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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable MIKE
CRAPO, a Senator from the State of
Idaho.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
prayer will be offered by our guest
Chaplain, the Reverend John Johnson,
First Presbyterian Church,
Merrillville, IN.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Rev. John John-
son, offered the following prayer:

God Almighty, Creator of all that is,
our Maker, Redeemer and Sustainer,
and Lord of this great Nation, we give
You thanks for and ask Your blessings
upon these men and women whom You
have called as Senators to serve You
and us, Your people.

We ask that You be with them in
that role, inspire them to seek to do
not what is popular and easy but what
is just and right in Your eyes. May
Your Spirit inspire them to do as You
would have them do in jobs that ask so
much of mere mortals. In all they do,
may we be privileged to see their love
for truth, justice, compassion, liberty,
and peace.

Lord God, we are mindful of the
human cost that each bears by being a
Senator. Each is first and foremost a
child of God, and to be true to You, we
offer sincere and honest prayers for the
personal well-being of each Senator.
Bless each in home and family; help
each to know that when pummeled by
critics or pressure, by turning to You,
all may know the peace, tranquility,
and comfort of a loving God.

We pray all this to You whose love is
not limited but is for all Your children.
Amen.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable MIKE CRAPO 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.

Senate

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 legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, May 10, 2001.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable MIKE CRAPO, a Sen-
ator from the State of Idaho, to perform the
duties of the Chair.

STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CRAPO thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

The Senator from Indiana is recog-
nized.

———

WELCOMING REV. JOHN JOHNSON

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I have
the privilege of welcoming our guest
Chaplain, the Reverend John Johnson.
We are indeed fortunate to have Rev-
erend Johnson with us today. He is a
true Renaissance man and public serv-
ant. He brings to us his vast experi-
ence, not only in the ministry, but also
in academia, business, law, and vol-
unteerism.

Reverend Johnson has a master’s de-
gree in physics. He studied as a
Churchill Scholar at Cambridge Uni-
versity in England. He has a Juris Doc-
tor degree from the University of Chi-
cago. And he has had a successful busi-
ness career, creating a leading tech-
nology company.

Not content to stop there, Reverend
Johnson earned his Master’s of Divin-

ity degree in 1997 and now is ordained
as a minister in the Presbyterian
Church. Reverend Johnson currently
serves as interim minister at the First
Presbyterian Church in Merrillville,
Indiana.

Amidst these multiple careers he
even found time to run for the U.S.
House of Representatives in 1990 from
Indiana’s Fifth District and for the In-
diana Republican gubernatorial nomi-
nation in 1992.

Reverend Johnson has remained ac-
tive in the academic community, and
he has generously volunteered his time
to many organizations including the
United Way Campaign, the YMCA, the
Indiana Corporation for Science and
Technology, and the Public Broad-
casting System.

He is a dear personal friend. It is a
privilege to thank him for joining us
and for his inspiring words of prayer
for us this morning.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I join the
Senator from Indiana in welcoming to
the Senate the Reverend Mr. Johnson.
We are grateful for his presence and for
his prayer.

Tennyson said that more things are
wrought by prayer than this world
dreams of. And the Bible tells us that
blessed is the Nation whose God is the
Lord. Thank God for our forefathers
who built this Nation on religious prin-
ciples, who had faith in a higher power.
If Providence had designs for this coun-
try and its people, may we never get
away from the offering of prayer in the
opening of the two bodies of the legis-
lative branch of government.

There are those in this country who
would have us do away with that. May
there always be men and women in this
body and the other body who will stand
for prayer, stand up for the Creator.

I haven’t seen Him, nor have I seen
electricity. But I dare not put my fin-
ger in an open socket because I know it
is there.

I thank the Senator for having his
minister in our midst this morning.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

S4775



S4776

May God add his blessings to the word
that has been spoken for us.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, has the
Senator indicated what the leader
wants to do today?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The distinguished acting major-
ity leader.

———————

SCHEDULE

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I respond
to the distinguished whip by saying
that this morning there will be 1 hour
and 50 minutes remaining for closing
remarks on the budget resolution con-
ference report. Senators can expect a
vote on the conference report between
11 a.m. and 11:30 a.m. Following that
vote, the Senate will resume consider-
ation of S. 1, the education bill. Votes
on amendments are expected through-
out the day in an effort to make sig-
nificant progress on the bill.

I encourage those Senators with filed
amendments to work with the chair-
man and the ranking member in order
to schedule consideration of those
amendments.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention and for their cooperation.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we had a
cutoff time last night of 5 o’clock for
filing amendments on the education
bill. We have almost 300 amendments
that have been filed on S. 1. It is going
to take a lot of work, and people are
going to have to work this afternoon
on that. It is going to take a couple
more weeks to finish that legislation. I
think everyone who has an amendment
should offer it at the earliest possible
date.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2002—CONFERENCE REPORT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of the conference report to accompany
H. Con. Res. 83, which the clerk will re-
port.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Conference report to accompany the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) estab-
lishing the congressional budget for the
United States Government for fiscal year
2002, revising the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal year
2001, and setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for each of fiscal years 2003 through
2011.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senator from West Virginia is now rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, would the
Chair kindly inform me when I have
used 25 minutes of my time?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair will notify the Sen-
ator.
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senate
will soon vote on the conference report
for the fiscal year 2002 budget resolu-
tion. I will vote against this conference
report. This budget is a bad deal for
America. It fails to address critical de-
ficiencies in our Nation’s schools, our
Nation’s highways, our Nation’s drink-
ing water and sewage systems, our Na-
tion’s law enforcement, and energy
independence. The list goes on and on
like Tennyson’s brook—almost forever.
Instead of addressing these defi-
ciencies, instead of planning for the fu-
ture, this is a budget resolution that
places short-term, partisan political
gratification ahead of the long-term
needs of the Nation.

This Nation faces daunting chal-
lenges—if you drove in just this morn-
ing to work, or yesterday morning, you
can see what I am talking about, the
daunting challenges that confront this
country on the highways—in the next
two decades. We will continue increas-
ingly to face those daunting chal-
lenges.

The baby boom generation will begin
to retire around the year 2008. That is
not far away. Because of the demands
of that generation, both the Social Se-
curity and Medicare trust funds are ex-
pected to be running in the red by
2016—15 years from now. Not a single
dime—not one thin dime—is devoted to
shoring up Social Security, and the re-
sources allotted to Medicare and pre-
scription drugs are totally inadequate.

We know that 75 percent of our Na-
tion’s school buildings are inadequate
to meet the needs of the Nation’s chil-
dren. But how many dollars are de-
voted to Dbuilding and renovating
school buildings? How many dollars are
devoted to making classrooms smaller?
Zero. Zilch. Zip.

The American Society of Civil Engi-
neers, earlier this spring, graded the
Nation’s infrastructure. How did we
do? Abysmally. Roads, D+; aviation,
D —; schools, D—; transit, D—; drinking
water, D. Overall, in 10 different cat-
egories, the Nation’s infrastructure re-
ceived an average grade of D+.

Now my old coal miner dad would
have given me a good thrashing if I had
brought home a report card with a D on
it. I could have depended on that. Well,
the dog must have eaten that report
card on the way to the White House be-
cause this conference report ignores
low grades on the Nation’s infrastruc-
ture.

Now the President—and I have great
respect for the President—is fond of
saying we ought to give the people
their money back. I think we ought to
give the people their money’s worth.
Instead of a massive tax cut today, we
ought to look toward tomorrow and re-
pair our outdated infrastructure. In-
stead of a massive tax cut today, we
ought to help provide for safe highways
and bridges, airports and transit sys-
tems that work, clean air, safe drink-
ing water, safe schools. We ought to
plan ahead to ensure that Social Secu-
rity and Medicare will be available in
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the long term. The American people ex-
pect us to make smart choices. This
conference report is not a smart
choice.

What is in this conference report?

It contains a $1.35 trillion tax cut
spread out over the next 11 years, based
solely on an illusory surplus estimate
that even the Congressional Budget Of-
fice considers highly unlikely.

This budget also establishes discre-
tionary spending levels that are totally
inadequate and unrealistic. For the
next fiscal year, the budget limits
spending to a 4.2-percent increase. For
nondefense programs, the level pro-
vided in the conference report is $5.5
billion below the level necessary to
keep pace with inflation.

Now I am wearing my Appropriations
Committee hat today. I am the ranking
member on the Senate Appropriations
Committee. Let me say to my col-
leagues, you will be coming to the
waterhole—I think of the animals in
the forest. Occasionally, they have to
go to the waterhole. They can’t avoid
it. And so the people of this country
have to go to the waterhole. The
waterhole is the Appropriations Com-
mittees of the two Houses. And Sen-
ators and House Members who rep-
resent the people who elect them and
send them here also have to go to that
waterhole, the Appropriations Com-
mittee. Well, I am wearing my appro-
priations hat today.

Let me say to my colleagues, if you
vote for this budget conference report,
don’t come to the watering hole. It is
not that I would not love to help you,
but you are going to make it impos-
sible. Those who vote for this con-
ference report are going to make it im-
possible for me and for the Appropria-
tions subcommittee ranking members
to help you. Hear me: I would love to
help you, but you are going to make it
impossible when you vote for this con-
ference report, because you are going
to cut discretionary spending levels to
the point that we cannot help you.

Again, for nondefense programs, the
level provided in the conference report
is $56.5 billion below the level necessary
to keep pace just with inflation. This
level will leave no resources for in-
creases that we all recognize are nec-
essary for education, for infrastruc-
ture, for research and development,
and for the promotion of our energy
independence. We have an energy
shortage in this country right now—
rolling brownouts. You are going to
hear more about them. But what are
we doing about it? We are not doing
anything positively in this budget con-
ference report. I will tell you what we
are doing. We are cutting the moneys
for basic research—fossil fuel re-
search—in the budget.

The increases being debated on the
floor for elementary and secondary
education cannot be fully funded. The
resolution provides for an increase of
less than $13 billion above fiscal year
2001 for all nondefense programs. The
elementary and secondary education
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bill now pending in the Senate assumes
over $10 billion in increases for fiscal
year 2002 just for elementary and sec-
ondary education programs alone. And
all we have is less than $13 billion.

Members should be under no illu-
sions. The budget conference report is
not the budget resolution that passed
the Senate 656-35 last month. Several of
our Democratic colleagues voted for
that, and a great majority on the other
side did so, too. But you are not voting
today for that concurrent resolution on
the budget that you voted for a couple
of weeks ago on this Senate floor. For
fiscal year 2002 alone, the conference
report you will be voting for today is
$27 Dbillion below the resolution that
passed the Senate a few days ago—3$10
billion lower for defense and $17 billion
lower for nondefense.

Now the President has called this a
“‘people’s budget.” Imagine that. The
President called this a ‘‘people’s budg-
et.” I would almost laugh out loud if it
weren’t so serious. Imagine that—the
President calling this a ‘‘people’s budg-
et.” Well, that may be true if your defi-
nition of ‘‘the people’” is limited to
those lucky individuals who earn six-
figure salaries. If you limit ‘‘the peo-
ple” in your State to those who are
spending their mornings sipping
Starbucks coffee and perusing the Wall
Street Journal to check on the status
of their stocks and bonds, then you are
talking about the people.

It may be a people’s budget if the
people are limited to those lucky souls
who spend their winters in the Baha-
mas and their summers on a Caribbean
cruise. But this is not a people’s budget
for the coal miners, not for the loco-
motive engineers, not for the brakemen
on the railroads, not for the cleaning
ladies, not for the schoolteachers. It is
not a people’s budget for the folks flip-
ping hamburgers for minimum wage.
Ask them. They are the people, too,
and they have been left out, o-u-t, and
left behind in this whale of a deal for
the well-to-do.

President Bush, the President of all
the people of the Nation, says:

It’s a good budget for the working people
of America.

He said it. I didn’t say that. That
may be true if your definition of
“working” means calling your broker
on your cell phone to tell him to put
another million on titanium futures.
That may be true if your definition of
“working people’ is the folks who hop
in their Learjets to check out their
business interests on three continents.

In my State of West Virginia, we
know who the working people are. The
working people are the people who earn
their living by the sweat of their brow.
They are the people who get up early
and stay up late trying to make ends
meet. They are the working people.
They are the people who get their
hands dirty while trying to feed their
families. Those are the working people.

Working people are the teachers
struggling on low pay in a hot class-
room while trying to impart some wis-
dom to our Nation’s children.
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The working people are the cops on
the beat who risk their lives daily and
nightly, who try to keep some order in
these mean and dangerous streets and
alleys.

Working people are the coal miners
who end up crippled, who end up sick
after long, long years of digging coal
from the rugged Earth to produce the
electricity for this Senate Chamber,
and to produce the electricity for this
Nation. They are the people who get
their hands dirty. They are the people
who wash the grime, the coal dust out
of their eyelashes, out of the wrinkles
in their faces, grown old too early.
They are the working people.

Mr. President, they are the working
people, the coal miners, the welders in
the shipyard, the produce salesmen in
the country, the farmers who toil in
the hot Sun of the June and July and
August days. They are the working
people, Mr. President. They are not the
people Mr. Bush is talking about.

The President lauds this budget. He
says it contains ‘‘reasonable levels of
spending.” That may be true if you
think that costing the American driv-
ing public nearly $6 billion a year be-
cause one-third of this Nation’s roads
are in poor condition, is ‘‘reasonable.”

Why don’t we fix America’s roads? If
you think highway congestion is bad
now, what will it be 5 years from now?
Those of you who spent an hour and 10
minutes yesterday morning to drive
ten miles to work in this Capitol, if
you think congestion is bad now, think
of what congestion will be 5 years from
now. What will it be 10 years from now?

The President calls the spending lev-
els in this budget ‘‘reasonable.” In this
Nation, we have so many unsafe or ob-
solete bridges that it will cost $10.6 bil-
lion every year for the next 20 years to
fix them.

We have 54,000 drinking water sys-
tems which will cost $11 billion to
make them comply with Federal water
regulations.

We have more than 2,100 unsafe dams
in this country. Do we recall Buffalo
Creek Dam in southern West Virginia?
It broke several years ago. Scores of
lives were lost. And there are 2,100 un-
safe dams in this country today which
could cause loss of life.

We have energy delivery systems
which rely on old technology.

We have outdated and crumbling
schools which will require $3,800 per
student to modernize.

This budget provides little or no
money to address any of these needs. It
allows for current services adjusted for
inflation for all discretionary pro-
grams, including defense. Do you know
what that means? But for nondefense
programs, the conference report is $5.5
billion below the amount necessary to
keep pace with inflation. It means this
Nation is essentially frozen in its abil-
ity to address backlogs or to anticipate
needs.

The backlogs are worsening, and the
needs are going unaddressed because
the funding levels endorsed by this
White House are far too low.
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Anyone who calls these levels ‘‘rea-
sonable” needs a reality check. Take
off the rose-colored glasses, Mr. Presi-
dent; take them off, and once the warm
cheery glow of tax cut fever has sub-
sided, we will still have a nation that is
very steadily sliding backwards.

This huge tax cut will savage our na-
tion’s real and growing needs; it will si-
phon energy away from the engine that
makes this economy run; it will benefit
the jet set, but leave the rest of Amer-
ica’s riding on rusty rails. There is
nothing ‘‘reasonable’ about such a pol-
icy.

I am also very concerned that this
conference report does nothing to ad-
dress the growth of mandatory spend-
ing. The President claims that he
wants to restrain the size of Govern-
ment, but his budget focuses only on
limiting the part of the budget that is
subject to the annual appropriations
process. That is only one-third of the
budget, and growing smaller by the
day. The rest of the budget is on auto
pilot.

I assure Senators that discretionary
spending will not be the cause of any
future deficits. It we return to defi-
cits—and we very well could—it will be
because of the massive tax cuts con-
tained in this conference report and
the growth of mandatory programs.
Discretionary spending is currently
only 6.3 percent of the gross domestic
product, less than half of what it was
in 1967. Under the Budget resolution, it
would fall to 5 percent by 2011. Manda-
tory spending is currently 9.7 percent
of GDP, more than double the level in
1966 and under the Budget conference
report, mandatory spending will grow
to 11 percent of GDP in 2011.

Not only does this resolution not
constrain mandatory spending, it in-
cludes seven new reserves that em-
power the House and Senate Budget
Committee chairmen to increase
spending for mandatory programs.

I have a great deal of faith in our
budget chairman, Mr. DOMENICI, and I
have seen all the budget chairmen we
have had in the Senate since the Budg-
et Act became law, but I do not care if
it is a Republican or Democrat chair-
man, I do not support giving that kind
of power to any budget chairman, Dem-
ocrat or Republican. I would not want
it myself if I were a chairman.

I am very concerned that these pow-
ers which are being given to the Budget
Committee chairmen will be used in a
partisan way.

This budget resolution was produced
in negotiations between White House
officials and the Republican leadership.

There was no involvement—none—of
the Democratic Leadership or the
ranking members of the House and
Senate Budget Committees. To add in-
sult to injury, this Budget Resolution
would empower the Budget Committee
chairmen to allocate funding to man-
datory programs with no assurances
that the minority will be consulted.
This is just one more example of the
one-sided nature of this Budget Resolu-
tion. But as Milton said in Paradise
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Lost ‘“‘who overcomes by force has
overcome but half his foe.”” There is no
balance in this budget. It is tipped too
far to the tax cut side. As a see-saw, it
lifts some people up with generous tax
givebacks, but it leaves this nation’s
needs sitting firmly on the ground.

It is a ‘“‘for show” budget designed to
please a select group, and it was
gussied up and trotted out by one party
from behind locked doors.

Since January’s inauguration, we
have heard plenty of lip service being
paid to bipartisanship. Lip service. We
have all heard the mantra that the
tone of Washington is being changed.
You better believe—it is not being
changed. We have seen the photo-ops of
Democrats being courted at the White
House. All 535 Members of the House
and Senate were invited to the White
House a few days ago. All 535 Members.
What a sham. That was to be a photo
op. Nothing more, nothing less. What a
sham. What hypocrisy. This budget
deal was crafted without input from
the Democratic Leaders, or the Rank-
ing Members of the House and Senate
Budget Committees. When it was time
for the rubber to meet the road, bipar-
tisanship had a flat tire. Bipartisanship
never was able to wiggle under the
cracks in that door. Some Democrats
may be willing to vote for this budg-
et—they may be willing to sit at the
President’s table for this tax-cut feast.
But, make no mistake, they were not
in the kitchen when the meal was
being cooked. They did not get to de-
cide what went in the stew and what
stayed out.

The President, in his remarks con-
gratulated the Republican Budget
Committee chairmen of the House and
the Senate. He congratulated the Re-
publican Leaders of the Senate and the
House. He lauds a few Democrats, but
there is no mention in his remarks of
the Democratic Leaders or the Rank-
ing Members of the House and Senate
Budget Committees. They were not
privy to the budget pseudo-conference.
There was no room for them at the inn.
That is no accident. The plain unvar-
nished truth is that there has been
barely a pinch of bipartisanship in the
cooking of this final budget omelet,
and the result certainly shows in the
one-sided way the budget eggs were
scrambled.

There simply is not enough money to
adequately fund the 13 appropriations
bills, get that—there is not enough
money to adequately fund the 13 appro-
priation bills, and so, once again, ap-
propriators will have to scrimp and
parse and cannibalize in order to do our
work.

For those Senators who vote for this
budget deal, I say go ahead and write
your press releases. Pat yourselves on
the back. Tell your constituents how
you voted to cut taxes. That is an easy
vote. But don’t forget to tell your con-
stituents about the other side of that
coin. Be sure and include that in your
press release. Don’t forget to tell your
constituents that you voted to short-
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change our schools, roads, and water
systems; don’t forget to include in your
press release, that you voted for lower
funding for health care and energy re-
search; and be sure to include in your
press releases that you turned a blind
eye to the looming crises facing Social
Security and Medicare. In 1981, we took
what Majority Leader Howard Baker
called a riverboat gamble with Presi-
dent Reagan’s tax cut and we ended up
with triple digit deficits for fifteen
yvears. Now the Republican Leadership
has forced upon us another bad deal. A
deal that will reduce revenues, accord-
ing to the Joint Tax Committee, by
nearly $300 billion per year in 2011 and
beyond at just the moment that the
baby boom generation begins to retire.

This conference report makes a
mockery of the Budget Act because it
undermines the purpose of the act. The
Budget Act was intended to impose
predictability and discipline. But the
continual manipulation of the Budget
Act to achieve political goals has made
it a sham and a shame. Gimmicks and
bad policy are the result—gimmicks
and bad policy. The demands of a great
nation have to be satisfied in spite of
fantasy world budgets. The result will
probably be that at the end of the proc-
ess, yet another Budget Resolution will
have been ignored because it had to be.
It was never grounded in reality. In
spite of the President’s claims that he
would change things in Washington, he
has already succumbed to the same old
partisan polo game, and the same old
swap shop budget bingo we have seen
for years. This conference report ought
to be defeated.

Mr. President, Senators who vote for
this budget conference report, call your
mother in advance of Mother’s Day. If
she is one of the baby boom genera-
tions, tell her you voted for this tax
cut for the bigwigs. Tell her: ‘“Yes,
mother, I voted for the Bush tax cut.”

But as to Social Security? There
wasn’t a dime in the bill for Social Se-
curity. Forget it.

I close by this compliment from Mil-
ton from ‘‘Paradise Lost,”” and I offer it
to our budget ranking member, KENT
CONRAD.

Well hast thou fought the better fight,
whose single hast maintained against re-
volted multitudes the cause of truth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). Who yields time?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from South
Carolina, the very distinguished senior
member of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia said: Tell your mother on Moth-
er’s Day that you increased taxes. If
you turn to page 4 of the conference re-
port, you will find that the debt goes
up from $5.6 trillion to $6.7 trillion—
$1.1 trillion.

As we left the last fiscal year, we
ended with a $23 billion deficit, which
we had reduced, over the 8 years, from
$403 billion, and now this very minute
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we are running a slight surplus. But
when you vote for this particular meas-
ure, and this is our main reason for ap-
pearing here this morning, it is to re-
mind everybody that this is Reagan-
omics II. It is happening here today.

Let me speak advisedly. As the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia
reminded us, I have been on the Budget
Committee since its institution 25
years ago. I have been the chairman. I
hasten to comment that our distin-
guished ranking member, the Senator
from North Dakota, has done an out-
standing job under the most difficult of
circumstances.

Let me tell you about the difficult
circumstances, because the very reason
for our budget process 25 years ago was
to give all the Members a look-see at
every facet of Government spending
here in Washington. Prior to that time,
we had 13 appropriations bills, we had
13 authorizing bills, and the author-
izers authorized without regard to ap-
propriating and the appropriators ap-
propriated without regard to the au-
thorization and the one—namely, de-
fense—didn’t know what education was
doing, or housing didn’t know what the
highways were doing.

So we got together in a comprehen-
sive look-see, where the President
would submit his budget, we would go
before the Budget Committee, and in
detail, each one of the particular ap-
propriations measures would be de-
bated, marked up, reported out, and
then come to the floor of the Senate.

Here we passed this budget without
having the President’s budget. He
didn’t give it until it had passed the
House, until it had passed the Senate—
absolutely ridiculous. Why? Because he
couldn’t sell his tax cut. He knew the
great reason for the prosperity and
comeback of our Democratic Party is
that we showed we were fiscally re-
sponsible. For 8 years we gave us the
greatest prosperity. But it is a sopho-
moric approach, this ‘“‘tax cuts, tax
cuts, the Government is too big, the
money belongs to you” and all that
nonsense—and not paying the bills. So
the President went to 28-some States.
You can’t sell a tax cut? He couldn’t
sell beer on a troop train, I can tell you
that right now.

He went everywhere, and he didn’t
sell his tax cut, so he rammed it, and
the leadership on the other side of the
aisle went along with it, and the media
didn’t report it. That is another reason
I appear here, because this instrument
is an atrocity, a clear, absolute abuse
of the process.

We had a deliberate debate back
when President Clinton came to office
to find in what direction the country
was going to head. Lyndon Johnson
used to say: It is not whether I am con-
servative or whether I am liberal, it is
whether I am headed in the right direc-
tion.

We debated. The President submitted
his budget. We had 30 amendments be-
fore that Budget Committee. We re-
ported it out, and the last instru-
ment—namely, reconciliation—was not
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passed until August. We had a real old
hoedown, and we said we were going to
cut the size of Government. Yes, we
were going to cut spending. And, yes,
we were going to increase taxes.

When we increased Social Security
taxes, the distinguished Senator from
Texas said: They are going to hunt you
Democrats down like dogs in the street
and shoot you.

Where is the Republican tax cut for
Social Security? Instead, they are
going to spend the Social Security
trust fund. If you don’t think so, come
on up and I will give you a bet.

Congressman Kasich, chairman of the
House Budget Committee, said: If this
thing works, I’'ll change parties.

Senator Packwood, Chairman of the
Senate Finance Committee, said: If
this thing works, I'll give you my
house in downtown Washington.

But it worked. We made a great
comeback paying down the debt. Now
some strayers want to go along with
this ““‘Cut taxes, cut taxes,” and buying
the people’s vote, when in essence the
debt increases. It goes up.

We had no debate. We had no mark-
up. We had no report. We passed it
without all that. Then we got to the
conference to be told we were not going
to be conferees. Oh, they invite you to
the White House when you cannot vote,
you just stand up and grin and smile
and bow. But when you got a vote in
the conference committee, they said
no, you are not invited back because
you’re not going to vote with us.

Thank God we weren’t parliamentar-
ians. He wouldn’t agree. They fired
him. They would like to fire us. That is
why they said we will give you all the
rhetoric about education, because you
look at the report after it comes out:
Zero increase for education. What does
that mean to us in the game? It means
you are going to have to get a majority
of 60 votes in order to get your in-
crease, whether it is for class size or
whether it is for construction or
whether it is for teacher counseling or
any of these other things that we need
in public education—namely, teachers’
pay. No, you are not going to get it.

All of this exercise has been the best
off-Broadway show, as they see it, be-
cause they are just smiling to them-
selves: We are going to destroy this
Government and we are just as much
against education as we were for that
20-year crusade to abolish the Edu-
cation Department.

What happens on the so-called imme-
diate rebate to get the economy going?
By 94 votes to 6, every Republican
voted for my $85 billion rebate plan.
But instead of the instant rebate of $85
billion, they came in here with $100 bil-
lion over 2 years, and they are going to
g0 to the Finance Committee—you can
read the reconciliation instructions,
and they translate: We are going to use
the stimulus dollars for tax cuts.

The main thing to be said this morn-
ing in the few minutes given me is that
we have tried our best under Senator
CONRAD’s leadership. We have called
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their hand at every turn. We have been
very courteous, very tactful in trying
to get the report. We know the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee has to practically do what the
Senator from Texas tells him. And the
Senator from Texas is tied into the Of-
fice of Management and Budget. And
the Office of Management and Budget
tells the President what he wants. So
you want to get on the record how it is
being worked this year: It is a total
abuse, an absolute atrocity. There is no
question about it. Everybody seems to
go along. And the headline will say: We
passed the budget. No. We don’t even
have a defense figure.

