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Medicare recommended under section 307,
address the long-term solvency of the medi-
care program under title XVIII of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.), high pri-
ority should be given to proposals which
identify, eliminate, and recover funds ex-
pended from the Federal Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Supplementary
Medical Insurance Trust Fund due to, fraud
and abuse in such program.

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

Mr. COHEN. Yes, I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. EXON. The Senator from North
Dakota has a bill that he would like to
proceed to introduce, as in morning
business, and take 10 minutes to talk
about it. It has nothing to do with the
measure at hand. After the conclusion
of the opening remarks on the offering
of his amendment, I would appreciate
that side accommodating the Senator
from North Dakota, if that is satisfac-
tory, and the time will be charged to
us.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might
I inquire, the Senator said it is unre-
lated to the budget?

Mr. EXON. Yes, unrelated to the
budget.

Mr. DOMENICI. We have a similar re-
quest, Mr. President. Did the Senator
from Wyoming wish some time? Did he
not want to introduce a bill?

Mr. THOMAS. Three minutes, if I
may.

Mr. DOMENICI. May we have, imme-
diately following, 3 minutes for the
junior Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. EXON. I assume the Senator
from Maine would want to go ahead
and offer his amendment at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine offered the amend-
ment.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Senator from
Maine and the chairman of the com-
mittee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. We will pro-
ceed with the Senator from North Da-
kota, followed by the Senator from Wy-
oming for 3 minutes, and then the Sen-
ator from Maine.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. CONRAD pertain-

ing to the introduction of S. 840 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.’’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Wyoming is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. THOMAS. Yes.

f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that a vote occur on or
in relation to the Cohen Medicare fraud
amendment, to be followed imme-
diately by a vote on or in relation to
the Democratic education amendment,
at 7:15 p.m. this evening, with the first
vote limited to the regular 20-minute
time limit, and the second vote limited
to 10 minutes in length. I note at this

point that this has been cleared with
the Democratic side of the aisle. I fur-
ther ask that no points of order be con-
sidered as having been waived by this
agreement.

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

Mr. LOTT. I further ask unanimous
consent that no second-degree amend-
ments be in order to either amend-
ment, and that the time between now
and 4:30 be equally divided for consider-
ation of the Cohen amendment, and the
time from 4:30 p.m. to 7:15 p.m. be
equally divided on the Democratic edu-
cation amendment, and that following
the two back-to-back votes, Senator
ABRAHAM be recognized to offer an
amendment relative to education.

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

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1116, AS MODIFIED

Mr. COHEN. I send a modification of
my amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

The amendment is so modified.
The amendment (No. 1116), as modi-

fied, is as follows:
Strike all after the word ‘‘section’’ and in-

sert the following:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

LOSSES OF TRUST FUNDS DUE TO
FRAUD AND ABUSE IN THE MEDI-
CARE PROGRAM.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the General Accounting Office esti-

mates that as much as $100,000,000,000 are
wasted each year in the health care system
due to fraud and abuse;

(2) outlays for the medicare program under
title XVIII of the Social Security Act during
fiscal year 1995 were $161,100,000,000, and the
General Accounting Office estimates that up
to 10 percent of those outlays were wasted
because of fraud and abuse;

(3) medicare beneficiaries incur higher out-
of-pocket costs and copayments due to in-
flated billings resulting from fraudulent and
abusive practices perpetrated against the
medicare program; and

(4) funds lost because of fraud and abuse
are contributing to the financial crises of the
Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and
the Federal Supplementary Medical Insur-
ance Trust Fund, as identified by the Boards
of Trustees of such trust funds in their 1995
annual reports.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that as the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate and if established, the
Bipartisan Commission on the Solvency of
Medicare recommended under section 307,
address the long-term solvency of the medi-
care program under title XVIII of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.), high pri-
ority should be given to proposals which
identify, eliminate, and recover funds ex-
pended from the Federal Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Supplementary
Medical Insurance Trust Fund due to, fraud
and abuse in such program.

In addition, the Senate assumes that funds
recovered from enhanced anti-fraud and
abuse efforts be used to fund health care
anti-fraud and abuse enforcement efforts, re-
imbursements to the Federal Hospital Insur-
ance Trust Fund and the Federal Supple-
mentary Medical Insurance Trust Fund for
losses due to fraud and abuse, and deficit re-
duction.

Mr. COHEN. The focus of debate
today has been on what to do about
Medicare. I think all of us share the
concern over the grim news that the
Medicare trustees announced a few
weeks ago, namely, that the Medicare
trust fund is going bankrupt.

I support the budget resolution that
calls for a bipartisan commission to de-
vise a plan to basically pull Medicare
out of its financial crisis. Just as we
restored public confidence in the Social
Security system over a decade ago
through a bipartisan panel, the only
way to fix Medicare is also through a
bipartisan panel.

The amendment I am offering today
for myself, Senators DOLE and BRAD-
LEY, urges the bipartisan commission
to give high priority to a problem that
is costing the Medicare Program, sen-
ior citizens, and taxpayers across the
country billions of dollars every year:
health care fraud in Medicare.

For the past 3 years, the staff on the
Senate Special Committee on Aging
has been investigating the explosion of
fraud and abuse throughout the U.S.
health care system. Nearly a trillion
dollars is spent on health care each
year, and roughly 10 percent is lost
through abusive practices and fraudu-
lent activities.

Over the past 5 years, the estimated
losses from health care system fraud
total $418 billion. That is four times
the amount lost to the savings and
loan crisis—all those scandals, four
times the amount just in the past 5
years.

A major victim of this health care
fraud is the American taxpayer. In
1993, spending on Medicare and Medic-
aid totaled some $272 billion, or over 30
percent of all the moneys we spend on
health care in this country. The Fed-
eral Government loses as much as $30
billion a year due to fraud in the Medi-
care and Medicaid systems and as
much as $44 billion from fraud when we
take into account all of the Federal
health care programs.

Taxpayers are losing $44 billion a
year today through health care fraud. I
think this only represents a tiny frac-
tion of the problem. These are the ones
that we know about, the ones that are
being caught and prosecuted. I think
they represent a tiny fraction of the
level of fraudulent activity taking
place in this country.

Mr. President, it is shockingly simple
to defraud the current system. The
payors are running as fast as they can
to process the over four billion claims
that are filed every year, and law en-
forcement simply is lacking in the re-
sources necessary to really detect and
prosecute this fraudulent activity.

Recently the Aging Committee
heard, I think, some compelling testi-
mony on the extent of the fraud in this
country. FBI Director, Louis Freeh,
testified ‘‘We see cocaine dealers turn-
ing into health care fraud entre-
preneurs’’ because that is where the
money is big—but enforcement is lit-
tle.
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Director Freeh also told the commit-

tee about how the Russian mafia and
other organized criminal groups from
every corner of the globe are now en-
gaged in creative schemes to siphon off
money from the Government and pri-
vate health care funds.

Mr. President, padding claims and
cost reports, charging the Government
beneficiaries outrageous prices for
unbundled services, and billing Medi-
care for program costs that have noth-
ing to do with patient care are but a
few of the schemes that are currently
ruining our system.

The Medicare system is the one that
is being targeted because of its sheer
size and complexity. At our hearing,
the Aging Committee heard testimony
that we are experiencing ‘‘a feeding
frenzy’’ on the Medicare and Medicaid
Programs, equivalent to ‘‘unprece-
dented white collar wilding in which
wave after wave of multimillion dollar
frauds have swept through nursing
homes and hospitals, clinics and phar-
macies, durable medical equipment, ra-
diology and labs, and more recently,
home health care.’’

I would like to share with my col-
leagues just a few examples of how
Medicare is being exploited and how
fraudulent providers are draining Medi-
care, siphoning off these precious dol-
lars from the Medicare trust fund and
increasing the costs for senior citizens.

A chain of health home care compa-
nies were discovered by Medicare audi-
tors to have been billing Medicare for
over $16,000 in alcoholic beverages at
conferences, over $9,800 in personal
travel for the owner’s family, and over
$3,200 in golf shop expenses. The home
care companies also allegedly charged
the Medicare Program for over $100,000
in promotional items given to doctors
and others to encourage them to use
the company’s home health care, in-
cluding $85,000 in gourmet popcorn pro-
vided to doctors. Let me repeat that:
$85,000 for gourmet popcorn going to
doctors to promote the use of these
home care companies.

Mr. President, it is difficult to call
on our senior citizens to bear cuts in
Medicare when they learn that their
Medicare taxes and premiums are being
used to pay for gourmet popcorn.

It is not limited to gourmet popcorn
and golf shop fees. Let me give a couple
of other examples of the costs that are
driving Medicare close to bankruptcy.

We have the case of a phantom lab-
oratory allegedly cheating Medicare
out of $300,000 for lab tests that were
never performed. The so-called lab sub-
mitted the bills that were really no
more than a rented mailbox and a Med-
icare billing number.

We had a medical equipment supplier
billed Medicare close to $1,300 apiece
for wheelchair pads that cost about $50
to $100 to manufacture, representing a
markup of roughly 2,500 percent.

We have an equipment supplier that
allegedly billed Medicare for $4,000
apiece for compressors used to treat
swelling. The devices cost less than
$500 each.

We have a chiropractor and his wife
who defrauded Medicare and private in-
surers by billing for services never pro-
vided. One time bills were submitted
for 169 patients supposedly treated in a
single day.

We had four companies who peddled
liquid nutritional supplements by of-
fering ‘‘free medical milk.’’ These com-
panies then billed Medicare for over $14
million for the supplements that were
not medically necessary, and that were
often not even delivered to the Medi-
care patients.

While I want to emphasize that by
far most health care providers are hon-
est professionals with only the best in-
terest of patients and Medicare bene-
ficiaries in mind, without a doubt there
is fraud in each segment of the health
care industry. The cases I have men-
tioned are just a small example of the
kinds of rip-offs that are being per-
petrated day in and day out in our
Medicare Program, and indeed,
throughout the entire U.S. health care
system.

Mr. President, we cannot wait any
longer. I have tried for the past 2 years
to introduce legislation that would
deal with Medicare fraud. Each time it
has been blunted. On the one hand, the
Senate passed an amendment to the
crime bill containing some of the pro-
visions of my legislation, only to have
the House strip them out saying that
this anti-fraud legislation does not be-
long on the crime bill. It belongs on
health care reform. Of course, we did
not have health care reform last year.

I tried every single way to attach the
health care fraud legislation to appro-
priations bills last year, including the
D.C. appropriations bill, but others
sought to amend it, because they want-
ed to load down this amendment with
other issues.

Mr. President, as a result of this, we
have had to wait for health care fraud
reforms. What we are doing is we are
losing roughly $11.5 million to health
care fraud every hour. That is precisely
what is being lost through fraud. We
are losing $11.5 million an hour, $275
million a day, $100 billion a year.

Mr. President, this legislation that I
have introduced the past 2 years was
included in virtually every health care
bill that was circulating last Congress:
The Dole bill, the President Clinton
bill, the so-called Mainstream Coali-
tion bill. These provisions in the legis-
lation that I have introduced had the
support of the Justice Department, the
Director of the FBI, and the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services’
inspector general. I believe the White
House is now also advocating health
care fraud enforcement measures.

Now is the time to move forward
with the bill. It has been introduced
and will be considered as separate,
free-standing legislation, hopefully in
the very near future. In the meantime,
what we have to do is at least go on
record as saying we have to put a stop
to the level of fraud taking place in our

health care system today, particularly
in Medicare and Medicaid.

This resolution calls upon the bipar-
tisan panel to look at ways in which we
can reduce the perpetration of fraud
against our system, that those moneys
can be saved. Perhaps we will not be
able to recover all the dollars lost to
health care fraud in Medicare, but we
will be able to recover some of these
billions that are now being lost to
fraud and abuse. Hopefully, the
amounts recovered will be used to in-
crease our health care fraud enforce-
ment efforts, to reduce the deficit, and
to apply to the Medicare trust fund it-
self. It seems to me that would be an
appropriate recommendation for the
trustees of the Medicare trust fund to
endorse.

I am hoping that we will use the
same sort of bipartisan commission to
restore public confidence in the sol-
vency of Medicare that was formed in
the wake of the declaration over a dec-
ade ago that Social Security was going
broke.

I mentioned this morning during my
remarks that the issue was exploited
by the Democratic majority at that
time. They waited until after the 1982
elections were over and exploited the
issue and then came back in and said,
‘‘Let us form that bipartisan panel.’’

We did. The Social Security trust
fund is solvent at least until the year
2020 or 2030. We need to do precisely the
same thing now. We have to call to-
gether a bipartisan panel to look at
what is taking place in our health care
system. The FBI has identified areas of
fraud. We can look at the New York
Times on Sunday’s edition and find an-
other example of the kind of scams
that are being perpetrated against our
elderly—not confined just to health
care, but scams that target the elderly
in general—and we have to put a stop
to it. We have an opportunity to take a
big step toward cracking down on
scams targeting the elderly and pro-
grams serving the elderly by passing
legislation that will give the tools and
resources necessary to law enforcement
officials to accomplish that end.

There should be no political disagree-
ment on this issue. This cannot be de-
layed another day, another week, an-
other year, or else the very people that
we are trying to help who are now fac-
ing the prospect of having their Medi-
care trust fund go broke within a 61⁄2
year period of time will be the ulti-
mate losers. We will be the ultimate
losers.

We have an opportunity to prevent
that from taking place through re-
forms contained in the budget resolu-
tion itself, which Senator DOMENICI as
chairman is calling for so we do not see
the growth of 10.5 percent but rather 7
or 7.1 percent. In that 7.1 percent, we
can save billions of dollars by adopting
the legislation that everyone says that
we need.

Mr. President, I will not take a great
deal of time today since time has now
been limited. Let me say that this is an



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 7081May 22, 1995
important resolution. Hopefully, it will
enjoy bipartisan and perhaps even
unanimous support, so we can all go on
record as in favor of giving this panel
an opportunity to consider ways to
shape legislation to prevent the kind of
fraudulent activity that is robbing our
senior citizens of their trust funds and
driving up the costs of Medicare and
the entire health care system.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAIG). If neither side yields time, the
time is charged equally.

Mr. CONRAD. 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. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we go into a
quorum call and that both sides be
charged equally.

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

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. GREGG. 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. 1116, AS FURTHER MODIFIED

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment presented at the desk by Senator
COHEN be modified. I send a copy of the
modification to the desk.

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

The amendment (No. 1116), as further
modified, is as follows:

On page 94, after line 21, add the following
new section.
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

LOSSES OF TRUST FUNDS DUE TO
FRAUD AND ABUSE IN THE MEDI-
CARE PROGRAM.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the General Accounting Office esti-

mates that as much as $100,000,000,000 are
wasted each year in the health care system
due to fraud and abuse;

(2) outlays for the Medicare program under
title XVIII of the Social Security Act during
fiscal year 1994 were $161,100,000,000, and the
General Accounting Office estimates that up
to 10 percent of those outlays were wasted
because of fraud and abuse;

(3) medicare beneficiaries incur higher out-
of-pocket costs and copayments due to in-
flated billings resulting from fraudulent and
abusive practices perpetrated against the
medicare program; and

(4) funds lost because of fraud and abuse
are contributing to the financial crisis of the
Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and
the Federal Supplementary Medical Insur-
ance Trust Fund, as identified by the Boards
of Trustees of such trust funds in their 1995
annual reports.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that as the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate and, if established, the
Bipartisan Commission on the Solvency of
Medicare recommended under section 307,
address the long-term solvency of the medi-
care program under title XVIII of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.), high pri-
ority should be given to proposals which

identify, eliminate, and recover funds ex-
pended from the Federal Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Supplementary
Medical Insurance Trust Fund due to, fraud
and abuse in such program.

In addition the Senate assumes that funds
recovered from enhanced antifraud and abuse
efforts be used to fund health care anti-fraud
and abuse enforcement efforts, reimburse-
ments to the Federal Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Supplementary
Medical Insurance Trust Fund for losses due
to fraud and abuse, and deficit reduction.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, by most
estimates, the costs of health care in
the United States approach $1 trillion
annually. By the turn of the century,
the figure will exceed $1.5 trillion, con-
suming up to 16 percent of the Nation’s
gross domestic product.

Since health insurance experts, the
FBI, and other agencies agree that
fraud and abuse can account for as
much as 5 to 10 percent of these costs,
any effort to rein in health spending
needs to address this problem. That is
why I commend my colleague from
Maine for bringing his amendment to
the floor.

Still, I must raise some concerns
about the language my colleague pro-
poses which would have the Senate go
on record in support of using health
care fraud related fines and penalties
to finance our investigative efforts in
this area.

Frankly, I feel it is a dangerous
precedent. We need to carefully con-
template whether such a financing
mechanism will taint our anti-fraud ef-
fort.

Historically, Congress has frowned on
financing law enforcement activities
through criminal and civil fines and
penalties. Yet, this amendment—as did
most of the major health care bills last
Congress—suggests that our Nation’s
antifraud efforts should be funded
through fines, penalties, and damages
collected.

I believe this sort of a system will
create an incentive for Federal inves-
tigators to forgo prosecution or exclu-
sion where warranted—or pursue civil
actions where unwarranted—in favor of
large civil penalties that will provide
additional funding for investigators.
Year after year, Federal agencies asso-
ciated with such a program will be mo-
tivated by their immediate fiscal
needs. I think this is a serious issue.

Americans have witnessed how civil
forfeiture and the resultant dash for
cash by law enforcement has, in some
cases, inappropriately driven law en-
forcement investigations. We must be
sure that we do not compromise the
priorities and integrity of our law en-
forcement officials.

I also have concerns about taking
one penny which could be used to re-
plenish the Medicare trust funds and
dedicating it to law enforcement pur-
poses. According to the Congressional
Budget Office, in fiscal year 1994, Fed-
eral spending for the Medicare Pro-
gram totaled an estimated $162 billion,
or over $440 million a day. CBO esti-
mates that, in less than a decade, Med-

icare spending will more than double
from $181 billion in 1995 to $463 billion
in 2005.

Even by the most conservative esti-
mates, billions of dollars are being lost
to waste, fraud, and abuse and that is a
luxury we cannot afford. However,
Medicare’s hospital insurance trust
fund is going bankrupt; in fact, its bal-
ances will dip into the red next year.
We should use any recoveries from
illspent Medicare funds to put back
into the trust funds, not for new pur-
poses.

As I stated earlier in my remarks, I
have strong concerns regarding the use
of health care fraud related fines and
penalties to finance investigative ef-
forts in this area. Moreover, it seems
to me that any funds recovered should
be used for their original purpose
which is to provide health care to Med-
icare beneficiaries.

I support the spirit with which my
colleague offers this broadly crafted
amendment. But, I have serious res-
ervations about the so-called bounty
hunter provisions contained in the sec-
ond part of this sense-of-the-Senate
amendment.

Nevertheless, I will support the
Cohen amendment, but reserve my
rights to debate this matter further on
the floor should legislation in this area
be considered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In sug-
gesting that, does the Senator suggest
that the quorum be divided equally?

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time be charged equally
with the time running against both
sides.

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

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. BINGAMAN. 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. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak on the Harkin-Hollings amend-
ment during the remainder of this time
between now and the beginning of the
debate on that amendment.

