, if an indi-
vidual suffers a capital loss, and has no 
capital gains to use to offset the loss, 
he or she is allowed to deduct only 
$3,000 of the loss against ordinary in-
come. This is unfair and the amount is 
too low. Our legislation helps alleviate 
this problem by increasing the $3,000 
figure to $10,000 and indexing it for fu-
ture inflation. 

Finally, the Capital Gains Relief and 
Simplification Act includes two provi-
sions to help taxpayers who sell their 
homes and want to take advantage of 
the principal residence exclusion en-
acted in 1997. The first one addresses a 
problem that members of the U.S. uni-
formed services and Foreign Service 
sometimes suffer when called away 
from their homes for work-related pur-
poses. In many cases, they return from 
these assignments and want or need to 
sell their principal residence. Because 
they do not meet the five-year owner-
ship and use test, however, they are de-
nied the full use of the present law ex-
clusion. This bill corrects this inequity 
by suspending this test during such ab-
sences. The provision would also apply 
to individuals relocated outside the 
United States by their employers. 

The second provision merely indexes 
for inflation the $250,000 and $500,000 
thresholds for purposes of the principal 
residence exclusion. While these levels 
might have seemed adequate in 1997, 
and perhaps even in 2001, inflation will 
soon cause these thresholds to be 
worth far less than Congress intended 
when crafting this provision. We should 
adjust them now. 

This bill represents a win for every-
body. All investors win because it 
would significantly lower the capital 
gains tax rate and simplify their lives 
at tax time. Small investors especially 
win because all or much of their cap-
ital gains would escape taxation alto-
gether and they would avoid much of 
the complexity they currently face 
with Schedule D. All Americans win 
because reducing capital gains would 
increase economic growth and job cre-
ation. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to take a close look at this 
legislation and join us in lowering 
taxes on millions of Americans and 
striking an important blow for tax sim-
plicity at the same time. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON SUBMITTED 
RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 80—HON-
ORING THE ‘‘WHIDBEY 24’’ FOR 
THEIR PROFESSIONALISM, BRAV-
ERY, AND COURAGE 

Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mr. BOND, 
Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. WAR-
NER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. 

HUTCHISON, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. AKAKA, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, 
Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. DAYTON) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

S. RES. 80 

Whereas the Electronic Countermeasures 
Squadron One (VQ–1) at Whidbey Island 
Naval Air Station performs an electronic re-
connaissance mission for the defense of our 
Nation; 

Whereas on April 1, 2001, a VQ–1 EP–3E 
Aries II electronic surveillance plane col-
lided with a Chinese fighter jet and made an 
emergency landing at the Chinese military 
airfield on Hainan Island; 

Whereas the 24 crew members on board the 
plane (referred to in this resolution as the 
‘‘Whidbey 24’’) displayed exemplary bravery 
and courage and the highest standards of 
professionalism in responding to the colli-
sion and during the ensuing 11 days in deten-
tion in the People’s Republic of China; 

Whereas Navy Lieutenant, Shane J. 
Osborn, displayed courage and extraordinary 
skill by safely landing the badly damaged 
EP–3E; and 

Whereas each member of the ‘‘Whidbey 24’’ 
embodies the selfless dedication it takes to 
defend our Nation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) expresses relief at the release and safe 

return of the ‘‘Whidbey 24’’ and shares in 
their families’ joy; 

(2) applauds the selfless devotion to duty of 
the ‘‘Whidbey 24’’ who risked their lives to 
defend our Nation; 

(3) praises the ‘‘Whidbey 24’’ for their pro-
fessionalism and bravery and expresses the 
admiration and gratitude of our Nation; and 

(4) acknowledges the sacrifices made every 
day by the members of our Nation’s Armed 
Forces as they defend and preserve our Na-
tion. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, today 
I introduce a resolution honoring the 
Whidbey 24, the brave crewmembers of 
an EP–3 aircraft stationed at Whidbey 
Island Naval Air Station in my home 
State of Washington. 