We don’t have a budget. We have a
tax cut. That is what the President
wanted. That is what they had back
with Reaganomics I: $750 billion. Now
this is going to go up to about $1.6 tril-
lion. If you analyze it carefully, it will
probably be nearer to $2.6 trillion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the very outstanding Senator, who is a
member of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, Mr. HOLLINGS from South Caro-
lina, for his remarks this morning.

As I understand it, Senator BREAUX
wants time off of Senator DOMENICI’S
allocated time. The staff director for
Senator DOMENICI tells me that is ac-
ceptable to their side.

We had lined up Senator CLINTON to
go next on our side. I don’t know if
Senator BREAUX would like to go at
this point.

I would like to recognize Senator
CLINTON.

Mr. BREAUX. Absolutely.

Mr. CONRAD. How much time would
the Senator like?

Mrs. CLINTON. Oh, 6 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 6 minutes to
the Senator from New York, an out-
standing member of the Senate Budget
Committee, who has made a real con-
tribution to the work on our side of the
aisle on the Senate Budget Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 6
minutes.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I
thank my ranking member, the Sen-
ator from North Dakota, who, as my
good friend from South Carolina has
put so well, has led with honesty and
directness, and believes so passionately
in the issues that we are addressing
today.

I rise because I cannot remain silent
in the face of both a budget process and
a budget product that I think will be so
harmful to our country. I really wish I
did not have to rise today. I wish, given
the opportunities that lie before us as
a nation, what we were debating was
the kind of balanced approach to the
budget that I could wholeheartedly
support—a balanced approach that in-
cluded an affordable, reasonable tax
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cut, that fairly went to all Americans,
giving every one of our families a
Mother’s Day present, as Senator BYRD
so wonderfully reminded us is around
the corner.

I wish this budget were filled with
the kind of careful analysis about the
investments that we need to make our
country rich and smarter and stronger
in the years ahead. And I wish this
budget continued to pay down the debt
in the way that we had been doing.

In the last 3 years, we paid off more
than $600 billion of our debt. We took it
off the backs of all these school-
children who are watching us. We said:
We are not going to pass on the debts
of your parents. Your grandparents,
the greatest generation, did not leave
us in debt the way that this country
did in the 1980s with the quadrupling of
our national debt. I cannot stand here
and say that.

I look at all these faces. I meet with
schoolchildren from throughout New
York nearly every day. I wish I could
say: I am going to go to the Senate
Chamber and support a budget that
will invest in education the way we
need it, that will continue to pay down
the debt so that you are not faced with
that debt when you are my age, or even
younger, and that it will invest in So-
cial Security and Medicare so that you
do not have to worry about your par-
ents, your grandparents, or yourselves.
Unfortunately, I cannot say that.

I have thought hard about what it is
that has happened in the Senate in the
last several months because 1 sat
through 16 hearings in the Budget
Committee. They were informative,
very helpful hearings, laying out the
priorities of our Nation, talking about
the amount of money we had that we
could count on, not pie in the sky, not
projections that were unlikely ever to
come true but realistically what it was
we, as a nation, could count on. And
then how could we have a tax cut, pay
down the debt, and invest in education,
health care, the environment, as well
as taking care of Social Security and
Medicare?

I do not exactly know what hap-
pened, how we arrived at this point. We
had those hearings, and then we were
shut out of the process. We did not
have a markup, which is a device in a
committee to get everybody together
to try to hammer out a bill.

Then the Democrats, with decades of
experience—with distinguished Sen-
ators such as Senator HOLLINGS and
Senator CONRAD—were shut out of the
process between the House and the
Senate.

So here we are today on the brink of
passing a tax cut that will, I believe, do
to our country what was done in the
1980s. I can only think that this is a tax
cut proposal that was born in the pas-
sion of a primary political campaign,
in the snows of New Hampshire, when
the President was running for his life
to be President and had to come up
with something, so he plucked out of
the air $1.6 trillion and said that was
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what it was going to be and felt com-
pelled to come and present it to us.

I was proud of the Senate when, in
the process of the budget debate, we
made some good changes. We made
those changes not only on the tax cut
side but on the investment side. I
thought: If the House can go along with
that, maybe at the end of the process
we can have a better balance. I did not
think it went far enough, but I was
proud of the fact that we had a nego-
tiation.

What we have today has zero in-
creases in education. We have spent a
heck of a long time talking about edu-
cation. The President says it is his
first priority. I can only look at the
documents I am handed. I have only
been handed them recently. I was not
part of the process, even though I serve
on the Budget Committee. And it looks
to me as if we are turning our back on
education.

As I thought back, I could not think
of any analogy, I could not think of
any guidance that would help illu-
minate what it is we are going
through. So I went back and looked at
1981. I read about what happened when
another President said: Pass this big
tax cut, and we are going to have sur-
pluses. And we went further and fur-
ther and further in debt.

It is always easier to pass a tax cut.
Who doesn’t want a tax cut? I want a
tax cut. But I don’t want to have a tax
cut at the expense of hurting my coun-
try. I don’t want a tax cut at the ex-
pense of preventing the kind of invest-
ment in education that we need. I don’t
want a tax cut where I have to go and
tell my mother that Medicare may not
be viable for the rest of her natural
life. I don’t want that kind of tax cut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I give
an additional minute to the Senator
from New York.

Mrs. CLINTON. So I, with great re-
gret, stand in this Chamber and express
the disappointment I feel in that we
had an opportunity to do what our
country needs—to invest in education,
health care, the environment, pay
down our debt, and provide affordable
tax cuts—but, instead, we are taking a
U-turn back to the 1980s. Mark my
words, we will be back here—maybe
under the same President, or maybe
under a different President—having to
fix the fiscal situation we are throwing
our country into today. I lived through
that once. I do not look forward to it.
But I will be a responsible Member of
this body in trying to fix the problem
that we are causing for our Nation be-
cause of this tax cut and budget.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from Lou-
isiana is recognized for 10 minutes off
Senator DOMENICI’s time.

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

The Senator from Louisiana is recog-
nized.
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Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I thank
the ranking Democrat on the Budget
Committee for his consideration in al-
lowing me to have the time that I need
to make comments on this budget. I
also thank Senator DOMENICI for being
willing to yield me some time.

Let me start, first, by commending
Senator CONRAD for the work that he
has done, under some very difficult cir-
cumstances, with regard to putting to-
gether this product. It has not been
easy. It has been very difficult. It has
been very emotional—with a great deal
of pressure on both sides to try to come
up with something that makes sense
and that is a rational guideline for how
we handle the affairs of this country
over the next 2 years.

I also commend the Democratic lead-
er, Senator ToM DASCHLE, as well as
the Republican leader, Senator LOTT,
because I know that within their own
caucuses there are vast differences as
to how we should approach the passage
of the budget for this coming year. It
has not been an easy job for either of
the budget leaders—Senator CONRAD
and Senator DOMENICI—or for our two
respective leaders. I think they have
both done about as good a job as any-
one could ever ask for them to do con-
sidering the circumstances.

Mr. President, and my colleagues, I
will make the point that governing in
a democracy is about the art of the
possible; it is not about the art of the
perfect. Is this budget a perfect docu-
ment? Of course not. But does it ad-
vance the cause of governing in a de-
mocracy that is almost evenly divided
among the two parties?

The answer is, yes, it does. Repub-
licans, as we need to remind ourselves,
control the House with the narrowest
of margins in years. The President was
elected after losing the popular vote
and narrowly winning the electoral col-
lege vote. Our Senate, indeed, is the
perfect tie, 50/50.

Now is not the time, with these cir-
cumstances, to figure out how we can
disagree. There are plenty of opportu-
nities to find where we disagree with
this document, but now is not the time
to concentrate on how we disagree but,
rather, now is the time to figure out
how we can reach an agreement for the
good of all the people whom we rep-
resent.

It is very clear that we could have 535
budgets and each author would think
theirs is the best one. But we can only
have one.

The two principal parts of this budg-
et consist of how we handle revenues or
taxes and how we go about spending
what is left, a challenge every Amer-
ican family must make for themselves
when they work out their family budg-
ets. We are fortunate today to have
what CBO tells us is a projected sur-
plus of $5.6 trillion over the next 10
yvears. That $5.6 trillion is more than is
necessary to run all of our Government
functions at the current level.

Most Members, but not all Members,
would say it is appropriate to give a
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portion of that surplus back to the citi-
zens who created that surplus when
they paid their taxes. The question
then before this body is, How much do
we give back?

President Bush said: Give back $1.6
trillion over the next 10 years. Vice
President Al Gore, as a candidate, sug-
gested a tax cut of $500 billion. This
budget consists of a $1.25 trillion tax
cut over the next 10 years, plus a $100
billion stimulus package in the first 2
years. Some would think that is too
high; others argue that it is far too low
and not enough.

It is, in fact, sufficient to give money
back to all Americans with a balanced
and a fair tax cut.

We can, within this budget, reduce
all marginal rates. We can, within this
budget, create a new 10-percent bracket
for lower income Americans, which
would also benefit all income Ameri-
cans. We can, within this budget, re-
duce the estate tax to a level that al-
most eliminates everyone from paying
it. We can, within this budget, fix the
alternative minimum tax problem. And
we can, within this budget, increase
the child credit that families take. We
can make it refundable, and we can
make it retroactive within this budget.
And we can help education within the
tax structure of this budget by making
tuition taxes deductible for all Amer-
ican families. We can, within this
budget’s tax structure, fix the mar-
riage penalty.

With regard to spending contained in
this budget, it is important for us to
put the figures in proper perspective.
Last year our Democratic President,
President Clinton, proposed a budget
for discretionary spending calling for
$614 billion. The House and Senate Re-
publicans and the budget, indeed, ended
up saying we were going to spend $596
billion for discretionary spending. We
ended up spending $635 billion.

We did that because of emergencies
that occurred during the year. We did
that because of new spending priorities
that were brought to our attention dur-
ing the year that were unforeseen at
the time of the budget enactment. This
Congress responded to those needs as
they occurred. This Congress will re-
spond to those needs as they occur in
the upcoming months of this fiscal
year.

This budget provides $661 billion in
discretionary spending. That is with-
out any emergency money being des-
ignated. It is not designated because it
is clear that this Congress will add
that emergency money as the emer-
gencies occur. If there is a hurricane, if
there is an agricultural emergency, if
there is an earthquake, if there are any
other kinds of emergencies, it is clear,
from the history of this body, that this
Congress will address those needs be-
cause they are true emergencies.

That $661 billion is a $26 billion in-
crease over last year. That is a $47 bil-
lion increase more than President Clin-
ton asked for last year when he sub-
mitted his budget to the Congress.
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I know some of my colleagues will
argue that it is not enough, that we
don’t have enough money, for instance,
for education in this budget. My read-
ing on education is that there will be a
lot more money than last year for edu-
cation, a lot more. President Bush has
offered a $4.6 billion increase for the
Department of Education over last
year’s $18.3 billion in spending. That is
larger than the $3.6 billion President
Clinton won for this fiscal year.

As Senator KENNEDY, who is the mas-
ter of putting together good policy
deals, has said:

We have exceeded the budget every year in
education appropriations, and we are going
to do it again.

That is a correct assessment of what
we are going to do and have done in the
past, when it comes to meeting the
educational needs of the people of this
country. We will provide sufficient
funds to educate our children.

It is important to bear in mind that
most of the money for education comes
from the local and State levels. In fact,
94 percent, on average, of the money on
education doesn’t come from Wash-
ington; it comes from the States; it
comes from the local communities that
fund the educational programs they de-
termine are their priorities. On aver-
age, only 6 percent of the total edu-
cation budget comes from Washington,
DC. The money will be adequate to ad-
dress the demands.

My recommendation is that we pass
this imperfect document to allow the
Finance Committee and the Appropria-
tions Committee to begin their work.
This document is important as an out-
line of our priorities, but it is written
on paper. It is not written in concrete.
It can and will be modified as we have
done so every single year as we move
through the legislative process.

This is a time of great emotion. It is
a time of great pressure. Our leaders,
ToM DASCHLE and KENT CONRAD on the
Budget Committee and also Senator
DOMENICI and Senator LOTT, have had a
very difficult job trying to reach an
agreement in truly a divided Govern-
ment. I respect all of them for their
sincerity and their honesty and their
dedication to try to reach an agree-
ment that everyone can support.

It is, however, time for us to move
ahead. There is other work to be done.
Now is the time to begin that work by
adopting this budget and moving on to
the next step.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank Senator BREAUX for his assess-
ment of where things are. I think he in-
cluded in his remarks that there is still
a contingency fund of $500 billion. For
those who think we ought to do other
things and that we have to, that is still
in this budget. I think what Senator
BREAUX said about the appropriated ac-
count is right on the money. We don’t
know where the appropriators are
going to put the money, no matter
what we say in this Chamber.

But there is a $31 billion increase
year over year, and $6.2 billion more
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than the President asked for, if you
really are talking apples and apples
and the money to be spent by the ap-
propriators. I think Senator BREAUX
summarized that just about right. I
thank him for his support.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thought the distinguished Senator, my
ranking member, was going to yield to
somebody on his side before he and I
used our final time.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator.
The Senator from Minnesota requested
time. I yield 5 minutes to Senator DAY-
TON.

Let me alert Senators on our side
that I now have, other than the wrap-
up reserved for Senator DOMENICI and
myself, only have 2 minutes. I alert
colleagues to the circumstance that ex-
ists.

I yield to the Senator from Min-
nesota, Mr. DAYTON, for 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from North
Dakota for granting me this time, and
also for his outstanding leadership on
this issue on behalf of our Democratic
caucus.

I rise to say that I intend to vote
against this budget today because I be-
lieve it allocates too much to the rich-
est Americans and too little to our
schoolchildren, senior citizens, vet-
erans, and most of our other citizens.
It also wrongly provides a blank check
for additional military spending with-
out congressional review or approval.

This budget purports to be a bipar-
tisan creation. In fact, I am told that
the Democratic Senators on the Sen-
ate-House conference committee were
completely excluded from the delibera-
tions and decisions about this budget
agreement. As a result, a bipartisan
Senate amendment to increase funding
for elementary and secondary edu-
cation was eliminated. The amendment
of my colleague, Senator WELLSTONE,
which increased funding for veterans’
programs, was eliminated. Funds for
farm aid, prescription drug coverage,
Head Start, health care, child care,
transportation, and other important
government services were reduced. Ex-
cept for military spending, all other
federal government discretionary serv-
ices were cut by 2 percent below their
inflation-adjusted baselines.

Why? Why, despite huge projected
budget surpluses, must the funds for
these essential public services be de-
nied? For a tax cut which favors the
rich, rather than working, middle-in-
come Americans.

There is enough surplus projected to
provide immediate tax cuts and rate
reductions for all American taxpayers,
so long as they are targeted to the first
tax brackets. Unfortunately, this budg-
et places greed ahead of need. People
who already have the most get even
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more, while people who have the least
receive even less.

There is no compassion in this budg-
et. There is no bipartisanship in this
budget. There is no new education
funding to ‘‘leave no child behind” in
this budget. Its pretenses are a sham.
Its promises are a scam.

Furthermore, this budget expressly
does not protect either the Social Se-
curity or the Medicare Trust Funds
from being raided for other spending
programs. Instead, it sets up an all-
purpose contingency fund, which pre-
tends to cover every imagined funding
need. First, however, it must fund a lit-
eral blank check for whatever addi-
tional military spending the Secretary
of Defense shall recommend to the
chairmen of the Senate and House
Budget Committees. In an unprece-
dented procedure, with no further con-
gressional review or approval, these
two men alone can add whatever
amounts of additional spending are
proposed by the Secretary of Defense.
Thus, this budget provides blank
checks for the military, big checks for
the rich, and bounced checks due to
“insufficient funds” for all other Amer-
icans.

I support, and will vote for, a large
tax cut benefiting all Minnesota tax-
payers. I also support, and will fight
for, additional federal funds for special
education, for student aid, for prescrip-
tion drug coverage, for farm price sup-
ports, for veterans’ health care, for
flood victims, and for other important
government services. I believe in a bal-
anced budget. I believe we have enough
resources available to us to improve
the quality of life for our citizens and
to reduce taxes. I believe this budget
squanders that opportunity. That is
why I am voting against it.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr.
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighteen
minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Min-
nesota.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from North Da-
kota.

I think this budget proposal on the
part of my Republican colleagues
should be called ‘‘leave no dollars be-
hind” when it comes to Robin-Hood-in-
reverse tax cuts with over 40 percent of
the benefits going to the top 1 percent
of the population. That is what we
have.

I had an amendment to provide $17
billion for veterans’ health care over
the next 10 years, filling in the gaps to
make sure we would do well and say
thanks to our veterans—eliminated.

I joined with Senator HARKIN to pro-
vide $250 billion for education, after-
school programs, and title I kids with
special needs—you name it. It was
eliminated from the budget proposal.

This is about the most hard-hitting
thing I can say, because I really believe

President, how
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in the chair of this committee, a Sen-
ator for whom I have tremendous re-
spect. He is a great Senator. But I am
in profound disagreement with his pro-
posal.

I have been following the discussion
about education. I hope my colleagues
on the Democratic side will have the
courage to challenge this education
bill on the floor, which will not have
the resources.

Senators, if you love children, then
you don’t rob them. If you love this lit-
tle boy or girl, then you don’t take
their childhood away. If you love these
children, you help them for 10 years
from now, or 7 or 8 years from now.
You must be willing to step up to the
plate and make sure you invest some
money so these kids will all have the
best opportunity to learn. That means
that they are kindergarten ready. That
means you help the kids who come
from low-income backgrounds. That
means, just as Senators’ children when
they go to school, and our grand-
children, they have the best teachers
and the schools and the technology and
all of the facilities. This is no way to
love children. That is to say, do not rob
them by not making the investment in
children in Minnesota and around the
country and instead giving 40 percent-
plus of the benefits to the top 1 percent
of the population.

These are distorted priorities. There
is going to be a pittance for children
and education, a pittance for health
care, and not anywhere near enough for
affordable prescription drug costs for
the elderly.

Whatever happened to that campaign
promise?

I resist this budget.
against this budget.

I am going to have a lot of amend-
ments on this education bill that are
going to make people step up to the
plate, and we will see who is willing to
talk about the resources for children
and education.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
nine minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand Senator
FRIST is going to come down and wants
to use a little time. Would you please
instruct me when I am down to 15 min-
utes remaining. I hope not to use that.

I first want to say to the distin-
guished new Senator, Mr. DAYTON, that
I listened carefully to his remarks. Ev-
eryone is entitled to their opinion. But
we have not given a carte blanche to
the Defense Department of the United
States.

We were confronted with a very in-
teresting situation. One, the President
asked for a low number for defense,
with the assumption in this budget
that his task force, headed by the Sec-
retary, his top-to-bottom review, could
not come up with the answers of what
we needed by way of change by the

I will vote
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time we were doing this work. What
would one do? Would one shut all of
that out and say whatever it is when
that task force is finished, they can
wait until next year?

We allocated to the appropriators the
amount of money the President asked
for in defense—a low number. Then we
said if and when the task force is fin-
ished—and we are still in this year—
whatever the task force recommends in
changes we will put in the defense pot
allocated in this budget. But it would
have to be appropriated by the Con-
gress of the United States item by
item, line by line, and system by sys-
tem. You might say that is an open
door for defense with no controls.

You said subject to no congressional
controls. I don’t believe that is the
case. What I just described is true. And
is that without congressional concur-
rence? I think not.

I don’t know any other way we could
have done it. We could have said we
will produce a new budget with a new
defense number and debated that thor-
oughly and then came back, and we
would have had the year behind us be-
fore we could have done anything.
Guess what. They would come along
and appropriate for defense and say:
Too late. It has taken too long. We are
putting it in, in excess of the budget.

We are trying to have a little com-
mon sense on defense.

In my closing remarks, I will allude
to some other aspects, but a lot has
been said about spending. Is there
enough in this budget for the appropri-
ators to spend?

Let me suggest it is pretty clear that
there are many who would accept a
much higher number. But I want to tell
you the numbers as they are.

It is $31.3 billion above the 2001 budg-
et available to be appropriated. Take
out all of the things that are not
spending and just do apples and apples.
It is $31.3 billion.

Of that number, $6.2 billion is new
money over and above the President’s
budget. That means you have what the
President recommended, plus $6.2 bil-
lion more, which gives you $31.3 billion
over last year to spend. This $661.3 bil-
lion, which is the number, is real
money. It will be sent to the appropri-
ators to be spent. With that figure, we
assume—and that is all we can do—
that $44.5 billion of it will go to the De-
partment of Education for the year
2002. We assume—and that is all we can
do—that there will be an 11.5-percent
increase. This is new money. Nobody
can say that 11.5 percent isn’t well
above inflation. What kind of money
are we talking about in the 4.6? The
highest ever level of funding for edu-
cation of disabled children, a $460 bil-
lion increase in title I, including a 78-
percent increase in assistance to low-
performing schools; a $1 billion in-
crease in Pell grants; $1 billion for new
reading programs; $320 billion to ensure
accountability with State assessments.
We can go on. There is $472 million to
encourage schoolchildren, some Kind of
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innovative choice that we might pass;
$6.3 billion to serve 916,000 Head Start
children.

I guess it is easy to stand up and say
there is nothing in this budget for edu-
cation. I just read it to you. Actually,
the appropriators will probably do
more because we gave them more to
spend, and they have always favored
more money for education. So, frankly,
whatever we have heard rhetorically on
the floor about education, we have
done better by education than we have
in modern times. This is the highest,
most dedicated budget for education
that we have ever produced.

I note the presence of the Senator
from Tennessee. Would the Senator
like to speak to the matter before us?

Mr. FRIST. For 4 or 5 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 23 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator wants 5
minutes. And then Senator NICKLES
wants 5 minutes. I yield to them in
that order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise be-
cause I think in 30 minutes or so we
will be voting on the conference report.
I want to give my colleagues my
strongly felt support for what we have
arrived at today. I believe it does, in a
very consistent way, represent what at
least I hear as I travel around the
country, and through the State of Ten-
nessee, from every day people who are
looking at their lives, the qualities of
life, looking at Washington, DC, and
Government and what it can be both
for them and against them, and they
tell you simple things. Those things
are: We do have a debt today, which
one generation has given another.
Please address that debt.

They say we have some important
things to pay for, and that is the role
of Government. That includes things
such as Medicare, research in health
care, education, defense of the country.
And they say: After you pay down that
debt—and in this conference report we
pay down that debt from $2.4 trillion
from where it is, and they say: Thank
you, that is what we want.

They say: What about teacher qual-
ity? We have $2.6 billion in the budget
for teachers and we know, when we
look at that teacher-pupil interaction
in the classroom, that this is impor-
tant. In higher education for Pell
grants, they say: After graduating
from high school, let’s give people that
opportunity to have, in essence, a pool
of resources to take wherever they
choose to go, and that is Pell grants—
and indeed it is in this bill—for dis-
advantaged students; we assume $9.8
billion for Pell grants. They say: In
health care, make sure you address
this issue of prescription drugs. Very
specifically in this budget $300 million
is provided for expansion of Medicare
prescription drug benefits. The exact
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mix, the exact bill, the exact nature—
yes, couple it with modernization but
do it in a way that we can see it soon.
They say think about the future.

In this bill we think about the future
in the field of health research. The res-
olution includes the President’s $2.8
billion increase in the National Insti-
tutes of Health. It goes through the de-
fense spending, agriculture, attention
to the veterans. Then they say: After
addressing the debt, after protecting
the Social Security trust fund, after
protecting that Medicare trust fund,
both of which give security to our sen-
iors today, let us keep, instead of send-
ing to Washington, DC, a little bit
more of our hard-earned money.

Indeed, we do that. All of this is our
money, say the people throughout Ten-
nessee, not yours because you rep-
resent the Federal Government. So if
after we invest in those priorities of
health care, education, quality of life,
agriculture, defense, and the veterans—
after we make that commitment to
substantially pay down that debt,
allow us to keep the dollars with us.
Trust us, the American people, to
spend, to save, to invest.

“Trust us,” the people across Ten-
nessee tell me. We do that by allowing
the taxpayer to keep $1.35 trillion over
the next 11 years in their pockets, in-
stead of on April 15 sending it to Wash-
ington, DC, when it is not needed.

In addition to that $1.35 trillion that
we allow taxpayers to keep is the $100
billion stimulus, which answers the
question of: What are you doing today
to restore that hope in our economy,
that hope in job creation? And the an-
swer is that we are taking $100 billion
and targeting it for a short-term stim-
ulus to help turn this economy
around—something that everybody
feels each and every day—a change,
something different than 2 years ago,
than 3 years ago.

Finally, in this bill we authorize the
additional tax relief, or debt relief, if
surpluses exceed those expectations.

Mr. President, this conference report
reflects what the American people
want. There is compromise and nego-
tiation in there. I, for one, would like
to see taxpayers keep a little bit more
money in their pockets as we look to
the future. But recognizing the reali-
ties of this body pulling together peo-
ple on both sides of the aisle, I believe
the conference report is strong, and it
reflects the will and spirit of people
throughout Tennessee. Therefore, I
look forward to heartily supporting
this conference report as we go for-
ward.

I yield the remainder of my time.

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I com-
pliment my friend and colleague, the
chairman of the committee, Senator
DoMENICI, for his work. We have been
on the Budget Committee for many
years. I have been on it for 20 years and
have had the pleasure of working with
him. Most of the time, unfortunately,
the budgets are pretty partisan. I wish
they weren’t. I know Senator DOMENICI
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wishes they weren’t. Many times they
are difficult to put together. This has
been one of the toughest. It is not an
easy task in any way, shape, or form.
Certainly, with a 50/50, evenly divided
Senate, it is a very difficult task.

I compliment my friend and col-
league who has had battles with Demo-
crats, Republicans, with liberals on
both sides of the aisle and conserv-
atives on both sides. He has wrestled
with a very difficult task. He has come
up with a product that I think is a
giant step in the right direction. It is
not perfect. The Senator from Ten-
nessee, whom I compliment, is a mem-
ber of this committee. He said he would
like to have a larger tax cut. This is a
small tax cut in relation to the sur-
plus. We have an estimated surplus of
over $5 trillion. The total tax cut, at
maximum, is $1.35 trillion, with one-
fourth going to taxpayers. The major-
ity is used to pay down the national
debt. We have colleagues on both sides
who said let’s do it.

The Senator from New Mexico said
we are paying down the national debt
from publicly held debt, as of this year,
$3.2 trillion, and in 10 years it will be
less than $1 trillion. We are paying it
down to the maximum extent that we
possibly can. Nowhere in the history of
our country have we ever paid down
the national debt the way we are pro-
jecting to do it this year, next year,
and throughout the next 10 years.

So I compliment my friend from New
Mexico. We still have a significant sur-
plus. He says let’s give a portion of
that to taxpayers. I have heard people
objecting and saying we are not taking
care of our Nation’s domestic needs.
Either we need more money for edu-
cation, or veterans, or defense, and so
on; we need more money to spend.

The spenders have been winning for
the last 3 years. The people who have
wanted for the last 3 years to give
some of the surplus to the taxpayers or
let the taxpayers keep some of the sur-
plus have lost.

We passed tax cuts in 1999 and 2000.
President Clinton vetoed them. We did
not have the votes to override, so the
taxpayers did not get a break. They
just kept sending in more money. As a
matter of fact, taxpayers today, on a
per capita basis, send in $1,000 more
than the Federal Government is spend-
ing. The Federal Government today is
spending $7,000 for every man, woman,
and child in the United States. That is
a surplus of about $1,000.