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I do
not think anybody disagrees that we
need to reduce dramatically the por-
tion of our revenues that we expend on
interest on the national debt. There is
no disagreement that the current level
of debt which was built up particularly
in the 1980’s and early parts of this dec-
ade needs to be brought under control.
The interest on that debt is robbing us
of the ability to invest in our children
and in our future. We need to bring our
annual deficits down to zero. We need
to start to reduce the underlying debt
in order to ensure that our children are
not saddled with the interest burden
that we bear today.
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Mr. President, we can go about this

task in a shortsighted way by just cut-
ting programs, including education and
training programs and investments in
our future, and reducing taxes at the
same time—that is essentially what
the Budget Committee has proposed. It
said we shall cut programs, we shall
take the savings from those cuts and
reserve them for a tax cut . Or we can
take the responsible and long-term and
comprehensive approach that the Har-
kin-Hollings amendment will propose.
That amendment restores funding to
the function of the budget that pro-
vides for education and training, in-
cluding student loans.

If we free our children from the bur-
den of the Federal debt only by depriv-
ing them of the education and training
they will need to compete and succeed
in the global and technologically driv-
en economy of the next century, then
we have not been responsible. All we
have done is trade one burden, which is
debt payments, for another, which is
inadequate skills. The budget resolu-
tion which has been presented does just
that. It is anti-working-families and
anti-seniors and anti-future.

What the Harkin-Hollings amend-
ment does is to take the $170 billion
the committee has identified and ear-
marked for a tax cut, and applies $40
billion of that to restore some of the
funding that has been cut by the Re-
publican budget in the areas of edu-
cation and training. The $40 billion is
still far short of what we should be re-
storing to that vital function, but it
will help significantly.

When given the choice of a tax cut,
which will go largely to wealthy tax-
payers—at least the blueprint that the
House has announced clearly intends
that—or reinvestment in education and
training for working citizens and for
our neediest children, I do not think we
should hesitate for a moment to forego
the cut in taxes and seek the longer
term benefit that we will reap from
educating our children.

Let me make one thing very clear.
The Budget Committee resolution does
drastically cut education and training
programs. I have heard various pro-
ponents for the budget say that all
they are doing is restraining the
growth in spending and not really cut-
ting. That argument does not apply to
the budget for education. The GOP
budget does provide for less funding in
1996 than we are spending in 1995. It
provides for a decreasing amount
thereafter. Over 7 years, 25 percent is
taken out of the level of funding for
these programs, the level that they re-
ceive today, when you measure that in
constant dollars.

Furthermore, the GOP figures make
no adjustment for the fact that the
population is growing. There will be 9
percent more children of school age in
the next 7 years in this country. In my
home State of New Mexico, the esti-
mate is there will be 12 percent more
children in school. But the GOP budget
does not take into account that in-

crease in the school age population. So
the effect of the budget is to make
States stretch dollars with a shrinking
value over an increasing number of stu-
dents.

Let me be specific. My State of New
Mexico has the third highest rate of
child poverty of any State in the coun-
try. More than 1 in 4 children in my
State live in families with incomes
below the poverty line. One-third of the
students in New Mexico’s schools have
limited proficiency in English. Our
school-age population has grown tre-
mendously. It has grown much faster
than the school-age population in most
parts of the country, and that growth
is anticipated to continue.

Against this background, we are fac-
ing actual decreases in funds for the
programs that serve our students.

The title I program, formerly known
as chapter 1, provides about $850 per
disadvantaged student to help them
meet high standards in math and in
reading. That is the 1995 number, the
current fiscal year, before the rescis-
sion that we have voted on and that
the President has indicated he will
veto.

The Budget Committee chairman has
expressed an intent, expressed in this
budget resolution, that title I funds
not be cut but instead be frozen. If that
intent is carried out by the appropri-
ators and title I in fact is not cut the
way that other education programs
will be cut, the result for New Mexico
is not that we will enjoy ‘‘level fund-
ing’’ of the program; no, it will mean
that we receive the same number of
dollars each year for the program.
Those same number of dollars will buy
less and less as the 7 years progress and
the costs of education—supplies, teach-
er salaries, and energy costs—all in-
crease.

So even if our population did not
grow, we would be facing a decrease in
the real buying power of the Federal
dollars for education. But, of course,
the population is growing. It is ex-
pected to grow over 12 percent in the
next 7 years. So instead of 88,000 chil-
dren being eligible for title I services
in my State, as is the case today, there
will be almost 99,000 eligible students
by the year 2002. Today we serve 73 per-
cent of the students eligible for title I.
In 2002, that percentage will decline
considerably to near 50 percent. That
will mean almost 50,000 poor children
from New Mexico who will not receive
the services they need to meet high
standards that we are setting for our
children.

It is clear that if the funding is fro-
zen to 1995 levels, then almost 4 million
needy children will be denied assist-
ance nationwide. If programs are cut at
even 25 percent across the board, then
title I would leave another 1 million
children unserved.

What I just described assumes that
title I will not be cut and that that
proposal to not cut title I is carried
out. If that assumption is correct, then
all of the other programs will have to

be cut drastically in order to achieve
the overall decrease in the budget cat-
egory that this budget requires.

What are some of those other pro-
grams? Technology is one of the pro-
grams. The current programs which are
attempting to bring technology to the
classroom will have to be cut. Mr.
President, these programs are very,
very limited at the present time. In
1995, we have committed $40 million to
this effort, assuming the rescission bill
does not pass. But even that would be
seriously jeopardized if this budget res-
olution is adopted.

The Star Schools Program, again,
would face a drastic cut. Obviously, we
cannot tell just what the appropriators
will do. The Star Schools Program
tries to bring distance learning, tech-
nology-based education to our neediest
schools, especially those in isolated
rural areas, and those funds will likely
be cut as well.

Because of the nature of Federal pro-
grams—which are usually targeted to
the neediest students—withdrawal of
Federal aid will hurt those States that
are least able to make up the shortfall
themselves. New Mexico is one of those
States.

Let me talk for just a moment about
higher education funding, Mr. Presi-
dent. The budget includes a $14 billion
cut in student loan aid and an undeter-
mined cut in Pell grants.

Mr. President, Pell grants are criti-
cal to students in my State. I noted
above that the poverty rate in my
State is among the highest in the Na-
tion. The way out of poverty is edu-
cation. Yet many of our citizens are
not able to afford that education. They
depend upon Pell grants. They depend
upon work-study and Stafford loans
and State aid to pay for the increased
cost of higher education.

The GOP budget says that the Pell
grants will remain at current funding—
at least that is the apparent intent—
but what does it mean? It means that
the total Pell grant funding will re-
main at 1995 levels with no cuts or in-
crease through the year 2002. That
would mean that real funding, meas-
ured in constant dollars, would decline
by reason of the growth of student pop-
ulation and by reason of inflation.

Today, about 33,000 students in New
Mexico receive Pell grants. I think it is
pretty obvious that this budget is
going to either cut the amount these
students receive in Pell grants or re-
sult in a much smaller percentage of
our young people who are eligible to
apply and receive those Pell grants.

It is clear to me that the budget is
going to have a profound impact on
students in my home State, even if you
look just at the students who receive
these Pell grants. When you look at
other programs, you have to come to
the same conclusion.

The Federal work study program pro-
vides about $5.4 million in grants to
6,300 students in our State.

The Federal supplemental oppor-
tunity grant program serves 6,500 stu-
dents in our State.
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Perkins loans serve over 5,000 stu-

dents in New Mexico.
The numbers they have provided in

this budget resolution point in one di-
rection, Mr. President. The numbers
indicate that the Stafford program will
not be impaired, but if, in fact, we are
going to save the $14 billion that is
contemplated in the budget resolution,
we are going to have to cut that pro-
gram. We are going to have to charge
interest to those students from the
time they take those loans just as the
House has proposed to do.

Mr. President, the proposal before us
has as its purpose to cut the deficit.
Clearly, we need to accomplish that. I
am proud of the deficit reduction we
have accomplished in the last 2 years.
I am sorry we did not have the same
zeal for deficit reduction by many of
my colleagues when those votes were
being cast in the last few years.

But cutting investment in education
and training for our children is not the
right way to accomplish deficit reduc-
tion. If this Nation is to remain the
world leader in the 21st century, we
cannot cut investments in our most
important resource; that is, in our chil-
dren.

The effect of this amendment that
Senators HARKIN and HOLLINGS are of-
fering would be to reduce the size of
the proposed tax cut by $40 billion so
we can return some reasonable level of
support for education and training. It
is an amendment that makes excellent
sense for the future of America.

I urge my colleagues to support it.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under a

previous order, amendment No. 1116 is
temporarily set aside.

Under the previous order, it would
now be in order for a Democratic
amendment regarding education.

Mr. EXON. That order had been
agreed to previously; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has.
Mr. EXON. Then the Chair will be

recognizing the Senator from Iowa; is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair.
Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa, Senator HARKIN.
AMENDMENT NO. 1117

(Purpose: To restore funding to education by
using amounts set aside for a tax cut)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
myself and Senator HOLLINGS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for

himself and Mr. HOLLINGS, proposes an
amendment numbered 1117.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 74, strike lines 12 through 24 and
insert the following: ‘‘budget, the appro-
priate budgetary allocations, aggregates, and
levels shall be revised to reflect
$28,000,000,000 in budget authority and out-
lays of the additional deficit reduction
achieved as calculated under subsection (c)
for legislation that reduces the adverse ef-
fects on discretionary spending on education
and $12,000,000,000 in budget authority and
outlays for legislation that reduces the ad-
verse effects on direct spending for edu-
cation.

‘‘(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon
the submission of a conference report on
such legislation (if a conference report is
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the
Senate appropriately revised allocations
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, discretionary
spending limits under section 201(a) of this
resolution, budgetary aggregates, and levels
under this resolution, revised by an amount
that does not exceed the additional deficit
reduction specified under subsection (a).’’.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the President
please advise the Senators as to the
timeframe now for debate on the edu-
cation amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
until 7:15 this evening is to be equally
divided, with Senator BINGAMAN having
asked unanimous consent and spoke
using some of the time allocated to the
Democratic side.

Mr. HARKIN. So between now——
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Right

now the Senator has 72 minutes.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I join

with Senator HOLLINGS in offering this
amendment. I believe this amendment
really does set the stage for what we
are talking about in terms of priorities
and choices. We all agree we need to
get the deficit down and balance the
budget, but what we have all talked
about is in terms of reducing the defi-
cit and what it does to help future gen-
erations of Americans. There has been
a lot of talk about our responsibility to
balance the budget for the sake of our
children and their future, and that is
true.

But what this budget does is it cuts
off the very fountain of life and funding
that ensures that our children and fu-
ture generations will be able to have a
better life in our country because of
the devastating cuts that this budget
makes in education.

We have seen report after report
after report, study after study telling
us about the importance of investing in
education. I am reminded even of the
group of CEO’s that was brought to-
gether by President Reagan. These
were not social planners and thinkers,
these were CEO’s of our major corpora-
tions, charged with the responsibility
by President Reagan of determining
what we needed to do in our edu-
cational system. They met, they filed
their reports, and what they said basi-
cally is that we have to fund education,
we have to fund early intervention pro-
grams, and we cannot back off on the
Federal commitment to education.

The President of the United States,
President Bush, convened the Gov-

ernors, and in 1989 they set up the na-
tional education goals, agreed upon by
a Republican President, by Republican
and Democratic Governors, by the U.S.
Congress—by the Senate and by the
House—what our goals were in edu-
cation by the year 2000.

Mr. President, we do not need any
more reports. We know what needs to
be done. We know how critical edu-
cation and training is to competing in
the world economy. We know that in-
vesting in education will save us
money in the long run. We know that
we are falling behind our competitors.
We know that it is more difficult for
middle-class families to pay for college
education today. How many more re-
ports do we need to tell us what we al-
ready know? We do not need any more
reports.

We know that slashing education by
the largest level ever is wrong. Taxing
millions of college students with more
debt is wrong. Denying Head Start to
hundreds of thousands of young Ameri-
cans is wrong. The amendment I am of-
fering with Senator HOLLINGS will do
what is right: It will keep us on the
right path, the right course.

Our amendment restores $40 billion
for education and training programs.
Our amendment restores $12 billion for
student loans, $28 billion for discre-
tionary spending. It restores common
sense by investing in education.

Mr. President, this is an anxious
time for our Nation’s students. They
will soon be getting their report cards
and, I must say, it is an anxious time
for parents who are funding our kids in
college. We want to see those report
cards, too. We want to see how they
have done in the classroom. I asked my
daughter today if she got her report
card from college. No, she did not have
it yet.

I think it is time for us to look at a
report card to see how this budget
would do in our Nation’s classrooms.
Let us see if this budget that we have
before us passes or fails, what kind of a
grade it gets.

So let us look at the different assign-
ments, Mr. President, and I have it
here on the report card. Let us look at
the different assignments that the peo-
ple of this country have given to us,
the national education goals, what
they have set out. Let us see how this
budget does on a report card.

Our first assignment was to make
college affordable for students and for
working families. How does this budget
do? It cuts student loans and reduces
PELL grants by 40 percent. It cuts $5
billion from other grant and loan pro-
grams. It increases the personal debt of
college students by anywhere from 20
to 48 percent.

What that means is a lower income
college student going to college bor-
rowing money will have his or her debt
increased by anywhere from 20 percent
minimum to 48 percent maximum. The
maximum increase, of course, falls on
the poorest students because they bor-
row the most money, and so they will
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have the biggest debt to pay back. Just
the opposite.

What kind of a grade do we give this
assignment? It cannot be anything
more than an F. It flunks at making
college affordable for students and
working families.

Our next assignment: Make sure all
children will start school ready to
learn. Mr. President, the No. 1 goal of
the President’s Conference on Edu-
cation set up by President Bush, agreed
upon by Republican and Democratic
Governors in 1989, the No. 1 goal: All
children will start school ready to
learn.

What does this budget do? It freezes
Head Start funding so that by the year
2002, 350,000 to 550,000 fewer children
will be served. It freezes Head Start.
Fewer children will be served. Another
F.

Another assignment: Improve stu-
dent achievements so that U.S. stu-
dents will be best educated. Another
one of our goals, by the way. What does
the budget do? It freezes title I funding
so that by 2002, 2 million fewer children
will be served. Right now, Mr. Presi-
dent, the Federal Government provides
about 6.6 percent of funding for local
school districts. In 1980, that was 11
percent. It is now down to 6.6 percent,
and that includes the school lunch pro-
gram. So if you take out the school
lunch program, it is even a lot less
than that. Education right now is 2.2
percent of the Federal budget—2.2 per-
cent. In 2002 under this budget pro-
posal, it will fall; 1.4 percent of the
Federal budget will go for education.

What does that mean? That means
that if our local school districts and
our States want to continue a high
level of education and input, it can
only mean one thing: Hang on, your
property taxes are going to go through
the roof. And so this budget fails in im-
proving student achievement so that
they will be the best educated.

The next assignment, making sure
that all schools will be safe and drug
free, another one of our goals, to make
our schools safe and drug free.

This program funds things like the
DARE Program that we are all so fa-
miliar with and I am sure we hear
about in our States when we go back
there and how successful the DARE
Program is. This budget cuts over $1
billion from the Safe and Drug Free
Schools Program. Ninety-four percent
of school districts will lose funding
from it, affecting over 39 million chil-
dren. So on keeping our schools safe
and drug free, this budget, another F.

Another assignment we have is to in-
crease the Federal commitment for
funding of special education and reduce
the costs to local school districts.

Mr. President, this Congress in 1975
passed legislation for the education of
all handicapped. It is called now IDEA,
Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act. The commitment of Congress in
1975, and in every Congress since then,
has been to pick up 40 percent of the
costs of special education for our

school districts—40 percent. Do you
know what it is now? Eight percent; 8
percent.

We are not talking about something
that local schools can do or cannot do
at their will. There is a constitutional
obligation on our local school districts
that if they provide a free and appro-
priate public education for nonhandi-
capped students, they have to do it for
handicapped students. Constitutional
requirement. We have said that we will
come in and help local school districts
meet that constitutional requirement
by helping fund special education.
Five-and-a-half million students with
disabilities. Over the next 7 years,
under this budget, school districts will
lose over $5 billion in Federal funding
for special education. And again, these
school districts cannot say: OK, now we
have lost the Federal funding, so all
you disabled kids, out, we are not
going to give you the kind of education
that is comparable to other students.
They cannot do that. The Constitution
of the United States commands that
they have to do that.

So what it means, again, is hang on
to your hat in your local school dis-
tricts, Mr. President. Property taxes
will go up through the ceiling to pay
for special education, because we, in
this budget, are saying we are not
going to fund it. So another F on that
assignment.

Another assignment is to make the
United States first in the world in
math and science—another goal—by
2000. In an international assessment of
eighth graders on math in 1992, the
United States ranked 13th out of 15
countries. This budget cuts $700 million
in teacher training for math and
science teachers—400,000 fewer teachers
will receive training and retraining.

So in trying to make our country
first in math and science, another F.

Another goal is to improve tech-
nology to prepare students for the 21st
century. We are saying we have to get
better technology in the schools: Up-
to-date computers, fiber optics and
interaction, and get on the super-
highway, get all this technology, Star
schools, we are all for it. We have to do
it if our kids are going to be competi-
tive in the future. Over the next 7
years under this budget $175 million
will be cut from Star schools and edu-
cation technology. Another F.

Well, lastly, I think our overall as-
signment, is it not, is to ensure a bet-
ter future for our children. Is this not
really why we are here? Is this not why
we take time on the Senate floor to de-
bate and offer amendments? Is this not
why our constituents put us here, to
ensure a better future for our children?
This is the largest education cut in the
history of this Congress, the largest
education cut in history. How, I ask, is
that ensuring a better future for our
kids?

So, Mr. President, in test after test,
this Republican education budget fails
our children. It fails them in the earli-
est times, getting them ready for

school, and it fails them later on when
they go to college. It fails our future.
As a parent, I would be upset if my
daughter brought home a report card
with nothing but F’s, and if she did, she
would have to go back to school and do
it all over again. That is what we are
trying to do with our amendment. We
are saying: Go back to school, those of
you on the other side that want this
budget. You have failed. So Senator
HOLLINGS and I are saying, we will
make it right and we will send you
back to school. We will send you back
with this amendment so we do not fail
our kids. We want them to pass and we
want to invest in education. The way
to do it is to restore these cuts and re-
store some common sense back in the
budget.

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the

Senator yield time to the Senator from
South Carolina?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, I yield whatever
time the Senator may wish to
consume.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska, Sen-
ator EXON, be added as a cosponsor.

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, One
of the most distinguished forefathers,
James Madison, said that ‘‘a popular
Government without popular informa-
tion or the means of acquiring it is but
a prologue to a farce or a tragedy, or
perhaps both.’’ He said that in a letter
to John Adams, and Adams wrote back
that ‘‘The whole people must take
upon themselves the education of the
whole people and be willing to bear the
expense of it.’’

Coming up to Horace Mann’s day, he
referred to the Northwest ordinance
where we laid the groundwork to de-
velop Iowa—and it is a distinct pleas-
ure to be associated with Senator HAR-
KIN. Those States in the Midwest were
set up in 6 mile by 6 mile blocks, and
the middle block—number 16—was re-
served for public education.

Horace Mann said:
This law laid the foundation of the present

system of free schools. The idea of an edu-
cational system that was at once both uni-
versal, free, and available to all the people,
rich and poor alike, was revolutionary. This
is the great thing about America. No other
nation ever had such an institution. Three
centuries later, it is a stranger to the bulk of
the people of the world. The free public
school system, which Puritans conceived,
has been in large measure the secret of
America’s success. In these classrooms chil-
dren of all races, nationalities and tongues
learn the common language and became im-
bued with one central idea—the American
conception that all men are created equal,
that opportunities are open to all, that every
minority, whether respected or despised, has
the same guaranteed rights as the majority.
Parents who landed here often brought with
them the antagonisms, the rivalries and sus-
picions of other continents. But their chil-
dren became one and united in the pursuit of
a democratic ideal.