On April 1, 2001, a United States EP– 
3 surveillance aircraft on routine pa-
trol in international airspace over the 
South China Sea collided with a Chi-
nese fighter jet. The plane carried a 
crew of 22 Navy personnel, one Air 
Force officer, and one Marine. Fol-
lowing the accident, the U.S. aircraft 
and crew plunged as much as 8,000 feet 
before the crew regained control of the 
severely damaged aircraft. Navy Lieu-
tenant Shane Osborne, the pilot, and 
his entire crew displayed extraordinary 
skill and courage as the aircraft made 
an emergency landing at the Chinese 
military airfield on Hainan Island. The 
24 crew members were detained on Hai-
nan Island in the People’s Republic of 
China for 11 days as the United States 
and China negotiated a diplomatic res-
olution to the aircraft collision and the 
emergency landing. 

When I first heard that an American 
plane was forced to make an emer-
gency landing in China, like all Ameri-
cans, I was very concerned. Then I 
learned that the crew was based on 
Whidbey Island, and I realized that 
these men and women were my neigh-
bors—the people I see at the grocery 
store. The city of Oak Harbor, which is 
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home to the Whidbey Island Naval Air 
Station, was immensely supportive of 
the airmen and their families during 
this incident. The community com-
menced a ‘‘Bring Back VQ–1’’ campaign 
to show their support and deep appre-
ciation for the crewmembers and their 
families. Residents of the city wrapped 
trees and light poles with yellow rib-
bons. My Washington D.C. office dis-
tributed yellow ribbons to visitors and 
other Senate offices in an effort to 
demonstrate our support in the halls of 
Congress. 

On April 14, 2001, the crew returned 
safely to Washington State to an emo-
tional ‘‘Welcome Home VQ–1’’ celebra-
tion at the Ault Field Hangar at Naval 
Air Station Whidbey Island. These 
brave men and women displayed un-
common courage, professionalism, and 
selfless dedication to duty in the serv-
ice of our country, from the time of the 
collision and throughout their 11-day 
detention. While my resolution seeks 
to recognize the Whidbey 24, it is 
equally important to note that thou-
sands of Americans serve just as honor-
ably in service to our country each and 
every day. 

I am so proud of the Whidbey Island 
community for it handled this incident 
with great compassion for the families 
and NAS Whidbey personnel. But we 
also know that all across America, 
military families and the American 
people were standing behind our mili-
tary personnel. The Whidbey Island 
community stood tall, proud and patri-
otic on behalf of the families and the 
country. 

I ask the Senate to join me in recog-
nizing the bravery and determination 
of the Whidbey 24 throughout a deli-
cate and dangerous ordeal. On behalf of 
all Americans, I proudly honor them 
and once again welcome them home. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 35—EXPRESSING THE 
SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT LEB-
ANON, SYRIA, AND IRAN SHOULD 
ALLOW REPRESENTATIVES OF 
THE INTERNATIONAL COM-
MITTEE OF THE RED CROSS TO 
VISIT THE FOUR ISRAELIS, ADI 
AVITAN, BINYAMIN AVRAHAM, 
OMAR SOUAD, AND ELCHANAN 
TANNENBAUM, PRESENTLY 
HELD BY HEZBOLLAH FORCES IN 
LEBANON 
Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 

BROWNBACK, Mr. BAYH, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. SMITH of New 
Hampshire, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. FITZGERALD, 
Mr. SPECTER, and Mrs. CLINTON) sub-
mitted the following concurrent resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 35 
Whereas on October 7, 2000, Hezbollah 

units, in clear violation of international law, 
crossed Lebanon’s international border and 
kidnapped three Israeli soldiers, Adi Avitan, 
Binyamin Avraham, and Omar Souad; 

Whereas on October 15, 2000, Hezbollah an-
nounced that it had abducted a fourth 
Israeli, Elchanan Tannenbaum; 

Whereas these captives are being held by 
Hezbollah in Lebanon; 

Whereas the 2000 Department of State re-
port on foreign terrorist organizations stated 
that Hezbollah receives substantial amounts 
of financial assistance, training, weapons, 
explosives, and political, diplomatic, and or-
ganizational assistance from Iran and Syria; 

Whereas Syria, Lebanon, and Iran voted in 
favor of the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights in the United Nations General Assem-
bly; 

Whereas the International Committee of 
the Red Cross has made numerous attempts 
to gain access to assess the condition of 
these prisoners; and 