Let’s give a portion of that back to
the taxpayers. Let’s let them Kkeep
some of their own money. They are
sending in too much. Granted, there is
no limit to the ideas we have in Con-
gress on spending people’s money, and
people obviously think Congress can
spend it better than the American peo-
ple.

Let the taxpayers keep a portion of it
and take the bulk of the surplus and
pay down the national debt. That is ex-
actly what we are doing in this pro-
posal. Spending continues to grow.
Maybe it has not grown as much as it
has in the past. Thank goodness.
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Spending got out of hand in the last
couple of years. I will put in a chart
showing domestic spending last year
grew 14.1 percent. Defense spending
grew at 3.5 percent.

Some people say spending grew at 8
percent last year. Nondefense spending
grew at 14 percent last year. That is
not sustainable. The education func-
tion last year grew in budget authority
29.9 percent. That is not sustainable.

Yet on top of those enormous in-
creases we had last year and large in-
creases in the previous year, this budg-
et says let’s grow spending more, actu-
ally 5 percent more.

I heard people say: We are not doing
enough in education despite the enor-
mous increases we had in education.
Education funding is projected under
this budget to grow at 11 percent, and
all of us suspect, with the large support
we have in education led by our Presi-
dent and others, that education within
these functions will probably grow by
even more than that amount.

My point is, we are spending a lot of
money, over $7,000 for every man,
woman, and child, and it should be
enough. Surely, we can give some tax
relief to taxpayers.

I heard some of my colleagues say
the tax bill benefits the rich. I am in
the process of working with others on
the Finance Committee to put together
a bill. It does not just benefit the rich;
it benefits taxpayers. It is weighted to-
wards taxpayers who are in the lower
income categories. We are talking
about large percentage cuts for individ-
uals who pay the lowest rates, not the
highest rates. The largest beneficiaries,
certainly in the first few years, are the
people at the lower end of the brackets
who are now paying 15 percent. They
will pay 10 percent, or 12 percent under
the House bill, or people who are pay-
ing 28 percent will pay 15 percent. We
are going to expand the 15-percent
bracket.

My point is, please do not prejudge
the tax bill as benefitting the rich. A
lot of that is class warfare dema-
goguery that is not going to be sus-
tained by the facts. Let’s allow tax-
payers to keep a portion of the surplus
and take the bulk of the surplus to pay
down the debt and limit the growth of
spending to 4 or 5 percent as proposed
under this budget. It is affordable and
sustainable.

I thank my colleagues for supporting
this budget resolution. We had 65 votes
in favor of the budget a week or two
ago. There is no reason those individ-
uals who supported this budget a week
or so ago would not support it today.
The differences in the tax cut are mini-
mal from what we passed a couple
weeks ago. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the budget resolution.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the chart to which I referred
earlier be printed in the RECORD.

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

[In billions of dollars]
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. Growth from s Growth from
F\s%loﬁear Fiscal year zof[;?)c?l year QEIOSZMrlegizrst fiscal year
percent) 2001 (percent)
Agriculture:
BA 15.0 16.1 7.3 154 —43
or 147 163 109 16.4 0.6
Commerce/Justice/State:
BA 38.8 376 -31 379 0.8
ot 36.9 375 16 39.6 5.6
District of Columbia:
0.5 0.5 0.0 0.3 —40.0
or 0.4 0.5 25.0 0.3 —40.0
Defense:
BA 278.8 281.5 31 301.0 47
ot 273.5 276.2 1.0 296.1 12
Energy/Water:
BA 21.6 23.6 9.3 22.5 —47
or 21.7 23.3 74 23.2 —04
Foreign Operations:
BA 16.2 14.9 —-8.0 15.2 2.0
or 14.8 15.7 6.1 157 0.0
Interior:
BA 154 19.0 234 18.1 —47
) 156 179 147 183 2.2
Legislative Branch:
BA 2.5 2.1 8.0 3.0 11.1
) 2.5 2.6 40 3.0 154
Labor/HHS:
BA 87.1 109.4 25.6 116.4 6.4
or 87 1003 148 1103 10.0
Military Construction:
BA 8.7 9.0 34 9.6 6.7
ot 8.5 8.9 47 8.6 —34
Transportation:
144 183 27.1 16.2 —115
or 44.0 482 9.5 52.7 9.3
Treasury/Postal:
BA 137 15.8 15.3 16.6 5.1
ot 137 16.1 175 163 12
VA/HUD/IND:
BA 80.7 124 83.1 3.0
or 81.1 85.9 5.9 89.0 3.6
Emergency Reserve:
BA O] O] (O] 53 O]
ot 1) (O] (O] 24
Total:
BA 584.4 634.9 8.6 660.6 4.0
or 614.8 649.4 5.6 691.7 6.5
Defense:
BA 300.8 3113 35 325.1 44
or 295.0 299.6 16 319.2 6.5
Domestic:
BA 283.6 323.6 14.1 335.5 3.7
ot 319.8 349.8 9.4 372.5 6.5
Source: OMB.

I Not applicable.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, a
month ago I voted in support of the
budget resolution which passed the
Senate and which contained $688 billion
in discretionary spending for fiscal
year 2002 and $1.18 trillion in tax cuts.

I continue to support the elements of
the tax package that made for half of
the budget agreement. I support pro-
viding broad-based tax relief, elimi-
nating the marriage penalty, and pro-
viding significant estate tax reform.
And I believe that a stimulus package
will be important in assuring that the
economy does not slip into a recession.

But it was the allocation of resources
in the Senate budget resolution—par-
ticularly funding for education pro-
grams—that made it possible for me
and many of my colleagues to support
the tax cuts.

Without the allocation of adequate
spending to allow us to meet pressing
domestic needs, especially in edu-
cation, it seems to me that the other
half of the understanding that made
my support of the budget resolution is
now missing.

As I understand it, the conference re-
port currently before the Senate, pro-
vides discretionary budget authority of

$661.3 billion ion 2002, $27 billion below
the amount agreed on by the Senate,
and even below the amount that the
CBO estimates is needed to keep pace
with inflation.

In fact, overall funding for all non-
defense discretionary spending is $5.5
billion less than last year’s level, ad-
justed for inflation.

And on education, the bottom line
appears to be that although the Presi-
dent’s budget included an increase in
education spending, the conference re-
port which is currently before the Sen-
ate does not.

There is no new funding for edu-
cation in the conference report, and, in
fact, the discretionary education totals
in the budget resolution are nearly $1
billion less than the increases provided
in the President’s budget.

There is no new funding provided for
Head Start, and only minimal in-
creases for Title I and the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act, IDEA.
This is not an approach which is cali-
brated to ‘‘leave no child behind.”

And while it is true that this con-
ference report provides up to $6.2 bil-
lion in additional unallocated discre-
tionary budget authority for funding

domestic priorities beyond the Presi-
dent’s budget request, which some have
argued can all be used on education,
discretionary education funding is only
one of the priorities that this money
will be needed for. This $6.2 billion is
all that is available for all domestic
priorities, not just education.

I supported the Senate budget resolu-
tion because I thought that it rep-
resented a good balance at a time of
unprecedented surpluses, providing
both significant tax relief and making
significant investments in our children
and in our nation’s future.

This conference report, unfortu-
nately, no longer contains that bal-
ance, and I find that I cannot, in good
conscience, support it.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, first
I must congratulate the chairman of
the Budget Committee, Senator
DoMENICI, for his hard work on the
budget. It is a thankless task that
earns the Senator few if any points
with his New Mexico constituents. Un-
fortunately, I am greatly troubled by
certain elements in this budget, and
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will vote against the fiscal year 2002
budget resolution conference report
now before the Senate.

In approving this budget, Congress is
missing a significant opportunity to
address some of our nation’s most crit-
ical needs. Key among these needs is
education. A nation that does not in-
vest in its people, that does not provide
its citizens with an excellent edu-
cation, that does not ensure that its
children can read, and that does not
train them for eventual entry into the
workforce, is acting irresponsibly.

We must grant the American people a
tax cut. We must pay down the debt.
We must protect social security. But
we must not ignore a most critical re-
sponsibility, to provide a free and ade-
quate education to every child in
America.

I was proud to play a key role in
making the tax cut contained in this
budget more responsible. I have the
greatest respect for my centrist col-
leagues who joined me in striking this
agreement. But 1 cannot support a
budget that puts large tax cuts and un-
limited defense spending ahead of edu-
cating our nation’s children. By voting
against this budget agreement today, I
am committing to the nation that I
will continue my efforts to bring more
resources to our schools and children
to improve education.

I can not hide my disappointment
that the Congress once again will not
fulfill its pledge to fully fund special
education. This year, I tried and failed
to have language included in the budg-
et that would have made the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act,
IDEA, mandatory spending.

When I first arrived in Congress, one
of the very first bills that I had the
privilege of working on was the Edu-
cation of All Handicapped Children Act
of 1975. As a freshman Member of Con-
gress, I was proud to sponsor that legis-
lation and to be named as a member of
the House and Senate conference com-
mittee along with then Vermont Sen-
ator Bob Stafford.

At that time, despite a clear con-
stitutional obligation to education all
children, regardless of disability, thou-
sands of students with disabilities were
denied access to a public education.
Passage of the Education of All Handi-
capped Children Act offered financial
incentives to states to fulfill this exist-
ing obligation. Recognizing that the
costs associated with educating these
children was more than many school
districts could bear alone, the Federal
government pledged to pay 40 percent
of the additional costs of educating
these students.

The budget resolution that is before
the Senate continues to make a mock-
ery of this pledge. However, I will work
with members of the Senate Appropria-
tions and Finance Committees both to
increase annual spending for IDEA and
convert the program into mandatory
spending. Additionally, the budget sets
overall discretionary education spend-
ing at a level below what was passed in
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the Senate and below what is needed
for our children and the future of our
country.

The budget resolution allows up to
$1.35 trillion in tax cuts over eleven
years. While I agree some level of tax
cuts are warranted, I continue to be
troubled with making surplus assump-
tions ten years into the future. The
level of tax cuts called for in this reso-
lution gives the Congress little leeway
should projected surpluses not mate-
rialize.

While the budget resolution sets the
overall level of tax cuts that will be
considered by the Congress this year
under reconciliation rules, I intend to
be an aggressive advocate for children
when the tax bill is debated in the Fi-
nance Committee. I also will strongly
advocate that the Congress not at-
tempt this year to exceed $1.35 trillion
in tax cuts by writing additional tax
bills. We can and should enact all of
this year’s tax cuts within a ceiling of
$1.35 trillion.

We dare not risk a return to the era
of deficits, especially with the coming
retirement of millions of baby boomers
and the burden that this will place on
the Social Security and Medicare sys-
tems.

On the positive side, I am pleased
that this resolution protects Social Se-
curity. Not one penny of the Social Se-
curity surplus is touched. Second, it
balances the budget every year without
using the Social Security surplus.
Thirdly, this resolution retires the na-
tional debt held by the public—about $2
trillion over the next ten years.

I should add that it has been a pleas-
ure these past weeks to work with a bi-
partisan group of centrist Senators
who believe that tax relief is war-
ranted, but not at the expense of edu-
cation, veterans health, job training,
child care, environmental and other
important discretionary programs.

This budget, like all budgets passed
by Congress, is an expression of polit-
ical intent, priorities, and a starting
point for bargaining. Much work re-
mains to be done to pass the 13 appro-
priations bills that actually fund the
Federal Government. In areas where I
disagree with the budget resolution, I
plan to work hard with appropriators
to adjust spending levels and turn this
budget into reality.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today with great disappointment to op-
pose this budget. I am disappointed
that I am forced to vote against a tax
cut number, $1.25 trillion over the next
ten years, that I support and think is
reasonable. I am disappointed that
Congress, by the slimmest of margins,
is passing a spending plan that includes
zero funding for education reforms,
school modernization, teacher training,
or any education initiative that will
empower our local communities to im-
prove their schools.

But mostly I am disappointed that a
budget that left this chamber a reason-
able compromise, with significant in-
vestment in education, veterans, and
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Medicare and an over $1 trillion tax
cut, has returned a political document
in bipartisan clothing.

I want to make it clear that I do not
oppose the tax cut set up by this budg-
et. I believe that we can afford, and
should give, a tax cut of over $§ 1 tril-
lion. In fact, I have every intention of
voting for the tax cut bill that will be
on the floor in the next couple of
weeks. Our strong economy, and our
fiscal discipline over the last few years
makes it possible to let taxpayers keep
more of their money while still making
essential investments in our children,
our communities, our veterans and our
seniors.

The Senate vote last month proved
that. We had 65 votes, mine included,
for a budget that envisioned a $1.2 tril-
lion tax cut, an unprecedented increase
in education investment, a substantial
commitment to veterans health, sig-
nificant debt reduction, and the de-
served title of bipartisan.

The budget before us today chooses
to keep the tax cut, and I support that,
but to sacrifice investment on edu-
cation, health care, NIH, and other do-
mestic priorities. Why? In order to
allow a blank check for defense spend-
ing.

Let me repeat that. This budget al-
lows an unspecified and unlimited
amount of resources to go to defense
while holding flat spending on edu-
cation and other domestic programs,
completely flat. The budget before us
right now has less education spending
than any other budget considered this
year—the Senate Budget Resolution
passed last month had more, the House
Budget Resolution passed last month
had more, the President’s budget sub-
mission had more. I pride myself on
being a tightwad when it comes to
spending taxpayer money, but I have
always said the one area I will not
shortchange 1is our children’s edu-
cation. I cannot support the lowest
offer for education on the table, yet
that is exactly what we have before us
today.

I very much wanted to support this
budget today. I look forward to sup-
porting portions of it in the future.
And I sincerely hope that, as we work
through the tax and spending bills this
year, we return to the compromise and
broad support that marked the Senate
Budget Resolution—and reject the ex-
tremism and political polarization that
scars the final budget before us now.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, when I
came to the Senate almost 30 years
ago, we were just entering what be-
came a generation of Federal deficit
spending. We lost the key to balanced
budgets, the discipline to match our
spending with our income.

The economic impact of those dec-
ades of deficits was profound. The accu-
mulating debt grew faster than our
economy, and we slipped from our posi-
tion as the world’s leading creditor na-
tion to the world’s biggest borrower.

While the Federal Government bor-
rowed money as if nobody else needed
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it, private borrowers from first-time
home buyers to major corporations all
paid more for their loans. Our inability
to balance our budgets was a dead
weight burden on the economy here,
and our high interest rates affected
international finance as well.

But perhaps the most important cost
of those deficits was the loss of faith
suffered by Americans in their Govern-
ment. A lot of factors contributed to
that cynicism and skepticism, but I am
convinced that the cumulative effect of
decades of unbalanced budgets was a
major reason Americans for so long
held their Government in such low es-
teem.

Those deficits had another major ef-
fect. As we struggled every year to
match our spending with our income,
the priorities I came to the Senate to
fight for, support for those among us
who need it most, protection of the en-
vironment, quality education for ev-
eryone, safe streets and homes, those
priorities were the first hit by spending
cuts.

And as we cut back on those pro-
grams, we cut back on the basic re-
sponsibilities of a democratic govern-
ment. The era of budget deficits was
marked by a deficit of democracy
itself.

Today, we can congratulate ourselves
on not only balancing our budgets, but
on producing substantial budget sur-
pluses. On the foundation of an histor-
ical economic boom, the longest period
of high-productivity growth in our his-
tory, we have restored the health of
our Federal budgets.

History will judge how we manage
this success, what we do with the op-
portunity before us. Will we build a
foundation for future growth, will we
pay down the burden of debt that we
built up in the generation of deficits,
will we continue to meet the demands
of our citizens for world class edu-
cation, health care, and technology, for
safe streets, clean air and water? Or
will we put all of this at risk, along
with the hard-won victory over defi-
cits?

I will vote against the Budget Reso-
lution before us today, because it gives
the wrong answer to those questions.

As the distinguished ranking member
of the Appropriations Committee re-
minded us so eloquently last week,
Americans rightly expect us to make
sure that the basic functions of govern-
ment are taken care of. When we fail to
provide the safe streets, the clean
water, the good schools, that the citi-
zens of the world’s richest nation have
every reason to expect, we have failed
to live up to our responsibilities. I am
sorry to say that this budget marks
such a failure.

Because of the size of the tax cuts,
$1.35 billion, and their shape, they in-
crease in cost in future years, this
budget puts at risk all we have gained
through years of hard work on the
budget. And it puts at risk our ability
to meet the basic demands our citizens
make of us to manage our common af-
fairs effectively and efficiently.
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We have real needs in this country,
as the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia reminded us last week. Al-
most a third of our bridges are in need
of repair, many of our school rooms are
crumbling, our water and sewer sys-
tems are in disrepair. In the midst of
all of the private wealth our economy
has created in the last decade, our pub-
lic investments have failed to Kkeep
pace.

This budget fails to provide any new
funds for education, for health care, for
clean air and water, for police protec-
tion, for safer roads and bridges—none.
This budget spends less per citizen,
after inflation, for all of those prior-
ities.

The President claims, and I believe
him, that he wants to spend more on
education. I support him in that effort.
However, because there is not enough
money in this budget to keep present
levels of support for any domestic pri-
orities, any increase in education
spending will have to come out of po-
lice protection, out of drug interdic-
tion, out of health care research.

There is no increase in spending for
education, unless you count a vague
promise that we would like to spend
more. But a budget is not about vague
promises. It should tell us the facts
about how much we have to spend on
our priorities. And the sad fact is that
this budget has no new money for edu-
cation, period.

This budget fails to meet the basic
test of facing up to reality, there are
more demands on our budget than
there are funds to meet them, and this
budget gives us no idea of where the
cuts will fall to pay for any of the new
priorities we face.

When the Senate voted on its version
of the budget last month, we called for
$225 billion in additional investments
in education. That money is gone from
the Budget Resolution before us today,
gone.

In fact in this resolution, there is ac-
tually $56.5 billion less than last year’s
spending for education, allowing for in-
flation.

The Federal budget is already small-
est it has been since 1960 as a share of
our economy. It is simply not realistic
to assume that it will continue to
shrink, in real terms, not just next
year but for the next ten years. But
that is just what this budget assumes.

These cuts in domestic priorities will
happen even if the economic projec-
tions on which this budget is based,
ten-year projections that have proved
wrong every time in the past, even if
those projections turn out to be true. If
the economy grows more slowly, if we
face natural disasters, national secu-
rity threats or other inevitable but un-
predictable emergencies, there will be
even more cuts.

But there are other assumptions
built into this budget, assumptions
that I believe will be wrong no matter
what happens to those economic pro-
jections. This budget assumes we will
do nothing to protect millions of Amer-
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icans from increases in the alternative
minimum tax, that we will fail to
renew popular and important programs
such as the research and development
tax credit, it assumes that we can un-
dertake a major overhaul of our de-
fense policy with a relatively small in-
crease in spending. But recent state-
ments by Defense Secretary Rumsfeld
suggest hundreds of billions of dollars
in new spending, that is not in this
budget.

If any of those assumptions, or a lot
of other similar costly issues that are
assumed away in this budget, prove to
be wrong, there will be even less money
for education, for health care research,
for clear air and water, for cops on the
beat.

But this budget does not face up to
those problems, it assumes them away.

With the underlying health of our
economy, with the hard work we put
into restoring balance to our budgets, I
am convinced we can afford tax cuts,
tax cuts that would in any other con-
text sound huge.

Prudent budgeting, that makes full
allowance for domestic and defense pri-
orities and that is cautious about ten-
year economic forecasts that have huge
margins of error, would still leave
room for hundreds of billions of dollars
in tax cuts.

There is no economic reason behind
the tax cut numbers in this resolution.
Those numbers date back to the Repub-
lican primaries, in 1999, when the econ-
omy was booming, the stock market
was soaring and unemployment was
falling. The Bush campaign picked a
tax cut number they thought would
help them beat Steve Forbes in the
New Hampshire primary.

They certainly were not concerned
with formulating a ten-year budget
plan during a slack economy. But those
are the numbers we are told are still
basically right for today.

If we go into this thinking that we
can afford a tax cut of this size, and a
defense build-up many times greater
than this budget allows for, with prom-
ises to increase spending on education,
expectations that health care spending
will go up, some Kind of plan to shore
up Social Security and Medicare with
funds from outside those systems, I
think we can all see where we are head-
ed.

One of the first things to go will the
surpluses that we ought to use to pay
down the debt, the burden that raises
interest payments today and that our
children and grandchildren will have to
pay off. For all the talk about the sur-
pluses belonging to the American peo-
ple, we have to remember that the na-
tional debt belongs to them, too.

Playing fast and loose with the as-
sumptions in the budget could leave us
with a bigger debt, and higher con-
tinuing interest payments on the debt
burden, than we would have if we
stayed on the course that restored bal-
ance to our budgets.

We have come too far to go that way
again.
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This budget does not build on the
successes of the last decade; it threat-
ens to return us to the time when we
failed to make the hard choices that
Americans expect us to make. I will
vote against this budget resolution,
and I hope my colleagues will join me.

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President.
Last month, I joined a bipartisan group
of centrist Senators to support a $1.25
trillion tax cut along with an economic
stimulus for this year. The tax cut
agreed upon after negotiations with
the White House and House of Rep-
resentatives totals $1.35 trillion. I sup-
port a tax cut of this size and think
that the people of Missouri also believe
it to be a commonsense compromise.

This tax cut should provide imme-
diate tax relief to help stimulate the
economy, cut personal income taxes for
all taxpayers, eliminate the marriage
penalty, and eliminate the estate tax
for all family farms and family-owned
small businesses. I also want to ensure
that the tax cut is distributed fairly
and responsibly by focusing on the peo-
ple who need tax relief the most—the
working men and women of America.

The other key component of the
budget voted on by the Senate last
month was an approximately $300 bil-
lion investment in education over the
next decade. That budget plan included
sufficient funds to meet the Federal
Government’s commitment to fund 40
percent of the cost of special edu-
cation. Meeting this commitment
would enable states and localities to
spend billions of dollars of their own
funds on improving educational quality
at the local level. The Senate budget
also included funds for student loans,
programs for disadvantaged students,
and the testing and accountability re-
forms currently being debated on the
Senate floor.

Unfortunately, the conference report
before us completely eliminated the
educational investments contained in
the Senate passed budget. Indeed, this
conference report does not even fund
the education increases contained in
President Bush’s budget proposal.

Not only is this approach to edu-
cation inconsistent with the bipartisan
actions taken on the budget by the
Senate a few weeks ago, but it is dra-
matically at odds with the votes being
cast by the Senate on the education re-
form bill. Last week, the Senate unani-
mously voted to fully fund the Indi-
vidual with Disabilities Education Act
at a cost of $120 billion over ten years.
Earlier this week, the Senate agreed to
fully fund the largest federal education
program for disadvantaged students at
a cost of $130 billion. The vote on that
amendment was 79-21.

I am a newcomer to the Federal
budget process, but it defies common
sense to be voting to support major in-
creased investments in education on
the one hand, while on the other hand
voting for a budget that does not meet
these commitments.

Some of my colleagues have stated
that the lack of education funding in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the budget should not be of concern be-
cause, eventually, Congress will pro-
vide additional support for education
during the appropriations process. But
I ask, what purpose does a budget serve
if we vote based on an intention not to
abide by it?

So, while I strongly support the $1.35
trillion in tax cuts for the American
people contained in the conference re-
port, I cannot support this budget
agreement. I look forward to working
on the tax cut legislation scheduled for
later this month and on the appropria-
tions bills that follow. Hopefully, in
the end, we will provide both a tax cut
of $1.35 trillion that provides needed
tax relief to the public and an invest-
ment plan that meets our vital na-
tional priorities.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, today the
Senate will complete action on the
conference report to the 2002 budget
resolution. While we all know that a
budget resolution is a non-binding doc-
ument that does not require the Presi-
dent’s signature, it is, nonetheless,
still an important document because it
should serve as the blueprint that re-
flects the priorities for America. Sadly,
the document before us does not fulfill
that purpose.

At the outset, let me first express my
disappointment with the process that
was undertaken to produce this mis-
guided conference report. In the Sen-
ate, Budget Committee members were
denied the opportunity to mark up a
budget resolution and the decision was
made to bring one directly to the floor
for consideration without any com-
mittee input. The conference report
itself was negotiated by the White
House and Republican congressional
leaders without allowing Democratic
members a meaningful seat at the
table. As a result, the Senate will be
voting on a partisan conference report
that is flawed, unbalanced, and out of
touch with the needs of the American
people. We need to take a lesson from
this year’s experience to improve upon
how we deal with one of the most im-
portant pieces of legislation that we
consider as a body each year. This con-
ference report isn’t worthy of the Sen-
ate and it’s certainly not worthy of the
Americans it is intended to serve.

The budget outlined in this con-
ference report fails on a number of im-
portant counts and I take this oppor-
tunity to briefly discuss why I believe
this budget is wrong for this country
and why I will be voting against it.

First, this conference report is unre-
alistic as it fails to take into account
numerous costs that will most likely
be incurred in the months and years
ahead. Specifically, it ignores the cost
of Alternative Minimum Tax reform,
something that we all know will be ab-
solutely necessary as more and more
taxpayers find themselves subject to
this tax. It does not address the addi-
tional interest costs associated with
the tax cut required in the conference
report or the funds that will be needed
for the extension of popular expiring
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tax provisions. It also does not con-
sider the costs that are likely to arise
as a result of the President’s National
Defense Review. Preliminary estimates
indicate that this new defense spending
could carry a price tag of at least $250
billion over the next 10 years. Yet,
none of these costs are reflected in the
document up for consideration today.

Second, the conference report pro-
vides no safeguards for Social Security
and Medicare. Once one adds up all the
real costs which, again, are noticeably
absent from this budget, raiding both
the Social Security and Medicare trust
funds will become an unfortunate re-
ality. What is more troubling is the
fact that this budget does not provide
any real protections for these trust
funds that would guarantee that their
surpluses would be used only for the
purposes of Social Security and Medi-
care. We seem to be moving in the
wrong direction on Social Security and
Medicare at a time when the demands
being placed on them will be at their
greatest. These trust funds should not
become a piggy bank, but I fear that
this conference report does nothing to
ensure that they won’t.

Third, one of this conference report’s
most obvious failures, is the fact that
it limits our ability to invest in the
priorities that are so important to the
American public like preserving the
environment, law enforcement, new
highways, and quality health care. One
of the areas in which I, personally,
take the greatest exception is the con-
ference report’s utter disregard for edu-
cation.

Many of us in the Senate agree that
education is one of the most critical
priorities facing our nation. Proof of
this was evident during the Senate’s
consideration of the budget resolution
when, on a bipartisan basis, the Senate
voted for a smaller tax cut and in-
creased investments for children and
education.

In a bipartisan vote, the Senate ap-
proved an amendment offered by Sen-
ator HARKIN which added $250 billion to
support student achievement and to
help failing schools. Again, on a bipar-
tisan basis, the Senate supported an
amendment from Senators BREAUX and
JEFFORDS which increased funding for
the education of children with disabil-
ities by $70 billion. In addition, last
week, by an overwhelming vote of 79—
21, the Senate supported an amend-
ment to the ESEA reauthorization bill
that I offered with Senator COLLINS to
add $135 billion over the next 10 years
to the title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, which helps
to meet the educational needs of the
poorest, most wvulnerable children in
our country.