Mr. President, this idea was brought
up-to-date, this observation of Horace
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Mann, just Sunday before last, on May
14, at the graduation exercises at the
College of Charleston in my hometown
which, incidentally, was founded in
1767. It is the fourth-oldest liberal arts
college in the United States and the
oldest municipal college in the United
States, now having become a State uni-
versity. Our distinguished colleague
from Kansas, the Senator from Kansas,
Senator NANCY KASSEBAUM, was the
graduation speaker. As Dr. Alexander,
our greatest of great presidents there,
spoke and introduced the program, he
said this, and I think it should gain the
attention of everyone:

A few more than 900 soon-to-be graduates
are seated behind me. If I ask each of them
to stand who had attended college on a grant
from the Federal Government, 405 of them
would stand. If I then asked those to stand
who had received a Government loan, an ad-
ditional 198 would stand. If I then asked all
those to stand who had received a scholar-
ship which included at least some Govern-
ment involvement, an additional 120 would
stand. Eighty percent of today’s graduates
would then be standing. Of course, all the
rest, as well as those who are standing, had
a part of the expenses at the college paid for
by the State of South Carolina.

So while our graduates are thanking their
families and friends, they might do well to
also thank the Government. At the College
of Charleston, we do not think of the Gov-
ernment as our enemy. It is not possible to
love the College of Charleston and hate the
Government. In the American democracy,
the Government, in the phrase of Lincoln, is
‘‘of the people, by the people and for the peo-
ple.’’ Speaking for myself, I do not think it
is possible to love America and hate the Gov-
ernment.

So my plea this afternoon is if we can
set aside partisanship momentarily and
get some bipartisanship back on track
for the general good, let us look at this
amendment and realize that we have to
move forward.

This particular amendment has what
aim? Is it our aim to streamline the
Government and cut out the fat? Or is
it our aim to hack away indiscrimi-
nately, to tear down Government, to
cut out not just the fat but also the
muscle? Quite frankly, I look at the
unprecedented education cuts in the
budget resolution and this is what I
see—not an efficiency inspired stream-
lining, but ideologically-driven ampu-
tation.

I am reminded of the Florida doctors
down there who recently went into the
operating room to amputate a foot,
when the patient awoke, he discovered
that the doctors had amputated his
healthy foot.

That is exactly what is occurring
here in this particular budget resolu-
tion. We are not talking here, Mr.
President, about highway demonstra-
tion projects and more subsidies and
the usual litany of Government waste.
To the contrary. We are talking about
Government at its best. Government at
its most cost efficient.

We are talking about proven pro-
grams—Head Start, Title I, assistance
for educating disabled people, and col-
lege loans for low-income people. These

are programs that demonstrably work,
and work for our neediest citizens.

By the most conservative estimate,
Mr. President, every $1 spent on Head
Start translates into $2 in later cost
savings and educational benefits. One
investigation, the famous Perry Pre-
school Study, determined that there
are $3 in benefits for every $1 spent on
Head Start.

We see an even greater return from
Title I programs. For every poor child,
thanks to Title I intervention, who
does not have to repeat a grade, Mr.
President, we save $7,000. For every
child who, thanks to Title I, does not
drop out of school, we save potentially
tens of thousands of dollars in welfare
costs.

Mr. President, the cuts proposed in
the budget resolution give rise to a
broader question: How in the world did
we allow education to become a par-
tisan issue? How in the world did we
reach a point where virtually every Re-
publican is reported ready to vote for
radical cuts in the education budget,
and virtually every Democrat is ready
to vote against the cuts.

I will never forget the bipartisan
move over the years with the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont, Bob
Stafford. We had been Governors to-
gether and worked on education and
the education amendments. Thanks to
the success of Senator Stafford, we had
equally wonderful bipartisan support
and leadership.

We used to have two rules for non-
partisanship around this place: One
rule was politics stop at the water’s
edge; the other rule was that politics
stops at the schoolhouse door. I deeply
regret in the rush to dismantle Govern-
ment we are willy-nilly throwing away
our consensus on education.

Mr. President, I come to the floor to
plead for a restoration of that consen-
sus, to plead with my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to join in sup-
port of the amendment. Republicans
have spoken very passionately about
the need for people to pull themselves
up by their own bootstraps, to stand on
their own feet, to get out of the wagon,
and help pull the wagon.

The distinguished Speaker of the
other body has made a compelling case
for what he calls ‘‘conservative oppor-
tunity society,’’ a society which, he
says, should guarantee equal oppor-
tunity but not equality of results.
Fine. How can we credibly talk about
equality of opportunity at a time that
we are making radical cuts in edu-
cation? How can we tell poor and dis-
advantaged persons that we believe in
equal opportunity at the same time we
are cutting the dickens out of Head
Start, Title I, and other programs
whose entire purpose is to make oppor-
tunity less unequal?

Indeed, Mr. President, if the cuts pro-
posed in the budget resolution are al-
lowed to stand without modification
we will deal a devastating one-two
punch to poor Americans.

First, we will shred the social safety
net by enacting cuts in child nutrition,

health care, job training and so on.
Sixty percent of the $961 billion in
budget cuts planned over the next 7
years will come from programs for poor
and elderly. By hacking away at edu-
cation, we cripple the ability of poor
children to get a decent start toward
literacy and other skills that they will
need to stay off welfare and survive in
the new economy.

I see a common thread, Mr. Presi-
dent, running through this budget reso-
lution. The more needy a person is the
more deeply they get cut. This is true
not just of children but of States as
well. Cutbacks in the budget resolution
will hit hardest in the States that are
most dependent on Federal aid.

These States tend to be small, they
tend to be poor, and, yes, they tend to
be Southern. Consider the following
States and how much they depend on
Federal assistance in their education
budgets: Mississippi, 17 percent; New
Mexico, 12.4 percent; Alaska, 11.5 per-
cent; Alabama, 11.4 percent; South Da-
kota, 11.1 percent; North Dakota 11.1
percent; Louisiana, 10.8; Arkansas, 10.8;
Kentucky, 10.1 percent; my own State
of South Carolina, 9 percent.

The main program cut back by the
resolution is Title I for the disadvan-
taged. We now serve, Mr. President,
about 6 million children under the pro-
gram, and projecting the same across-
the-board cut to education, the Depart-
ment of Education says that we will be
serving only 4 million children when
that particular cut has become law.

Taken together, the cuts in the budg-
et resolution make a mockery of any
notion of an opportunity society. This
budget resolution tells poor people to
pull them themselves up by the boot-
straps, and then it takes away the
boots.

It strikes me strongly that those who
would make deep cuts in the social
safety net have a special obligation, a
special moral obligation, to at a mini-
mum maintain the Federal Govern-
ment’s current level of investment in
education. The bottom line, of course,
is education equals opportunity.

The income and opportunity gap is
already striking. Between 1973 and 1989,
the annual earnings of black male high
school dropouts in their twenties de-
clined by fully 50 percent.

Consider this, Mr. President: Kids
whose parents are on the top quartile
of income have no trouble going to col-
lege. A whopping 76 percent of them
earn Bachelor’s degrees. But for kids
whose parents are on the bottom quar-
tile, a shockingly different story. Only
4 percent of these lower-income kids
receive a Bachelor’s degree.

Mr. President, we are limited on time
here this afternoon and many of our
distinguished colleagues are interested
in addressing this particular problem.

Let me just say these are exactly the
kids who are most at risk in
underachieving, flunking a grade or
dropping out. Take away Head Start
and Title I and we are yanking the rug
out from under the kids.
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We have to get real. We cannot claim

to favor an ‘‘opportunity society’’ at
the same time we enact savage cuts in
education. The opportunities of society
should not be for those who are born on
third base; rather, we also need an op-
portunity society for poor children who
are born stuck in the batter’s box with
a two-strike count.

Yet by cutting deeply into Head
Start, Title I, and the other education
programs for the disadvantaged, we are
heading in exactly the wrong direction.
It is too late, now, Mr. President, to re-
consider the priorities set forth in the
budget resolution. To that end, there-
fore, I urge a strong bipartisan vote in
favor of this amendment. If we are seri-
ous about opportunity for everyone,
then we should be boosting our invest-
ment in education, not busting it.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank Senator HOL-
LINGS for his support and for his co-
sponsorship of this amendment and his
long-time support for education in our
country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to add the following as cosponsors:
Senator JEFFORDS, Senator KENNEDY,
Senator PELL, Senator DODD, Senator
BINGAMAN, Senator SIMON, and Senator
MURRAY as cosponsors.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 8
minutes to the Senator from Washing-
ton.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRIST). The Senator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, of all
the pain in this budget, nothing will
hurt our Nation more than the draco-
nian cuts to education.

Education allows Americans to pull
themselves up by their own bootstraps.
And I know this first hand. I am one of
seven children from a family in a small
town in Washington State.

My parents taught us the most im-
portant lessons in life. They taught us
that everyone can make a difference.
They showed us the bright promise of
the American dream.

And, they taught us that education
was the key to success.

That’s why my parents—like many—
are watching this debate closely. They
understand what’s at stake—because
they know the difference education
made in their children’s lives.

Every one of my brothers and sisters,
every one of us went to college. Every
one of us has been able to follow our
dreams—and one of us—my twin sis-
ter—is now a teacher herself.

When I stand here in this debate, I
think of my sister, Peggy, in her class-
room in Bellingham, WA. I know the
challenges she faces as a sixth grade
teacher.

Peggy tells me how class size will
grow if these types of cuts are made. If
we just shift costs from the Federal to
local level in this way, the quality of
education in her classroom will de-
crease.

I know she is watching this budget
debate—like teachers all across this

Nation—and she is expecting us to keep
education funding a top priority.

Peggy instills the same hopes and
dreams in today’s children our parents
and teachers instilled in us.

And, she knows that the priorities in
this budget are misguided. Taxes on
working families. Drastic cuts to Med-
icaid and Medicare. Slash-and-burn
education cuts.

It frankly amazes me that we are se-
riously considering a budget which
cuts education so severely.

The fundamental goal of any eco-
nomic policy should be to raise the
standard of living, and increase oppor-
tunity for all Americans.

You achieve this by strengthening
education at all levels.

Last year, I worked with some of my
colleagues from across the aisle in a bi-
partisan fashion to help expand edu-
cational opportunities for all Ameri-
cans. Unfortunately, it seems—in this
budget—that spirit has now collapsed.

This year, we are taking giant steps
backward. In this budget, education is
targeted for some of the largest cuts.

I have stated many times that I am
all for deficit reduction. However, it is
irrational to cut investments in our
children and in our workers—and then
turn around and say these cuts are
good for our future. How is cutting
education good for our future?

The American people have the right
to know what’s in this budget. Let’s
look at the specifics:

Head Start, one of the most effective
early nutrition and education pro-
grams, in cut by $3 billion. This draco-
nian cut will deny as many as 100,000
low-income children the benefit of a
pre-school education. That makes no
sense.

K through 12 education programs
also take a big hit. This budget would
eliminate Goals 2000, which supports
the efforts of schools and communities
to raise academic standards in their
areas. That makes so sense.

Training programs are cut. The
School-to-Work Program ensures that
all young people attain the skills they
need to enter the workforce. Some of
our colleagues want to eliminate this
program. That makes no sense.

Finally, I am truly concerned about
the absence of student financial aid
funds in this budget. Nationally, the
costs for higher education have in-
creased at twice the rate of family in-
come over the past decade. Without fi-
nancial aid, college has simply become
unavailable to the middle class.

I would have never even thought of
college if it were not for financial aid.
Neither would any of my six brothers
and sisters. This budget says to young
Americans ‘‘you have to be rich to go
to college.’’ Again, that makes no
sense. Again, this is the wrong message
to our young people who far too often
feel today there is no hope and no fu-
ture for them.

We can not expect to retain our posi-
tion as a leader in innovation, re-
search, and production—unless we con-
tinue to invest in education.

At a time when Americans are fearful
of losing their jobs; when Americans
need training; when our high school
seniors lack the funds for college; at
this time, it makes no sense to turn
our backs on them.

Every day, I hear my distinguished
colleagues—who were captains of in-
dustry—talk about what private indus-
try and big business need in this budg-
et.

I do listen to leaders in industry.
They tell me how important education
is to American competitiveness. High
tech companies and manufacturing
firms need well-trained, high skilled
work force. So, I do listen to them.
And, I also listen to Americans who do
not have rich, powerful lobbyists be-
hind them.

Let us listen to America’s displaced
workers who need to be retrained. Let
us listen to America’s teachers. Let us
listen to America’s schoolchildren. Let
us remember the common sense our
parents taught us. Let us remember
how each and every one of us got to
this Senate.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
amendment and restore these edu-
cation cuts, restore some hope to our
children’s faces, and restore some com-
mon sense to this budget process.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues, Senator HARKIN,
Senator HOLLINGS, Senator MURRAY,
and others who have made such a
strong presentation on an issue which
is of such fundamental importance to
all Americans as the priority of edu-
cation for the young people of this
country.

What this amendment to the budget
proposal is doing is restoring in a dra-
matic way support for higher edu-
cation.

If there has been one extraordinary
success story in the postwar period in
the United States, it has been higher
education. Of the 140 great world uni-
versities, 127 of them are in the United
States of America. That is not an acci-
dent. Our higher education is the envy
of the world. We are doing it right.

How has that come about? One rea-
son is because you have participation
of individuals that is not simply based
on their ability to pay; another is gov-
ernment support for research, and fi-
nally, we have a system that attracts
the best academic minds in the world.
Overall, higher education has been an
extraordinary success.

Mr. President, we have many prob-
lems in this country. We have many
problems around the world. One prob-
lem that is growing increasingly seri-
ous is that access for the sons and
daughters of working families to high-
er education is becoming more dif-
ficult. The escalation of costs has be-
come a serious problem.

The universities, the teaching hos-
pitals, the schools of this country are
the envy of the world, and we have to
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ask ourselves in this budget resolution,
as we are looking to the future: Why
are we putting them at risk? And we
are putting them at risk by the reduc-
tion of $30 billion in education funding
over the next 7 years. That is the very
basic and fundamental question. In a
minute, I will come to the same ques-
tion in terms of what we are doing in
primary and elementary education, as
well.

I would like to review for all of our
colleagues the figures about what peo-
ple earn when they achieve higher edu-
cation—this chart can be viewed by our
colleagues. The chart is self-evident,
but fortunately, or unfortunately, we
have to remind our colleagues and re-
mind the American people.

The chart shows average annual
earnings by level of education. If you
do not finish high school, the average
income is $12,000. If you complete high
school, the average over the lifetime is
$18,000. If you have some college but do
not complete 2 years, it goes up to
$19,000. It is $24,000 if you get an associ-
ate’s degree from a 2-year college, and
up to $32,000 if you graduate from a 4-
year college. It goes on. For a master’s,
$40,000; a doctorate, $54,000; for a pro-
fessional degree, $74,000 individually.

Our older brothers and sisters and
parents understand it because they had
the GI bill. Generally, borrowers under
the GI bill repaid $8 for every $1 that
was expended. Student loans work.
Higher education works in the United
States of America.

What did we do in the last Congress?
In the last Congress, because of the
concern about increased cost of edu-
cation and the costs of loans to the
Government—we moved toward a di-
rect loan program to try to recapture
some of the funding that was going to
banks in the guaranteed loan program.
We moved to phase in a direct loan pro-
gram. We moved in a moderate way.
There were some who believed we
ought to go to a full direct loan pro-
gram immediately. There were some
who said, ‘‘Senator KENNEDY, Senator
SIMON, and Senator Durenberger, since
we have the best in terms of higher
education, why do you risk the system
by going to a direct loan program when
we do not really know?’’

We said, ‘‘Fine.’’ We worked out a
compromise, Republicans and Demo-
crats alike, to move into a direct loan
program in a moderate way. The direct
loan program is now being managed by
the Department of Education effec-
tively. We have a direct loan program
going on with competition with the
guaranteed loan program, and we have
reduced the losses that were coming
from failure to repay student loans
from $2.7 billion down to less than $1.2
billion—a dramatic reduction.

It is so interesting to hear Mr. Ben-
nett talking about the Department of
Education and we ought to abolish it. I
wish he had been as good a manager as
Dick Riley in recapturing the billions
of dollars that were lost during his ten-
ure. If he knows so much about the De-

partment, where did not he recapture
the funds?

So we have a situation now where we
are doing well in implementing a direct
loan program. We are also lowering the
basic fees, reducing those the initial
fee students have to pay.

We have also adopted national serv-
ice as an additional way to get young
people to go to college because we
know that our Nation’s future depends
upon education.

Now we have before us the dramatic
changes proposed the Republican budg-
et to the Pell grants. This chart shows
what is going to happen to these grants
even though the chairman of the Budg-
et Committee is telling us he is going
to hold them harmless. You can hear
all the statements that you want, but
if you want to know what is going to
happen to costs for students as we fol-
low through the years of this budget,
look at this chart. The bottom line
shows what the value of the Pell grant
will be in the year 2002—$1,501. The
other line shows the average cost of
going to State universities across the
country—$8,026. Right now, the Pell
grant is worth $2,590 and the average
cost at a State university is $5,314.
That shows you pretty clearly what is
going to happen to students.

It is interesting that in 1965, when
the Aid to Education Program was
passed, we had three-quarter grants,
one-quarter loans. Why? Because we
set the economic challenge to the
young person by figuring out what that
young person could bring to their edu-
cation, what they could earn over the
course of the summer and during the
year. But we did not want to encumber
that individual and that family far into
the distant future. If they were eligible
on the basis of need, we intended that
they were going to be able to get a
grant and only a quarter was going to
be a loan. Twelve years later, three-
quarters are loans and one-quarter
grants. What do our friends on the
other side say? They are going to make
the loans even more expensive.

So they are going to indenture the
young people of this Nation. We hear
all these speeches by our Republican
brothers and sisters saying we are
doing the young people a favor because
we are going to keep the next genera-
tion out of debt. Instead, they are put-
ting them in debt, putting them in debt
by what they will have to pay for col-
lege to say nothing of what they will
have to pay for graduate school.

I see our distinguished friend and a
distinguished doctor presiding now. He
can certainly tell us about what hap-
pened with his own classmates at medi-
cal school and the indebtedness of
those individuals.

Whatever help and assistance we are
providing in terms of the young people
is going to be heavily undermined with
this particular proposal. There is no
other way about it. You can say, ‘‘Well,
we are going to hold them harmless.
We are going to provide the services.’’
If you one program harmless, then you

are going to find the further emascula-
tion of some other program such as the
chapter I program, the title I program,
about $6.8 billion that goes to the need-
iest children, or you are going to emas-
culate others like the Head Start pro-
grams that depend upon the same pot
of funding. It makes no sense. It makes
no sense for the young people that are
going to go through this system. It
makes no sense for the universities
and, most importantly, it makes no
sense for the country. We have some-
thing that is working, and we are put-
ting it at serious risk at the present
time.

Mr. President, this amendment
moves us dramatically back into a sane
and rational position by restoring some
$40 billion to education.

Mr. President, if we look where we
are in primary, elementary, and sec-
ondary education, the fact of the mat-
ter is all of us who have supported the
various programs understand that edu-
cation is a local responsibility. I hear
so much about what we need to do is
get parents back in the school system
and I agree that we do have to do that.
I hear what we have to do is let teach-
ers make changes in the curriculum
and that is also true.