Whereas the International Committee of 
the Red Cross has been denied access to 
these prisoners: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that Lebanon, Syria, and Iran 
should allow representatives of the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross to visit 
the four Israelis, Adi Avitan, Binyamin 
Avraham, Omar Souad, and Elchanan Tan-
nenbaum, presently held by Hezbollah forces 
in Lebanon. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 357. Mr. DAYTON submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1, to extend programs and activities 
under the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 357. Mr. DAYTON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1, to extend programs 
and activities under the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 521, between lines 18 and 19, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 405. AMENDMENT TO THE INDIVIDUALS 

WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION 
ACT. 

Section 611(j) of the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1411(j)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(j) MANDATORY FUNDING.—For the purpose 
of carrying out this part, other than section 
619, there are authorized to be appropriated, 
and there are appropriated in addition to 
amounts made available in the Consolidated 
Appropriations Act, 2001— 

‘‘(1) $12,103,000,000 for fiscal year 2002; and 
‘‘(2) not more than $18,165,000,000 or the 

sum of the maximum amount that all States 
may receive under subsection (a)(2), which-
ever is lower, for fiscal year 2003 .’’. 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that an over-
sight hearing has been scheduled before 
the Subcommittee on National Parks, 
Historic Preservation, and Recreation 
of the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. The purpose of this 
oversight hearing is to receive testi-
mony on the U.S. Department of Inte-
rior Fiscal Year 2002 Budget Justifica-
tion for the National Park Service. 

The hearing will take place on Thurs-
day, May 10, 2001, at 2:30 p.m., in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building in Washington, DC. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send two 
copies of their testimony to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, U.S. Senate, SD–354, Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, Washington, 
DC 20510–6150. 

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O’Toole or Shane Perkins of 
the Committee staff at (202) 224–1219. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet on 
Wednesday, May 2, at 9:30 a.m., in 
order to receive testimony regarding 
the science of global climate change 
and issues related to reducing net 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet to conduct a hearing on 
Wednesday, May 2, 2001, at 10 a.m., in 
Dirksen 226. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, BUSINESS 
RIGHTS, AND COMPETITION 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary Subcommittee 
on Antitrust, Business Rights and 
Competition be authorized to meet to 
conduct a hearing on Wednesday, May 
2, 2001, at 2 p.m., in SD–226. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OCEANS AND FISHERIES 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Oceans and Fisheries of 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation be authorized to 
meet to conduct a hearing on Wednes-
day, May 2, 2001, at 9:30 a.m., on Indi-
vidual fishing quotas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND 

SPACE 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Science, Technology, 
and Space of the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation be 
authorized to meet on Wednesday, May 
2, 2001, at 2:30 p.m., on cloning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Diane Baker, a fel-
low in my office, be granted floor privi-
leges during the consideration of S. 1, 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT—S.J. 
RES. 13 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent S.J. Res. 13 be star- 
printed with the changes that are at 
the desk. 

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

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MAY 3, 
2001 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on 
Thursday, May 3. I further ask consent 

that on Thursday, immediately fol-
lowing the prayer, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day, and the Sen-
ate then resume consideration of S. 1, 
the education reform bill. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. NICKLES. For the information of 
all of our colleagues, the Senate will 
begin full floor consideration of the 
education reform bill at 9:30 a.m. to-
morrow. Amendments will be offered 
during tomorrow’s session and there-
fore votes will occur. If the conference 
report to accompany the budget resolu-
tion is received from the House, the 
Senate will suspend consideration of 
the education bill to begin consider-
ation of the conference report. 

Under the rule, there will be up to 10 
hours of debate with a vote on adoption 
of the budget following the use or 
yielding back of that time. It is hoped 

that the Senate can complete action on 
the conference report prior to adjourn-
ing this week. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent 
the Senate stand in adjournment under 
the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:31 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
May 3, 2001, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate May 2, 2001: 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ROBERT GORDON CARD, OF COLORADO, TO BE UNDER 
SECRETARY OF ENERGY, VICE ERNEST J. MONIZ, RE-
SIGNED. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR 
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be colonel 

ROY V. BOUSQUET, 0000. 
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