And does this conference report re-
flect any of these bipartisan votes? No.
It rejects them and provides no new
dollars for us to commit to education
in this country. It prevents us from
making any of those investments on
behalf of the neediest school children
in America that the Senate has gone
on record as supporting.



S4788

I have heard my Republican col-
leagues claim that this conference re-
port increases funding for education.
While we may be reading the same doc-
ument, we do not share the same inter-
pretation of its meaning. As a result,
there are no increases to be found.
None.

In fact, when I read this conference
report, all I see are cuts. There are no
increases for education because total
non-defense discretionary funding in
this conference report is actually $5.5
billion below what is needed to main-
tain even current programs and serv-
ices. This decrease becomes $62 billion
less over the next 10 years. Con-
sequently, to pay for any proposed in-
creases in education will require severe
cuts in other programs which are al-
ready operating on less than adequate
funding. So, in effect, this conference
report will squeeze resources from crit-
ical priorities such as education,
health care, and the environment in
order to help finance a massive tax cut
that heavily favors the most affluent.

I am aware that the conference re-
port provides a $6.2 billion earmark for
education. Unfortunately, this money
is a mirage. It is in the form of non-
binding, unenforceable ‘‘sense of the
Congress’” language expressing that
Congress should spend this money on
education. This is in no way a guar-
antee and it is a far cry from the re-
sources that the Senate believed were
necessary to truly improve education
in this country.

The one thing that is abundantly
clear in this conference report is the
amount of money that will be spent on
a tax cut. I find it interesting that the
language in the report with respect to
the tax cut is straightforward and di-
rects Congress to cut taxes by $1.256
trillion over the next 10 years. Yet, we
can’t seem to make the same Kkind of
unequivocal commitment to education.

I support tax relief and I believe that
Americans need tax relief. But tax re-
lief must be affordable fair. The tax cut
in this conference report is neither. I
believe it is unwise to commit $1.25
trillion to tax cuts that will benefit the
wealthiest Americans, that we may not
be able to pay for in years to come, and
that may risk a return to runaway
deficits.

The conference report also can’t
seem to commit to the idea of an im-
mediate economic stimulus which
many economists feel would boost our
slowing economy. With the way the
language is structured in the con-
ference report, the $100 billion that
should be used as a stimulus in 2002
could potentially be spread over the
next decade, thereby losing its stimu-
latory impact.

One way to make this tax cut more
fair would be to double the child tax
credit and make $500 of it refundable.
Senator SNOWE and I have introduced
legislation to do precisely that. This
bill would, with just a few words, lift
one million children out of poverty.

It seems fair to me that at the same
time that we consider cutting taxes by
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$1.25 trillion over the next 11 years, we
could work to find the resources to pro-
vide these working families with some
kind of modest relief. Senator SNOWE
and I introduced what I believe is a bill
that acts as a first step in truly help-
ing these families. This legislation
won’t eliminate child poverty entirely,
but it’s a start. I hope that the Finance
Committee will keep the millions of
children who live in poverty in this
country in mind as it begins work on a
tax bill.

I represent a State with the highest
per capita income in the nation. Yet,
surprisingly, I do not many people ask-
ing for a $1.25 trillion tax cut. What I
do hear is that people want Social Se-
curity and Medicare to be strength-
ened, they want cleaner drinking
water, they want better roads, and
they want quality teachers and safer
schools for their kids.

Unfortunately, this conference report
virtually ignores all of their concerns
and offers only vague, empty promises.
This conference report has got it all
wrong. It’s wrong on the environment,
it’s wrong on defense, it’s wrong on So-
cial Security and Medicare, it’s wrong
on education, and it’s most especially
wrong on tax cuts.

As such, I hope my colleagues will
join me in opposing this conference re-
port so that we can begin work again,
in a bipartisan fashion, to prove to the
American people that we are truly lis-
tening. And should it pass—as it prob-
ably will on a largely partisan basis—I
hope that we will, before the year is
out, honor and support the important
priorities of the American people.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I must
oppose this budget resolution con-
ference report because it is an irrespon-
sible gamble with our economic future.
Despite the best efforts of the Senate
to reduce the President’s risky tax cut
plan, this conference report does not
adequately protect the interests of low-
and medium-income American men,
women, and children.

This resolution sets aside trillions of
projected budget surpluses for tax cuts
proposed by President Bush that are
steeply tilted to the wealthy. It pays
for the Bush tax plan at the expense of
needed investments in Social Security,
Medicare, education, and the environ-
ment. In addition, the cost of the Bush
tax plan imperils our ability to pay off
the national debt so that this nation
can finally be debt free by the end of
the decade.

We should remember that the nation
still carries the burden of a national
debt of $3.4 trillion. Like someone who
had finally paid off his or her credit
card balance but still has a home mort-
gage, the federal government has fi-
nally balanced its annual budget, but
we still have a national debt to pay off.
In the meantime, the Federal govern-
ment has to pay almost $900 million in
interest every working day on this na-
tional debt.

Paying off our national debt will help
to sustain our sound economy by keep-
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ing interest rates low. Vermonters gain
ground with lower mortgage costs, car
payments and credit card charges with
low interest rates. In addition, small
business owners in Vermont can invest,
expand and create jobs with low inter-
est rates.

I want to leave a legacy for our chil-
dren and grandchildren of a debt-free
nation by 2010. We can achieve that
legacy if the Congress maintains its
fiscal discipline. But this budget reso-
lution tosses out fiscal responsibility
for skewed tax breaks. It is based on a
house of cards made up of rosy budget
scenarios for the next ten years. Any
downturn in the economy, are of which
we are now beginning to experience,
threatens to topple this house of cards.

Mr. President, the $5.6 trillion sur-
plus that President Bush and others
are counting on to pay for huge tax
cuts is based on mere projections over
the next decade. It is not real. Many in
Congress have been talking about the
$56.6 trillion surplus as if it is already
money in the United States Treasury.
It is not.

While none of us hope that the budg-
et surpluses are lower than we expect,
to be responsible we need to under-
stand that this is a real possibility. In
its budget and economic outlook re-
leased in January 1lst, CBO devotes an
entire chapter to the uncertainty of
budget projections. CBO warns Con-
gress that there is only a 10 percent
chance that the surpluses will mate-
rialize as projected by saying: ‘‘Consid-
erable uncertainty surrounds those
projections.” This is because CBO can-
not predict what legislation Congress
might pass that would alter federal
spending and revenues. In addition,
CBO says—and anyone whose watched
the volatility of our markets over the
past few months knows—that the U.S.
economy and federal budget are highly
complex and are affected by many fac-
tors that are difficult to predict.

With all of this uncertainty in pro-
jecting future surpluses, it is amazing
to me that the budget resolution in-
sists on a fixed $1.35 trillion tax cut. I
was one of five Senators still in the
Senate who voted against the Reagan
tax plan in 1981. We saw what happened
there: We had a huge tax cut, defense
spending boomed, and the mnational
debt quadrupled.

The conference report includes the
full $1.5 billion increase in budget au-
thority ($32.4 billion total) for essential
Department of Justice programs to
help state and local law enforcement
programs contained in the Leahy/Har-
kin amendment that unanimously
passed the Senate. However it reduces
the outlays increase to $1.1 billion
($31.8 billion total) in FY 2002. The con-
ference report also waters down the
Sense of the Senate language to drop
all references to specific grant pro-
grams that are targeted for cuts by the
President.

I cosponsored and supported a suc-
cessful, bipartisan amendment in the
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Senate to increase funding for agri-
culture conservation programs on pri-
vate lands by $1.3 billion. This funding
was to support nationally-successful
programs like the Environmental Qual-
ity Incentive Program, the Farmland
Protection Program, and the Wildlife
Habitat Incentive Program-—programs
that truly help farmers and ranchers
keep their working lands and that help
private landowners enhance their com-
munities’ water quality, open space,
and wildlife habitat.

Unfortunately, though communities
all over the nation have asked Con-
gress for help to protect and restore
water quality and open space, Repub-
lican negotiators chose to strike funds
for our amendment in the final con-
ference report.

The conference report also ignores
communities’ cries for cleaner energy
and energy conservation—especially
communities in the Northeast who
breathe the downwind fumes of 1960’s-
era, dirty energy production further
west. By following the Bush plan to
significantly cut funding for the De-
partment of Energy’s conservation, en-
ergy efficiency, and clean energy pro-
grams, the Republican negotiators con-
tinue to ignore the 21st century energy
needs of our people.

During consideration of the budget
resolution in the Senate, I joined many
of my colleagues in supporting amend-
ments to increase funding for edu-
cation programs. Despite the passage
of these important amendments, this
budget resolution conference report ig-
nores the Senate’s actions and does not
provide sufficient funds for our stu-
dents, teachers and schools.

This conference report contains no
increase for K-12 or higher education
discretionary spending. Mandatory
spending for education and training is
essentially the same as the House-
passed resolution and therefore reflects
none of the Senate’s bipartisan actions.
The conference report rejects the Har-
kin education amendment that pro-
vided increased funds for so many im-
portant education programs. It rejects
the Jeffords/Breaux amendment, which
increased funding for the Individuals
with Disabilities Education (IDEA)
Act—fulfilling the Federal govern-
ment’s responsibility. This conference
report also fails to accommodate the
Hagel-Harkin amendment—adopted
unanimously by the Senate to the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA)—without additional cuts to
student loan programs.

At a time when the Senate is debat-
ing reauthorization of ESEA and con-
sidering a significant change to our
education system, it makes no sense to
me that we reduce education funds as
is the case in this conference report. If
we really want to leave no child be-
hind, then we must acknowledge that
we have a financial responsibility to
support our children’s education. This
conference report fails to do that.

The conference report includes a $1
billion increase in discretionary vet-
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erans health spending. That increase
barely covers inflation in the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs’ current pro-
grams, let alone provides the depart-
ment flexibility to increase the avail-
ability and quality of care. I am also
concerned that this budget squeezes
this money out of critical veterans
health research programs, leaving in-
vestigations into spinal injuries and
war wounds at inadequate levels.

This conference report also drops a
provision passed by the Senate that
would have allowed military retirees to
receive their full VA disability and re-
tiree pay earned during their lifelong
service. Once again, the other side has
made it a priority to top-off the bulg-
ing piggy-banks of the wealthy with
change pilfered from the fixed income
checks of those who have sacrificed for
our country.

Mr. President, after years of hard
choices, we have balanced the budget
and started building surpluses. Now we
must make responsible choices for the
future. Our top four priorities should
be paying off the national debt, passing
a fair and responsible tax cut, saving
Social Security, and creating a real
Medicare prescription drug benefit.
This budget falls far short of these pri-
orities. For the sake of our economy
and the working families of America, I
will vote against this budget resolu-
tion.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, yes-
terday I cited chapter and verse how
this Republican budget flunks the test
of education reform. It puts tax cuts
for the wealthy first, and the needs of
America’s children last. But that is not
the only fundamental flaw in this
budget. America’s seniors, too, will be
left out and left behind.

Too many elderly Americans today
must choose between food on the table
and the medicine they need to stay
healthy or to treat their illnesses. Too
many senior citizens take half the pills
their doctor prescribes, or don’t even
fill needed prescriptions—because they
can’t afford the high cost of prescrip-
tion drugs.

Too many seniors are paying twice as
much as they should for the drugs they
need, because they are forced to pay
full price, while almost everyone with
a private insurance policy benefits
from negotiated discounts.

Too many seniors are ending up hos-
pitalized—at immense cost to Medi-
care—because they aren’t receiving the
drugs they need at all, or can’t afford
to take them correctly.

Pharmaceutical products are increas-
ingly the source of miracle cures for a
host of dread diseases, but senior citi-
zens are left out and left behind in this
republican budget.

The crisis senior citizens face today
will only worsen if we refuse to act, be-
cause insurance coverage continues to
go down, and drug costs continue to go
up.

Twelve million senior citizens—one
third of the total—have no prescription
drug coverage at all. Only half of all
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senior citizens have prescription drug
coverage throughout the year. Cov-
erage through employer retirement
plans is plummeting. Medicare HMOs
are drastically cutting back. Medigap
plans are priced out of reach of most
seniors. The sad fact is that the only
senior citizens who have stable, reli-
able, affordable drug coverage today
are the very poor on Medicaid.

Prescription drug costs are out of
control. Since 1996, costs have grown at
double-digit rates every year. In the
stunning report released earlier this
week, cost increases continue to accel-
erate, with prescription drug costs
growing an enormous 18.8 percent last
year. No wonder access to affordable
prescription drugs has become a crisis
for so many elderly Americans.

Every Member of Congress under-
stands that this is a crisis—but this
budget offers no solution. It refuses to
give senior citizens the help they de-
serve. Yet it gives lavish tax breaks to
millionaires.

Compare the language in this budget
for prescription drugs to language on
tax cuts and you have a sense of the
relative priorities in this budget.

If the Republicans gave a real pri-
ority to coverage of prescription drugs
under Medicare, there would be a rec-
onciliation instruction—not a reserve
fund. The budget resolution could re-
quire the Finance Committee to report
a prescription drug bill and set a date
certain for action, just as the GOP res-
olution does for tax cuts.

If Republicans gave a real priority to
this proposal, they would not condition
life-saving prescription drugs for sen-
iors on ‘“‘reforming’’ Medicare. The sup-
porters of the resolution are saying
that prescription drugs for seniors will
be held hostage to controversial re-
forms in other parts of Medicare. But
the resolution contains no requirement
that the tax code must be reformed be-
fore millionaires get their tax breaks.

If the Republicans were serious about
a prescription drug proposal, the reso-
lution would specify that the reserve
fund is for coverage of prescription
drugs under Medicare. That is what
senior citizens want and deserve. But
this resolution doesn’t require that.
These funds are available for any pro-
gram that ‘“‘improves access to pre-
scription drugs for Medicare bene-
ficiaries.” That could be a welfare pro-
gram. It could be an expansion of Med-
icaid. It could even be President Bush’s
proposed block grant that would reach
only one-third of senior citizens.

At bottom, the amount the resolu-
tion allocates for Medicare prescrip-
tion drugs is grossly inadequate. The
maximum it provides is $300 billion
over ten years. But, according to the
Congressional Budget Office, senior
citizens will have to spend $1.1 trillion
on prescription drugs over the next ten
years. The maximum amount that can
be provided under this budget resolu-
tion is only about a quarter of that
amount. That is not the kind of help
senior citizens need, and it is not what
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Congress should provide. To add insult
to injury, the Republican budget reso-
lution allows the Medicare drug benefit
to be funded by taking money from the
Medicare Hospital Insurance fund,
which seniors have paid into over their
working lives to protect them against
the high cost of health care.

There is a reason for the inadequate
promises of this budget resolution. The
budget does not contain enough funds
to provide a real prescription drug ben-
efit under Medicare, because it squan-
ders too much of the budget surplus on
new tax breaks for millionaires.

Medicare is a solemn promise to sen-
ior citizens. It says, “Work hard, pay
into the trust fund during your work-
ing years, and you will have health se-
curity in your retirement years.” But
this promise is being broken every day,
because Medicare does not cover pre-
scription drugs, and this budget does
not mend that broken promise.

It has been said that the measure of
a society is how it treats its young and
its old. By this measure, the Repub-
lican budget is a sad commentary on
our values. It shortchanges young and
old alike. It is a budget that is anti-
child, anti-education, and anti-senior
citizen. Its priorities are not the prior-
ities of the American people, and it
should be rejected.

This budget spends $1.6 trillion over
the next ten years on tax cuts, but only
$153 billion on Medicare prescription
drugs. Almost half the tax cut goes to
the richest one percent of Americans—
people with incomes averaging more
than a million dollars a year. The GOP
budget gives this small number of
wealthy families more than five times
as much as it provides for essential
prescription drugs for forty million el-
derly and disabled Americans.

The President and the sponsors of
this budget say that they want to pro-
vide prescription drug coverage for
every elderly American under Medi-
care. But adoption of this budget will
make this goal much more difficult to
achieve. This budget squanders the sur-
plus and saves only token amounts for
Medicare prescription drugs.

In fact the budget does not even fund
the low income program fully. If the
block grant program is adjusted for in-
flation, it will cost $210 billion over 10
years, not the $153 billion that this
budget provides. Clearly, there is not
enough money in this budget to fund a
Medicare benefit for all senior citizens.

The choice could not be clearer. Do
we stand with America’s senior citi-
zens—or with the privileged few? Do we
believe the budget surplus should be
used to benefit all Americans—or just
the wealthiest Americans? Do we be-
lieve it is more important for people
who already have incomes of more than
a million dollars a year to get an addi-
tional $50,000 a year, than it is for sen-
ior citizens scraping by on limited in-
comes to get the life-saving drugs their
doctors prescribe?

For all of these reasons, I urge my
colleagues to vote against this anti-
senior citizen budget.
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Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise today to express my serious dis-
appointment with the budget resolu-
tion and to explain why I cannot vote
for it. This resolution is irresponsible.
It is irresponsible to the citizens and
businesses of this nation, to the funda-
mental economic principles for which
we stand, and to the values that define
us as Americans. As I have stated
often, the government does not create
jobs or economic success. However,
through fiscal discipline the govern-
ment can create an environment in
which the private sector thrives. Fiscal
responsibility produced an environ-
ment that enabled the historic eco-
nomic growth of the past several years
and the unprecedented surplus we have
today. I am sorry to say this resolution
abandons that discipline.

Government should tend to the peo-
ple’s money with the same care and
consideration that individuals, fami-
lies, and businesses demonstrate when
handling their own dollars and cents.
As I look at the budget resolution that
we are voting on, I conclude that it
lacks not only fiscal responsibility, but
also a sense of reality. It is based en-
tirely on large projected surpluses that
we are not confident will materialize.
And, if these surpluses are not realized,
this budget resolution puts us at risk
of returning to deficit spending fi-
nanced by borrowing from the Social
Security and Medicare Trust Funds.

The tax cut provided for in this budg-
et resolution is simply too large. At
the very least, it will cost $1.35 trillion
over 11 years. In addition, if you add in
other required or likely to pass tax
provisions, including AMT reform, in-
creased interest payments, extension of
expiring tax provisions, pension re-
forms and business tax cuts, this pack-
age easily rises to above $2 trillion.
While I support significant tax cuts,
that amount is more than we can af-
ford. This budget resolution spends too
much of the projected surplus on a tax
cut that is too large and it uses too lit-
tle of the surplus for other priorities.

Additionally, this resolution does not
seriously address debt reduction. Aside
from funds already committed to the
Medicare and Social Security Trust
Funds, this budget does not devote a
single dollar over the entire decade to-
wards paying down our national debt.
Because this resolution is so irrespon-
sible, it is not at all clear that even the
Medicare and Social Security Trust
funds will be available for debt reduc-
tion if they are used instead to pay for
the tax cut. Sadly, this budget resolu-
tion sacrifices the unique opportunity
that we have at this point in time to
successfully pay down our publicly held
debt—the key to low interest rates and
economic growth.

This budget resolution sets us on
course for an appropriations train
wreck later this year and in the future.
The spending levels do not even keep
up with inflation. The resolution pro-
vides total discretionary spending lev-
els for FY02 that are $2 billion below
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CBO’s baseline with inflation. For the
10-year period, they are $24 billion
below inflation. Despite the rhetoric, it
removes nearly $300 billion in addi-
tional education funding that the Sen-
ate had added to its budget resolution.
It provides an increase of only $3.3 bil-
lion above inflation for defense in FY02
and only $40 billion over ten years—$22
billion less than the President’s re-
quest prior to the Rumsfeld review. Ac-
cording to the resolution, any in-
creased spending as a result of the
Rumsfeld review which is likely to be
at least $250 billion over 10 years—
would come out of the contingency re-
serve fund. This fund may not even
exist if surplus projections do not ma-
terialize or if Congress taps it for other
purposes, including additional tax cuts.

This budget resolution does not rep-
resent reality, but fantasy. It abandons
fiscal discipline and blithely over-
spends a surplus whose size six months
down the road or six years down the
road is at best theoretical. This agree-
ment sets our country on a dangerous
path toward resurrecting the deficits
we worked so hard to eliminate over
the past several years. Finally, this
resolution does not add up because the
Administration and the Majority here
in Congress prefer to sound the call for
compassionate conservatism rather
than engage in honest accounting. It is
“‘dejavoodoo economics.” It commits
us to the same fiscal mistakes of the
early 1980s that had a horrendous and
long-lasting impact on our economy.

So I call on centrists of both parties
here in the Senate to not waste a dec-
ade’s worth of hard work invested in
re-building our economy. I urge my
colleagues to look closely at this reso-
lution. It is not what the American
people deserve, nor is it what they ex-
pect it to be. In support of progress and
prosperity, I must vote no and I en-
courage my centrist colleagues to do
the same.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to express my support for
the conference report on the budget
resolution. My affirmative vote on this
report will be cast for several reasons,
but the most important one among
them is that this resolution provides
the American people with a substantial
tax cut—without neglecting our na-
tional budgetary obligations. The con-
certed effort from Senators and Mem-
bers of Congress on both sides of the
aisle in the negotiating process has
culminated in a victory for American
taxpayers.

The vote on the budget resolution
will succeed in doing a great deal for
our country and for our future. Today
we are authorizing the third largest
tax cut in the history of our Union.
The men and women of Nebraska, as
well as the men and women across the
Nation, will directly benefit from the
$1.25 trillion tax cut over 11 years that
will enable us to still pay down the na-
tional debt and meet our domestic
budgetary priorities. The American
people deserve a tax cut, and it is the
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role of Congress and the administra-
tion to deliver it. This conference re-
port is our delivery vehicle.

Of even greater consequence than the
tax cut spread over 11 years is the in-
clusion of a $100 billion up-front stim-
ulus package, which will help strength-
en our economy sooner rather than
later. I firmly believe that our econ-
omy, which has been showing all the
symptoms of a slow-down, needs a
jump-start from a stimulus package to
blunt the effect of what could become a
serious economic recession. As any
doctor will tell you, you should not
wait until the patient is on life support
before you begin treatment. It is crit-
ical that we heed the warning signs of
a slowing economy, and use the tools
within our legislative power to prevent
the situation from metastasizing. The
2-year, $100-billion economic stimulus
package prescribed by this conference
report will put the American economy
back on the road to recovery.

Another important aspect of the res-
olution, in addition to the substantial
tax cut and the upfront stimulus pack-
age, is the increased support of agri-
culture. When our budget negotiations
started, agriculture was a mere foot-
note in the margin. While it remains a
footnote, it is now a little bolder and a
little bigger. I am anxious to see agri-
culture removed altogether from ‘‘foot-
note’’ status, or more accurately, out
of emergency spending mode; but I am
pleased in the interim that at least we
are increasing agriculture funding to a
more substantial—and realistic—level.
While a new farm bill would be more
welcome than prolonging the endless
cycle of emergency spending, the $79
billion over 11 years that has been in-
cluded in this Report does recognize
and consider the unfavorable odds and
inequities that our farmers and ranch-
ers are forced to contend with due to a
problematic farm bill and unpredict-
able hardships dispensed by Mother Na-
ture.

As with any compromise, the con-
ference report on the budget resolution
is not representative of my ideal budg-
etary blueprint. I accept, however, that
“giving and taking” is an integral part
of the bicameral, bipartisan negoti-
ating process. While this report could
be stronger in some areas—namely,
education—I am comfortable casting
an affirmative vote, because it meets
an important criterion I have consist-
ently promoted throughout the proc-
ess. This report authorizes a substan-
tial tax cut—including an up-front eco-
nomic stimulus package—that allows
us to still provide for our critical do-
mestic priorities, such as preserving
Social Security and Medicare, paying
down the national debt, and funding
agriculture. As a result, I will vote in
favor of this conference report.

While the final outcome of the budg-
et resolution cannot be described accu-
rately as a triumph for bipartisanship,
it can be characterized as a triumph for
American taxpayers. It is my hope that
we will forge ahead on other issues in a
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stronger and more cohesive spirit,
more united in our efforts and less di-
vided in our cause. It is time to make
“politics as usual”’ synonymous with
progress, not partisanship.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). Who yields time?

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield
myself the remaining time and I ask
the Chair if he would inform me when
I have 5 minutes remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be so notified.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, first, I thank the
chairman of the Budget Committee for
his courtesy as we have considered the
budget conference report. I respect
him. I admire him. I have affection for
him. I disagree with him with respect
to this budget, and I disagree with him
strongly with respect to this budget.

I do not believe this is the right
budget plan for our country, and it is
not an opinion limited to me. We have
heard on our side of the aisle how defi-
cient we believe this budget is.

I noticed in this morning’s New York
Times the lead editorial was entitled
“An Irresponsible Budget Plan.” I will
read the first sentence:

After several days of back room negotia-
tions, the House approved a federal budget
plan yesterday that is a model of fiscal eva-
sion and irresponsibility.

I echo those words.

Earlier the Washington Post called
this budget we are considering today
an unreal budget. They concluded their
editorial by saying:

The theme of this budget is tax cuts first,
sweep up afterward. It’s the wrong way
around. Budget resolutions are supposed to
foster fiscal responsibility. This one will
have the opposite effect.

Unfortunately, that is the case. The
reason for it is quite clear. First, this
entire budget is based on a 10-year fore-
cast—10 years. This is not money in the
bank; these are projections over 10
years. The people who made the projec-
tions have warned us of the uncer-
tainty. In fact, they told us that in the
fifth year alone, based on the previous
variances in their forecasts, we could
have anywhere from a $50 billion def-
icit to more than a $1 trillion surplus.

In fact, they have told us there is
only a 10-percent chance the forecast
number that is being used, that is
being relied on, will come true. There
is a 45-percent chance there will be
more money; a 45-percent chance there
will be less money. And that forecast
was made 8 weeks ago before we saw
additional weakness in the economy.

Just yesterday, we saw the produc-
tivity growth forecast come out on the
first quarter of this year. They were
expecting a 1-percent increase. Instead,
they got a reduction. If there is just a
1-percent reduction in productivity
over the forecast period, instead of
having a $5.6 trillion surplus, we will
have a $3.2 trillion surplus. It seems to
me that advises caution in what we do
on this budget resolution.
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Those are not the only defects of this
budget. There are huge chunks of
spending that are not even in this
budget, that have not been included.
For example, here is a story from USA
Today, Friday, April 27. ‘‘Billions
Sought for Arms.” The story says that
the Secretary of Defense and this ad-
ministration are expected to seek a
large boost in defense spending, $200
billion to $300 billion over the next 6
years.

That money is not in the budget.
None of that money is in the budget.
Why not?

Perhaps we heard the reason in an
interview this last weekend on ‘‘Meet
the Press.” The Secretary of Defense
was there. He was asked:

Will you get the $10 billion more in defense
money this year that you need?

His response:

I don’t know. I have not gone to the Presi-
dent as yet. He wanted to wait until after
some of the studies had been completed and
until the tax bill was behind us. . . .

That is the real reason this budget is
unreal. It is the real reason this budget
is irresponsible, because they are not
telling us the full story. They do not
really have the budget before us. What
they have is a part of the budget be-
cause they know what we know. If they
put the full budget in place on one
piece of paper, on one document, it
would not add up. That is the problem
with this budget.