As the Senator from Iowa and the
Senator from South Carolina know,
and others know, only about 7 cents
out of every dollar is provided by the
Federal Government. But they are im-
portant dollars. Just look at the spe-
cial needs children that were never
being taken care of prior to the pro-
gram that was developed in a biparti-
san way under Senator Weicker, Sen-
ator HARKIN, and many of the mem-
bers, Republican and Democrat, on the
Human Resources Committee and on
the Appropriations Committees. Edu-
cation is not just a Democratic effort.
I daresay that Senator Weicker had as
much to do with increasing the com-
mitment of this Nation to special needs
children as any Member here. This has
been a Republican as well as a Demo-
cratic effort.

We have often listened to our col-
leagues talk about how migrant chil-
dren and illegal children have settled
in various States and schools, and how
they need some help and assistance.
But if you take out the nutrition pro-
grams, and the special needs programs,
if you take out Star schools, take out
technology, take out the TRIO pro-
gram, what do we have left? These are
programs that have been tested, evalu-
ated, challenged, and worked. Those
are the programs they are emasculat-
ing.

What happened last year? We had a
bipartisan commission that was set up
to review what had happened in Head
Start. In the 1980’s and into the early
1990’s, there was some increase in fund-
ing, to the credit of President Bush.
But the problem was there was not
quality control. You had continued
turnover in programs without insisting
on quality provisions for the teachers
that were involved.
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So there was a real question about

the quality of the Head Start Program.
We had a very good bipartisan panel,
and their recommendations were re-
ported out with only one dissenting
vote on the Human Resources Commit-
tee, Republicans and Democrats alike.

I am not going to quote many of our
colleagues on that side talking about
the changes in the Head Start Pro-
gram, how we were at last getting this
on track, how important that was be-
cause I do not have the time, but we
made important changes. Then we
went ahead and took a look at the
chapter I program because of the var-
ious challenges that were suggested by
many for that program. We reviewed
and had hearings as did the House as
well. Those changes were supported
overwhelmingly by the Republicans
and Democrats. We dealt with the
changes that were taking place with
different kinds of poverty impacting
local communities and the growth of
poverty in some of the rural areas. We
went through that. We did not do all
the things that everybody would have
wanted, but we worked together and
made great progress, Republicans and
Democrats alike. Even in the Goals
2000 Program, Republicans and Demo-
crats alike came together to pass legis-
lation that provides new help and as-
sistance to schools. Of that funding, 85
percent goes to local schools.

Goals 2000 was developed by Dick
Riley from South Carolina, one of the
most effective Governors in education,
and also Governor Bill Clinton. Riley
had great credibility because he had
changed the academic achievement and
outcomes of the black and brown and
white students of his State of South
Carolina in an extraordinary way, in-
volving parents, involving local com-
munities, involving the businesses. In
Goals 2000 he brought that experience
to the legislation.

We also had bipartisan support for
the School-to-Work Program. I was
with a former Governor of Maine, a Re-
publican, last week at the dedication of
the 1-year anniversary of the signing of
the School-to-Work Program. This Re-
publican Governor said that this is one
of the most important programs of edu-
cation that he has seen in the State of
Maine.

At a hearing in our Human Resources
Committee Tommy Thompson, Repub-
lican Governor of the State of Wiscon-
sin, down, also said that this is one of
the most important initiatives in his
state. School to Work would be emas-
culated in this budget.

I mean, what is the sense? We have
hearings, we develop the coalition, we
develop the bipartisanship, we have
men and women that are out on the
front line, Republicans and Democrats,
and we have educators and parents say-
ing how the good the programs are.
And we are effectively emasculating
them, saying we are going to have to
cut someplace, and we are going to go
ahead and cut it.

So, Mr. President, I do not believe
the wholesale cuts that have been ef-
fected in this budget are justified or
warranted. I find to the contrary.

I think one of the things that I re-
member so clearly—is my time running
out? Mr. President, how much time do
I have?

Mr. President, if I can have 2 more
minutes.

Let me just give you a few instances
about the importance of support for
students. This stack here on my desk
represents the mail that I have re-
ceived on the Internet system from
students all over the country. I hope
that our Members check their mail be-
cause when they do they will finding
out what these proposed cuts mean.

I think there has been a great deal of
trivializing the importance of the extra
debt burden to students. You know,
people are saying, ‘‘It is really only the
cost of a big gulp a day. Really, it is
only the cost of a one-way plane ticket
down to Ft. Lauderdale.’’ People are
trying to trivialize this. I can tell you
the increases are not trivial to stu-
dents and working people.

I think this whole process demeans
the young people of this country. It de-
means their parents who have worked
hard, worked and scraped and saved
over the course of a lifetime to help
send their children to college.

A student attending medical school
in Massachusetts writes:

I am a 24-year-old African-American
woman, born and raised in St. Louis, MO. I
come from a poor, working- class, two-parent
household. I am proud to say I was the first
African-American valedictorian in my high
school. I went on to college at a private in-
stitution. I received much-needed financial
aid while there, including loans and scholar-
ships. My parents helped as much as they
could, but with two other children, they
could only help a little.

Without the Stafford and Perkins loans
that I received, I would not have been able to
continue my education. After graduating
from college I was accepted to an Ivy League
medical school where I am still very much
dependent on Federal financial aid. I hope to
practice primary care (pediatrics) in an indi-
gent community.

I am close to finishing school and may not
be affected by such harsh cutbacks, but I am
very concerned for the future generation of
students.

Mr. President, this student and thou-
sands of other students just like her
are exactly what we need, primary care
physicians in indigent communities.

Under the Republican budget a stu-
dent following this course of study
could well face over $40,000 in addi-
tional interest payments at the end of
her medical training.

A student from New York writes:
‘‘My mother just got laid off today. I only

have one year left before I receive my bach-
elor’s degree. I don’t want my opportunity
and those of others to be cut short. Everyone
in the White House, on Capitol Hill, and in
the state governments had their oppor-
tunity. Why are you taking away ours?

A college graduate from Colorado
writes:

‘‘I am not a student, but I’m raising my
voice in support of government backing for

student loans. If it were not for student
loans, I would not have been able to attend
college. My mother was supporting two kids
and we lived in government subsidized hous-
ing—the projects. There was simply no way
she could have paid for a college education
for us, so we applied for loans and more
loans. I received some grants and a great
deal of loan assistance, and still I worked at
McDonald’s. I am now a consulting writer
and I never have to look for work . . . it
looks for me. This is a most wonderful life
and I wouldn’t have had any chance at all of
attaining it without those student loans and
grants. Please do whatever it takes to ensure
that others get this chance . . . it is what
allowed me to become who I am today, and
I thank you all.

Another student, from Maine, summed up
the situation: ‘‘If you think education is ex-
pensive—try ignorance’’

I ask each of you to think seriously before
you consider voting for a budget that con-
tains $30 billion in cuts to student aid. You
will see very clearly that this budget is turn-
ing its back on the nation’s students.

The Republican budget turns its back on
education, and it does so in order to pay for
a tax cut for the wealthiest individuals in
the country. That makes no sense. It is the
wrong priority for education, and the wrong
priority for the nation.

The pending Democratic amendment re-
stores $40 billion to this anti-education budg-
et—$40 billion that will help to correct these
misplaced priorities. I urge the Senate to
support the Democratic amendment.

I thank the Senator from Iowa for
yielding time.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Massachusetts for a
very eloquent and learned statement. I
again wish to thank him for his great
leadership over so many years in the
area of education. I think what the
Senator from Massachusetts just said
really pulls it all together in terms of
what this budget is about and what it
is doing to kids in this country, and
the history of what we have tried to do
over the last couple of generations of
young people to ensure that our kids
do get that affordable, quality edu-
cation in this country. Senator KEN-
NEDY has captured it in his statement.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 21 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 8
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land. I apologize. If he does need some
more, I will try to get some more time
for the author of the Pell Grant Pro-
gram.

Mr. PELL. Eight minutes is fine.
Mr. HARKIN. Senator PELL has been

so important in making sure that the
poorest kids in this country get a de-
cent education. I am proud to yield to
the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator from
Iowa. I second his remarks about the
Senator from Massachusetts. He has
shown remarkable leadership.

The budget resolution before us
would have a very detrimental impact
on Federal education spending. Instead
of adjustments, fine tuning and reason-
able savings, this resolution would
produce drastic and unwarranted re-
ductions of the small but critical role
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our Federal Government plays in edu-
cation—5 percent for general education
and 11 percent for higher education is
the share of the Federal Government.

According to the Budget Committee
figures, this resolution assumes a re-
duction of $59.4 billion in outlays for
function 500 over the next 7 years when
compared with current law. When com-
pared with the President’s budget,
though, the estimate is that the reduc-
tion would total $65 billion over the
same 7-year period. According to the
Labor Committee’s own estimates, edu-
cation makes up about 58 percent of
function 500, and this means therefore
that the reduction in education spend-
ing could total as much as $38 billion
over the next 7 years.

The reduction in education would
come in two areas, mandatory spending
and discretionary spending. The Hol-
lings-Harkin amendment before us
would add back $40 billion in both man-
datory and discretionary spending. It
would have the effect, therefore, of en-
suring that we would not experience
drastic cutbacks in Federal education
spending.

Failure to approve this amendment
would surely put education in harm’s
way. While the budget resolution as-
sumes protection of certain programs,
those are only assumptions. They do
not have the full force of law. The final
decision for discretionary cuts will be
left to the Appropriations Committee,
while the final decision for mandatory
cuts will fall to we, the authorizing
committee.

My fear is that the size of the cuts in
the budget resolution are so immense
that no program will be protected and
all will be at risk. If the cuts are ap-
plied across the board, the Congres-
sional Budget Office estimates that
one-third of the Federal investment in
education will be eliminated by the
year 2002.

In mandatory spending, the budget
resolution before us assumes savings of
$13.8 billion in outlays over the next 7
years. Seven assumptions are made in
order to achieve those savings, but
only five of those are within the juris-
diction of our Labor Committee. Ac-
cording to OMB, the total of the re-
maining five options is less than $5 bil-
lion. That includes about $3.3 billion in
savings if we eliminate the in-school
interest subsidy for graduate students,
an option which I for one would vigor-
ously oppose.

The Labor Committee is also left
with the responsibility to come up with
almost $9 billion in additional savings.
This is such a massive requirement
that the only option available would be
the elimination of the in-school inter-
est subsidy for undergraduate students
who come primarily from middle-in-
come families.

To my mind, this is not the road we
should travel. Elimination of the in-
school interest subsidy for all students
would, according to the Department of
Education, increase student indebted-
ness by 20 to 50 percent. In a period

when more Americans are borrowing
more money to help finance a college
education, this would be the wrong
step and the wrong direction to take.
In a very real sense, we would be in-
creasing private debt to decrease pub-
lic debt, an option that is not at all
satisfactory.

With respect to discretionary pro-
gram spending, the effect would be
equally alarming. Freezing the Pell
Grant Program at the current law level
would diminish the value of that pro-
gram by as much as 40 percent over the
next 7 years. According to OMB, half of
that is because of the increase in eligi-
ble students and the other half because
of the expected increase in inflation in
the next 7 years.

Freezing the title I program in ele-
mentary and secondary education for
the 7 years comes when we anticipate
at least a 9-percent increase in student
population. The result: According to
OMB, we will serve 2 million fewer stu-
dents by the year 2002. That is 2 mil-
lion fewer students by the year 2002.

According to OMB, failure to protect
the Safe and Drug Free Schools Pro-
gram would save $1 billion over the
next 7 years. It would also mean that 94
percent, almost all of our Nation’s
school districts would lose funding that
now goes to help 39 million students.

Failure to protect vocational edu-
cation and training would place the
very existence of this program at risk.
OMB estimates that a possible cut of
$5.3 billion over the next 7 years means
that some 12 million fewer students
would be served. This would come at a
time when business and industry lead-
ers are telling us they need a better
and more well-educated work force if
we are to remain leaders in the world
marketplace.

Passage of this resolution without
adoption of the Harkin-Hollings
amendment before us would alter al-
most 30 years of a strong bipartisan
partnership on behalf of education. It
would seriously threaten bipartisan ac-
complishments that have brought the
dream of a college education within
the reach of every American who has
the drive and the desire and the yearn-
ing that has begun to bring poor chil-
dren into the education mainstream
and that have brought real meaning to
the concept of equal educational oppor-
tunity.

Mr. President, this is not the time to
retreat in education; it is the time to
advance. As President Clinton has
noted, as a nation we face both a budg-
et deficit and an education deficit. To
my mind, we should not increase the
latter to decrease the former. A strong
and sound economy depends on a well-
educated, well-prepared work force. To
pull back in education is the wrong
step, in the wrong direction, at the
wrong time, and I hope we would not
do so.

Accordingly, with all the strength we
have, let us support the amendment be-
fore us.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I take
this opportunity, in this small amount
of time, to thank the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island for his
many years of leadership and service to
the young people in our country. There
is a reason why they are called Pell
grants. Go to any college, any student
in this country—well, you go to any-
body who is out in the professional
world, who has graduated from college
in the last 20 years. They all know one
thing. They know what a Pell grant is.
So many of our young people who came
from lower-income families, who other-
wise would not have had the ability to
get through college, got those Pell
grants. They are educated; they are
making money; they are paying taxes;
and we are all better off for it. We are
a better country because of that.

I wish to say to the Senator from
Rhode Island, thank you so much on
behalf of millions of students, present-
day students and millions of Americans
who are out there now earning a decent
living, raising their families, passing
on a better life to the next generation,
living the American dream because of
the efforts of the Senator from Rhode
Island.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 5

minutes to the Senator from Vermont,
and I will try to yield more if I can.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Thank you, Mr.
President.

I rise in favor of the amendment.
I also want to echo the accolades for

my patriot on the Education Commit-
tee, Senator PELL, who has done so
much over the years. I stand here as
the new subcommittee chairman of the
Committee on Education, because I
feel, as he does and others have, that
we must be sure of what we do now.
This is serious business.

Everybody recognizes that finally we
have to balance the budget. But if we
do not do it carefully, what we do will
be counterproductive and will result in
increased costs and decreased revenues.

It is so simple and easy for us to all
hold hands, close our eyes, and cut
across the board. But that will not do
it. This will not do it if you get into
the area of education.

Education has always been bipartisan
and it should remain so today. So let
us strike any partisanship out of here
and take an examination of what will
happen if we do not do this carefully.
Let us talk about the counter-
productive aspects of cutting edu-
cation.

First of all, the business community
came to me a year ago and cried to me,
‘‘You have to do something about in-
creasing our productivity, of helping us
improve the education of this Nation,
because we are not any longer as com-
petitive as we used to be.’’ And unless
we improve things, we will be less com-
petitive in the next century and this
Nation will slip into a Third World ca-
pacity. Why?
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Let us take a look at this chart. A

chart is worth a thousand words.
The first chart is high school grad-

uates unable to perform basic tasks.
Just take our standards, forget about
the international standards. Over half
of our kids graduate unable to do sim-
ple functions that would mean that
you are at least basically literate. I
will show you later what that has an
impact on.

Let me take the next chart. Let us
take a narrow look at the inter-
national scene, where we stand in the
world with respect to our education
system. And I will end up with it in an-
other area. We are now in the area of
math, and the same is true in science,
dead last when we compete with those
other countries that are giving us com-
petition in the international fields.
That is shameful.

Are we going to do something about
it? We cannot, if we cut education.

Let us take a look at what this fail-
ure of education has to do with our
budget situation right now. We have a
loss, through education failure, of $1⁄2
trillion in our GDP. That is because we
are slipping behind with respect to pro-
ductivity. We have problems. Eighty
percent of those incarcerated in jails,
costing $20,000 to $60,000 a year to in-
carcerate, are school dropouts; 60 per-
cent of the teenage pregnancies are
school dropouts.

In addition, the literacy level reduces
our productivity level, losing more,
and we have $208 billion a year through
lost productivity through welfare. And
it costs us another $200 billion for re-
medial training to bring our students
up to the capacity where they can be
productive in our industrial society.

In addition to that, because they
earn less money being nonproductive
citizens, it costs us $125 billion in lost
revenue.

So let us take a look at the next
chart and see what this has done to the
median family income in this country
and why we are losing that revenue.

Two-thirds of our society over the
last 20 years—over the last 20 years—
have had a decrease in their family in-
come. And that is true even though we
now have more two-worker families
than ever before.

Education is related to what you
earn. You will see the only ones now
that are increasing their income in this
decade are those that have had post-
graduate education in college.

Now let us take a look at what is
happening with respect to another
area. One area in here, which is part of
this proposal as well, but one that
seems to be the easiest thing to do—
our graduate students. Why do we not
just increase their debt load a little
bit? Why allow them to get subsidies
for interest while they are in graduate
school? Seems like an innocuous thing
to do.

Well, this Nation has the best grad-
uate schools in the world. Everybody
wants to come here. However, over the
last several years, a decade, the debt

load of our college students has gotten
so high now, it is estimated it will be
up around $22,000 when they get out.

Well, they cannot go on to graduate
school. We have fewer and fewer and
fewer people that are going to graduate
school.

Now what has that done to us? Let us
take a look at what it has done to us in
a competitive area.

Mr. President, I ask Senator for an
additional 30 seconds.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, how
much do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min-
utes 5 seconds.

Mr. HARKIN. I hate to tell the Sen-
ator from Vermont, I only have 6 min-
utes 5 seconds. I have two people that
I promised more time to.

Mr. JEFFORDS. My punch line is all
I wanted to get out.

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator gets at
least 2 minutes for his punch line.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Well, it will not
take that long.

What this chart shows here is, before,
you know, we used to have all the for-
eign students come here. They used to
get educated and they stayed. You saw
them at IBM and all over the country
allowing us to be more productive. Now
what is happening, because of the debt
load, fewer and fewer of our kids are
going to graduate school and more for-
eign students are going to graduate
school. The blue indicates the ones
that are going home and the red indi-
cates the ones that are staying here.
More and more are going home. So
what we are doing now is we are seeing
almost all of the graduate students are
being foreign students, a majority are,
and they are all going home. Ours are
staying here, but we do not have
enough to fill the slots.

So that one little thing in this budg-
et proposal would probably do more
damage to our competitiveness than
about anything else.

I yield the floor.
Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator

from Vermont for his contribution now
and in the past.

I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I will try
to make it fast.

Of course, we need a balanced budget.
But, of course, we have to have the
right priorities.

Every study that has been made by
any group—conservative, liberal, you
name it—says we have to invest more
in education. I have never seen a study
that suggests to the contrary. And yet
what we are asked to do is to cut
back—cut back on Head Start, cut
back on title I that helps poor kids
that is really showing results, cut back
in higher education.

Senator JEFFORDS is absolutely cor-
rect. In the narrative on the budget,
you will see we are going to get that
$14.7 billion in savings by cutting out
assistance to graduate students. That
is bad enough.

But you put the numbers together
and you only get $2 billion of that.

Where do we get the other $12.7 billion?
Well, we get it out of the hides of stu-
dents. And it means a lot of students
are not going to go on to higher edu-
cation. That is not the way we ought to
go.

In fiscal year 1949, I say to Senator
HARKIN, we devoted 9 percent of the
Federal budget to education. We are
now devoting less than 2 percent. And
if this budget is adopted as is, it will go
down even further——

Mr. HARKIN. To 1.4 percent.
Mr. SIMON. Down to 1.4 percent,

Senator HARKIN says. It just does not
make sense.

I visited a Head Start group in Rock
Island, IL, an impoverished part of that
city. Like every Head Start group,
they have a waiting list. Monday morn-
ing, one set of kids comes in, Tuesday
morning a different one, Wednesday
morning a different one, and so forth.

I asked the woman in charge what
would it mean in the lives of these
young people if they could come here 5
days a week. She smiled and she said,
‘‘You could not believe the difference it
would make in their lives.’’

We are denying them that chance.
Oh, we are saving money, like you save
money when you put up a house and
you do not put a roof on it. You do not
save money in the long run. We have to
face up to the reality that we are going
to have to change in this field of edu-
cation. We are going to have to fund it
more adequately.

I think of the testimony before our
committee by the Secretary of Labor
talking about a manufacturing com-
pany from Connecticut, I believe it
was, making a decision, do they build
in Mexico, the United States, or Ger-
many? Mexico offered cheap labor, poor
education; the United States better
education, higher wages; and they re-
luctantly made the decision to build
their plant in Germany where they
have to pay $6.50 more per hour but
where people are well prepared.

We are cutting back on our future if
we do not adopt this amendment. I
hope we do.

I yield the floor.
Mr. HARKIN. How much time do I

have remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two

minutes 20 seconds.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I must

say that I find the fact that we only
have 3 hours to debate education un-
conscionable. We should have more
time. I was under the impression we
were going to have 6 hours. I found out
when I walked on the floor we have 3,
by unanimous consent. I do not know
how that happened. We need more
time. This is the most important part
of the budget to future generations.

I yield whatever time I have to the
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
think it is unconscionable that we not
have more time.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank Mary
McEvoy, who is a fellow with me who
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helped write, I think, an important
speech. I ask unanimous consent that
she be allowed the privilege of the floor
during the rest of this debate.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
what we have before us today is a budg-
et that says loud and clear to the
American people that education is no
longer a priority. The proposed $40 bil-
lion cut in education spending rep-
resents the largest education cuts in
American history. In fact, it is esti-
mated that by the year 2002, the Fed-
eral Government’s commitment to
young Americans will be cut by over 33
percent. And these cuts span all age
groups. For example, by the year 2002:

Over 400,000 young children will be
denied a Head Start through preschool
education;

Education for over 5.5 million chil-
dren and youth with disabilities will be
eliminated;

School-to-work programs, partner-
ships between businesses, communities,
and schools stand to lose over $5.3 bil-
lion.

And less than one-half of the children
who need it will receive assistance to
improve their reading and math skills.
Are these America’s new Goals 2002?

The cuts I have listed above are dev-
astating. But there is also another pro-
gram that the proposed Education
budget reductions will negatively im-
pact. I want to talk to you about cuts
in student aid.

Remember, all of those who signed
the Contract With America have signed
a document that says they intend to
support cuts in student aid. The pro-
posed Senate budget is serving as an-
other vehicle to accomplish this dev-
astating promise.

Under the proposed budget, $30 bil-
lion would be cut in Federal aid to col-
lege students over the next 7 years, af-
fecting over 4 million students. For ex-
ample, last year in Minnesota, over
14,000 students received assistance from
the Federal Stafford Loan Program
alone. And these students are not from
wealthy families who could afford to
bear the entire brunt of the cost of
their child’s post-secondary education.
In fact, the average income for the
families of these students was less than
$37,000 per year.

A college education is an essential
part of the American dream. It gives
people an opportunity to be all that
they can be. And, I know from what my
father always believed for me and I be-
lieve for my children—that their lives
will be better than the last generation
because they went on to pursue a high-
er education. In fact, over 92 percent of
all Americans believe that investing in
a Federal support of a college edu-
cation is an investment in our coun-
try’s future.

We also must remember that college
education also significantly benefits to
our Nation as a whole. Our commu-
nities are stronger, our economy is
stronger and our democracy is strong-
er.

But the dream of an education is
more and more difficult to achieve.
Most students now are not going
straight to college from high school. It
is not affordable. Some have to save
some money before they can afford to
go. Some have small children to take
care of. The student body these days
includes a lot more non-traditional
students—those who are returning to
school, those who only go part time be-
cause of jobs or family or both, and
those who take more than 4 years to
get their degree.

The costs of going to school keep
going up. Students are forced to put off
school until they have saved enough
money, seek student grants or go into
a lot of debt. It used to be that State
and Federal governments provided
more grants than loans. Students were
not asked to mortgage their future.
But over the last 10 years the balance
between grants and loans have been in-
verted—the number of loans far out-
weighs the number of grants. Loans are
now the largest source of Federal stu-
dent aid.

The Federal Government has had a
commitment to high education for al-
most 50 years. Yet even at its current
level of resources, the Federal Govern-
ment’s contribution is insufficient. We
should not be cutting financial aid pro-
grams—we should be increasing and
improving those programs. Higher edu-
cation is one of the best investments
we can make as a country and it is one
of the best investments individuals can
make in their own future. An edu-
cation increases earning potential, de-
creases unemployment, and improves
the standard of living.

As a Nation, we cannot afford to cut
educational financial aid to America’s
families. We should not be taking away
one of the few opportunities families
have for their children and grand-
children to make a better life for them-
selves.

The Senate should go on record in
saying that in our effort to balance the
budget we should not be reducing op-
portunities for students to improve
their lives.
IT IS EXTREMELY DIFFICULT TO GO TO COLLEGE

THESE DAYS

The total costs of attending a 4-year
public institution averages to about
$7,600. The average cost to go to a 4-
year private institution is around
$16,000. Tuition alone has increased
more than 120 percent over the last 10
years. At this cost higher education is
out of reach for many middle income
families. Without student aid many
would be unable to pursue higher edu-
cation. Students must seek out schol-
arship and other grants and awards.
Many borrow, but even that is not pos-
sible without help from the Federal
Government. For the 1993–94 academic
year, students borrowed a record
amount—$23 billion from Federal guar-
anteed loan programs. The average
loan exceeds $2,700 annually. And, bor-
rowing of course sends recent grad-
uates into the working world with a

pile of debt along with their nice new
diploma. Debt that is sometimes with
them for half of their lives.

Krista Hannem is a sophomore who
will be graduating from community
college and going on to Mankato State
University to get a B.A. She is 24 years
old, and married. She writes:

I do not receive State or Federal grants,
nor do I have any scholarships. In order to
pay for my 2 years at [a community college],
I have had to take out over $5,000 in student
loans * * *. Last year I was receiving help
through the State work-study program.
When that was cut I suffered again. I realize
that part of education is receiving some
debt, and that it should not be a free ride,
but neither should it be a weight tied around
my neck. So I ask that whatever decision
you make, you consider the many students
like myself who are choking with this
weight.

MOST STUDENTS ARE NON TRADITIONAL

The typical student these days is not
the Brady Bunch kid who graduates
high school and goes straight on to col-
lege. Forty-five percent of the student
body these days is over 25 years old. In
fact, nearly 20 percent of all students
are older than 35. Many are single par-
ents. Forty-three percent attend on a
part time basis, thus probably not fin-
ishing a B.A. in 4 years. Even tradi-
tional students, students who enroll
full time at 4-year institutions imme-
diately after high school are remaining
for 4 consecutive years, obtain a bach-
elor’s degree within 5.5 years. Sixty-
two percent of students of all ages
work, including nearly half of tradi-
tional students. And, about one student
in five is a member of a minority
group: African American, Asian Amer-
ican, Latino, or Native American.

Denise Peters from Edina writes:
I am a 29 single parent currently enrolled

as a Jr. at the U. of M. Because of the excel-
lent support of financial aid and other pro-
grams I have been successfully maintaining
a 3.76 GPA. Before returning to school—from
the time my son was 6 weeks old I worked as
a medical assistant making $9.00 an hour
* * *. Without the needed assistance the rug
would be pulled out from under me * * *.

Sandra Mitchell from St. Louis Park
writes:

I am devastated at the idea of any finan-
cial aid cuts. Not only would I need to drop
out of college—I am a sophomore—but it
would leave me with only two options. First,
I could obtain an entry level position. Sec-
ond, I could remain a public assistance recip-
ient for a while. At any rate the best I could
do for my self and my son and society is to
maintain at below poverty level. I faced
these options after a miserable divorce
which left me without a home, money, or
even credit to plan for the future. I have
goals, not only for myself, but to be allowed
to contribute and replace what I have used.
By the time I graduate in 1997, I will be fi-
nancially independent. Likewise I am setting
an example for my son to achieve independ-
ence and pride which are invaluable to our
whole society.

Troy Goodwater is a sophomore at
Austin Community College. He is a 20-
year single male. He lives at home. He
has a part-time job and attends college
full time. He writes:

My father is retired and receives only a
four hundred dollar check each month from
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social security and my mother works two
jobs in an effort to make ends meet. They
are unable to assist me in anyway in helping
paying my tuition. I receive federal and
state grants to help me pay my tuition,
without these grants I would not be able to
further my education. These grants pay for
all my schooling, because of my low fi-
nances. The Federal and State grants are
very helpful to myself and many others col-
lege students and if these grants are cut the
people who want an education and can not
afford one will suffer the most in the long
run.

OUR FEDERAL COMMITMENT TO HIGHER
EDUCATION SHOULD BE STRENGTHENED NOT CUT

For almost 50 years the Federal Gov-
ernment has made a commitment to
helping students go on to higher learn-
ing. Just during the academic year of
1993–1994 the Federal Government spent
$31.4 billion to ensure that lack of re-
sources does not prevent people from
pursuing their dreams of a college edu-
cation. In Minnesota alone, students
received more than $420 million in Fed-
eral dollars.

The Federal Government provides 75
percent of all student aid including fed-
eral grant, loan, and work-study pro-
grams.

In 1990, about 5 million students re-
ceived Federal student aid under one or
more Federal programs. In the 1993–94
academic year about 3.8 million stu-
dents received Pell grants; 4.5 million
received Stafford loans; 991,000 received
supplemental education opportunity
grants; 697,000 received Perkins loans;
713,000 received Federal Work Study
awards; and 650,000 received State stu-
dent incentive grants.

Most Federal student aid is based on
need, with the amount of assistance de-
termined by formulas that factor in
family, individual earnings, savings,
and the cost of education. Pell grants
are targeted to the neediest students.
The campus-based programs—supple-
mental educational opportunity
grants, Federal work study, and Per-
kins loans—gives school financial aid
officers the flexibility to respond to
unique student needs.

These programs help both low- and
middle-income families. Of the Pell
grants awarded to dependent stu-
dents—those who are financially de-
pendent on their parents—41 percent
goes to students from families with in-
comes less than $12,000 and 91 percent
goes to students from families with in-
comes below $30,000. Among Pell recipi-
ents who are financially independent,
73 percent have an income below
$12,000.

Stafford and direct loans primarily
benefit middle income families. Most
subsidized student loans—72 percent
are awarded to students who are still
financially dependent on their families.
The average family income of a de-
pendent student who receives a Staf-
ford loan—a loan on which interest is
not charged while students are in
school—is approximately $35,000. Sev-
enty-five percent of such students have
family income between $12,000 and
$60,000. Among independent students

who receive loans, average family in-
come is $14,400. More than 69 percent
have incomes above $6,000.

More than half of the students who
receive Perkins loans have family in-
come below $30,000. More than half of
the students who receive funds under
the work-study program have family
income below $30,000. And more than 75
percent of students who receive funds
under the Federal supplemental edu-
cation opportunity grant program have
family income below $30,000.

In recent years the Federal Govern-
ment commitment has been diminish-
ing. It used to be that State and Fed-
eral governments provided more grants
than loans. Students were not asked to
mortgage their future. But over the
last 10 years the balance between
grants and loans has been inverted—
the number of loans far outweigh the
number of grants. Loans are now the
largest source of Federal student aid.
And, even the number of loans has de-
creased. The explosion in the numbers
of eligible Pell grant recipients com-
bined with inflation meant that in 1992,
4.2 million students were forced to
share the same amount of money that
served 2.8 million students in 1987.

FINANCIAL AID IS AN INVESTMENT IN OUR
FUTURE

Statistics show that financial aid to
students more than pays for itself by
stimulating economic growth, expand-
ing the tax base and increasing produc-
tivity. A college degree makes an ex-
traordinary difference in the lives of
people holding them and in the lives of
their communities. Our new service
and information based economy in-
creasingly requires the technical skills
and knowledge that can only be ob-
tained through higher education.

Higher education also makes a dif-
ference to us as a Nation. A more edu-
cated citizenry makes a strong democ-
racy.
THERE ARE BIG DIFFERENCES IN THE FUTURE OF

THOSE WHO GO TO COLLEGE AND THOSE WHO
DO NOT

Higher education is a ticket to great-
er opportunity and a better standard of
living for millions of people. That is
why over 82 percent of Americans feel
that without a college-educated work
force we will not be able to compete in
a global marketplace.

It certainly has been instilled in me
since I was young that the most impor-
tant way to improve your lot in life
was through an education. An edu-
cation meant that your life would be
better than your parents. That you
would have more opportunities that
they did. I feel the same about my chil-
dren, and now my grandchildren. And, I
think an education is even more impor-
tant now than it was when I was grow-
ing up. The economy is so unsure these
days that there is no guarantee that
our children will be better off than we
are. This is one of the biggest worries
I hear back home. And part of that
concern is the affordability of college.

According to the Department of Com-
merce, the lifetime average earnings of

a man with a college degree is 51 per-
cent higher than his colleague with a
high school degree. The difference for
women is even greater. The lifetime
average earnings of a woman with a
college degree is 57 percent higher than
her colleague with a high school di-
ploma.

In 1992, figures showed that the me-
dian income of men who were dropouts
was $15,928, for a man with a high
school diploma it was $22,765, and for a
man with a college degree it was
$36,691. For women dropouts the me-
dian income was $9,784, for a woman
with a high school diploma it was
$13,266, and for a woman with a college
degree it was $24,126.

And, of course unemployment rates
are decreasing according to education
levels. In 1990 the unemployment rate
for high school dropouts was about 12
percent. A high school diploma cuts
that rate in half. A college degree cuts
the rate in half once again.

CONCLUSION

All children, and all people, must
share in America’s future. We should
not be balancing the budget on the
backs of students, nor should we be
balancing the budget by cutting back
on investments in our future. And this
must include opportunities for a col-
lege education.

The numbers in the current budget
proposal that we now have in front of
us do not add up. Despite what may be
said, we cannot cut $40 billion without
substantially reducing Federal aid to
undergraduate and graduate students
thus denying opportunities for millions
of our young people. This educational
opportunity cannot belong only to the
well to do.

I urge my colleagues to restore the
$40 billion proposed cuts in Education
programs to the budget. We must send
the message loud and clear that this
Congress is committed to assuring that
all children, youth, and young adults
have educational opportunities to be-
come productive, tax-paying citizens of
America.

Finally, all I can say as somebody
who has been a teacher for 20 years—
and it is impossible for me to speak
about this issue in now 1 minute or
less—I will just say to my colleagues
that they are being myopic, very short-
sighted, if they do not understand that
the very best we can do is invest in the
health, intellect, and skill of young
people.

If we want to reduce poverty in this
country, focus on a good education. If
we want to have real welfare reform,
focus on a good education. If we want
to have a stable middle class, focus on
a good education. If we want to have a
country that can compete in the inter-
national arena, focus on a good edu-
cation. If we want to have a represent-
ative democracy where men and women
can think on their own two feet, under-
stand the world, the country, and com-
munity they live in, and know what
they can do to make it a better world,
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a better country, and a better commu-
nity, focus on a good education.

This budget resolution takes us ex-
actly in the wrong direction, and that
is why I support this amendment and
that is why, one way or another, we
will have a lot more debate on this
issue over the next 4 or 5 months, sev-
eral years to come.

This resolution is a huge mistake. We
will never reduce the violence, Mr.
President, in our communities unless
we understand an essential truth,
which is we must invest in the health
and the skills and the intellect and the
character of young people in America,
and that starts with investment in edu-
cation.

That is all I can do, I say to my col-
league from Iowa, in 11⁄2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time has
expired.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Elizabeth
Street, a congressional science fellow,
and Ruth Hardy, a J.J. Pickle fellow,
be granted privilege of the floor during
the remainder of the debate on Senate
Concurrent Resolution 13.

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

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah.
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I un-

derstand we have 82 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is correct.
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I will

have some opening remarks, but my
colleague from Indiana wishes to speak
first, and so we will turn to him. But
before I do, and while my friends from
the other side are still on the floor, I
would like to make one opening com-
ment for myself that I believe reso-
nates with other Members on this side.

Senator WELLSTONE said if you want
to solve poverty, focus on education; if
you want a solid middle class, focus on
education; if you want a sound working
force—et cetera—focus on education.

I wish the record could be very clear
that this Senator could not agree more
with that statement. Indeed, if I may
be personal, Mr. President, the thing
that got me back into public life after
I had left it and decided that I would
spend the balance of my career in the
private sector as a business executive
was when I got a phone call asking me
to serve as chairman of the Strategic
Planning Commission for Education in
the State of Utah. For the next 18
months, I immersed myself in edu-
cational issues. I came out of that with
the conviction that with the collapse of
the Soviet Union, education has re-
placed defense as the No. 1 survival
issue in this country.

So I yield to no one on either side of
the aisle in my conviction that we
must, as a Nation, solve our edu-
cational problem. But I ask this rhe-
torical question as we begin this de-
bate: As we agree about the importance
of education, does that mean that

there is no such thing as an edu-
cational program that is not working
and may need to be defunded? Does
that mean, in our conviction that edu-
cation is essential to our survival, that
there is not anything in the Depart-
ment of Education that could be done
more efficiently than is being done
today and might, indeed, with better
management yield up some hard-
earned dollars to go toward balancing
the budget? Does that mean we cannot
have a lucid discussion about education
in this Chamber that focuses on the ef-
fectiveness of the educational dollars
that we are spending because education
is such a Holy Grail that nothing relat-
ing to its effectiveness or its perform-
ance can be discussed?

If that is what it means, then I think
the debate in this Chamber will not be
particularly enlightening on this sub-
ject to either side.

Before I yield time to the Senator
from Indiana, I would like to review
the overall record. In unadjusted dol-
lars, Federal spending for education
has gone up 900 percent from 1965 to
1993. In constant dollars, it has more
than doubled in that same time period.
And what has happened to our edu-
cational achievements in the period
when we have been doubling our com-
mitment? The national assessment of
educational progress says that over the
past 20 years, there has been little
overall change in student proficiency
in reading, writing, science, and math-
ematics.

The senior Senator from New York,
prior to his entering this Chamber, was
a distinguished writer, and I remember
reading an article by him where he said
whimsically—and we all know he is
given to whimsy at times—if you were
to put educational achievement and
educational spending on the same
chart and track the trend lines, you
would come to the conclusion that in-
creased spending produces decreased
performance in a straight cause-and-ef-
fect relationship.

The senior Senator from New York
obviously does not believe it. He did
not believe it when he said it, but he
said it to make the point that the prob-
lems in education are not necessarily
problems of money. I came to that con-
clusion in the 18 months that I im-
mersed myself in educational issues in
Utah.

I am dedicated to doing what I can to
resolve and repair educational prob-
lems in this country. I have established
a foundation to which I have given my
personal wealth, whose primary focus
right now is exploring new ways of
solving our educational problems. We
have some pilot projects which I may
talk about where we are achieving dra-
matic breakthroughs in teaching and
learning progress among disadvantaged
students without any increase in costs.

With that opening statement, then,
Mr. President, I yield such time as he
may consume to the Senator from Indi-
ana.