It goes to education. The President
says education is his highest priority,
and yet there is no new money in this
budget for education. In the Senate,
when we considered the budget, we
passed the Harkin amendment that
added $225 billion for education. It took
$450 billion away from the tax cut and
put $225 billion into education and put
$225 billion into paying down more of
the debt. What came back from the
conference committee? Not one penny
of that amendment survived.

We passed a bipartisan amendment
on the floor of the Senate when the
budget resolution was considered, with
$70 billion of additional funding for
education to address the disabilities
act. Not one penny of that increase
came back from the conference com-
mittee. That is true throughout the
education budget.

We have heard a lot of talk that
somehow there is money in this budg-
et, new money for education. Here is
the document. Here it is by fiscal year.
What it shows is the increase in budget
authority and outlays over what is in
the so-called baseline is zero. It is zero
for 2002; it is zero for 2003; it is zero for
every single year.

There were a lot of brave speeches
about education being the priority, but
it is clearly not a priority in the budg-
et because there is no new money in
the budget for education.

It doesn’t stop there. Not only is it
the case that the defense buildup that
we all know is going to be announced,
perhaps as early as next week, is not in
the budget, the President says edu-
cation is a priority, but that is not in
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the budget. And then we see the Presi-
dent has a meeting at the White House
and says he is going to strengthen So-
cial Security but there is no money in
the budget for that.

We have an editorial from the Colum-
bus Dispatch that says:

The tax-cut proposal works against [the
President’s] plan to begin privatizing Social
Security. . .experts differ on how much this
“transition cost” will be, but it won’t be
cheap. . .thus, the Bush’s 10-year, $1.3 tril-
lion tax cut would deprive the Government
of the cash it would need to pay for the $1
trillion transition cost for the first 10 years
of Bush’s Social Security privatization plan.
The goals are contradictory.

Do you see a pattern? The adminis-
tration is calling for a major defense
buildup but the money is not in the
budget. The President says education
is a top priority but the money is not
in the budget. The President says he is
going to fix Social Security but the
money is not in the budget.

Why? I think we all know the reason
why. Because if the money were in the
budget for the defense buildup, if the
money were in the budget for the edu-
cation initiatives, if the money were in
the budget to strengthen Social Secu-
rity, then the budget does not add up.
In fact, it would show they are raiding
the Medicare trust fund by over $200
billion. They are raiding the Social Se-
curity trust fund by over $200 billion.
That is the dirty little secret of this
budget. It is the reason whole chunks
of what is really intended have been
left out.

Over in the House they had two miss-
ing pages. It stalled the budget work
for a week. Two missing pages? There
is more than two missing pages. There
are whole chunks of the real budget
that have been left out because they
know it doesn’t add up.

As we look ahead, it is critical to un-
derstand we are in a period of surplus
now. These projections of surpluses
may hold. They may not. But at least
we have a projection of surpluses. We
know when the baby boomers start to
retire that these surpluses turn to mas-
sive deficits. Then the question will be:
What did we do when we had the oppor-
tunity to prepare for what was to
come?

This is what we are doing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair for
advising me of the time.

If we go back to the budget that is
before us and put back the defense
buildup the administration is going to
call for and which is authorized in this
budget, although the numbers are not
included, if we would go back and cor-
rect the alternative minimum tax that
is going to affect over 35 million tax-
payers in this country, one in every
four taxpayers who think they are
going to get a tax cut but are going to
be surprised when they find out they
are caught up in the alternative min-
imum tax and it costs $290 billion to fix
it; if we put in the education amend-
ment that passed on the Senate floor
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last week on a unanimous consent
basis; if we put in the emergencies that
we all know are going to occur that
run on average $5 billion a year; and if
we put in the associated interest costs
with those items, what we find is that
we would be deep into the Medicare
trust fund; that we would be deep into
the Social Security trust fund.

That is the reason all of those items
have been left out—because this budget
does not add up.

There has been a lot of talk about re-
ducing the public debt, but the part of
the debt they have been talking about
is the publicly held debt. It is true, the
publicly held debt is going down under
this budget. It is going down from $3.2
trillion at the end of this year to $800
billion at the end of this 10-year period.

Do you know what? While the pub-
licly held debt is going down, the debt
to the trust funds of the United States
is going up. As a result, the gross debt
of the United States, which is cur-
rently $5.6 trillion, will be $6.7 trillion
at the end of this time. It is very inter-
esting—just about the amount of the
tax cut is the amount of additional
debt our country will have at the end
of this 10-year period.

I believe these are the top six reasons
to oppose the budget resolution con-
ference report.

No. 1, no new money for education;

No. 2, unaffordable tax cuts crowd
out priorities, especially paying down
this national debt;

No. 3, it hides defense spending in-
creases by providing a blank check to
the Bush administration;

No. 4, it sets up a raid on the Social
Security and Medicare trust funds;

No. b, it cuts spending for high-pri-
ority domestic needs by $56 billion over
the next 10 years. They are $56 billion
short of just keeping pace with infla-
tion, not to mention population
growth.

Finally, No. 6, it fails to set aside
funds for the long-term Social Security
and Medicare reform needs we all un-
derstand are before us.

Perhaps it is time to review history.
Those who are advocating this budget
are the very ones who, back in the
1980s, advocated a similar policy, a pol-
icy of a massive tax cut combined with
a substantial buildup in defense. What
was the result? The result was an ex-
plosion of the deficits in the Reagan
administration and a further growth of
the deficits in the Bush administra-
tion. It was only when we had a new
administration and a new fiscal plan
that deficits started coming down and
we began to pay down debt.

Here is the record. It is as clear as it
can be. President Reagan came in; he
had about a $80 billion deficit. That ex-
ploded to over $200 billion, with exactly
the same Kkind of economic analysis
that has been done and with the same
advocates that put in place that plan.

Then the deficit further exploded
under President Bush to over $290 bil-
lion. It was only when a new adminis-
tration came in and we put in place a
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5-year plan to bring our fiscal house
back into order that we began to re-
duce deficits, reduce debt, and put this
Nation in a position to have the long-
est economic expansion in our history.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CONRAD. I ask our colleagues to
oppose this budget resolution so we do
not repeat this history.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico controls time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Am I correct now,
there is no time remaining on the
other side and I have how many min-
utes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 12 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. So our fellow Sen-
ators ought to know, we are going to
finish in a timely manner and the vote
will be sometime after 11:30.

First, I thank all the wonderful staff
on both sides of this budget battle.
Much more work goes into this than
anybody thinks.

In particular, I say to Bill Hoagland,
the staff director on our side, and to
his staff, thank you so much for all you
have done. It has been a great effort.

Mr. President, fellow Senators, those
who are listening, this is a budget for
prosperity now and prosperity in the
future, plain and simple. It is the larg-
est commitment of money for edu-
cation in our Nation’s history. I will go
into some details on that momentarily.
It keeps our word. Social Security and
Medicare are not touched. Their funds
are not used.

I know that Senator BYRD said today
on the floor that when your mother
calls you—implying on Mother’s Day—
tell her that the Social Security trust
fund is being raided, and whatever else
he said we should be responding to our
mothers on Mother’s Day.

I have another response. My mother
is not alive. But if she were to call me,
I would say: Your Social Security is in-
tact and fully protected. Medicare is
fully protected. But also, mother, there
is $300 billion in this budget for pre-
scription drugs and reform of the Medi-
care program—3$300 billion. The House
wanted only $146 billion. There is $300
billion to get started on the program.
There is $300 billion that can be used.

I say, in addition to my mother, that
this budget is good for me, one of your
children, and for the other three chil-
dren, and for the grandchildren, six of
whom are working. I am just describ-
ing a family. Do you know that it is
good for them, mother? Because we are
going to give them back some of their
hard-earned tax money. You know they
are hurting because of gas prices. They
are hurting because of electric bills.
Everybody is working on some way to
fix that.

But wouldn’t it be nice if, in fact,
your sons and daughters and grand-
children this year and next year got a
very significant tax reduction?

Frankly, I could go on and on as to
what this budget does.

But let me suggest that to bring into
this debate the subject of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare is just another part
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of the same old argument. Whenever
tax cuts for the American people are
close at hand and we are going to do
something for them, every argument in
the world that can be invented from a
budget standpoint is offered in opposi-
tion. It is a wonder that the American
people ever get a tax cut; we have our
minds on so many things that we can
do with that money.

But we decided today to take about
25 percent of the surplus—it sounds
like we are using all of it—about 25 or
26 percent, and give it back to the
Americans in an orderly way for such
things as child credits, marriage tax
penalty, which everybody knows
should be done, and marginal rate re-
ductions with bigger cuts at the bot-
tom end than at the top end.

I don’t know what else we can do. I
believe we have done everything in this
budget that you can do in a rational
way to make sure that the surplus is
handled in a proper manner and that it
is there to have the right things feed
on it, use it, and get money out of that
surplus for things we must have.

I have already disagreed with my
friend on the other side. But I don’t
disagree from the standpoint of his
hard work, his own views, and his own
opinions. I would not be asking people
to vote for a budget resolution that
touched the Social Security trust fund.
I wouldn’t be asking them to vote for
one that touched Medicare because it
does not. But neither would I ask them
to vote for a budget resolution that
some would want that would spend all
the money instead of having any of it
for the taxpayers of America.

We have heard all kinds of ideas of
what should be in this budget. If any-
body is adding it up and listening to us,
I guess you would conclude that the
Government of the United States is
going to take care of every problem in
the United States, and if we just didn’t
gave the taxpayers back any money,
we would be out there solving all of
them.

We know that isn’t true. This budget
is an increase over last year. In fact, I
know that the House and the Senate
would do it in their own way.

I see the chairman of the House
Budget Committee. I want to tell the
Senate that I believe on the nondis-
cretionary side of this budget there is a
little bit more than 5 percent over last
year they can spend. The House started
at 4; the President started at 4. That is
$6.2 billion more we have for education
and other things of significance.

I want to close my remarks where 1
started. This budget is for prosperity.
Now, because it has $100 billion that
will go back to the American taxpayers
in these next 2 years, this one and the
next, and it is a budget for the future
because for America to prosper we have
to have low taxes and low tax rates. It
has been our history that we compete
not through government but through
innovation, and through people invest-
ing their money, time, talents, and
working hard. If you have high taxes,
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you get less of those things in an econ-
omy. That is just it.

Senator NICKLES also told us about
how much we are paying in taxes as a
group of people, as Americans. It is
very high. We are going to reduce it a
little bit—not very much; $1.25 billion
over ten years is not very much. In
fact, when you look at that as part of
the total tax take, what we are going
to give back to the American people is
rather insignificant.

I close by saying to everyone here:
This is your chance today but not the
last chance because there is a $500 bil-
lion surplus remaining. But this is
your chance to say to the American
people before we spend all of your tax
money that isn’t needed, we are going
to give you a little bit of it to be used
as you see fit because we trust you. Not
only do we trust you, but we think the
less you are taxed, the harder you
work, and the more you will invest in
your life, in productivity, in growth
and doing things, and the more you
will sit around the family table saying
what you can do with your money in-
stead of saying the Government is tak-
ing so much of your money.

In conclusion, this has been as tough
as it comes. I have been at budgeting
for many years. It is tough because
there are people on both sides of the
aisle, in the White House, and in the
House of Representatives, who have
their own opinions and nothing was
going to change anybody’s opinion. A
lot of opinions have been changed.
There have been many compromises,
which is what we have to do to get our
work done. This compromise package
is the best we can do this year. I be-
lieve it is good for our future. I believe
the American people, in about 6
months, will say it is a very good budg-
et. And, yes, I believe those wondering
where the education money is coming
from will be very happy. There will be
over an ll-percent or perhaps as much
as a 12-percent increase in education
with some highlighted at higher in-
creases than that.

I think that is what we ought to be
doing. The highest priority on the do-
mestic side is education.

I want to say to President Bush, you
didn’t get everything you wanted, Mr.
President, but I want to compliment
you because you have made us change
direction. You have moved us in the di-
rection of giving back taxes to the
American people rather than giving
them the last cut after the debt. They
are going to get some of those taxes
back now, next year, and the year
after. That is a new direction. Mr.
President, you ought to be proud of it.

We will implement it in due course,
and, frankly, I think that we will all
say this was a job well done, as hard as
it was.

I close by saying if we don’t want to
do this now, when will we do it? How
much more surplus will we have to
have? I believe we have enough surplus
that we should leave part of it in the
hands of the taxpayers.
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I yield such time as I might have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second. The
question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report. The clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 98 Leg.]

YEAS—53
Allard Enzi Murkowski
Allen Fitzgerald Nelson (NE)
Baucus Frist Nickles
Bennett Gramm Roberts
Bond Grassley Santorum
Breaux Gregg Sessions
Brownback Hagel Shelby
Bunning Hatch Smith (NH)
Burns Helms Smith (OR)
Campbell Hutchinson Snowe
Cleland Hutchison Specter
Cochran Inhofe Stevens
Collins Kyl Thomas
Craig Lott Thompson
Crapo Lugar Thurmond
DeWine McCain Voinovich
Domenici McConnell Warner
Ensign Miller

NAYS—47
Akaka Dorgan Levin
Bayh Durbin Lieberman
Biden Edwards Lincoln
Bingaman Feingold Mikulski
Boxer Feinstein Murray
Byrd Graham Nelson (FL)
Cantwell Harkin Reed
Carnahan Hollings Reid
Carper Inouye Rockefeller
Chafee Jeffords Sarbanes
Clinton Johnson Schumer
Conrad Kennedy Stabenow
Corzine Kerry Torricelli
Daschle Kohl Wellstone
Dayton Landrieu Wyden
Dodd Leahy

The conference report was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank everyone who participated in
this debate. I believe we have a good
product and now we will implement it
over the next year.

Once again, I thank everybody who
participated on both sides of the aisle.
We have a good product. Now every-
body can begin to implement it. It
means different things to different peo-
ple, but in the end, it is pretty clear we
are going to have a significant tax re-
duction plan in place. Let’s hope, as we
work through it, we will get some of
the other things that most of us be-
lieve are in this budget resolution and
see if we can carry them out in the en-
suing months.

I thank the ranking member on the
Budget Committee for the way he con-
ducted himself, the information he put
together, and the knowledge he has ob-
tained. It has been a pleasure working
with him. I thank him very much.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the chairman of the Budget
Committee for his victory today and
for the way he has conducted himself. I
appreciate the relationship we have.
We disagree on this budget, but I have
great respect for him as a Senator and
as a person.

I also thank the staff on both sides.
They worked incredibly hard in these
last 2 days, in some cases almost
around the clock. I thank my staff di-
rector, Mary Naylor, for her extraor-
dinary efforts, $Sue Nelson, Jim
Horney, and the entire group of budget
staffers on our side.

I also want to recognize the profes-
sionalism of the staff director on the
Republican side. Bill Hoagland is a con-
summate professional, as are the other
members of the staff on the Republican
side. We have a very professional work-
ing relationship. They have worked
very hard to produce this document.

One of the great things about the
Senate and the Congress is we will be
back. These battles are not over. We
have a different sense of what the pri-
orities should be for the country, and
we will be speaking out on those issues
in the days ahead.

Again, I congratulate those on the
other side who prevailed on this vote. I
look forward to a continuing debate on
what should be the fiscal course for the
country.

I thank the Presiding Officer and
yield the floor.

———

BETTER EDUCATION FOR STU-
DENTS AND TEACHERS ACT—Re-
sumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the pending business.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

A Dbill (S. 1) to extend programs and activi-
ties under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965.

Pending:

Jeffords amendment No. 358, in the nature
of a substitute.

Kennedy (for Murray) amendment No. 378
(to amendment No. 358), to provide for class
size reduction programs.

Kennedy (for Dodd) amendment No. 382 (to
amendment No. 358), to remove the 21st cen-
tury community learning center program
from the list of programs covered by per-
formance agreements.

Cleland amendment No. 376 (to amendment
No. 358), to provide for school safety en-
hancement, including the establishment of
the National Center for School and Youth
Safety.

Biden amendment No. 386 (to amendment
No. 358), to establish school-based partner-
ships between local law enforcement agen-
cies and local school systems, by providing
school resource officers who operate in and
around elementary and secondary schools.

Specter Modified amendment No. 388 (to
amendment No. 378), to provide for class size
reduction.

Voinovich amendment No. 389 (to amend-
ment No. 358), to modify provisions relating
to State applications and plans and school
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improvement to provide for the input of the
Governor of the State involved.

Carnahan amendment No. 374 (to amend-
ment No. 358), to improve the quality of edu-
cation in our Nation’s classrooms.

Wellstone amendment No. 403 (to amend-
ment No. 358), to modify provisions relating
to State assessments.

Reed amendment No. 425 (to amendment
No. 358), to revise provisions regarding the
Reading First Program.

AMENDMENT NO. 403

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 403.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s amendment is now pending.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased
to yield for a question.

Mr. KENNEDY. I am wondering if the
Senator would like to have a rollcall
vote.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I would like to
have a rollcall vote. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator be
willing to enter into a reasonable time
period? It is the noon hour now, just
for notice to our Members. We had a
good debate on this amendment. It is a
very important one. I want to do what-
ever permits the Senator to make his
case again.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I see a unanimous
consent request which I think will be
fine. I say to my colleague from Massa-
chusetts, like other Senators, I have
other amendments to this bill and
there will be plenty of time for ex-
tended debate later.

This is a good amendment for the
Senate to go on record. I am pleased to
agree to a time limit.

Mr. President, I still have the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield so I can propound a
unanimous consent request regarding
the Senator’s amendment?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased
to do so.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that with respect
to the Wellstone amendment No. 403,
the time between now and 1:45 p.m.
today be evenly divided in the usual
form, with no second-degree amend-
ments in order. I further ask unani-
mous consent that the vote occur in re-
lation to the Wellstone amendment at
1:45 p.m. today.

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

The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-

leagues.
Mr. President, first, I will be clear
about this amendment. With this

amendment, we want to make sure, as
we talk about accountability and test-
ing, that this is done the right way. In
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many ways this amendment—really, in
all ways, this amendment tracks the
consensus in the testing community,
the work of the Committee on Eco-
nomic Development, which is the arm
of the business community which is
very pro-testing.

We are saying a number of things:

First, it is extremely important that
this testing that is done—after all, we
are talking about testing every year
from age 8 through age 13—that this
testing that is done meet the criterion
that is comprehensive; that is to say,
there are multiple measures for any
kind of testing that is done in our
country. It is terribly important that
is done.

Second, it is important that it be co-
herent, that there is a connection,
there is a relationship that the testing
actually tests the curriculum and the
subject matter being taught. It seems
to me that is the very least we can do
for our local school districts.

Third, as we continue, it is important
we be able to measure progress over
time, how these children are doing.

Moreover, this amendment says that
States will provide evidence to the Sec-
retary that the tests they use are of
adequate technical quality for each
purpose for which they are used. It is
very important that this be done the
right way.

Finally, it says itemized score anal-
yses should be provided to districts and
schools so tests can meet their in-
tended purpose, which is to help the
people on the ground, the teachers and
the parents, know specifically what
their children are struggling with so
they can help them do better.

I am absolutely amazed that this
amendment has not been accepted. I
thought there would be a real con-
sensus behind this amendment. The
reason I say this is all across the coun-
try, in case colleagues have not taken
note of this, they are having a very
negative reaction to testing being done
the wrong way. We have a lot of very
distinguished educators at the higher
end level saying we ought not rely on
the SAT as a single test. We have par-
ents, children, young people—really
starting in the suburbs, interestingly
enough—who are rebelling. We are hav-
ing more and more reports coming out
that the really gifted teachers, the
very teachers we need in the school dis-
tricts where children are most under-
served, are leaving the profession be-
cause they do not want to teach to the
standardized test; they do not want to
be drill instructors.

In addition, there has been, I think,
some very important, moving writing
that has come out. Marc Fisher, a col-
umnist with the Washington Post,
wrote a piece on May 8. The headline
is, “Mountain of Tests Slowly Crushing
School Quality.” I recommend this
piece to my colleagues.

What Marc Fisher is saying, on the
basis of what a lot of teachers and a lot
of parents are saying, is that if you
just have the standardized tests, if you
do not do this the right way, if you do
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not have multiple measures, if you do
not have tests that are actually testing
the curriculum that is being taught,
then what you are going to have all
across the country is drill education.

It is a sad sight to see when you have
8-year-olds and 9-year-olds sitting in
straight rows—I have seen it on tele-
vision—and you have a teacher saying:
2 plus 2 is 4; 3 plus 3 is 6; 5 plus 5 is 10.
This goes for education, drill edu-
cation, for standardized tests, for
worksheets that have to be filled out.
It is educationally deadening, and not
one Senator would want his or her chil-
dren to be taught that way or would
want to see a teacher have to teach
that way. But if we are not careful,
that is what is going to happen.

My understanding is the administra-
tion is opposed to this amendment. I
am amazed that any education Senator
would be opposed to this amendment.

There is another piece that Marc
Fisher wrote today which is a real
heartbreaker. ‘Schools Find Wrong
Answers To Test Pressure” is the head-
line. I am just going to quote the latter
part of this piece.

Michael West, a professor at Virginia Com-
monwealth University, tells me that at his
daughter’s middle school, students who pass
this week’s tests have been told they can
skip the final week of school. There’s a great
lesson: First prize—you don’t learn.

The testing mania has brought with it a
tidal wave of mediocre teaching materials,
Julie Philips, a teacher who recently moved
from the New York suburbs to Montgomery
County, says, ‘‘Great books are tossed on the
heap so that students can practice writing
about short, fable-like tales that test prep
writers concoct to imitate what is on the
tests. It is so disheartening.”’

Listen to a third-grade teacher who has
taught in a Fairfax County school for 30
years. Here are a few of the things she says
she has had to eliminate from her classroom
since the SOL tests took over the cur-
riculum:

“We would have a whole biography unit.
We would read a biography of a famous
American. We would talk about the elements
of a biography. Then the children would
choose a famous American for a report. They
would write their own autobiography. Fi-
nally, they would write a biography of one of
their parents. It really got the children talk-
ing to their parents about their lives. I typed
this up and bound it as a book which the
children illustrated. (I don’t have time any-
more. I have to teach to the SOLs.)

““I would teach a poetry unit. We would ex-
plore the various forms of poetry and the
children would write at least one poem in
each of six forms. They would illustrate
them and we would bind them as a book.
Something for them to keep forever. (I don’t
have time anymore. We read some poems and
picked out the rhyming words so they can
pass their SOLs.)

“I would teach reading twice a day so the
children who were behind could catch up. I
was able to raise some children by two years
in one school year. (I don’t have time any-
more. I have to teach to the SOLs. I have to
teach how to fill in bubbles.)”’

Frustrated by the new test-driven cur-
riculum, this teacher has decided to leave
her profession. Is that school reform?

I say to my colleagues: Believe me,
next week I will have trigger amend-
ments and I will talk about the mock-
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ery of not having the resources so
these children will have a chance to
succeed. But today you cannot even
vote for an amendment that would as-
sure quality of testing so we do not
drive the best teachers out of the pro-
fession?

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to
yield.

Mr. REID. Senators are wondering
what is going to be happening in the
next couple of hours. With the courtesy
extended to me by the Senator from
Minnesota, the Senator has told me he
wishes to speak for another 20 minutes
or thereabouts on the amendment that
is pending, approximately; is that
right?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Approximately. I
am not sure exactly.

Mr. REID. The only thing we have,
Senator LINCOLN is here. She is going
to speak for 15 minutes on an amend-
ment she is going to offer. The opposi-
tion would ask for 15 minutes. We
wanted to have a couple of votes at
about quarter until 2.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I certainly want
to accommodate other Senators, but I
want to hear the arguments against
this amendment. I want people to come
out here and debate this amendment. I
want to have a chance to respond to
those arguments.

Mr. REID. Whatever time the Sen-
ator has, they will have that time, and
if they choose to speak against it, they
certainly can. I am wondering if we
could have the Senator’s agreement
that we could have a couple of votes at
quarter to 2. The Senator from Arkan-
sas wishes 30 minutes equally divided
on her amendment, which would leave
the rest of the time for the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to. I
want to reserve 5 minutes before the
vote to have a chance to summarize
and, I say to my colleague from Arkan-
sas, I will certainly try to finish my
initial responses. I certainly would like
to know what is the basis of the opposi-
tion to this amendment.

Mr. REID. If I may say to my friend
from Vermont, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at 1:45 there be two votes, a
vote on the Lincoln amendment, which
will be offered shortly—there will be a
half hour equally divided on that—and
there will also be a vote on the
Wellstone amendment which is the
pending amendment. So the time not
used for the Lincoln amendment would
be evenly divided for Wellstone and
those who want to speak in opposition
thereto.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I think I have a
unanimous consent request that has a
sequence.

Mr. REID. The problem with that is,
it asks the Wellstone amendment be
laid aside and he wants to finish. Per-
haps that may be appropriate. Would
the Senator from Minnesota allow the
Senator from Arkansas to offer an
amendment and speak for 10 or 15 min-
utes and you have the remaining time
until quarter to 2?
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Yes. That would
be fine. I would be pleased to hear from
my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota still controls the
time.

Mr. REID. We understand that.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield for a
unanimous consent request?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to
yield.

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Wellstone
amendment be laid aside and the Sen-
ate then turn to amendment 451, and
with respect to the Lincoln amend-
ment, the time between now and 1:45
today be equally divided in the usual
form with no second-degree amend-
ment in order.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I ask that be amended to allow
the Lincoln amendment one-half hour
evenly divided.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
that the Lincoln amendment be al-
lowed one-half hour.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I haven’t even fin-
ished. I am not going to agree to have
my amendment set aside right now. I
haven’t made the case for the amend-
ment. I object. I probably will take an-
other 15 minutes to explain why I
think the amendment is so important.
Then I would be pleased to yield the
floor and we can move to the Lincoln
amendment for a while and come back.
I certainly don’t want to lay the
amendment aside right now.

Mr. REID. We are planning on having
two votes at 1:45. We will do our best to
get to that.

Mr. JEFFORDS. That is something
we can work out.

Mr. WELLSTONE. If we would not
keep jumping on the floor with the
unanimous consent requests, I could be
finished in about 8 minutes, and then
you can have the floor and we can
come back.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these two pieces by Marc
Fisher be printed 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 10, 2001]
SCHOOLS FIND WRONG ANSWERS TO TEST
PRESSURE
(By Marc Fisher)

The fifth-grade girl stands in the foyer of
Bethesda Elementary School, capsized in
tears. ‘“What’s the matter sweetie?”’ a con-
cerned mother asks. ‘“Can I help?”’

The girl sobs and sobs. She cannot speak.
Finally, she gulps: “I’'m a few minutes late,
I missed the bus and now I can’t go on the
playground.”’

The mother: “They won’t let you go on the
playground if you miss the bus?”’

Girl: “No, not the regular playground.
There’s a special MSPAP playground, but
you can’t go on it unless you come on time
and bring your special red pen.”’

It has come to this. The MSPAP—Mary-
land School Performance Assessment Pro-
gram—is Maryland’s state-mandated stand-
ardized test for children in grades 3, 5, and 8.



S4796

It is used to compare how well schools per-
form. It is, therefore, something principals
and teachers desperately want students to
take seriously.