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COVERDELL). The Chair recognizes the
Senator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Utah for yielding,
and I certainly want to say how much
I respect the amount of effort and time
that he has personally committed into
looking into this issue, certainly more
than this particular Senator. I am anx-
iously looking forward to his discus-
sion with us about what he has found
and what he learned in those 18 months
that he has committed to studying this
subject. And I think he raises the es-
sential point that we are attempting to
deal with here, and that is not whether
or not Members of either side are more
or less committed to education. I think
we are all committed to education. I
think our record shows that we are
committed to education. But what
many of us are attempting to commu-
nicate is that the current system of
education—providing public education
for our children in this country—does
not seem to be working very well. Re-
port after report throughout the dec-
ade of the 1980’s, and now the 1990’s, in-
dicates that there are significant prob-
lems with the public education system
in America. It is not based on anec-
dote, but it is based on facts, studies
and statistics.

And so the question that Republicans
are essentially raising is: Is there a
better way to provide education for
America’s young people, so that they
are better prepared to enter today’s
work force, so that we as a Nation are
better prepared to compete inter-
nationally, so that we as parents can
provide our children with better oppor-
tunities to learn? Those are the ques-
tions that are before us.

It is, in a sense, a question of, do we
retain the status quo, the structure,
the framework that has brought us to
this point in American education, or do
we allow for change? Do we allow for
experimentation? Do we allow for a dif-
ferent approach? And perhaps if we do
that, we can find that there is a more
effective, more cost-effective and re-
sults-oriented way of providing edu-
cation in this country.

Now, if it were simply a matter of
money, we would be the best-educated
Nation in the world. Our children
would be head and shoulders above ev-
erybody else, because we have poured
untold amounts of money into edu-
cation in an attempt to solve the very
problems that I think we all recognize
exist today in education. It is the solu-
tion where we draw a line of distinc-
tion in terms of the difference between
us.

The fact is that education spending
has increased dramatically. In the last
30 years, we have increased spending
four times what we spent in the 1950’s.
On average, we pay as much per stu-
dent per year in public schools as many
private schools charge. Per pupil
spending tripled from its 1960 level, re-
sulting in an average cost of $5,971 in
1993 figures. In the last 10 years alone,
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per pupil spending nationwide has in-
creased 30 percent above the level re-
quired to keep up with inflation. That
is according to the Education Commis-
sion of the States’ report.

The Department of Education, in its
first year, which was fiscal year 1980,
housed 150 programs funded at $14 bil-
lion. Today, just 15 years later, it
houses 250 separately authorized pro-
grams, employing nearly 5,000 people.
Its fiscal year 1995 appropriations total
is $33.7 billion. Their administrative
costs alone are $440 million. The Edu-
cation Department spends nearly $500
for every student in America.

So the question is not, are we pour-
ing money into education, or are we
making resources available either at
the Federal, State or local levels for
education. That is being accomplished.
The question is: What are we getting
for the money that we are putting into
education? Are we getting the kind of
results back that all of us here would
desire? Or should we look to see if
there is a more effective way of accom-
plishing this goal?

I suggest that we need to look—and
look pretty immediately—at whether
or not there is a more effective way,
because the results are pretty discour-
aging.

We have all heard about the decline
in SAT scores and the National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress Reports,
where in the face of the fact that real
public spending in elementary and sec-
ondary education rose from just over
$50 billion in 1960 to nearly $190 billion
in 1990, and whereas real per pupil
spending more than tripled from $1,450
in 1960 to $4,622 in 1990, I do not know
of anybody saying that the result has
been a tripling of the quality of edu-
cation that is being received by our
students.

Eric Hanushek, in his book, ‘‘Making
Schools Work,’’ which was published by
the Brookings Institution, concluded
from an exhaustive study of edu-
cational funding in America, that fund-
ing is not related to school quality.

A study done by American Demo-
graphics, a publication of the U.S. Cen-
sus Board found that——

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. COATS. I will be happy to yield
when I have finished my statement. My
understanding is that the Democrats
have had their full 90 minutes. We
would like to use some of our time. I
know the clock is running.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I did not mean to
interrupt. I understand.

Mr. COATS. The results of the Amer-
ican Demographics study found that
there was no direct correlation be-
tween the amount of money spent per
pupil and student performance. In fact,
there were many examples where it
was the reverse—the more money spent
per pupil, the worse the student per-
formance in that school actually was.
And oftentimes, where the amounts per
pupil were relatively low, performance
was relatively high. And so experts

studying the situation had to go in and
determine whether or not there were
other factors involved in providing
learning and education for our stu-
dents. They found that there were
many other factors involved.

Many have pointed to those factors.
And those are factors that I would hope
throughout the debate this year on
education—and to my colleagues who
said it is unconscionable that we only
have 3 hours, let me just reply that I
was not here when the unanimous-con-
sent agreement was offered, but unani-
mous consent by its very nature means
that any one of us can object. If any-
body wanted to object, I suppose we
could have objected to that.

We will have probably hundreds of
hours of debate on education this year
in this Congress. There are many bills
that will be coming up. Senator
LIEBERMAN and I are offering a bill,
which may be an amendment to edu-
cation. Others will be offering amend-
ments on various bills. We will be deal-
ing with this subject at length. So I do
not think anybody needs to worry that
we are going to be shorted in the
amount of time we are going to speak
on education subjects.

But, clearly, for those who think the
solution to education is simply to
pump more money into a system that
has produced such disastrous results—I
cannot understand that logic. It seems
to me that now is the time to be asking
fundamental questions about how we
can reform the education system in
this country. What changes can we
make? What demonstration programs
should we enter into to give us more
data with which we can make deci-
sions?

I have found—and I think this is sup-
ported by a number of studies and re-
searchers—that there are some very
basic principles that are involved in
providing sound education. If you
study schools that produce results, if
you look at students that can dem-
onstrate through their educational
achievement the kind of success that
we are looking for, you find some very
common themes running through the
whole program.

One theme is that the education
process to which those students have
been subjected to dealt with basic core
subjects—the reading, writing, arith-
metic and other subjects that have tra-
ditionally formed the core of our ele-
mentary and secondary education in
this country.

We have seen a great deviation from
that in the last few decades. There
have been many new experimental pro-
grams and so forth, and unfortunately,
the kind of electives that students
have been allowed to sign up for, have
not resulted in the kind of educational
achievement in the basic subjects nec-
essary for adequate performance in the
workplace.

Schools that have returned to basic
core subject teaching have turned out
students that are much better prepared
to compete in today’s society.

Second, we found that in those
schools that have demonstrated suc-
cess and students have demonstrated
success, we have found that there has
been a pretty steady, high level of dis-
cipline, that the standards established
by the schools, by the communities in
which those schools resided, and ad-
ministered by the administrators and
the standards to which the students
were held accountable, were high
standards. Discipline was one of the
major ingredients, one of the basic
principles underlying the education
process.

Third, we found that there was an
emphasis on teachers, not on adminis-
trators. We have seen an explosion of
administrative costs in our schools,
where it seems that we have more posi-
tions filled by administrators than we
do teachers.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield? I wanted to ask a question.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I give the
same reply to the Senator from Min-
nesota that I gave before. I would like
to be able to complete my statement. I
am sure the Senator has a number of
questions he would like to ask, but I
would prefer to make my statement.
To the best of my knowledge, we al-
lowed your side to make your state-
ments without interruption, and I
think we would appreciate making our
statements without interruption. I
know the Senator would like to engage
in debate on this subject. The time is
divided. We will be happy to do that.
There will be plenty of opportunities
all year long, in committee, on the
floor. We are under a time limitation.
The limitation was agreed to. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota and Iowa agreed
to it, or did not object to it.

So here we are. I think those of us
who have a statement to make, to
counter the statements made by the
Senator from Iowa, the Senator from
Minnesota and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, would like to make those
statements without interruption.

Mr. President, if I could do that, I
would appreciate that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has the right not to yield.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, as I was
saying, I think one of the basic prin-
ciples underlying the provision of a
sound education is the emphasis on
those providing the education, not on
those administering the building. One
of the most discouraging things to this
Senator in viewing public education is
to find the layer upon layer upon layer
upon layer of administrative bureauc-
racy designed to solve every problem in
the school except providing the teach-
ing of the student.

Inevitably, the more we involve the
Federal Government in the educational
process, the more layers of administra-
tion are required. The more assistant
principals for this, that and everything
else, the more forms, the more proce-
dures, the more rules, the more of ev-
erything but what ought to take place
in the classroom.
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I, for one, have been urging the Sen-

ate to revise the way in which we fund
our schools so that we can provide
funds to hire competent teachers and
then let them teach.

Another thing I have noticed: it does
not make a difference how fancy the
school is, how much equipment they
have, or what the condition of the
building is, these items pale in com-
parison to the requirement that the
teacher knows what they are doing and
the teacher is able to provide sound
teaching to the students under his or
her tutelage.

The fourth basic principle I found
that seems to be a component of suc-
cessful education is that the school in-
volves the parents, that there is paren-
tal involvement and community in-
volvement in the education process.
There is a direct correlation between
parental involvement and educational
success.

Those are part of the values that we
cannot necessarily legislate. Pumping
more money into the Department of
Education is not going to suddenly
transform parents into being more con-
cerned about their children’s edu-
cation. It is not going to make them
show up at school more often, be more
involved in the homework, be more in-
volved in making sure their student
gets to class on time and performs the
work that is assigned. Community in-
volvement and parental involvement is
an essential key ingredient to edu-
cational success.

Finally, and I know this is controver-
sial, but those schools that maintain
some core basic values, have some
value education as part of their cur-
riculum, are more successful in turning
out students who perform better, who
are better trained, who do better on
the tests. It provides, I believe, a better
atmosphere for learning and has been
demonstrated to be effective.

The sad reality that has emerged
from about 30 years of Federal involve-
ment and ever-increasing Federal dol-
lars and ever-increasing Federal rules
and regulations into our education is a
pattern of more spending, especially as
I said for administration, fewer stu-
dents staying in school through grad-
uation, lower SAT scores, lower grad-
uation rates and dismal rates of aca-
demic proficiency.

We only need to look at the District
of Columbia right outside our door to
show that spending per pupil is not the
solution to the problem. Most public
school graduates arriving at college,
graduating from District of Columbia
schools, are ill-prepared for their fur-
ther education. Nearly 90 percent of
the freshmen at the University of the
District of Columbia last fall needed
remedial work in English, 49 percent
had trouble reading, and 49 percent
could not do basic math.

Now, is the solution to pour more
money into the system? Or is the solu-
tion to say maybe there is something
wrong with the system. Maybe we

ought to look at ways in which we can
change the system.

That is one of the things that Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN and I are attempting
to do with our school choice dem-
onstration project, designed for low-in-
come families and low-income students
and parents who find that their stu-
dents are trapped in a public education
system that is not going to provide
them with the education they need to
rise out of their current level of pov-
erty. Many parents, particularly those
who live in the inner city, are begging
for the opportunity to send their stu-
dents somewhere other than the public
education facility.

We have a school in Indianapolis, IN,
which is a private parochial school
that spends one-third of the amount
per pupil as the public school just down
the block. We have parents standing in
line trying to enroll their students in a
parochial school that spends one-third
less on their students than the public
schools, because they know they are
going to get a better education. And
why will they get a better education?
Because the basic principles underlying
the education in that parochial school,
many of which I have outlined earlier,
are not provided in the local public
school. All Senator LIEBERMAN and I
are attempting to do is set aside some
funds so that on a voluntary basis,
communities can enter into demonstra-
tion programs, demonstration pro-
grams which will provide this Congress
with objective data about the school
choice alternative, which we can use to
determine how best to make the nec-
essary changes in the education system
to enable the children in this country
to lead successful, productive lives.

Yet each time we offer this amend-
ment, we are thwarted by the same
proponents of this amendment. We are
not allowed any experimentation. ‘‘Do
not do anything different. Keep the
system just exactly as it is. The only
thing it lacks is more money.’’

Well, I would argue, Mr. President,
that it lacks much more than greater
amounts of money, rather that it needs
fundamental, basic reform. I do not
have the answers as to exactly what
that reform ought to be, but we ought
to at least be able to experiment and
give students and parents a choice out-
side the system. If we can give them a
choice outside the system, maybe it
will make the system better.

If we had one car company in Amer-
ica, I daresay that we, as consumers,
would not enjoy the variety, the qual-
ity, nor the cost effectiveness that we
get from having competition through-
out the industry.

I am not aware of any system in
America, that as a monopoly, operates
efficiently. Competition spurs better
performance, it spurs more cost-effec-
tive performance, it spurs better re-
sults. Yet we do not have competition
in schooling alternatives in America
for those with low incomes.

It is easy for Senators to say, ‘‘Let us
keep all the emphasis on public

schools.’’ We can afford to send our
kids somewhere outside the public
schools. My children go to public
schools, but it is easy for me. If I do
not like the public school I can afford
to send them somewhere else. But what
about the low-income mother, living in
the inner city? What about the parents
who do not have the income to have a
choice? They are condemned to a
school which is condemning their child
to an inferior education, trapping that
child in circumstances and in poverty.
And we cannot even provide a dem-
onstration project to see whether or
not it would benefit the children to
have a degree of choice as to what
school they attend.

Who are we trying to protect? The
administrators? The system? Or do we
really care about the education of chil-
dren? I submit our goal here is not to
protect the system. It is not to protect
the administrators. It is not to protect
the lobbying groups. Our goal is to
look out for the children and give them
opportunities that they have not had
under our current system.

So, I urge my colleagues to reject
this ‘‘Let us just put more money into
the existing system’’ amendment. That
is what it is. ‘‘Let us make sure we per-
petuate the status quo. Let us keep ev-
erything within the box and the frame-
work will be defined by the public sys-
tem and their lobbyists. They will de-
fine the framework. And do not let
anybody dare compete with them be-
cause they might do it better.’’

Who do we really care about? Who
are we really looking out for? I contend
it is the students we should care about.
It is their future we should care about.
And we ought to give them the oppor-
tunities to escape a lousy, rotten,
failed school if that is where they find
themselves.

There are many public schools doing
a fine job in America. But there are
many lousy schools doing a lousy job
in America. And to trap a certain seg-
ment of our population, low-income
families, in that situation I think is a
great disservice to the future of this
country. To argue that those who ob-
ject to putting more money into the
failed system are against education, or
do not care about the future of Amer-
ica, or somehow do not care about the
future of our children, is the most dis-
ingenuous argument that I have heard.
It just flies in the face of the facts that
we all know are true.

As the report in the 1980’s said, we
are just treading along in a sea of me-
diocrity in public education in this
country. It is high time we made some
changes in the system. In 1995 let us be
a little bit innovative, let us be bold,
let us take some chances, especially
when we are dealing with a system
that has failed us so badly.

I went on longer than I intended. I
thank the Senator from Utah for his
generous yielding of time. I yield the
floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from
Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require and
will yield shortly to the senior Senator
from New Mexico, who has a point to
make.

Mr. WELLSTONE. May I have a
point of inquiry and that is it?

Mr. BENNETT. I will be happy to
yield to my friend for a question.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will there be any
opportunity for questions and discus-
sion after the Senator speaks? Or does
he want to just go forward without any
questions?

Mr. BENNETT. I cannot speak for
other Senators. When I get in my pres-
entation, if the questions are not so
much a barrier to prevent me from
going on to the point I would make, I
will be happy to yield for questions at
the appropriate time, and tell my
friend he could look forward to that, if
he can stand the boredom of staying on
the floor until I get going.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league for his graciousness and say to
him, as a teacher, as long as we are
talking about education, the best edu-
cation is when we have a chance to
have this exchange of views. I thank
my colleague.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we
have had some general statements
about education here. Undoubtedly we
will have some more before this time is
up.

May I ask how much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair would advise the Senator from
Utah that he has 491⁄2 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the chair.
Let us talk for just a minute, al-

though it may seem extraneous to the
discussion we have had, about what the
amendment does. Let us talk about the
parliamentary situation with which we
are faced, rather than about cosmic
matters relating to education in gen-
eral.

The total amount of Federal spend-
ing in America’s educational system
comes to 6.6 percent of the total figure.
So we are talking about what happens
to that Federal 6.6 percent. With all of
this talk about gigantic slashes, even if
we were to eliminate all of it that
would be a 6.6 percent cut. But of
course we are not talking about elimi-
nating all of it. We are talking about
funding here at a level that has been
established in fiscal 1992. Someone
says, ‘‘Why do you go back to 1992?’’
Simply because as I understand the
budget process, there was a strong blip
up in 1993 and 1994, and the Budget
Committee has gone back to the level
that they would consider to be more
traditional, to hold that level through
the year 2002. So we are talking about
level funding, not slashing all of the 6.6
percent.

From some of the rhetoric I have
heard on the floor this afternoon you
would think we were cutting the entire

educational system of the country by
huge, huge amounts when in fact the
amendment proposed by the Budget
Committee would establish a level of
funding for that which is 6.6 percent of
the total rather than the other impli-
cations we have had.

Do Washington education dollars
fund my daughter’s textbooks? No.
That is all done with State and local
funds. So this budget has nothing to do
with textbooks.

Do Washington education dollars pay
for my son’s teachers? No. That is all
done with State and local funds. This
has nothing to do with the paying of
teachers’ salaries.

Then do Washington education dol-
lars build my neighborhood schools?
No. We are not talking about building
schools, paying teachers, buying text-
books or supplies.

The Federal dollars we are talking
about go to very specific programs, pri-
marily to assist State and local gov-
ernments in efforts for special popu-
lations: Disadvantaged, individuals
with disabilities—Federal dollars go to
assist State and local people in that
population. I stress assist, because,
once again, the bulk of the funds come
from the States and the localities. I
will address that in just a moment. It
goes to assist those with special needs:
Bilingual education, drug use preven-
tion, dropout prevention and so on.
Some assists with research.

The programs with the largest out-
lays in the Federal dollars are Indian
education, impact aid, school improve-
ment—that is drug-free schools—math
and science improvement kinds of
things, education for the disadvan-
taged—we call Chapter 1 programs—
and, as I say bilingual education, spe-
cial education, rehabilitation services
for those with disabilities, some voca-
tional, libraries and so on.

I alluded, in my opening comment, to
my experience as chairman of the Stra-
tegic Planning Commission for Edu-
cation in the State of Utah. We looked
over the budget. That is where you
start. You look at the numbers. And as
the folks were outlining the budget to
me, I said, ‘‘Can we move any money
from this to this?’’

I was told, ‘‘Oh, no. You cannot move
any money from this function to that
function.’’

‘‘Why not?’’
I am coming in as a businessman, all

excited with this assignment from the
State Board of Education. I am going
to show them some sound business
practices—all the naivete that comes
with that kind of assignment, with
those who really do not understand
what they are getting into.

I was told: ‘‘You cannot move this
money from this program to this pro-
gram because when it is over here, it is
matching Federal funds.’’

And naively I said ‘‘Oh, matching
Federal funds? OK. I understand that.
We are spending 50-cent dollars, are
we? The Fed put up 50 cents, and we
put up 50 cents. I can understand that.

Is it not wonderful to spend 50 cents
out of every dollar?’’ ‘‘Oh,’’ they said.
‘‘Bob, you really are naive. The Feds do
not put up 50 cents. The Feds will put
up 15 cents and require you to match
the 85.’’ ‘‘Oh. Well then,’’ I said,’’in
that case, if we do not like the pro-
gram, let us just tell the Feds to keep
their 15 cents, and we will spend the 85
cents someplace else.’’ Once again,
with the shake of the head, ‘‘Bob, are
you naive? You have to put up the 85
cents whether you want to or not. The
Federal law requires it.’’ I said, ‘‘Wait
a minute. What is it? Matching funds?
Matching means 50–50.’’ They said ‘‘No.
Matching means whatever the Feds de-
cide it means.’’ ‘‘You mean we cannot
refuse the 15 cents? We have to take
the 85 cents, whether we want to or
not, and spend it in this program?’’
They said, ‘‘Now you are beginning to
understand.’’