How desperately? Bethesda Elementary set
up a special playground with triple the usual
time for students to play and an array of
extra games. “If you’re on time every day,
are here every day, and do your best on the
test, you qualify for the MSPAP Play-
ground,”’ says Principal Michael Castagnola.
“It’s a motivator. The kids get penalized if
they miss a day of the test. They know that
if you work hard, you’re going to have fun.”

And if you miss the bus, what happens?
“You go to regular recess,” the principal
says.

Just imagine the ribbing those kids get. No
wonder the little girl was weeping.

We don’t need to dwell on the cheating
scandals that have hit Montgomery schools
two years running, as panicky principals and
terrified teachers mortgage their con-
sciences to get the scores up at any cost.
This week, at Silver Spring International
Middle School, the principal and six other
staffers were removed after students were
given advance peeks at a state math test.

Those cases are clear enough. Let’s look
instead at the supposedly ethical ways in
which schools twist and tweak kids to get
them to take the tests seriously.

In Virginia, where the Standards of Learn-
ing tests are much more deadening than the
relatively creative MSPAPs, Michelle
Crotteau, who teaches 10th- and 11th-grade
English in Rockingham County in the Shen-
andoah Valley, administered the test this
week with a heavy heart.

Our students are given a five-point bonus
on their final grade if they pass the SOL test
in each subject area,” she says. ‘“So a stu-
dent with an 89 or B average for course work
who passes an SOL earns an A. Last year, I
had two students who failed my course be-
cause they did not bother to do most of the
coursework, yet these students passed the
class because of the five added points. Talk
about grade inflation!”’

Michael West, a professor at Virginia Com-
monwealth University, tells me that at his
daughter’s middle school, students who pass
this week’s test have been told they can skip
the final week of school. There’s a great les-
son: First prize—you don’t learn.

In Maryland, there are MSPAP snacks and
MSPAP parties. In Virginia, there are entire
classes devoted to preparing for the SOL
tests. At Carl Sandburg Middle School in
Fairfax County, ‘“‘Friday SOL prep classes
have been going on’’ since the depth of win-
ter, says eighth-grader Ijeoma Nwatu.
“We’ve recently been given worksheets with
test-taking skills, vocabulary terms, graphs
and stories.” On Friday, the children will
work on SOL posters, which, they’ve been
told, will boost their self-esteem.

The testing mania has brought with it a
tidal wave of mediocre teaching materials.
Julie Philips, a teacher who recently moved
from the New York suburbs to Montgomery
County, says, ‘“‘Great books are tossed on the
heap so that students can practice writing
about short, fable-like tales that test prep
writers concoct to imitate what is on the
tests. It is so disheartening.”’

Schools are so fearful of performing poorly
that some Virginia districts axed the 15-
minute recess to cram in more test prep
time. “With the pressure of the SOLs, there
is no time for recess built into the schedule,”
Ron Weaver, principal of a Roanoke County
elementary school, told the Roanoke Times.
Virginia’s Board of Education last year fi-
nally ordered elementary schools to rein-
state a daily recess.

Some schools responded to the board’s cry
for a bit of common sense by leading kids on
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a three- or four-minute walk after lunch and
calling it recess. Three minutes! Other
grudgingly restoring a 15-minute recess—by
cutting the minutes out of physical edu-
cation class. Gee, thanks.

Supporters of the testing binge argue that
teaching to the test is a good thing, because
it ensures that schools will eliminate unnec-
essary frills and focus on essentials—the
reading and math skills that the tests meas-
ure.

That one-size-fits-all approach is driving
parents nuts in schools where Kkids are
achieving; their kids are losing out on cre-
ative lessons and enriching activities be-
cause bureaucrats insist that all schools act
identically.

But the notion that we must do this for
low-achieving students is equally flawed;
they need inspiration and individualized at-
tention even more than kids from privileged
backgrounds.

Listen to a third-grade teacher who has
taught in a Fairfax County school for 30
yvears. Here are a few of the things she says
she has had to eliminate from her classroom
since the SOL tests took over the cur-
riculum:

“We would have a whole biography unit.
We would read a biography of a famous
American. We would talk about the elements
of a biography. Then the children would
choose a famous American for a report. They
would write their own autobiography. Fi-
nally, they would write a biography of one of
their parents. It really got the children talk-
ing to their parents about their lives. I typed
this up and bound it as a book which the
children illustrated. (I don’t have time any-
more. I have to teach to the SOLs.)

“I would teach a poetry unit. We would ex-
plore the various forms of poetry and the
children would write at least one poem in
each of six forms. They would illustrate
them and we would bind them as a book.
Something for them to keep forever. (I don’t
have time anymore. We read some poems and
picked out the rhyming words so they can
pass their SOLs.)

“I would teach reading twice a day so the
children who were behind could catch up. I
was able to raise some children by two years
in one school year. (I don’t have time any-
more. I have to teach to the SOLs. I have to
teach how to fill in bubbles.)”’

Frustrated by the new test-driven cur-
riculum, this teacher has decided to leave
her profession. Is that school reform?

[From the Washington Post, May 8, 2001]

MOUNTAIN OF TESTS SLOWLY CRUSHING
SCHOOL QUALITY

(By Marc Fisher)

Those who say the culture wars are over
must not have children of school age. The
struggles that have divided the nation for 20
years—the phonics fracas, the New Math
mess, the tiff over teaching morality—pale
next to the brewing battle over testing.

Just as President Bush and Congress reach
consensus on mandating even more testing
for the nation’s children, colleges by the doz-
ens step away from the SATs as a primary
arbiter of who gets in. Just as parents in
poor schools rally to use standardized tests
to rid themselves of incompetent teachers,
parents in more affluent schools stage boy-
cotts of the very same tests.

And just as D-Day looms for high-stakes
testing programs like those in Virginia and
Maryland that will deny diplomas to kids
who flunk the tests, parents and teachers
alike raise the alarm about -classrooms
where creativity, variety and inspiration are
becoming dirty words.

In Montgomery County, students reel
under the burden of 50 hours of testing each
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year, including the state-mandated MSPAPs,
three other state test programs and the
county-imposed CRTs. The 50 hours doesn’t
include PSATs, SATs or Advanced Place-
ment tests. Now, if Bush has his way, there’ll
be nationally required tests as well.

In Virginia, the load is lighter, but the
grumbling just as heavy, especially as we
near 2004, when thousands of seniors will be
denied diplomas if they fail the Standards of
Learning tests.

In wealthy Scarsdale, N.Y., more than half
of the eighth-graders stayed home during
last week’s state testing, capping a boycott
organized by parents fed up with testing and
its pernicious deadening impact on their
kids’ education.

In the District, a relative handful of par-
ents—based in affluent Northwest Wash-
ington—attempted a similar boycott of last
month’s exams.

Caleb Rossiter, who teachers statistics at
American University, led the boycott, keep-
ing his first-grader home from Key Elemen-
tary in the Palisades. “My son has had a
whole series of Stanford-9 prep days at
school, when they work over and over on
multiple choice questions and how to fill in
the bubbles correctly,” he says. “If you
could see how they waste students’ time
with all this test prep—it’s so disheart-
ening.”

Rossiter approached everyone from his
son’s teacher on up to Superintendent Paul
L. Vance, asking why first-graders, many of
whom can barely read, should be subjected to
testing. ‘“‘Everyone I talked to said there’s
no educational justification for this,”
Rossiter says. “They use the tests to grade
the teachers and the principal, which every-
one agrees the tests were not designed to
do.”

As a statistician, Rossiter likes tests. He
understands how useful they can be in diag-
nosing learning problems. But he and those
who write the tests are offended by their
misuse—even as those companies rake in
millions in the nation’s testing binge.

Tests that were never meant to do any-
thing of the sort are now used to determine
teacher pay and to judge the quality of
schools. Even though research has repeat-
edly shown that affluence is the strongest in-
dicator of test success, scores are now used
to declare some schools losers and others—
such as the Prince George’s County schools
yesterday—winners.

The most corrosive effects of this measure-
ment mania are the emerging class and ra-
cial divisions over testing. ‘It just breaks
my heart when I see parents stand up and
cheer when they hear that some number of
kids in their school have had their scores
drawn up above Below Basic on the tests,”
Rossiter says. “They don’t see what the ef-
fort to bring up the scores is doing to the
curriculum.”

They don’t see the dispiriting effect of
scrapping art, music and physical education
because they are not on the tests. They don’t
see the minds that go uninspired because
teachers must forsake their craft to focus
like drones on getting the scores up.

“Testing is even more damaging in low-in-
come schools because that’s where you need
the most creative teaching,’”” Rossiter says.

But testing is a lot cheaper than paying
teachers a decent wage, and testing makes
politicians look tough, so we will test and
test. And one day, we will look up and see
how we have crushed our schools, and tests—
which when used properly have lifted the
educational fortunes of many poor and mid-
dle-income children—will end up the culprit,
and the pendulum will swing to the other ex-
treme, zipping right past the happy medium.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let
me explain what this amendment does.
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By the way, so we can be clear we al-
ready know—I am going to summa-
rize—we actually already know which
children are doing well and which chil-
dren are not doing so well. Children
who come from families who are low
income, where they do not have the
same opportunities other children have
for the very Dbest developmental
childcare, children who attend schools
that don’t have anywhere near the
same resources that more affluent
schools have, children who live in inad-
equate housing and all too often their
parents move two or three times dur-
ing the school year, children who are in
schools where sometimes during the
school year there are two or three or
four teachers who come in and try to
teach and can’t, and who do not have
the best teachers, students who are in
schools where the teachers don’t make
nearly the salaries and don’t have
nearly the access to technology, we al-
ready Kknow these children are not
going to do well on these tests. We al-
ready know.

Actually, what we are going to do—
and I will speak more about this next
week—is something that is incredibly
cruel. We are going to fail these chil-
dren again because all of this author-
ization is fiction. We have no agree-
ment on any resources. We just had a
budget that gives instructions to ap-
propriators, which means we are going
to have but a pittance.

I will have a particular amendment
next week that says we do the testing
when we live up to the Dodd amend-
ment and fund title I at that level.

By the way, when we are talking
about these children and about full
funding over 10 years, why are we wait-
ing 10 years, I ask my colleagues. If a
child is 8 years old now, 10 years from
now when we fully fund these pro-
grams, although we don’t have any
commitment to do so yet, that child
will be 18. Childhood is once. You don’t
recover your childhood. Why aren’t we
helping these children now? Where in
the budget are the resources to help
these children now? Where is the com-
mitment to help these children now?
Instead, you are going to have people
pounding their chests saying they are
all for accountability.

These tests don’t do a thing when it
comes to getting a good teacher, when
it comes to a smaller class size, or
when it comes to making sure children
come to kindergarten ready. None of
that is accomplished.

I say to my colleagues, at the very
minimum let’s at least not drive out
good teachers. Let’s not make the mis-
take of discouraging the very best
women and men from going into teach-
ing. Let’s not drive out good teachers
by forcing them to be involved in drill
education where they basically are
having to teach the tests and that is
all that it is about and no more. So
they drop social studies, they drop
music, they drop theater, and they
drop art. None of it is tested.

This amendment says we make the
commitment that these tests around
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the country, if we are going to talk
about accountability, are comprehen-
sive. Don’t use just one measurement.
In addition, they are coherent. They
are a measurement that the cur-
riculum is being taught, that they are
continuous, and we can see how a child
is doing over a period of time.

We are saying the States need to pro-
vide evidence to the Secretary that the
tests they use are adequate and of
technical quality for each purpose for
which they are used. Why wouldn’t you
want to go on record making sure we
have the high-quality tests used for the
purposes for which they are supposed
to be used?

Finally, the itemized test scores are
provided to the schools so the parents
and others know where the children are
struggling and how they can do better.

I am telling you, if we don’t do this,
there are two things that are going to
happen. First of all, you are going to
have either a lot of children who are
going to be held back or put into lower
reading groups or math groups or what-
ever or you are going to have a lot of
schools that are going to be identified
as failing schools on the basis of single
standardized tests.

We all draw from our personal experi-
ence. I can certainly tell you that
based upon my own personal experi-
ence. I am glad that many more
schools are looking at more than SATSs.
I wasn’t supposed to graduate from the
University of North Carolina based on
SAT scores. I worked hard and did
great. I wasn’t supposed to be a grad-
uate of graduate school on the basis of
SAT records. I was lucky enough to get
a doctorate degree at age 24.

These tests are not always accurate.
Why in the world would you want to
defy what every single person in the
testing field says—that you should
never rely on a single standardized
test. You must have multiple meas-
ures.

I know there are some students and
perhaps some teachers in the gallery
today.

The second thing that is going to
happen is you are going to drive out
the best teachers. You are going to
make it impossible for the very com-
munities, the very schools, and the
very Kids who need the best teachers to
get the best teachers because you are
going to channel everybody down the
road of having to teach the standard-
ized test, to teach the test. What could
be more educationally dead?

By the way—I will finish on this—I
will have a lot to say about this bill
next week. I will spend a lot of time
saying it.

First of all, we ought to get the test-
ing right.

Second, without the resources, it is a
mockery. It is an absolute mockery.
We already know what works and what
doesn’t work. All we have to do is look
at the schools that our children and
our grandchildren attend. That is all
we have to do.

The schools that Senators’ children
and grandchildren attend are good
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schools. They are beautiful. They are
inviting. The landscape is lovely. The
teachers are highly paid. The classes
are small. They don’t do drill edu-
cation. It is exciting and rewarding.
And our children and grandchildren,
before kindergarten, have been read to
widely, know the alphabet, and know
computers. They are sophisticated and
are ready to learn.

We already know we don’t need tests
to tell us what works. All we need to
do is live up to our own rhetoric and be
accountable. We will not be account-
able if we jam down the throats of
every school district in every State in
the United States of America a test
without at least some standards to
make sure they are high-quality tests
that do not lead to what will only be a
disaster for education, for these chil-
dren, and for their teachers. We will
not be doing our job if we do not pro-
vide the resources to go with the ac-
countability.

Today in this amendment I am focus-
ing on the quality of testing. I would
love to find out why—I had the under-
standing there was strong support for
it. Now I understand there isn’t. I
would like to know in what ways the
administration disagrees with this
amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Wellstone
amendment be laid aside, and the Sen-
ate then turn to the Lincoln amend-
ment No. 4561, with 15 minutes under
the control of Senator LINCOLN and 5
minutes under the control of Senator
JEFFORDS, with no second-degree
amendments in order, and, further, fol-
lowing that debate, the remaining time
until 1:45 be divided equally on the
Wellstone amendment.

I further ask consent that the vote
occur in relation to the Lincoln amend-
ment following the Wellstone amend-
ment at 1:45 p.m. today, with 2 minutes
prior to the vote for explanation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, the Senator from Minnesota is in
the Chamber. That would give the Sen-
ator from Minnesota approximately 50
minutes in additional time to debate
the amendment.

I ask the Senator, would that be suf-
ficient?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
actually, first of all, am pleased to
speak after the Senator from Arkansas.
Second of all, as far as time that I
need, I said what I needed to say. I am
just interested in what in the world is
the opposition to a high-quality testing
amendment? I would like to hear what
it is people have to say in opposition.
So I only need time to respond.

If the Senator from Vermont, and
others, support the amendment—which
I hope they will—I do not need to re-
spond. If other Senators don’t want to
come to the Chamber and debate, then
there is no one to respond to, so I will
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not need a lot of additional time. I al-
ready said what I needed to say on this
amendment.

Mr. REID. Further reserving the
right to object, Mr. President, it is the
understanding of the two managers of
the bill—one of whom is not here—on
these two amendments there would be
no second-degree amendments?

Mr. JEFFORDS. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
Vermont, the Senator from Arkansas is
on her way to the Chamber. She will be
here momentarily. In the meantime, 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.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 451 TO AMENDMENT NO. 358

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk, and I ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. LINCOLN]
proposes an amendment numbered 451 to
amendment No. 358.

Mrs. LINCOLN. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate

regarding, and authorize appropriations

for, part A and part D of title III of the El-
ementary and Secondary Education Act of

1965)

At the appropriate place,
lowing:

SEC. 902. SENSE OF THE SENATE; AUTHORIZA-
TION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that Congress should appro-
priate $750,000,000 for fiscal year 2002 to carry
out part A and part D of title III of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 and thereby—

(1) provide that schools, local educational
agencies, and States have the resources they
need to assist all limited English proficient
students in attaining proficiency in the
English language, and meeting the same
challenging State content and student per-
formance standards that all students are ex-
pected to meet in core academic subjects;

(2) provide for the development and imple-
mentation of bilingual education programs
and language instruction educational pro-
grams that are tied to scientifically based
research, and that effectively serve limited
English proficient students; and

(3) provide for the development of pro-
grams that strengthen and improve the pro-
fessional training of educational personnel
who work with limited English proficient
students.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out part A and part D of title III of the

add the fol-
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Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965—

(1) $1,100,000,000 for fiscal year 2003;

(2) $1,400,000,000 for fiscal year 2004;

(3) $1,700,000,000 for fiscal year 2005;

(4) $2,100,000,000 for fiscal year 2006;

(5) $2,400,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; and

(6) $2,800,000,000 for fiscal year 2008.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, before
I begin, I ask unanimous consent to
add as cosponsors to the amendment
Senator BINGAMAN and Senator KEN-
NEDY.

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

Mrs. LINCOLN. Thank you,
President.

Before I describe the specifics of my
amendment, I want to take just a few
moments to commend Senators JEF-
FORDS and KENNEDY for their tireless
efforts in crafting the bipartisan pro-
posal that is before the Senate today.
As someone who works hard to bridge
the partisan divide in Washington, I
think each Member of this body owes
the managers of this particular bill a
debt of gratitude for bringing Senators
with very different points of view to-
gether to find common ground on the
most important bill we will likely con-
sider this year.

They have done an excellent job.
They have worked tirelessly together. I
certainly commend both of them for
their good manners and for the dili-
gence with which they have gone about
this very important issue. They have
demonstrated real leadership in this
debate by placing the education of our
children above partisan advantage. I
am proud to join this bipartisan effort
to reform our system of public edu-
cation by helping States and local
school districts raise academic
achievement and deliver on the prom-
ise of equal opportunity for all stu-
dents.

I think the way this bill has been
brought up also accentuates the oppor-
tunity we have to move in a timely
way. As the mother of small children
who will start kindergarten this fall, I
certainly understand that the more
time we waste in addressing this crit-
ical issue, the more at risk we put
more and more young people across
this Nation of not being able to achieve
their goals.

So I am pleased to note that the bill
before us reflects many of the prior-
ities that are important to me and the
500,000 elementary and secondary stu-
dents in my State of Arkansas. As
many of my colleagues know, I have
worked with Senator LIEBERMAN and
other new Democrats over the last 18
months on a bold ESEA reform pro-
posal known as the three R’s bill. Our
bill took a new approach to Federal
education policy by combining the con-
cepts of increased funding, targeting,
flexibility and accountability to help
our school districts meet higher stand-
ards.

If there is one thing we have come to
know about education, it is that you do
not get something for nothing. We have
to make a priority in this Nation of in-

Mr.
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vesting in education. This bill and this
session gives us that opportunity to
meet the mark and to actually do what
it is we say we want to do.

One fundamental component of our
plan, which is also a part of the BEST
bill, is a commitment to give States
the resources they need to help all lim-
ited English proficient students attain
proficiency in the English language
and achieve high levels of learning in
all subjects.

The amendment I offer today recog-
nizes that we aren’t doing enough at
the Federal level to provide the vast
majority of LEP students in this Na-
tion with the educational services they
need to be successful under this new
framework. This year, we will spend
$460 million to serve LEP and immi-
grant students but only 17 percent of
eligible children will benefit from these
programs.

My amendment calls on Congress to
appropriate $750 million for language
instruction programs and services in
fiscal year 2002. Also, my amendment
would authorize additional funding
over the next 6 years so all LEP and
immigrant students could receive serv-
ices under title III within 7 years.
Under this approach, funding will be
distributed to States and local districts
through a reliable formula based on the
number of students who need help with
their English proficiency. It is so es-
sential, if we are going to ask these
students to meet the performance
standards in our schools, that we indi-
cate we have left the status quo of edu-
cation in this country and have moved
beyond to the 21st century. We must
give them the tools in order to do so.

If you have visited many schools in
your States lately, you have probably
heard about the challenges schools and
educators face in serving the growing
number of students in need of LEP pro-
grams. From 1989 to the year 2000, the
enrollment of limited-English-pro-
ficient students in our Nation’s schools
grew by 104 percent, from 2 million to
an estimated 4.1 million today. During
this same time period, total school en-
rollment grew only by 14 percent.

My State of Arkansas is a prime ex-
ample of the trend that is occurring
across this great Nation, especially in
Southern States. According to the
most recent census estimates, the His-
panic population in our State of Ar-
kansas grew 337 percent since 1990,
which is believed to be the largest per-
centage of growth in the Nation. Not
surprisingly, the number of LEP stu-
dents in Arkansas has increased dra-
matically in recent years as well. Since
1994, the number of LEP students en-
rolled in Arkansas public schools has
increased by 80 percent, from 2,172 stu-
dents to 10,599 students today.

Other States have experienced a
similar increase in the number of stu-
dents in need of services under title III.
Between fiscal year 1999 and the year
2000, the percentage of immigrant stu-
dents grew dramatically in the fol-
lowing States: Connecticut by 72 per-
cent; Georgia by 39 percent; Louisiana
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by 34 percent; Michigan by 35 percent;
Missouri, our neighboring State to the
north, grew by 50 percent; Oregon by
28; Tennessee by 33 percent; and Utah

by 38 percent.
The need to do more to serve these

students and the educators who are re-
sponsible for teaching them is clear.
Providing more resources alone won’t
bring about reform or help close the
achievement gap which persists be-
tween LEP and non-LEP students.
Under the BEST bill, States will have
to establish and meet annual perform-
ance goals for LEP students or face
sanctions. In addition, all LEP stu-
dents must attain the State’s pro-
ficient level of performance within 10
years. This is a new approach that rep-
resents an important change from the
past where too often low expectations
for LEP students and immigrant stu-
dents has resulted in low performance
in the classroom. Our Nation and its
economy cannot tolerate that approach
to educating our children any longer.
In closing, I hope my colleagues will
support my amendment which ex-
presses a strong commitment to en-
hance educational opportunities for
LEP students by increasing and dis-
tributing Federal resources for LEP
programs in a reliable way and requir-
ing LEP and immigrant students to
meet higher standards. If we are going
to ask these students to master
English and meet the same challenging
State content and student performance
standards that all students are ex-
pected to meet, which we must do
under this bill, then we need to provide
States and local school districts with
the resources they need to meet this

new challenge.
I thank all of my colleagues for their

support and encourage their vote in
favor of the amendment. Attention to
this issue is growing in so many of our

States.
I yield the floor and suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the

Senator withhold, please.
The Senator from Vermont.
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order

for the quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 403, AS MODIFIED

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
really will not need to take much more
time. In a few moments, I am going to
ask unanimous consent to modify my
amendment. There isn’t anything I
have said that I would change. I just
think part of the disagreement, at
least with the Senator from Vermont,
was more semantics. I am intending
the quality of testing language here to
apply to this act, this piece of legisla-
tion, this reauthorization of the ESEA.

I haven’t resolved this one way or the
other yet. In my own mind, I have a
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question as to whether or not the Fed-
eral Government ought to be telling
the school districts—I really mean
this—in States across the country that
you will do this testing, and you will
do it every year in grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
and 8 with every kid. That is a philo-
sophical question.

The second concern I have is that in
terms of our involvement and the ways
in which schools are going to be meas-
ured and accountability is going to be
defined, I want to make sure we have
the necessary language that deals with
quality, and again I, in particular,
would emphasize the importance of
comprehensiveness, multiple measures,
and coherence, tests measuring the
curriculum and what is being taught,
and that it is continuous so that we see
how children are doing over time.

I don’t know how other Senators will
vote, but I am certainly pleased to
have had the discussion with my col-
league from Vermont.

I send my amendment to the desk
and ask that the amendment be modi-

fied.

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

The amendment (No. 403), as modi-
fied, reads as follows:

On page 46, strike line 19 and replace with
the following:

‘‘assessments developed and used by national
experts on educational testing.

‘(D) be used only if the State provides to
the Secretary evidence from the test pub-
lisher or other relevant sources that the as-
sessment used is of adequate technical qual-
ity for each purpose required under this Act,
and such evidence is made public by the Sec-
retary upon request;”’

On page 46, line 20, strike “(D)” and insert
C(R)”

(031 page 51, between lines 15 and 16, insert
the following:

‘(K) enable itemized score analyses to be
reported to schools and local educational
agencies in a way that parents, teachers,
schools, and local educational agencies can
interpret and address the specific academic
needs of individual students as indicated by
the students’ performance on assessment
items.

On page 125, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

SEC. 118A. GRANTS FOR ENHANCED ASSESSMENT
INSTRUMENTS.

Part A of title I (20 U.S.C. 6311 et seq.) is
amended by inserting after section 1117 (20
U.S.C. 6318) the following:

“SEC. 1117A. GRANTS FOR ENHANCED ASSESS-
MENT INSTRUMENTS.

‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to—

‘(1) enable States (or consortia or States)
and local educational agencies (or consortia
of local educational agencies) to collaborate
with institutions of higher education, other
research institutions, and other organiza-
tions to improve the quality and fairness of
State assessment systems beyond the basic
requirements for assessment systems de-
scribed in section 1111(b)(3);

‘“(2) characterize student achievement in
terms of multiple aspects of proficiency;

‘“(3) chart student progress over time;

‘“(4) closely track curriculum and instruc-
tion; and

‘“(5) monitor and improve judgments based
on informed evaluations of student perform-
ance.

“(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to

S4799

carry out this section $200,000,000 for fiscal
year 2002 and such sums as may be necessary
for each of the 6 succeeding fiscal years.

‘‘(c) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary
is authorized to award grants to States and
local educational agencies to enable the
States and local educational agencies to
carry out the purpose described in subsection
(a).

‘(d) APPLICATION.—In order to receive a
grant under this section for any fiscal year,
a State or local educational agency shall
submit an application to the Secretary at
such time and containing such information
as the Secretary may require.

‘“(e) AUTHORIZED USE OF FUNDS.—A State
or local educational agency having an appli-
cation approved under subsection (d) shall
use the grant funds received under this sec-
tion to collaborate with institutions of high-
er education or other research institutions,
experts on curriculum, teachers, administra-
tors, parents, and assessment developers for
the purpose of developing enhanced assess-
ments that are aligned with standards and
curriculum, are valid and reliable for the
purposes for which the assessments are to be
used, are grade-appropriate, include multiple
measures of student achievement from mul-
tiple sources, and otherwise meet the re-
quirements of section 1111(b)(3). Such assess-
ments shall strive to better measure higher
order thinking skills, understanding, analyt-
ical ability, and learning over time through
the development of assessment tools that in-
clude techniques such as performance, cur-
riculum-, and technology-based assessments.

‘(f) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Each State or local
educational agency receiving a grant under
this section shall report to the Secretary at
the end of the fiscal year for which the State
or local educational agency received the
grant on the progress of the State or local
educational agency in improving the quality
and fairness of assessments with respect to
the purpose described in subsection (a).”’.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
want to hear from my colleague from
Vermont. Sometimes when I feel par-
ticularly indignant—and I do right now
about where we are heading with this
bill, and I have a Senator on the floor
whom I respect and like to work with,
I don’t want the Senator from Vermont
to think this is aimed at him.

My third concern, which I will talk
about next week, is that we are just
going to kind of keep these children
thin when it comes to prekindergarten
and what is being done for them, and
keep them thin when it comes to the
additional title I help, which could be
pre-K, or extra reading help, or after
school, and we are going to keep them
thin when it comes to whether or not
their schools have the resources and
they are able to get the best teachers;
and then we are going to put them on
the scale, test them, and fail them

again.
This doesn’t work. The ‘account-
ability” without resources doesn’t

work. But at least this amendment
deals in part with the accountability
piece, which is to make sure we don’t
confuse accountability and testing and
a single standardized test as one and
the same thing. It is not.

So in the spirit of improving this bill,
I hope there will be support for this
amendment. I thank my colleague
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from Vermont for his very useful sug-
gestions. As I say, next week I am
going to have some amendments that
are going to say, basically, put up or
shut up. We voted for the title I au-
thorization—not money. So at least
let’s not do this testing until we in fact
fund it. I am going to have amend-
ments that say that, and I am going to
talk about the funding of prekinder-
garten. If you are going to start testing
8-years-olds, I guarantee you what has
much more to do with what 8-year-olds
do in school is what happens to them
before kindergarten. That is absolutely
true. That is what is so wrong about
the direction in which we are heading.
I will speak about that at great length
next week.

I yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest 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. JEFFORDS. 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 Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
want to comment briefly on Senator
WELLSTONE’s willingness to modify his
amendment. We all agree we want
high-quality tests, and it is entirely
proper the tests required under this act
be demonstrably valid and reliable. I
appreciate the Senator offering his
amendment, and I believe it is vastly
improved. Hopefully, it will be accept-
able.

The Senate now has returned to con-
sideration of the Better Education for
Students and Teachers, called the
BEST, Act. We have now spent a little
over a week on this bill, and we have
made good progress. We have disposed
of about a dozen amendments, and we
have eight that are pending, most of
which I hope we can complete action
on quickly.

As my colleagues know, consent was
reached that first-degree amendments
were to be filed by 5 p.m. yesterday,
and I want to bring my colleagues up
to date as to those results.

I compliment my colleagues for their
interest and industry in preparing the
amendments. Somewhere around 280
amendments were filed to the bill. Of
course, this number does not include
possible second-degree amendments
that could be allowed under the rules.

At our current base of 20 amend-
ments a week, we would complete this
legislation, say, in another 14 weeks.
Obviously, that is about the time we
intend to adjourn for the year, if we as-
sume we did not do anything else. As-
suming the Senate takes up no other
business and all amendments are of-
fered and everybody is happy, that
would be fine. Obviously, that is not
the case. I urge all my colleagues to
make sure when we get back into the
amendment process after today that
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they cooperate so we can narrow these
amendments and hopefully consolidate
many of them, or whatever, so we can
finalize this bill within the next week
or 2.

I hope my colleagues will reflect on
what is really important to them and
this legislation and communicate to
Senator KENNEDY’s staff or my staff
which amendments they want consid-
ered.

At a minimum, I urge my colleagues
to restrict themselves to education
amendments. I advise my colleagues
that I plan to oppose all amendments
that are not relevant to the bill regard-
less of the merits of the particular pro-
posal.

We will obviously have our hands full
completing action on this legislation
without undertaking debate on largely
unrelated issues.

Senators rightly have taken a great
interest in this legislation and have
proposed hundreds of amendments to
the bill. We will do our very best to
work with Senators to clear as many
amendments as possible and, in turn,
will ask our colleagues to identify over
the next few days which amendments
are their highest priority.

As we move on today, hopefully
Members will let us know which
amendments they want to pursue so we
can narrow the number as soon as pos-
sible without having to bother Mem-
bers with calling up amendments.

I urge my colleagues to please let us
know which amendments they really
want to have offered, and we will try
our best to expedite them.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. 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. KENNEDY. Mr. President, first I
want to say I am very hopeful that the
Senate will overwhelmingly support
the amendment of the Senator from
Minnesota, Mr. WELLSTONE. He spoke
very clearly and effectively about his
presentation today. I made comments
yesterday about the importance of de-
veloping a test which is going to be
comprehensive and not just reflective
of perhaps the simple rote answers to
rote kinds of questions, but real exami-
nations of the thinking process of chil-
dren and where they need help and as-
sistance.

The purpose of this legislation is to
provide valid and reliable tests along
with meaningful reforms that enable
children to move ahead academically.

That is what we want to try to do
with the whole range of tests. We have
enough experience now of Kknowing
which ones really can be used for in-
struments for learning as compared to
those which are solely punitive. In too
many instances, teachers teach to the
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test. In this way, we both fail the stu-
dent, fail the test, fail the school, and
fail the parents.

Senator WELLSTONE’s amendment is
enormously important. As I tried to
point out yesterday, I think the kind of
thoughtful examination by those who
have been in the field for years in
terms of the evaluation, as well as test-
ing, have come to the conclusion that
the more comprehensive examination
of children done in a timely way and
with the supplementary services avail-
able can be a very powerful instrument
in helping needy children move ahead
academically. I am hopeful that will be
accepted by the Senate.

I want to say a strong word in sup-
port of Senator LINCOLN’S amendment
in terms of the bilingual education.

One of the themes of this legislation
is to try to find out what the chal-
lenges are in our local communities
but also what works in our local com-
munities in terms of educational
achievement and build on that; also, to
take that experience, and make sure
that the children who ought to be cov-
ered in title I will be covered. This
amendment is a no-brainer.

If we look at the legislation that we
currently have without the acceptance
of the Lincoln amendment, we will be
denying millions of limited English
proficient children the key element in
terms of increasing their academic
ability with high quality, effective pro-
grams in Title ITII. We are not prescrip-
tive. We give the local communities
the choices in terms of the bilingual
and language instructional programs
that will be available to the schools
and to the local communities in terms
of helping children who are limited
English proficient. Liocal communities
can make judgments and decisions as
to which program is suitable for their
particular community.

There is a wide range of different
evaluations of these programs to dem-
onstrate the ones that have been the
most successful. All of that will be
available to the local community.
What is important is that those serv-
ices be available to those children.
Without those services being available
to those children, then we are basically
failing those children. It is a very clear
group of children that we are failing.

The number of children who fall into
the limited English proficiency has vir-
tually doubled over the period of the
last 10 years, and is increasing daily.
These students are making up a grow-
ing number of district’s total enroll-
ment. In 9 states the limited English
proficient population has grown by 25
percent or more since 1995.

The amendment of the Senator from
Arkansas recognizes this growth, and
responds to it. It says: Look, we know
what works for the local communities.
We know that schools throughout the
nation have been struggling to serve
this population.

For a certain period of time, we
thought the only language was going
to be Spanish, and that it was just
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going to be in Florida, Texas, and Cali-
fornia. But we know of the expansion
of and the need for these programs in
many other areas of our country, in-
cluding Arkansas, as the Senator has
pointed out.

On this chart, the red line shows that
the limited-English-proficiency enroll-
ment has increased by 100 percent in
the last 10 years, while total enroll-
ment has basically been rather flat
over that period of time.

What we also know is, if we do not
provide these programs, effectively,
these children, almost out of defini-
tion, are going to fail in terms of new
accountability and testing standards.
That, we know. That is a given.

The question is—here, this afternoon,
in a few minutes—whether we are
going to go on record and say, look,
this is a particular group of children
who are part of our public school sys-
tems—as a result of a variety of fac-
tors; the changes in immigration pat-
terns, the changes in our immigration
laws—who need assistance.

There are many children who are
falling into this category. We know, as
sure as we are standing in this Cham-
ber today, that if we do not adopt the
Lincoln amendment, we are denying
millions of children the kinds of bene-
fits that we know are successful be-
cause they have demonstrated success.

I have a number of examples where
we have seen local communities that
were able to participate in programs,
such as what would be included in the
amendment of the Senator from Ar-
kansas. They have seen dramatic
changes in their whole academic atti-
tude. The result is that these children
have really blossomed with those kinds
of programs. Without them, we are
going to be reaching only a very small
number of these children who would
otherwise be eligible—only 17 percent
under the Bush budget. Over the 4 mil-
lion limited English proficient stu-
dents nationwide, we are only serving
900,000 at the present time. We aim to
serve more. But we need the resources.

We are hopeful, with this legislation,
to try to build on tried and tested ef-
forts that have been initiated in dif-
ferent parts of the country and that
have been demonstrated to be con-
structive and productive in enhancing
academic achievement—to offer these
out to local communities, to let local
communities make these decisions. We
have given them additional kinds of
flexibility. Then we would have ac-
countability in terms of the teachers,
in terms of the schools, in terms of the
parents, and also new accountability
for disadvantaged children who are fac-
ing enormous kinds of challenges every
single day. Many students struggle
with learning English, and meeting
challenging academic standards.

If we are really interested in getting
a fair start for these children, if we are
really interested in no children being
left behind, we have, we believe, a pro-
gram that can do that. But if we do not
provide the kinds of targeting assist-
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ance with these programs for children
who have the limited English pro-
ficiency, then effectively we are writ-
ing them off, make no mistake about
it.

That is what is at stake. That is
what is so important.

If we are really interested, we ought
to recognize that this is a defined
group of children who we have in our
schools, and we ought to make sure the
children are going to benefit from
these programs.

The red line on the chart—which
brings us up to the year 2000—shows
that the limited English proficient
population now numbers more than 4
million students. That number is going
to continued to grow. So the question
is, Are we going to recognize what is
happening in our schools today—what
has happened over the last 10 years and
what is going to happen in the next 5
years? If we are really interested in
trying to make sure these children are
not going to be left behind, this is the
amendment that can make a major dif-
ference.

I congratulate the Senator from Ar-
kansas. I think this is one of the most
important amendments we will con-
sider. It is a lifeline in many respects.
It is the crutch upon which the other
provisions in Title III of this legisla-
tion really depend. If we do not provide
resources for this program, then the
other aspects of this legislation are
going to, fail millions of children. That
is wrong.

We ought to take what we know. The
good Senator from Arkansas has done
that and has offered us an opportunity
to make this legislation even stronger.
We saw a modest increase in our au-
thorization coming out of the com-
mittee. But that increase is clearly not
enough to do the job. The Lincoln
amendment will do the job. I am very
hopeful that it will be accepted in the
Senate.

Mr. President, whatever time I have
remaining, I am glad to yield to the
Senator from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey has 9% minutes.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Massachusetts
for yielding.

In the last few weeks this Senate has
begun to focus on what is, by any
measure, the most pressing issue before
the country; and that is simply the
quality of education for America’s
schoolchildren.

It is a quality-of-life issue. It is an
economic issue. It is even a national
security issue. A great nation cannot
long endure in its position if the qual-
ity of education for its children is not
paramount. You cannot lead economi-
cally, socially, culturally, or even mili-
tarily for long if you do not lead in the
quality of education for your children.

This reality, I believe, has focused
the Senate’s attention on funding
standards and quality of education. I
believe the debate has been promising.
The Senate adopted the Dodd amend-
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ment to authorize a $132 billion in-
crease over 10 years in title I aid to
poor schools. Currently, the Federal
Government provides school districts
with only one-third of the assistance
for which they are eligible. Under the
Dodd measure, by 2011, they will re-
ceive 100 percent of the assistance they
both need and require.

The Senate adopted the Harkin
amendment to meet our Federal com-
mitment to special education by guar-
anteeing $181 billion over 10 years for
IDEA. This program was enacted by
Congress in 1975. The Federal Govern-
ment promised to pay 40 percent of the
per-pupil cost. The reality is, for the
year 2000, we have paid simply 13 per-
cent.

The Harkin amendment will make an
enormous difference to local school dis-
trict budgets where the share of the
special education funding has increased
from 3 percent to 20 percent in total
cost since 1975.

But also, I believe that the bill
itself—before amendment —does have
the underpinnings of genuine reform.
The Bush administration’s plan does
include an emphasis on accountability,
standards, and testing. If these provi-
sions of accountability are married
with meeting a genuine Federal com-
mitment on special education, train-
ing, hiring teachers, and special edu-
cation, then the Senate can be proud of
this legislation. Indeed, to date, we
have done exactly that.

Now we turn to the question of con-
struction, the quality of these schools
themselves. Most Americans in their
communities would not believe what
many of us have seen in our States,
that in this extraordinary time of
American prosperity, economic power,
and budget surplus, American students
are attending class in gymnasiums,
trailers, and hallways. I have seen it in
New Jersey, in prosperous commau-
nities. It is not a proud statement
about our country.

Mr. President, 2,400 schools will have
to be built in the next 2 years just to
accommodate rising enrollments.

Education reform will be incomplete
without dedicating this funding. No
standard of accountability or testing
will mean anything—indeed, even hir-
ing teachers will mean little—if we do
not do something about the quality of
the schools themselves.

As strongly as I believe in the build-
ing of schools, even that must be com-
plemented by doing something about
the human capital, our teachers, for it
to be a balanced piece of legislation.

This week we passed the Kennedy
amendment which authorized $3 billion
for professional development. By com-
bining professional development with
class size reduction, this bill, however,
will be jeopardized without keeping the
commitment of the Clinton adminis-
tration to hire 100,000 new teachers. I
believe there was nothing more signifi-
cant accomplished in the Clinton ad-
ministration than the hiring of these
new teachers to reduce class size.
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In the Nation, we have hired 30,000
towards that national goal. In my
State of New Jersey, 1,600 new teachers
are at work today who would not be in
place, reducing class size, but for this
initiative.

A balanced program in the Senate
will have accountability; it will con-
struct new classrooms. But it must
also reduce class size. Every study that
has ever been chartered has made it
clear that the single greatest variable
in the quality of education is having
more teachers teaching fewer students.
Overcrowded classrooms are a direct
threat to the ability of our children to
learn. We must take disadvantaged stu-
dents and have them engaged in the
classroom to increase performance.

An important element is going to be
not only recruiting but also retaining
teachers who otherwise are leaving the
classroom, who can only be retained by
improvements in discipline, but also
easing the burden by smaller class size
and, of course, by compensation.

In the next decade in New Jersey,
more than one-third of our 93,000 teach-
ers are going to retire. It is going to
happen. It is a clock that is ticking.
Nationwide in the next 11 years, 2.4
million teachers will retire.

As I believe this debate has dem-
onstrated, we have moved beyond a
partisan debate. The most significant
element in this education discussion is
that Democratic and Republican ideas
are now being melded together. It is a
great moment for the Senate. If we can
preserve the Clinton administration’s
efforts at hiring new teachers to reduce
class size, combine the efforts of Demo-
crats in the Senate for school construc-
tion to improve the quality of the in-
frastructure, and take the Bush admin-
istration’s proposals for accountability
and testing and discipline, this Senate
can be proud of what we have done. The
Harkin and Dodd amendments on spe-
cial education, on title I, on full fund-
ing of IDEA are important beginnings.
But it is in the balance whether good
legislation can now be made great, re-
ducing class size, constructing the
schools that America’s children need
and deserve.

I believe every Member of the Senate
can be proud of this debate to date.
Now let’s finish and make a good bill
great.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty
seconds.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, both
the Wellstone and Lincoln amendments
are very important.

One is to make sure we have quality
testing that reflects an accurate eval-
uation of the progress children are
making and where the needs are so
teachers can work on them and so the
children can excel. The other is to
make sure the programs are made
available to the children who need the
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kind of assistance that limited-English
programs provide and that has been
demonstrated to be effective. We are
talking about the neediest children in
the country. We are talking about the
poorest of the poor, living in enor-
mously trying circumstances, who are
trying to understand and make aca-
demic progress. Let’s make sure that
all the support will be there for them.

I believe the yeas and nays have been
asked for, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have.

The Senator from Tennessee has 11
seconds.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. WELLSTONE. 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. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, my
understanding is we will have a vote at
any moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.
I will take a moment or two to summa-
rize this amendment.

Again, the amendment focuses on
quality testing. The amendment says
that everything we are doing within
this Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act which has to do with these
tests that are going to take place every
yvear must meet the professional stand-
ards. In particular, what I am focused
on is that there be multiple measures,
not a single measurement; that, again,
there be coherence; that the actual
curriculum that is being taught is
what is being measured; and that we
also focus on continuity and are able to
look at a child’s progress over time.

I am not at all excited about any of
the direction here, but any way I can
make this bill a better bill, I want to.
I certainly hope my colleagues will
vote for this amendment.

Again, this budget resolution that
was passed tells the story loudly and
clearly. We are not going to have the
resources going to the schools and the
children. Next week I will have amend-
ments that say we go with the testing
and accountability when, in fact, we
have provided the funding for title I;
when, in fact, we have provided funding
for early childhood development; when
we have done the job by way of getting
the tools to the schools and the chil-
dren and the teachers so they can suc-
ceed. That is going to be a long story
next week.

For now, I am hoping there is good,
strong support for this quality of test-
ing amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, how much
time remains?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is

no time remaining on either side.
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at 2 p.m. on
Monday, the Senate resume consider-
ation of S. 1 and the Reid amendment
No. 460 and there be up to 1 hour for de-
bate to be equally divided in the usual
form with no second-degree amend-
ments in order.

I further ask unanimous consent that
following that debate, the amendment
be laid aside and at 4 p.m. the Senate
resume consideration of amendment
No. 376 offered by Senator CLELAND and
there be up to 1 hour for debate on that
amendment with no second-degree
amendments in order.

I further ask unanimous consent that
a vote occur in relation to that amend-
ment following the Reid amendment
with 2 minutes prior to the vote for ex-
planation.

I further ask unanimous consent that
a vote occur in relation to the Reid
amendment at 5:30 p.m. on Monday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, it is my under-
standing that there would be no sec-
ond-degree amendments to the amend-
ments of Senators REID and CLELAND.

Mr. FRIST. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to the
Wellstone amendment No. 403, as modi-
fied.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) and
the Senator from Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN)
are necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. BOXER) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. F1TZ-
GERALD). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 99 Leg.]

YEAS—50
Akaka Dodd Levin
Baucus Dorgan Lieberman
Bayh Durbin Lincoln
Biden Edwards Mikulski
Bingaman Feingold Murray
Breaux Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Byrd Graham Nelson (NE)
Campbell Harkin Reed
Cantwell Hollings Reid
Carnahan Inouye Rockefeller
Carper Jeffords Sarbanes
Cleland Johnson Schumer
Clinton Kennedy Stabenow
Conrad Kerry Torricelli
Corzine Kohl Wellstone
Daschle Landrieu Wyden
Dayton Leahy

NAYS—47
Allard Bond Burns
Allen Brownback Chafee
Bennett Bunning Cochran
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Collins Hutchinson Sessions
Craig Hutchison Shelby
DeWine Inhofe Smith (NH)
Domenici Kyl Smith (OR)
Enzi Lott Snowe
Fitzgerald Lugar Specter
Frist McCain Stevens
Gramm McConnell Thomas
Grassley Miller Thompson
Gregg Murkowski Thurmond
Hagel Nickles Voinovich
Hatch Roberts Warner
Helms Santorum

NOT VOTING—3
Boxer Crapo Ensign

The amendment (No. 403), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 451

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are now 2 minutes evenly divided on
the Lincoln amendment No. 451.

Who yields time?

The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield to the Senator
from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 1
minute.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, the
amendment on which we are about to
vote reconfirms our commitment to
give States the resources they need to
help all students with limited English
proficiency to attain proficiency in the
English language and achieve high lev-
els of learning in all subjects.

This year we spent $460 million to
serve LEP and immigrant students, but
only 17 percent of eligible children will
benefit from these programs. This
amendment calls on Congress to appro-
priate $750 million for language in-
struction programs and services in
2002. It would also authorize additional
funding over the next 6 years.

The critical part of this is that these
children are also going to be judged by
standards and tests. We want to be able
to give these school districts the capa-
bilities to give these children the tools
they need in order to be successful
within these standards and these tests.
It is absolutely essential if what we
want to do in this Nation is to leave
the status quo of education and move
on to something that is progressive.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I have no requests
for time. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to Lincoln
amendment No. 451.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) and
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the Senator from Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN)
are necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. BOXER) and
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
BREAUX) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 62,
nays 34, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 100 Leg.]

YEAS—62
Akaka Durbin McCain
Allen Edwards Mikulski
Baucus Feingold Miller
Bayh Feinstein Murray
Biden Fitzgerald Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Graham Nelson (NE)
Campbell Harkin Reed
Cantwell Hollings Reid
Carnahan Hutchinson Rockefeller
Carper Hutchison Sarbanes
Chafee Inouye Schumer
Cleland Jeffords Smith (OR)
Clinton Johnson Snowe
Collins Kennedy Specter
Conrad Kerry Stabenow
Corzine Kohl Torricelli
Daschle Landrieu Voinovich
Dayton Leahy Warner
Dodd Levin Wellstone
Domenici Lieberman Wyden
Dorgan Lincoln

NAYS—34
Allard Gramm Nickles
Bennett Grassley Roberts
Bond Gregg Santorum
Brownback Hagel Sessions
Bunning Hatch Shelby
Burns Helms Smith (NH)
Byrd Inhofe Stevens
Cochran Kyl Thomas
Craig Lott Thompson
DeWine Lugar Thurmond
Enzi McConnell
Frist Murkowski

NOT VOTING—4

Boxer Crapo
Breaux Ensign

The amendment (No. 451) was agreed
to.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote and I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 53¢ TO AMENDMENT NO. 358
(Purpose: To provide for a Careers to Class-

rooms program and improve the Troops to

Teachers program)

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON],
for herself, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. DEWINE,
Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. CRAPO, Mr.
KENNEDY, and Mr. BIDEN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 534.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 9, 2001, under
“Amendments Submitted.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendments are
set aside.
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The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
amendment No. 534 is the Careers to
Classrooms Act of 2001. I have several
cosponsors who have worked very hard
with me to put this amendment to-
gether because many of us had ideas
along the same line. I thank very much
my cosponsors: Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr.
DEWINE, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. CRAPO, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. BIDEN.

We have all worked on this issue be-
cause probably every one of us has had
some experience that caused us to real-
ize we must do more to recruit teach-
ers into our classrooms. I had the expe-
rience of having a very good friend in
Greenville, TX, who was a Latin major
in college. She taught Latin in a pri-
vate school, but when she moved to
Greenville, she did not have the teach-
er certification for public school, so
she was not able to teach Latin. Well,
they didn’t offer Latin in Greenville
High School, even though they very
much wanted to do so. But she was not
qualified to teach because she didn’t
have the teacher certification, even
though she had taught Latin in private
school and that was her major in col-
lege.

So I started thinking, what are we
doing, when we have a shortage of
teachers, especially in rural class-
rooms, in urban classrooms, in high-
growth areas, where we have subjects
that are not being taught—subjects
such as math, science, languages—yet
we have artificial barriers to bringing
people who have expertise into the
classroom?

So I modeled the Careers to Class-
rooms Program—along with my co-
sponsors—along the lines of the Troops
to Teachers Program, which Senator
DEWINE will speak about later, which
has been so successful in taking retired
military personnel who would like to
have another career, who are 40, 45, 50
years old, and bringing them into the
classroom with all of their myriad of
great experience and giving the chil-
dren in our country the chance to expe-
rience this kind of expertise.

This is Careers to Classroom because
now we have a number of people who
have done very well early in their ca-
reers, and they would like to change
careers, or they would like to retire
from the computer industry. We want
to lure those qualified people into the
classroom. We want to target the class-
es that don’t have teachers, where we
have teacher shortages. So this amend-
ment simply puts forward another op-
portunity for our school districts to
give alternative certification, expe-
dited certification, to encourage teach-
ers to go into the classrooms in areas
where we have teacher shortages.

In this legislation, individuals with
demonstrable skills in high-need areas
would be given the chance to help a
school that has a need for teachers in
their field. It would provide limited sti-
pend assistance for individuals in-
volved in State alternative certifi-
cation programs and will agree to
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teach in rural schools, schools with the
most pressing teacher shortages, and
schools with the highest percentage of
students from low-income families. So
we give incentives through stipends to
help them get that teacher certifi-
cation.

Second, to help offset the additional
costs these high-needs schools incur
when they accept individuals in the Ca-
reers to Classrooms Program, the pro-
vision allows States to award grants to
such schools to meet these costs.

In other words, we are rewarding the
school districts for creativity, for
going the extra mile to bring qualified
teachers into the classroom, and we are
rewarding the person who is willing to
g0 into the classroom by giving assist-
ance for that alternative certification.

I ask that we pass this bill. It is one
more way our public schools can give
every child an opportunity to reach his
or her full potential. That is the goal of
public education. It is why public edu-
cation is so important. We want every
child to reach his or her dreams with a
public education.

We like private schools. We like pa-
rochial schools. We think home schools
are fine for many students. But we also
want our public schools to be the foun-
dation of our country, and that is ex-
actly what adding more options and
more incentives for creativity will do.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
will take 3 or 4 minutes. I notice Sen-
ator CLINTON is on the floor, and Sen-
ator DEWINE is on the floor as well. I
say to Senator DEWINE, I will let him
cover the Troops to Teachers part of
this legislation. It is a real addition,
and I like this effort. This whole notion
of Careers to Classrooms makes all the
sense in the world.

I want to highlight two facts. No. 1,
we are focusing again on underserved
children and underserved communities,
be they inner city, rural, or, for that
matter, in a suburb.

No. 2, we want to make it possible for
some people to make big career
changes, to go into teaching, working
with the States, and States having col-
laborative relationships with higher in-
stitutions to provide alternative means
for certification and have more lateral
entry into teaching.

Some of the best teachers are women
and men who midcareer decide to make
this change and go into teaching. For
my own part —I hope I do not have to
do it too soon; some of my colleagues
might disagree with me on that—I
often think to myself that I would love
to do some teaching in the schools I
visit all the time. Even though I do
have a doctorate in political science
and have some experience in the area
of social studies, the thought of going
back to school and going through the
usual certification is a disincentive.
We are trying to provide more incen-
tives for people to come into teaching.

Every discussion I have been involved
in at every school, once every 2 weeks
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for the last 10% years, if I ask a stu-
dent what makes for a good education,
the first thing they talk about before
anything else is good teachers. By the
way, they are not talking about teach-
ers who teach the worksheets. They are
talking about teachers who fire their
imagination.

Finally—and Senator CLINTON may
speak about this—it is not just recruit-
ment but retention, having mentors,
and providing support for teachers to
stay in the profession. We run into the
problem of good people leaving the pro-
fession. This is terribly important.

This amendment is on target. Each of
us wrote our own amendments, our own
bills. The Senator from Texas is right;
we put this all together in a collabo-
rative relationship. It is a very impor-
tant amendment. There is widespread
support for it, and I am proud to work
with my colleagues on this important
legislation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. DEWINE. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I congratulate my col-
leagues from Texas, Minnesota, and
New York for the great work they have
done on this bill. This bill goes to the
heart of the challenge we face in the
next few years in education. We know a
lot of things are important in edu-
cation. We know we have to have a
good building, laboratory equipment,
and good books. We have to have dif-
ferent items, but we know the most im-
portant thing in education is the
teacher.