I said, ‘‘What would happen if we did
refuse the 15 cents?’’ They said, ‘‘The
Federal Government would sue you.
And they would win.’’ I said, ‘‘Isn’t
there any program of matching funds
where the Feds put up at least 50 cents
out of every dollar?’’ They said, ‘‘Yes.
There is one program where the Feds
put up 50 cents out of every dollar. It is
school lunch. But everything else the
Feds put up less than 50 cents and the
States have to put up more.’’

So they said, in effect, even though
the Federal Government only puts up 6
percent of the total educational budg-
et, the Federal Government controls
the State priorities through this proc-
ess because they distort how you are
spending your State funds. My first
education, if you will, in education and
the discovery of how intrusive the Fed-
eral Government can be. Somehow I
came back here with the desire that
that ought to be changed. And this
budget resolution which begins to level
out rather than continue to spiral up
Federal spending, I think, gives us an
opportunity to effect that kind of
change.

We have heard a great deal on this
floor about the cost of college edu-
cation, how we need to bring down the
cost of college education, to do some-
thing about student loans, as this
budget resolution does, and that it
would be devastating to every college
student who has to borrow money to go
to college. Now, in this debate they are
ignoring one very important thing
when they say that.

I am about to yield time to the sen-
ior Senator from New Mexico because
he has a chart on this and is ready to
talk to us about that.

The important thing to remember is
that the Congressional Budget Office
has told us that, if we adopt this budg-
et resolution, interest rates will come
down. That means students who borrow
money to go to school will have to pay
back less because they have lower in-
terest rates. Not only those students
who are borrowing student loans, but
also those students who, for one reason
or another, cannot get a student loan
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will also benefit as a result of this
budget resolution. The benefit will be
across the board. All students who
have to go into debt to pay their col-
lege education, whether themselves or
their parents, will benefit as a result of
this budget resolution, and you are di-
luting that if you adopt this amend-
ment.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Utah yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. BENNETT. I am happy to yield
for a question.

Mr. GREGG. Does the Senator from
Utah think there is a certain amount
of irony in this? You have these Mem-
bers from the other side of the aisle
who I know come here in good faith,
spending money which is basically the
result of the efforts made by Members
on our side of the aisle to get the budg-
et balanced, which dollars are gen-
erated by a scoring of a balanced budg-
et, as a result of which the CBO says
they can score a 2-percent reduction in
interest rates.

So the money which is being used in
this amendment to fund this alleged
expenditure, or this expenditure they
are proposing, is generated by a 2-per-
cent dividend which is the result of the
drop in interest rates. Yet, they totally
ignore at the same time that that 2-
percent dividend in a drop in interest
rates will run to the benefit of all the
students who are borrowing money, all
the homeowners who are borrowing
money, all the people who have credit
cards, all the folks in this country who
are involved in the use of credit,
whether it is for a home or for getting
through the day with their Visa card or
MasterCharge card, or whether it is
their education.

So they are perfectly happy to spend
the money that is generated by this 2-
percent dividend, but they give us no
credit for scoring the benefits to the
students of this country as a result of
getting that 2-percent dividend.

Is not that ironic?
Mr. BENNETT. I agree that it is

ironic. But it goes beyond that, if I
may respond.

The adoption of this amendment
would imperil the creation of the so-
called special fund or discretionary
fund at the end of the process from
which they intend to take the $40 bil-
lion. In other words, if in fact more
money is spent on education than is
called for in this resolution, the fund
at the back end will not occur and,
therefore, it will not be available to
them to pay for the $40 billion that
they are spending. The only way that
can be there is if the budget amend-
ment is held intact.

So it is not only ironic; it is fiscally
impossible for you to do both things at
the same time.

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator will yield
for an additional question.

Mr. BENNETT. I will yield for an ad-
ditional comment.

Mr. GREGG. I think this point is
very important to emphasize because I

asked my staff. If they are going to
continue to spend this 2-percent that is
generated as a result of interest rates
coming down, should not we at least
find out what that benefit is to the
American people generally, not only in
the area of deficit reduction but gen-
erally? So I asked my staff. They
talked to the people at the Federal Re-
serve and found what the gross
consumer debt is in this country and
what the gross home ownership debt is
in this country. One can make a simple
calculation. What is 2-percent of that
worth to the American people? They
did that. I am not sure how good their
math is, but their numbers say that
the 2-percent savings on the gross
consumer debt, which happens to be
$928 trillion, 2-percent savings——

Mr. BENNETT. Was that $928 tril-
lion?

Mr. GREGG. That is right.
Mr. BENNETT. I think the Senator

missed a decimal point.
Mr. DOMENICI. That is the entire

consumer debt.
Mr. GREGG. The entire consumer

debt. The Senator is right, ‘‘billion dol-
lars’’; $928 billion.

Mr. BENNETT. The entire worth of
the country is about $27 trillion.

Mr. GREGG. Just a second. I will get
to the trillion dollars. The 2-percent
savings on that is $18 billion annually.
On home ownership mortgages, the en-
tire debt is $4.3 trillion—$4.3 trillion—
which means that the annual savings
on that number is approximately $90
billion.

So you put those two together, and
you are up to $100 billion of savings in
interest costs that we are going to gen-
erate for the American consumer over
the next year, every year that we have
in place this balanced budget.

I did not happen to get the number
for what the gross amount is of student
loans, but I think that would be a very
interesting number. The gross amount
of student loans which we have in this
country, take 2 percent off that, and I
suspect you are going to see that the
dividend to the students in this coun-
try far exceeds the number which is
being considered here over a 5-year or
7-year plan.

I think this is critical to understand
because there is nobody on that side,
nobody, who is going to vote to insti-
tute the type of changes that are nec-
essary in order to get to a balanced
budget which generates this dividend,
this reduction in interest rates.

I think it is critical. I appreciate the
Senator from Utah correcting my
math. That is deeply critical. But I
think it is very important, as the Sen-
ator from Utah has pointed out; it is a
very significant fact.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator.
I have two observations. One is a per-

sonal one. I remember when I went to
the University of Southern California
where my son decided he wanted to go.
I went there with some fear and trem-
bling because I did not think I could af-
ford to have him do that, my two other

children having gone to much cheaper
institutions financially.

I said, ‘‘Can I get a loan?’’ They said,
‘‘Well, what is your income?’’ I told
them my income. They said, ‘‘Well, we
are not sure. Do you have any other
children in college?’’ I said, ‘‘Oh.
Sure.’’ I have six children and not all of
them were in college at the same time
but enough were. They said with other
children in college I could get a loan. I
said, ‘‘Good. At a lower interest rate?’’
‘‘Oh, yes. Subsidized interest rate.’’
Then they said, ‘‘By the way, what is
your house worth?’’ I was living in
southern California at the time, and
real estate prices had gone sky high.
And when I told them what my house
was worth, they said, ‘‘There is no way
in the world you can qualify for a loan
with that much net worth.’’ The only
way I could get that son in school was
to take out a second mortgage on my
house. But I could not get it subsidized
with a Government program because
my house was worth too much.

So, on a personal basis, bringing
down the interest rates 2 percent on
my home loan would have been tremen-
dously valuable to me in terms of what
I could afford for that student. And
that goes to the point I was making
earlier, which is this budget resolution,
if passed intact, will not only benefit
those students that are getting student
loans from the Government but the
over 50 percent of students whose loans
are not subsidized by the Government
but whose parents are paying for it di-
rectly.

I refer you to the chart which the
senior Senator from New Mexico has
placed on the floor, and I ask the Sen-
ator if he would care to take us
through that.

I yield such time as the senior Sen-
ator from New Mexico may require.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. President, I am not sure that
Senator HARKIN would be within ear-
shot of these comments, but actually,
from my standpoint, I would just sug-
gest he very much wanted to speak and
apparently did not get a chance. I
would have no objection if he wanted
to use 5 or 6 minutes of our time, if he
appeared here shortly on the floor, I
say to the Senator.

Mr. BENNETT. I would have no ob-
jection.

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator would
like to come to the floor, I will yield
him 6 or 7 minutes if he wants to
speak. We will try to work it out where
he does not get the last remarks, just
as a matter of principle but, otherwise,
I would not mind at all.

Mr. President, maybe what I will do
for a few minutes is just go through
about 5 charges, what we have been
charged with doing in this budget, and
respond to it in terms of what we think
we are doing. So maybe I could just
take a few minutes and do this.

Yesterday, I was on the floor and
heard this. I would be very surprised if
it was not said again today. Under the
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Senate resolution, thousands of stu-
dents will not have access to Pell
grants. Remember that statement?

Response: The budget resolution be-
fore us makes a number of assumptions
and comes out with exactly the
amount of money saved and spent in
this resolution. The answer to that
charge is: Absolutely false. The Senate
resolution assumes no changes in the
Pell grant program.

In fact, the report accompanying the
resolution states clearly current law
funding for Pell grants is assumed. The
Pell grant program, while a discre-
tionary program and thus up to the ap-
propriators, is funded on the basis of
eligible population. The resolution as-
sumes that this will continue to be the
case. The Pell grants will be $2,340 per
student. The Senate resolution has no
change in current law.

Next one. Charge: Under the Repub-
lican plan—and this is the most gross
charge and grossly erroneous charge—
it will cost graduate students $40,000
more to go to school.

Response: This argument is based
upon the assumption that the student
borrows the maximum amount for all 4
years of undergraduate education, for 2
years of graduate school, that interest
accrues during that entire period while
the student is in school, and they repay
the loan over 20 years.

Now let me suggest, the Senate plan
does this: For the above student that I
just referred to, interest costs would
accrue during school only for those
loans taken out as a graduate student,
not undergraduate. Under the Senate
plan, under the most extreme case, for
example, if a student borrowed the
maximum amount, $65,000 over 6 years,
and took 30 years to repay—not 20, but
30; so we even make it a longer period
of time—their cost would rise by 10
percent over what they would pay
under current law.

Under current law, this student
would repay a total of $173,605. Under
the Senate plan, in an extreme case, af-
fecting less than 1 percent of all stu-
dents—that is why I used it; it is an ex-
treme case—we would add $17,000 over
30 years, not $40,000 over 20, and only 1
percent of the students borrowing
money today would be affected by that
most extreme scenario. And they are
all graduate students. Now, that is the
truth.

Charge: Under the Senate resolution,
it will cost undergraduate students an
additional $5,000 repayment of their
loans.

Our response: That assumption is
based upon the premise that an under-
graduate student borrows the maxi-
mum amount allowable each year for 4
years, and that interest accrues during
the in-school period.

Again, this is false. The assumption
about the Senate resolution is false
and is being done in a vacuum. The
Senate resolution assumes current law
with respect to undergraduate students
while they are in school. Under current
law, while they are in school, their in-
terest will not accrue until graduation.

Under the Senate balanced budget
resolution, a student who borrows
$17,125 over 4 years will pay an addi-
tional $182 over the 10-year repayment,
for approximately $1 per month.

Now, I could go on, but I will insert
in the RECORD the charge about mid-
dle-class families not being allowed to
send their children to college. That is
an allegation, a charge.

Response: For all students, the plan
provides a current growth in loan vol-
ume as projected by the Congressional
Budget Office.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the availability of loans for
students at much lower cost than what
they could receive in consumer mar-
kets will not be limited in any way
under this budget plan.

Under this Senate plan, students will
receive $26 billion in 1996. The level of
available loans will continue to rise to
$33 billion by the year 2000.

Over the next 5 years, $151.4 billion in
student loans will be available.

Now, Mr. President, I am quite sure
that for those who listened to the de-
bate, they would never have assumed
that that is the case, for they would
have assumed the Republicans do not
understand the value of education.
They would have assumed that we just
set out on a course to say even those
programs that are successful, we are
for cutting them, tightening them up,
getting rid of them, none of which is
true.

Mr. President, I would like very
much to go through this chart for a
minute and then tell the American peo-
ple what we are trying to do.

Here is the way the undergraduate
program looks.

Current law, original principal and
amount borrowed, $10,000. Senate budg-
et resolution, same, $10,000. Difference,
zero.

Amount used to pay fees, $400; $500;
$100 in additional fees.

In other words, we are having the
student pay a little bit of the fees, $100.

Amount available to pay education
costs over 10 years, $9,600; $9,500; minus
$100.

Original principal amount of repay-
ment, $10,000; $10,000. Difference, none.

This next one, the accrued interest
during 6-month grace period. This is
the change. Right now, you have 6
months after graduation and obtaining
the degree before interest starts to ac-
crue. So during that 6 months, there is
zero. In the suggested program in that
budget resolution, you do not get that
6-month grace. You start paying inter-
est—$330 total amount at repayment.
You would have thought these under-
graduate students were going to end up
paying three or four times what they
are paying—$10,000; $10,330; plus $330.

Perhaps there are some who would
like to say, ‘‘We can’t afford that. We
just cannot do that. Do it somewhere
else.’’ Or, ‘‘Do not get a balanced budg-
et. Just charge the future generations.
That is a little, tiny bit of money.’’

Repayment at a standard 10 year
monthly payment, $123. Estimated

after the balanced budget, $124. Why?
Interest rates come down. The amount
is $1.

Somebody might say, ‘‘But what if
those interest rates do not come
down?’’ Let me see if I can read what
happens. This one is changed to $8, Mr.
President. So instead of $1, which we
assume will be the case, a $1 increase,
it will be $8. This is the entire student
loan program, $26.6 billion. Are we cut-
ting the $26.6 billion? How much is it
going up to? One hundred fifty-one bil-
lion dollars over 5 years, that is what
we are recommending this loan port-
folio be for undergraduates. Cumu-
lative repayment.

College students of America, your
contribution to helping us balance the
budget of the United States under the
student loan program is $1 a month in-
crease, an astronomical amount over
the 10-year repayment of $142. Frankly,
I will take my chance on that on any
campus in America. I will go tell the
freshmen and the seniors: For your stu-
dent loan program, do you want to
share a little bit with us the sacrifice
so we can get a balanced budget, or do
you want to listen to people who say to
do that is to destroy universities, is to
eliminate opportunities for all our
children, all those wanting to go to col-
lege?

I do not believe that is the case, and
I do not believe the young people in
college feel that. If we were not going
to get a balanced budget, and we were
just going to run-around here like we
have been doing for all these years and
tinkering around the edges and say we
will take care of that some day, some
day some year—in the meantime, get
your college degrees and go to work
and then we will make you start pay-
ing off these bills. Not these bills, these
other giant bills, these billions that we
are going to charge to you, you college
students, we are going to make you
pay them off, I would think they would
jump for this proposition. Frankly,
that is not all.

We have been accused here of cutting
title I for the poor children. Let me tell
you, I do not know whether the appro-
priators will cut it or not, but we left
it at current law. We did not even
touch title I. It needs a lot of reform,
everybody knows that. It has been re-
formed somewhat. We did not touch it.
We said it is a good program.

You know, Mr. President, we do not
have the time to go through every
charge, but I thought it might just do
a little bit of good to put in perspective
one program that people are talking
most about. That is the undergraduate
student loan guarantee program. I
think we have done that fairly well
here, and I thank the Senator for yield-
ing.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, how much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from Utah
that there are 20 minutes remaining. I
notice the Senator from Idaho on the
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floor. I yield 10 minutes to the senior
Senator from Idaho.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
thank the Senator from Utah for yield-
ing in what is really one of the most
important parts of the debate as we
consider Senate Concurrent Resolution
13, and that is a portion of the debate
that most of us would consider, and
many would argue from the other side,
is a portion of the Federal budget that
is an investment in the future, an in-
vestment in the education of our young
people.

While the amendment of the Senator
from Iowa and South Carolina would
argue all of these very worthy issues
and attempt to put them in perspec-
tive, what they are really arguing is
against a balanced budget. They are
largely arguing that at least there
should be somewhere near a $40 billion
to $50 billion deficit built into the
budget as we are now having it pro-
posed to us, at least to the future, the
next 5 to 6 years, and the dividend that
the chairman of the Budget Committee
and that Senate Concurrent Resolution
13 embodies that we believe would go
into potential reductions in taxes that
would stimulate the economy simply is
not what ought to be done or how it
ought to be spent.

So it really is important when you
listen to the Senator from New Mexico
argue about an investment in our
young people’s future. To begin to
weigh just how important a balanced
budget is, last year the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, I believe, pro-
posed that young people in the very
near future, at least in their earning
lifetime if they were born last year,
would have to start investing as much
as 80 percent plus of their gross income
into all forms of Government just to
continue current services as they
would be projected from last year into
the future 30 to 40 years and into the
peak of their earning capacity.

That is talking about the future. If I
have to turn to the young people in my
family and say you are going to have
to pay 65 to 75 to 80 percent of your
gross pay to afford all levels of Govern-
ment, I am awfully afraid they are
going to say: ‘‘Dad, I don’t want to
work that hard. What is the advantage
in working hard to get ahead? I can’t
own a home or at least the kind of
home that you and mom used to own. I
am not sure I can afford to provide for
my children the kind of education that
you helped me get, because we cannot
afford the Government that you left
us.’’

So the reason I am on the floor to-
night and the reason a lot of Senators
have come to the floor the last few
days and will through tomorrow and
Wednesday is because for the first time
in this Senator’s legislative life in Con-
gress, I have a chance to vote for a bal-
anced budget amendment. No longer is
it just the idea or the concept that

since 1982 I have come to the floor to
debate, and that is a constitutional
amendment requiring a balanced budg-
et, we are doing what the other side,
the Democrats for over 5 weeks, chal-
lenged us to do: ‘‘Don’t put forth an
amendment, put forth a balanced budg-
et. Don’t talk just rhetoric, do it.’’

So the Budget Committee of the U.S.
Senate and the Budget Committee in
the House are doing it, and they are
doing it in a way that absolutely be-
gins to cause the American people to
understand that this is not pie in the
sky, this is reality. It can be done.

So, Mr. President, for the next few
minutes, let me give you the top 10 list
of why we ought to have a balanced
budget amendment and why Senate
Concurrent Resolution 13 is or should
be rated as No. 1, if you are listing top
10 lists.

The first reason we ought to have it
is the very reason I have been talking
about, the very reason the Senator
from Utah and New Mexico have talked
about. It is our children, it is the fu-
ture, it is providing them with an un-
burdened, debt-free opportunity to
achieve. And when you strive to do
that, you create an economic environ-
ment in which our colleges and univer-
sities can thrive in the very economy
that supports them, and that is usually
the State economy, and the local
economies can also thrive.

What is the second reason in the top
10 list? It is jobs. It is the fact that DRI
McGraw-Hill, one of the leading eco-
nomic forecasting firms, has projected
that a balanced budget will create 2.5
million new jobs by the year 2002. That
is exciting to think that if we get our
economic house in order that the econ-
omy of this country will begin to re-
spond by the generation of an addi-
tional 2.5 million jobs. That makes a
world of sense.

What is the third reason in the list of
10? It is the seniors, the seniors of our
Nation, who I think really recognize
what this debate is all about because
they were born into a debt-free society.
They were taught by their elders to
live within their means, and it is aw-
fully frustrating for them today to un-
derstand, or to try to understand, why
we have a $4.8 trillion debt and why we
are having to look at Government and
attempt to downsize it and change it
and shift the priorities today.