As my high school principal, Mr. MA-
LONE, told me years ago, there are only
two things that really count in edu-
cation: One is a student who wants to
learn and the other is a teacher who
can teach. This amendment goes di-
rectly to the heart of this issue.

We face a challenge in this country.
In the next decade, we will have to
produce 1.6 million to 2.6 million new
teachers just to replace the teachers
today who are getting ready to retire—
1.6 to 2.6 million. We know from our ex-
perience that the greatest challenge
with regard to recruiting these teach-
ers is in the poorer parts of the coun-
try—in the inner cities many times, in
areas of Appalachia. This is where it is
so vitally important for us to attract,
retain, and keep the best teachers we
can find. We absolutely have to do
that. This amendment is targeted di-
rectly at that.

I wish to talk for a moment about
the part of the bill that we refer to as
Troops to Teachers. This is not a new
program. It is a program, frankly, we
had to fight last year to keep afloat. It
is a program that has been proven to
work.

The concept is very simple. Every
year in this country we have tens of
thousands of men and women who re-
tire from the military, and they retire
many times at, at least from my point
of view now, a relatively young age,
the age of 57. They have a lot of time
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ahead of them, and they have a great
deal of experience. We want to encour-
age as many of these people as we can
who have already proven they can lead
other people to go into education, to
teach, to take that leadership ability
and lead our young people and mold
them and work with them to, in turn,
become leaders.

It has been a very successful pro-
gram. This bill expands that program.
Let me briefly tell the Members of the
Senate what the results of this pro-
gram have been.

A 1999 study found that 30 percent of
Troops to Teachers, 30 percent of the
people who go from the military into
teaching under this program, are mi-
norities. That is compared to only 10
percent of all teachers. Thirty percent
of these former troops are now teachers
and teaching math. Many of them are
involved in teaching science. These are
two subjects for which we know it is al-
ways difficult to find quality people to
teach and people who have that back-
ground.

Twenty-five percent of the Troops to
Teachers teach in urban schools; 90
percent are male, compared to the cur-
rent teaching force, which is 74 percent
female. Many educators tell us we need
more males to go into teaching, par-
ticularly in K-6, 7, 8, the primary edu-
cation. Troops to Teachers has proven
this will, in fact, work and helps to do
that.

I congratulate my colleagues for
their work on this issue. The Troops to
Teachers provision is something I have
worked on for some time. I have had
the chance in my State of Ohio to meet
with people who have been troops who
are now teachers. It is phenomenal to
see their enthusiasm but, more impor-
tantly, to see the enthusiasm of their
students. It really makes a difference
in these children’s lives.

This is an amendment that goes right
at the heart of our problems and our
concerns and that is to improve the
quality of teaching in this country and
to continue to do what we can to re-
cruit the best people we can and put
them into education and let them
teach our young people.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I am
so pleased to join my colleagues sup-
porting this amendment, Careers to
Classrooms. I commend my good friend
from Texas who brought all of us to-
gether, took all of our various ideas,
and came up with a amendment that I
believe will make a tremendous dif-
ference in one of the most serious prob-
lems facing us in education. This is an
issue all of us who joined together as
original cosponsors have worked on be-
cause it is one that came to us in our
respective States.

I brought along just three sample
headlines from 3 different years. The
first, from August of 1998, from the
Buffalo News, reports that more than
half of the teachers in New York State,
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201,000, were headed for retirement in
the next 10 years.

Then a year later, in August 1999, the
New York Times ran a story on the
front page alerting the public that as
children were heading back to school,
cities and towns across our country
were struggling to fill the teacher
slots, especially in our poorest neigh-
borhoods, and especially in difficult
subjects such as math and science and
special ed.

Then, again, in August 2000, the New
York Times focused on Westchester
County where I live, highlighting the
fact that faced with retirements and
other departures from the profession,
superintendents were spending their
time desperately searching for teachers
to be there when school opened.

I think all of us who joined together
on this amendment do not want to see
these headlines anymore. We think it
is time that, from August 2001 on, the
headlines should read that our country
is coming together to answer the call
to recruit and retain more teachers. I
am so pleased that this amendment
hits what I see as all of the necessary
major points.

As Senator HUTCHISON said, it sup-
ports alternative routes to certifi-
cation. I have heard so many stories
similar to the one she told about her
friend, the Latin teacher, who could
not get a job in the public schools. As
Senator DEWINE points out, it con-
tinues to support and fund the very
successful Troops to Teachers Pro-
gram. As Senator WELLSTONE points
out, it begins to provide the resources
that our high-need school districts will
require in order to place them at the
head of the queue to try to attract
teachers. I am pleased it will permit
each local school district to develop a
local teacher corps, which would be
able to provide bonuses for midcareer
professionals interested in becoming
teachers.

I have often said if we give signing
bonuses to athletes, we ought to give
signing bonuses to teachers. There is
not any more important job in our
country. All too often our teachers are
relegated to the margins of our con-
cerns. The teacher corps would also be
able to make scholarships available for
recent college students and create new
career ladders for teacher’s aides to be-
come fully certified teachers. A lot of
our teacher’s aides want to become
teachers. If they are performing well, if

they have the requisite academic
skills, we ought to encourage their de-
velopment.

It will also provide additional men-
toring, support, and professional devel-
opment that is needed to become an ef-
fective teacher.

All in all, I am so pleased that we
have an opportunity to address this im-
portant issue in this bill because if we
do not address the quality and the
quantity of our teaching force, we are
not going to be able to deliver on all
the other promises we are trying to
make and Kkeep with the children,
teachers, and parents of our country.
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I know in New York City we are
looking desperately to fill the slots
that are needed for our teachers. This
kind of program of alternative certifi-
cation and additional mentoring, simi-
lar to what we call the New York City
Teaching Fellows Program, will help us
recruit and retain our teachers.

In addition to promoting alternative
routes to full certification, I am
pleased that in the underlying bill as
part of S. 1 we have the National
Teacher Recruitment Campaign to
alert prospective teachers from across
the country about these new resources
and routes to teaching and include a
National Teacher Recruitment Clear-
inghouse so someone, anywhere in the
country, can sign on to the Web and
find out information about where they
are living now or where they hope to
move so we can really attract people
who are the best and the brightest into
teaching.

I am excited about this opportunity.
I commend all my colleagues who have
worked in a collegial and bipartisan
manner, representing States from
Texas to Ohio to Minnesota to New
York, to send a clear message that
teacher recruitment and retention is
not a partisan issue. It is at the root of
how successful we can be in improving
education. I am so pleased we are going
to have a chance to vote on this
amendment and send that clear mes-
sage to the people of our country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank all of my colleagues who have
spoken so eloquently. I think Senator
WELLSTONE, Senator CLINTON, Senator
DEWINE, and I have each addressed a
separate part of this bill. We have each
addressed something from our own
States that we have seen that caused
us to come together to try to alleviate
the critical teacher shortage that we
have in public schools throughout our
Nation.

I think this is one more way that we
will be able to add more creativity and
more options to our arsenal of weapons
that we have to combat the teacher
shortage that we are seeing in our
country.

I thank all my colleagues.

If there is no one else wishing to
speak on this amendment, I urge adop-
tion of amendment No. 534.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 534) was agreed
to.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr.
President. I think we have taken a
great step forward. I hope in the final
bill this is a very big part of the reform
we are all seeking in public education.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President,
thanks to my colleague, especially for
her leadership on this issue.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

S4805

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded 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.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
today as we debate one of the most im-
portant issues to come before us in the
Senate—the education of our chil-
dren—and to urge my colleagues to
support the Careers to Classrooms
amendment.

If you have listened to the debate,
there is not a single Senator who is
satisfied with the quality of education
in our public schools. We are unani-
mous in our belief that U.S. schools
must do better in this global, competi-
tive, ideas-based world.

In my own State, New Yorkers were
shocked to learn that more than one-
third of the State’s students performed
below the basic level of achievement in
reading. Over the last 8 years, the num-
ber of New York State schools cited for
poor performance has more than dou-
bled, and this is simply unacceptable.

When you look at the studies, you
see that they show that the greatest
influence on how a young person per-
forms in school is their parents and the
values and oversight their parents are
giving. There is something we can do
about that, but not very much—at
least in this bill.

Second is the quality of our teachers.
On this bill, if we could only accom-
plish one thing—I hope it will accom-
plish many more than that—if we could
make only one change to our schools to
raise the quality of education for all
kids, it would be to improve the qual-
ity of our teachers and make the teach-
ing profession more attractive to
young people and midcareer profes-
sionals alike.

In the past, America was able to at-
tract high-quality individuals into
teaching. We had three cohorts of peo-
ple who went into teaching:

In the 1930s and 1940s, we had New
Dealers—people who were raised in the
Depression and got that civil service
job because they did not want to be
fired, even if it paid a little less.

In the 1950s and 1960s, there were not
many opportunities for women, and
millions of young, bright American
women were told, ‘““Go be a teacher,”
and, ‘‘Go be a nurse.” To our great luck
as a nation and to my great luck as a
student who was taught by many of
them, many of them did go into teach-
ing.

The final cohort were the young men
in the late 1960s and early 1970s who,
because you received a draft deferment
when you taught, went into teaching.

My children attend public schools in
New York City. At Open School Night,
I asked the six teachers of my daughter
who is in high school how they got into
teaching. They are women who had
gotten into teaching in the 1960s, 1970s,
and 1980s, and they are men all about
my age—I am 50—who had become
teachers during the Vietnam war.
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Those three groups of people are
gone. New Deal, not too many people
who lived in the shadow of the Depres-
sion are going into professions now;
Women, thank God there are many
more opportunities; and, again, thank
God we don’t have a Vietnam war that
drove men into teaching.

As a result, because of that, our
teachers are old.

This chart shows the age of teachers
in America. This big bump shows
teachers 47 to 49 in my State. I think
the No. 1 age—the “‘immediate mode” 1
think it is called—of the teacher, the
most frequent age of any, is 53.

In the next 10 years, we are going to
have huge numbers of our teachers re-
tire, and they are going to have to be
replaced. The $64,000 question for edu-
cation is, Who is going to replace
them?

One thing we know. Today, to choose
to teach is to choose financial sac-
rifice. Teacher salaries do not compare
with other possible options facing grad-
uates. In fact, over the past 4 years sal-
ary offers for college graduates in all
fields have grown at twice the rate of
those for new teachers. Isn’t that in-
credible that in America, where we
value education, salaries for teachers
grew at half the rate of others?

This chart tells the story about why
we are having such difficulty attract-
ing good teachers. The starting salary
for computer programming is $44,000,
for accounting is $37,000, for market re-
search is $34,000, and for a paralegal is
$45,000. But the starting salary for a
teacher with a bachelor’s degree in
America is $26,700.

So a qualified young person, ideal-
istic though they may be, can often
make $10,000, $15,000, or even $20,000
more starting out by going into an-
other profession.

What job could be more important
than teaching? It is the most impor-
tant job in America in the 21st cen-
tury. Teaching should be an exalted
profession the way medicine and law
were in the 20th century. That is not
just something that sounds nice; that
is if we want to keep America the lead-
ing country in the world.

Yet this most important job has be-
come less and less and less attractive
compared to other jobs financially.
That means that quality has become
less important than simply filling va-
cant teacher slots. We have seen it all.
We have seen in my city they now are
going not just around America but
around the world to find young men
and women to teach, particularly in
math and science. The board of edu-
cation in New York City found itself
lucky that it had a gold mine of Yugo-
slavian students who wanted to come
teach, and Austrian students who
wanted to come teach. And they are
good to have—better than nothing. But
how many of them are going to stay
here and become career teachers and
gain the invaluable experience in the
first 3 or 4 years that a teacher gains?

We cannot continue in this manner.
We cannot have so many math and
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science teachers not experienced in
math and science. We cannot have this
global search for people who might
teach for a year. We cannot have it for
a lot of reasons.

Today’s economy depends on the
quality of the minds of our young peo-
ple, the quality of the education we
provide in our schools, and, con-
sequently, our children’s success de-
pends on the education they receive.

As you can see from the chart, in my
own State, in New York City alone,
11,000 teachers could retire by this
yvear’s end. And remember that pre-
vious chart: One-third of our teachers
are eligible to retire in 5 years. That
means our country will have to hire or
replace close to 2 million teachers over
the next decade. And New York State
will need to hire 80,000 teachers over
the next 5 years.

Studies tell us that teacher qualifica-
tions account for more than 90 percent
of the differences in students’ math
and reading scores.

I believe in having more teachers. I
support having 100,000 new teachers.
But let me tell you this. I would rather
have a really good teacher for 21 stu-
dents than a mediocre teacher for 18.
So as much as I support having 100,000
new teachers, I would much rather see
us get the best quality teachers, even if
it means slightly bigger class size.

We, of course, in an ideal world,
should not have to settle between one
and the other. But quality and training
counts. That is what the studies show.
The bad news is that more than 12 per-
cent of all newly hired teachers enter
the teaching workforce with no train-
ing at all. More than 1 out of 10 teach-
ers have not a single bit of training.
They hire you and throw you in a class-
room. Isn’t that amazing? Would we do
that to somebody who is working in a
foundry on an assembly line? Would we
do it in almost any other job? No. But
here it is. And a third of all teachers
lack a major or even a minor in the
subject they teach. And 33 percent of
new teachers nationwide lack full cer-
tification.

We all talk about education. We all
think that it is the key to our future.
And the people who are going into
teaching are often financially under-
paid, which means, frankly, we do not
get the highest quality, and they are
untrained when they enter the class-
room.

I do not think anyone in this Cham-
ber, from the most conservative to the
most liberal, would dispute this state-
ment: Every American child deserves
to be taught by a highly qualified, mo-
tivated teacher.

So what does that mean? It means
that scarce Federal dollars—and they
are scarce; particularly, I might add,
with this huge tax cut they are even
more scarce—it means that scarce Fed-
eral dollars should be used to support
and help replicate successful programs
to recruit and retain highly qualified
teachers, especially in those districts
with the highest need.
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I have been working on this piece of
legislation since I came to the Senate 2
years ago. We put together something
called the ‘“‘Marshall Plan for Teach-
ers.” I am proud to say that a lot of the
things in this amendment—and the
ideas were not mine alone; lots of my
colleagues had very similar ideas—are
very much like the ‘‘Marshall Plan”
that we introduced and talked about.

I am very proud to have worked with
so many of my colleagues —of course,
Senator KENNEDY in the lead, and Sen-
ators HUTCHISON, WELLSTONE, CRAPO,
CLINTON, DEWINE, and BIDEN—on this
amendment to provide Federal support
for States and local districts to recruit
and retain midcareer professionals and
to attract young people into the teach-
ing profession. To me, it is the most
important part of this bill.

There are many important parts.
Federal dollars will help establish, ex-
pand, or enhance programs that pro-
vide alternative routes to certification,
such as the National Teaching Fellows
Program in my city of New York. Dol-
lars will be targeted to the areas where
they are needed most—districts and
schools with high numbers of low-in-
come families, high numbers of
uncertified teachers, and high teacher
turnover.

Similar to legislation I introduced
this Congress, our amendment would
provide funds that could be used to re-
cruit new teachers through incentives,
scholarships, tax credits, or stipends,
as long as these efforts are linked to ef-
fective retention activities such as
mentoring programs and high-quality,
in-service professional development op-
portunities.

We know that 20 percent of new
teachers leave the profession within
their first 3 years of service. And near-
ly 10 percent leave within the first
year. We must be committed to pro-
viding incentives to attract highly
qualified people and provide the re-
sources and opportunities to keep peo-
ple teaching.

The amendment would support col-
laboration—partnerships, if you will—
between local districts, parents, col-
leges, and universities, and community
leaders to develop effective recruit-
ment and retention strategies.

In addition, we would support accel-
erated paraprofessional-to-teacher pro-
grams and State and regionwide clear-
inghouses for recruitment and place-
ment. And we would expand upon the
successful Troops to Teachers Pro-
gram.

Because accountability is so crucial
to the success of our efforts, the
amendment would require an evalua-
tion report from each grantee to deter-
mine whether we have increased the
number of certified, highly qualified
teachers teaching the subject areas in
which they have experience, decreased
teacher shortages in high-need subject
areas, and increased teacher retention.

It is time to make a change. This
amendment will get us on the way to
what I know is a goal shared by all of
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us: a qualified teacher in every class-
room in America.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. SCHUMER. I am happy to yield
to our friend and leader from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank my friend
and colleague from New York for offer-
ing this amendment. I would appre-
ciate his opinion on this. I have seen,
in a number of different situations,
where there are many individuals in
different professions who are skilled in
math and science and other areas in
the new economy. And there are indi-
viduals who are retiring.

If they had some way, some pathway
to go into teaching, we would find that
there is a great deal of interest. What
the Senator is attempting to do is cre-
ate a pathway for individuals who may
have gone into a career for a period of
time and have been able to have
achievement in terms of their profes-
sional careers but then, with this kind
of an opportunity that is included in
the Schumer amendment, they would
be able to have a career change and,
with the kind of training and what
they would bring to teaching as
achievement in a number of different
potential areas, they would be able to
be of a real advantage to these stu-
dents.

Many of us have seen, for example,
the Troops to Teachers Program where
we have had a number of members of
the U.S. Navy, particularly in the
areas of—well, the submarine fleet
comes the closest in the State of Wash-
ington, I believe, where a number of
the people who retired from the Navy
stayed in the area. These are people
with enormous Kkinds of understanding
and a great deal of training in terms of
math and in terms of science. When
they were offered this opportunity to
engage in the schools—it is also true in
a number of districts in Florida and in
other communities where there were
significant numbers of retirees in the
military—when they opened up the op-
portunity for these servicemen to go
into teaching, they just went in droves.
The positive impact it has had in the
schools in the areas of math and
science has been absolutely extraor-
dinary.

As I was listening to the Senator, it
seems to me that this is sort of a par-
ticular situation, but there are going
to be other professions as well where
individuals, through the Senator’s
amendment, could get into the areas of
teaching and have a rewarding and sat-
isfying and inspiring career and also
make a real difference in terms of chil-
dren’s appreciation for learning as well
as enhancing their skills academically.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator
for his question. He is right on the
money, as usual. There are so many
people in modern America in the mili-
tary—the Troops to Teachers—so many
other professions who retire early; they
receive their pensions after 25 years;
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they say they are not going to work at
this job any longer because they are
getting a good pension, whatever, who
would love to teach, who would just
love to teach.

I myself, as everyone here, have been
invited into classrooms to teach. Come
to Cunningham Junior High School and
teach 8th grade social studies for a day
or come to Madison High School and
teach 11th grade history for a morning.
I guess I am not atypical. I love it.
When these people who have retired,
who have such skills, get a taste of
teaching, they love it.

One of the things we do in this
amendment—and the Senator is cor-
rect to point this out—is make it a lot
easier for them to go into teaching.
There are no inadvertent barriers in
the way.

In this bill, we allow them to go
teach. These days they could have 15 or
20 productive years as a teacher after
their original career. The Senator is
exactly correct. As we try to think of
how to attract new teachers, this group
of people is one of the great untapped
resources. I hope, through this amend-
ment, we can tap it.

Mr. KENNEDY. I commend the Sen-
ator. We have seen awakened in this
country, particularly in recent times, a
sense of voluntarism. I think volunta-
rism is alive and well in the United
States. Many of us hope that our young
people, whatever their disposition, will
be more involved in the public policy
aspects of our country. You can’t get
away from the fact of their involve-
ment in terms of volunteerism. I have
seen it in our high-tech area in my own
State of Massachusetts with our
“‘netdays” where Massachusetts was 48
out of 50 States in terms of Internet ac-
cess. And basically, through asking the
high-tech industry to tie up with local
schools, we have moved now into No.
11. We have what we call ‘“‘netdays.”
The private sector in the high-tech
area, the software industry, has been
enormously responsive in adopting
schools, and labor laid down 350 miles
of cable in Boston voluntarily on Sat-
urdays because their children were
going to these schools.

Schools have an enormous ring in
terms of our value system. To chal-
lenge our society in ways which they
haven’t been challenged before, in
terms of giving people an opportunity
to be a part of an educational system,
would get a very positive response. We
shouldn’t miss the opportunity to at
least challenge professionals in that
area. The good Senator’s amendment
will help enormously in being able to
do it.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the senior
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. JEFFORDS. If the Senator will
yield, I would like to share some expe-
riences I have had in this area also.

As you may remember, a few years
ago, Congress took back—sort of—the
school system of the District of Colum-
bia. I had the opportunity of sort of
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being the de facto superintendent of
schools for awhile. I have been fol-
lowing up on some of the problems
they have had, as all schools are hav-
ing, with finding teachers who are
qualified. I find that the only teachers
they can get in the science and math
area are retired people who have come
back in and had some sort of a certifi-
cation process to make sure they knew
the basics about teaching.

Also, in Vermont, we have one of the
largest IBM plants, and we have the
same shortage of teachers. They are
finding there that the source of getting
good teachers back into the schools is
from the retired IBM employees.

This is an idea we have been talking
quite a bit about today. I wanted to
share those experiences with the Sen-
ate because we have to do everything
we can. At some point, the States
would be better to do that, to make
sure the standards just of the common
capabilities of teaching are there and
all that sort of thing.

I commend the Senator on his
amendment and the Hutchison amend-
ment.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator
from Vermont not only for his insight
but for his great leadership on this bill.
One of the reasons we have such a
broad and bipartisan bill is because of
the Senator’s leadership, as well as my
friend from Massachusetts.

Teaching is so fulfilling. It is a great
job, if people get a taste of it, as both
Senators from Massachusetts and
Vermont have said. Whether you are a
retired military person or a retired per-
son from technology or a retired small
businessperson, I say: Look at teach-
ing. If we can pass this legislation with
the amendment that so many of us on
both sides of the aisle have put to-
gether, we will make it easier for you
to get into teaching.

Given the importance of teaching to
America and given what a fulfilling job
it is, maybe this amendment will really
help the children of this generation,
and certainly generations in the fu-
ture, to get the kind of great fulfilling
experience they had from great teach-
ers as we each did as we went through
elementary and secondary school.

I thank the Senator for those nice
words as well as for his leadership.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be set aside.

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
plead with my fellow Members of the
Senate who may still be here that we
are waiting for another Senator to
hopefully offer an amendment. We have
some 270 remaining to be brought to
our attention. Hopefully, we will be
here for a little length of time anyway.
I am not sure how long. Now is the
time.

I yield the floor to Senator BYRD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.
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AMENDMENT NO. 402 TO AMENDMENT NO. 358

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I shall
offer an amendment. The amendment
is at the desk. It is amendment No. 402.
I call up the amendment at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 402.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide grants for the teaching

of traditional American history as a sepa-

rate subject)

On page 893, after line 14, add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . GRANTS FOR THE TEACHING OF TRADI-

TIONAL AMERICAN HISTORY AS A
SEPARATE SUBJECT.

Title IX (as added by section 901) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

“PART B—TEACHING OF TRADITIONAL

AMERICAN HISTORY

“SEC. 9201. GRANTS FOR THE TEACHING OF TRA-
DITIONAL AMERICAN HISTORY AS A
SEPARATE SUBJECT.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated $100,000,000 to enable the
Secretary to establish and implement a pro-
gram to be known as the ‘Teaching Amer-
ican History Grant Program’ under which
the Secretary shall award grants on a com-
petitive basis to local educational agencies—

‘(1) to carry out activities to promote the
teaching of traditional American history in
schools as a separate subject; and

‘(2) for the development, implementation,
and strengthening of programs to teach
American history as a separate subject (not
as a component of social studies) within the
school curricula, including the implementa-
tion of activities to improve the quality of
instruction and to provide professional de-
velopment and teacher education activities
with respect to American history.

‘“‘(b) REQUIRED PARTNERSHIP.—A local edu-
cational agency that receives a grant under
subsection (a) shall carry out activities
under the grant in partnership with 1 or
more of the following:

‘(1) An institution of higher education.

‘(2) A non-profit history or humanities or-
ganization.

“(3) A library or museum.’’.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this
amendment authorizes to be appro-
priated $100 million to enable the Sec-
retary to establish and implement a
program to be known as ‘‘Teaching
American History Grant Program
under which the Secretary shall award
grants on a competitive basis to local
educational agencies—to carry out ac-
tivities that will promote the teaching
of traditional American history in
schools as a separate subject; and for
the development, implementation, and
strengthening of programs to teach
American history as a separate subject,
not as a component of social studies,
within the school curricula, including
the implementation of activities to im-
prove the quality of instruction and to
provide professional development and
teacher education activities with re-
spect to American history.
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A local educational agency that re-
ceives a grant under subsection (a)
shall carry out activities under the
grant in partnership with one or more
of the following:

(1) An institution of higher edu-
cation.

(2) A nonprofit history or humanities
organization.

(3) A library or museum.

Mr. President, I started school in a
two-room schoolhouse 79 years ago, in
1923. It was 1924 that John W. Davis of
Clarksburg was nominated on the 103rd
ballot for the office of President of the
United States. He was defeated by Cal-
vin Coolidge.

My first teacher was a woman by the
name of Carrico. Her husband had lost
his arm as a brakeman on, I believe,
the N&W railroad. Mrs. Carrico was my
first teacher and she taught the lower
grades.

We started out in the Primer and the
main character in that primer was
Baby Ray. And there were two rooms,
as I say. In the other room, a man by
the name of Lawrence Jennings taught
the upper grades. I went through the
Primer in about 3 weeks. I promoted
myself when it came to geography.
Being in the same classroom with
other students in the first, second,
third, fourth grades—I believe the
fourth grade was in the same room—I
learned a lot by listening to the other
students in the higher grades.

There was a geography book. I can
remember it as though it were yester-
day; it was Fryes Geography. Well, I
liked geography; I liked the maps and
the pictures. So I went home one night
and said to the man who raised me, a
coal miner—he was my uncle by mar-
riage—*‘I want a copy of Fryes Geog-
raphy. I like that book.” He said,
“Well, we will go to Matoaka,”” which
was about 5 miles away. This was all in
Mercer County, in southern West Vir-
ginia. “We will go to Matoaka on Sat-
urday, which is pay day, and we will
get Fryes Geography.”

He took for granted that the teacher
had asked me to ask him for this book.
The teacher didn’t ask me to do that. I
just decided I wanted it. So we caught
the train and went to Matoaka. There
was no highway up to Algonquin.
Algonquin was the coal camp. There
was no highway up to Algonquin from
Matoaka.

The railroad ran across Clark’s Gap
Mountain, and we went by railroad, a
passenger train, from Matoaka up to
Algonquin. We went by Giatto and
Weyanoke in Mercer County. That is
the way we went from Matoaka to
Algonquin.

Mr. Byrd, the man who raised me,
was a man who didn’t have much edu-
cation. He probably never went to the
second grade. He could barely read. We
had a Holy Bible in our house. That
was about the only book at our house.
I always called him my dad because I
loved him and he loved me. I didn’t
know anybody else as a father. His wife
was my aunt. She was my natural fa-
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ther’s sister, and I had three brothers
and a sister. But losing my mother
when I was 1 year old, my biological fa-
ther could not care for five children.
That was back in the days when he
probably earned only $3 or $4 a week
working in a furniture shop.

Upon the death of my mother during
the influenza epidemic, he gave the
children to his sisters. He kept the one
daughter. I only saw her when I was in
high school—about 15 or 16 years old. I
saw my sister then for the first and
only time.

But