And when we debate Social Security
on the floor, they understand better
than anybody else that the debt is the
threat to Social Security, not the U.S.
Congress. The reason Medicare is in
trouble is the spending rate and the
fact that it will be bankrupt, and
President Clinton’s own advisers said
it. Yet, the other side ties their hands
and walks away and uses the language
of fear. The seniors understand that in
this country. They know that the debt
is the threat to Social Security, to the
future of our young people, to the
strength of our colleges and univer-
sities, and to Medicare.

What is the fourth good reason? Well,
it is lower taxes. It is the stimulation
of an economy. It is what makes sense
in America, that we do not overburden
our society beyond their ability, or
their will, or their enthusiasm to
produce.

The fifth reason is economic growth.
It is not trickle down. It is called leav-
ing money in society to generate an
economic base that fuels an economy
that creates jobs.

It really means if we do what we say
we are trying to do, that we put $1,000
in every wage earner’s pocket, that the
Federal Government would have
reached out and snatched away by 2002,
if we pass this resolution and if this
Congress becomes committed to a bal-
anced budget amendment.

Reason 6 in that top 10 list is invest-
ment. Over $200 billion a year in annual
deficits drag the economy down, and
we know—and economists are telling
us—that if we balance the budget, we
are going to see an economy begin to
pick up at another 2 or 3 percent annu-
ally. That is jobs. That is exciting.

Well, if you really look who is buying
the debt, who is really taking advan-
tage of a Government that is in perpet-
ual debt and has to borrow a lot of
money, it is an awful lot of overseas in-
terest. We used to hear that argument
from the other side. Somehow they are
quiet today. They are not interested in
the fact that we pay $75 billion or $80
billion interest that flows abroad when
that money can stay here and be in-
vested in our society and create jobs
for our people.

Of course, what we are doing with
this resolution also empowers the U.S.
Congress to begin to look at the prior-
ities of what Government really ought
to be doing and, most importantly,
what Government should not be doing;
what State government ought to be
doing that the Federal Government
now may be doing but that it should
not be doing. That is the kind of shift-
ing in priorities that I think is fun-
damentally important. When we talk
about the Domenici dividend and the
$170 billion that will be saved and,
therefore, create an opportunity
through taxation to—reductions to
stimulate our economy, that is the
kind of empowerment that our Con-
gress is talking about.

The ninth reason is a reasonable and
responsible glidepath. Anybody who
has served in Congress any length of
time who is committed to balancing a
Federal budget knows, and knows very
clearly, that it cannot be done over-
night. It probably should not, under
any circumstance, be done overnight.
But this Budget Committee, with the
direction of this side of the aisle, has
built a glidepath to take us to the year
2002 that makes a heck of a lot of
sense. And that builds the kind of eco-
nomic resurgence we need and says to
the average worker: You are going to
have less Government to pay for. And,
in simple terms, that means you are
going to have more money to spend on



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 7100 May 22, 1995
yourself and your kids. That is what
this budget really ought to be all
about.

In the end, the 10th and most impor-
tant reason is the people of our coun-
try. Seventy-five to 80 percent of the
American people, year after year, for
well over a decade, have said: Congress,
wake up, balance the budget, get your
fiscal house in order. The debt is really
the threat to our future and the future
of this country, and they, as the aver-
age citizens, know it. The common
sense of balancing your own checkbook
has already said it.

For years, we have labored under the
burden that if we just spent a little
more in every program, the world
would be just a little better. We have
put a lot of money into education, and
our educational system today does not
meet the test and standards that we
want it to meet.

Mr. President, those are the top 10
reasons that the Harkin amendment
ought to be voted down and that we
ought to stay with Senate Concurrent
Resolution 13, the reasonable approach
toward balancing the Federal budget
and forcing this Congress into the kind
of spending priorities that it must
make and it never before has caused it-
self to do.

I yield the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. BENNETT. How much time re-

mains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight

minutes three seconds.
Mr. BENNETT. As per the previous

agreement, I yield 4 minutes to Sen-
ator HARKIN and reserve the remainder
for myself.

Mr. HARKIN. Thank you. I appre-
ciate the yielding of the time so that
we can have a few more minutes to re-
spond and make a couple of points on
this side.

First of all, the Senator from Utah is
a very thoughtful individual. I wanted
to respond about some of the com-
ments he made at the opening of the
debate in regard to reviewing on a reg-
ular basis and changing education pro-
grams. I want to assure the Senator
that on a regular basis, our committee,
the Education Committee, reviews—as
we do in the authorizing process every
year—and has hearings, and we do
change programs. We are doing that
right now with IDEA, Individuals With
Disabilities Education Act; we are
changing it. Last year, we reauthorized
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, and we made several
changes to the title I program. We re-
wrote the formula. It was quite a fight
around here, as the Senator probably
remembers. That went on for several
months. In 1992, we reauthorized the
Higher Education Act and again made
changes, in responding to the concerns
of our constituents. For example, one
of the changes we made concerned a lot
of farm kids with parents that were
land rich but had no cash. They had a
farm but did not have any money. We

changed that so these kids could be eli-
gible, also, for financial assistance.

Finally, every year the appropria-
tions process also does its part. For the
6 years that I chaired the subcommit-
tee, we eliminated programs every
year. Last year, more than a dozen
education programs were just elimi-
nated. I wanted to respond to the Sen-
ator that we do take our responsibility
seriously, and we do have the authoriz-
ing process here under which we do, in
fact, review these programs and get rid
of some in the appropriations process,
change them as times and cir-
cumstances demand. I feel very strong-
ly that trying to use the budget proc-
ess to maintain certain changes with-
out having gone through this authoriz-
ing process and without looking at the
history, I think, is really the wrong ap-
proach on this.

Finally, I wanted to respond to the
chairman of the Budget Committee,
Senator DOMENICI, in talking about
some of the figures and how they add
up. When you look at the assignment
from the new GOP budget, the numbers
do not add up. They require a $13.7 bil-
lion cut. But when you look at what
the Budget Committee proposed in
privatizing Sallie Mae, we get no
money. Maintaining long-term interest
rates for student loans, we pick up
about $229 billion. Extending the State
default fee to direct loans, we get $702
billion. Eliminating in-school interest
subsidy for graduate students, $3.3 bil-
lion. There is about $4.257 billion in the
instructions of the Budget Committee.
Yet we are supposed to cut $13.7 billion.
Maybe this is why I am so interested in
putting more in education. This math
does not add up. I hope the chairman
will look at his math. And $13.7 billion
does not equal $4.257 billion. So there is
a gap here of money that needs to be
raised.

I submit, Mr. President, that really
the only way we can possibly get it
would be through the undergraduate
student loan program, which is the
only program large enough under
which we can get the missing $9 billion.

Finally, the budget chairman claims
to hold the Pell at the current level.
But if we add inflation and the addi-
tional growth of students, that comes
out to be a 40 percent reduction in
value of the grant by the year 2002.

What is now about a $2,500 a year
grant will now be down to about $1,600
by the year 2002.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Iowa is expired.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate considers the conference report ac-
companying H.R. 1158, the supple-
mental rescissions bill, that it be con-
sidered under the following time agree-
ment: 20 minutes under the control of
the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Appropriations Commit-
tee; 30 minutes under the control of
Senator MCCAIN; 10 minutes under the
control of Senator FEINGOLD; 15 min-

utes under the control of Senator
WELLSTONE; and that following the
conclusion of the debate, the Senate
vote, without any intervening action
or debate, on adoption of the con-
ference report.

I understand this has been cleared
with the minority side.

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

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we
have come to the end of this debate. We
have heard a great deal about edu-
cation, a great deal about numbers,
whose numbers add and whose numbers
do not.

Mr. President, I will not try to repeat
or summarize all the rhetoric that has
gone down. There is one point that per-
haps has not been adequately made
that needs to be understood by all Sen-
ators before we vote.

If we pass this amendment, the entire
$170 billion reserve is lost. The $170 bil-
lion reserve exists only if the Senate
budget resolution passes as structured.
It comes from the scoring of the CBO
that says if this amendment passes as
structured, the lowering of interest
rates and other economic activity that
will occur as a beneficial result of this
budget will produce an additional $170
billion.

If the budget does not pass and is not
enforced as structured, the $170 billion
will not be there. So the $40 billion
that is taken in additional spending
breaks through the one condition that
the CBO laid out when they promised
the $170 billion—I am informed by the
chairman of the committee that if this
amendment passes, the $170 billion that
we thought would be available to the
Finance Committee for consideration
for other purposes will, in fact, not be
there. And the whole $170 billion will
disappear.

If for no other reason, Mr. President,
that alone is reason enough to vote
down the Harkin amendment.

We must recognize the work that the
Budget Committee has done and how
carefully they have structured all of
their numbers, how carefully it has
been examined by the CBO, and on
what thin ground the $170 billion re-
serve fund rests. It is not thin ground
in the analysis, but it is thin ground in
terms of the ease with which the
ground could be cut away by amend-
ments that break through the overall
limit.

If we, in our wisdom, decide we want
to increase the budget by that $40 bil-
lion, meaning there will be no balanced
budget by the year 2002 because there
are no offsets in the Harkin amend-
ment, meaning that we do not reach
our target, then what the CBO says the
cost will be, will be $170 billion gone in
the form of lower interest rates and
lower economic activity.

The Budget Committee, as I under-
stand it, did not put that in. It came
from the CBO after the analysis. Sen-
ators must keep that in mind as we
cast this vote. I yield the floor.
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VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1116, AS FURTHER

MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on amendment
numbered 1116, offered by the Senator
from Maine [Mr. COHEN].

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 yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is nec-
essarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 99,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 174 Leg.]
YEAS—99

Abraham
Akaka
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Brown
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Dole
Domenici
Dorgan
Exon
Faircloth

Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lott

Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Pell
Pressler
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Shelby
Simon
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—1

Gramm

So the amendment (No. 1116) was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. President, may we have order,
please?

Mr. President, the pending Harkin
amendment is not germane to the pro-
visions of the budget resolution. Pursu-
ant to section 305(b)(2) of the Budget
Act, I raise a point of order against the
pending amendment.

MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, pursuant
to section 904 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, I move to waive
section 305 of that act for the purposes
of the Harkin amendment.

I ask for the yeas and nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
from the Senator from Nebraska to
waive the Budget Act for the consider-
ation of amendment No. 1117 offered by
the Senator from Iowa. On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is
necessarily absent.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 47,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 175 Leg.]
YEAS—47

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Campbell
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon
Feingold

Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone

NAYS—51

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dole
Domenici
Faircloth

Frist
Gorton
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain

McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Packwood
Pressler
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—2

Bradley Gramm

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the ayes are 47, the nays are 51.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn, not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.

The amendment expands the subject
matter contained in the underlying
resolution in violation of section
305(B)(2) of the Congressional Budget
Act. The point of order is sustained.
The amendment falls.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader.
ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we have
had a lot of inquiries as to what will
happen the remainder of this evening.
We are still discussing this with the
Democratic leader, Senator DASCHLE.
Let me indicate what I hope will hap-
pen for the remainder of the week.

As I understand, when we complete
action today, if we stay 5 more hours,
there will be about 15 hours left on the
resolution. And then tomorrow, to ac-
commodate the other side for their

fundraiser, we can only go to about 6
o’clock, but we can still maybe get 8
hours in by working through the lunch
hour—or 10 hours—and start at 8, 8:30.
So then that would leave 5 hours re-
maining on Wednesday. If we start
early on Wednesday, we hope to finish
this bill by mid-afternoon on Wednes-
day and, I assume, as in many other
cases, there will be a number of votes
before final passage.

Amendments will be called up and
voted upon. You could have 2 or 3 hours
of votes because we want to move to
the antiterrorism bill, hopefully, on
Wednesday, try to complete action on
that Thursday or, if not, on Friday. We
indicated to the President we would do
that.

It is my hope we can have a biparti-
san effort so that we can pass that leg-
islation before the Memorial Day re-
cess, as we indicated to the President
we would.

We are not in a position to indicate
there will be no more votes, but there
will be no more votes at least until
9:15, 9:30, if that is of any help to any-
one. Otherwise, we will be here a num-
ber of hours and there will be votes. If
we are here, we could have votes.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we on

our side are entitled to an amendment.
Senator ROTH is going to offer an
amendment. I designate him to be in
control and manager of the time on our
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

AMENDMENT NO. 1121

(Purpose: To express the Sense-of-the-Senate
that the number of Federal full-time
equivalent positions should be further re-
duced, and for other purposes)
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I send an

amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH]

proposes an amendment numbered 1121.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the resolution

insert the following new section:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING FUR-

THER FEDERAL WORKFORCE RE-
DUCTIONS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals
in this resolution include that the reductions
in Federal full-time equivalent positions re-
quired under section 5(b) of the Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994 (5
U.S.C. 3101 note) should be further reduced to
provide that—

(1) the total number of full-time equivalent
positions in all agencies shall not exceed
1,682,300 during fiscal year 2002; and

(2) of the additional reduction of 200,000
full-time equivalent positions provided for
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under paragraph (1), no more than 50,000
shall be within the Department of Defense.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, my amend-
ment would express the sense of the
Senate to reduce the number of Gov-
ernment-wide full-time equivalent
[FTE] positions over the next 7 years.
It is consistent with the Domenici
budget to streamline and eliminate
several Government functions and pro-
grams.

The amendment provides for a reduc-
tion of 200,000 positions by 2002 in addi-
tion to the already enacted reduction
of 272,900 FTE’s by 1999 in the Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994.
That legislation included government-
wide annual FTE caps on civilian em-
ployment as well as provided buyout
authority to help agencies downsize in
a more humane fashion.

The Domenici budget calls for the
elimination of the Department of Com-
merce, an idea that I have endorsed
since the early 1980’s. It also calls for
the elimination or phase out of nearly
150 Federal programs and functions.
My estimates show that with these
programmatic changes, over 150,000 po-
sitions could be eliminated in non-De-
fense agencies by fiscal year 2020.

My amendment limits the overall re-
ductions within the Department of De-
fense to 50,000. Current Clinton admin-
istration projections show that 208,000
of the mandated 272,900 FTE reductions
will be within the Department of De-
fense. This amendment will help to
achieve the originally intended balance
to further downsize the non-Defense re-
lated agencies as well. My amendment
is consistent with the Roth-Kasich De-
fense Department acquisition reform
bill to reduce the number of acquisi-
tion personnel. According to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, this reform
bill would produce 42,500 in FTE sav-
ings with the Defense Department.

Current FTE reductions to comply
with the 1994 Federal Workforce
Restructing Act of 272,900 by 1999 are
proceeding as planned. Further, OMB
has estimated that the total civilian
workforce will be approximately 25,000
below the existing FTE cap levels for
1995 and 1996.

Let me take just a few moments to
explain the personnel savings that
could be achieved within the acquisi-
tion workforce at the Defense Depart-
ment. Despite recent efforts at im-
provement, DOD programs continue to
experience significant cost, schedule
and performance problems. A recent
Defense Department study found that
defense programs are over budget and
behind schedule by one-third, on aver-
age. The Defense Science Board re-
ported that ‘‘ * * * without fundamen-
tal reform, DOD will be unable to af-
ford the weapons, equipment and serv-
ices it needs to provide for our national
security.’’ After spending billions of
dollars this suggests our troops in the
future could face an enemy who is bet-
ter equipped, because of the failure of
the current bureaucracy to efficiently
procure weapons.

Last month, I introduced the Defense
Acquisition Management Reform Act
to address this situation. It contains
two key elements. First, it busts the
bureaucracy. It combines the three sep-
arate maintenance and procurement
systems—the Army, Navy and Air
Force—into one. This is a common-
sense solution for incredible duplica-
tion and inefficient bureaucracy. In
fact, this bill turns 20 levels of bu-
reaucracy into 3, and eliminates hun-
dreds of paperwork requirements.

We are proposing that the Pentagon
use the lean, results-oriented approach
employed by globally competitive
high-technology firms. This will not
only highlight results over process, but
it will cut the timeline in half! As the
result, the bill returns authority to
program managers and those who actu-
ally use the weapons.

Second, it changes the incentives and
rewards that drive the day-to-day ac-
tions of the individuals in the buying
system. The Defense Acquisition Man-
agement Reform Act of 1995 gives man-
agers and contractors the incentives
they need to deliver their programs on
time and on budget. If they deliver
more than 10 percent ahead of time and
under budget, they get bonuses. If they
deliver more than 10 percent late or
over budget, they are penalized. If they
are more than 50 percent over budget,
the program is cancelled. It is that
simple.

These changes are only a few of the
many features contained in this bill
that will save the American taxpayers
some $20 billion each and every year.
As a part of these savings, we calculate
that this bill will allow a reduction of
the defense acquisition work force, cur-
rently estimated at 425,000, by at least
10 percent. This is a bill with teeth, dif-
ferent from past reform efforts because
of the incentives and penalties that
will affect the program managers. Pay
for performance and busting the bu-
reaucracy will make all the difference.

The act focuses on eight, key prin-
ciples: First, expanding the 90 percent
cost, schedule and performance goals
established for defense acquisition by
the Federal Acquisition Streamlining
Act of 1994; second, creating a single,
lean DOD acquisition command which
is more responsive to the war fighters;
third, more directly tying the pay of
the work force to achievement of pro-
gram goals; fourth, establishing an ac-
celerated, results-oriented acquisition
cycle which is more sensitive to user
needs; fifth, speeding up the contract-
ing process; sixth, instituting perform-
ance-based contract management
which focuses on sharing with defense
contractors the gain (or the pain) of
meeting (or missing) program perform-
ance goals; seventh, requiring improve-
ments in the financial management
systems and procedures used to ensure
the most effective stewardship of tax-
payer dollars; and eighth, increasing
the efficiency of acquisition operations
through consolidation of military de-

pots and elimination of duplicative de-
fense industry capabilities.

Mr. President, as I said, the purpose
of this amendment is to express the
sense of the Senate that the number of
Federal full-time equivalent positions
should be further reduced.

It is a very simple amendment. It
provides that it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that the assumptions underlying
the fundamental totals in this resolu-
tion include that the reductions in
Federal full-time equivalent positions
required under section 5(b) of the Fed-
eral Work Force Restructuring Act of
1995 should be further reduced to pro-
vide that, first, the total number of
full-time equivalent positions in all
agencies shall not exceed 1,682,300 dur-
ing fiscal year 2002; second, of the addi-
tional reductions of 200,000 full-time
equivalent positions provided for under
paragraph 1, no more than 50,000 shall
be within the Department of Defense.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
my amendment. I yield the floor.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose the amendment by my col-
league and committee chairman on
Governmental Affairs. I do it, although
this is a sense of the Senate and is not
binding on the Senate. I am afraid that
it sets out goals that are not achiev-
able.

Let me go back. The new administra-
tion came in. One of the things that
they set out to do was to downsize Gov-
ernment. They have been doing a pret-
ty good job of it. They have been get-
ting very little credit for it. They have
been doing a pretty good job. First off,
they do not go about their task of
downsizing Government just by picking
a number off the top of their head to
set out as a goal for reducing the full-
time employees of Government, the
FTE’s.

What they did was have the Office of
Personnel Management actually make
estimates, department by department,
agency by agency, all over Govern-
ment, and come up with a total of what
they thought was really doable.

Mr. President, they set out to have
the Office of Personnel Management do
actual estimates, the numbers of full-
time employees that the managers,
doing the work of Government,
thought they could do without. They
came up with a total. It came out to
272,900, to be done over a 4-year period.

Now, Mr. President, that was doable.
That had a basis in fact, a basis in the
estimates that were made by the var-
ious departments and agencies.

Now, that was a very studied ap-
proach. As a result of that, we had
fewer reductions in force where they
are mandatory, where they call people
in and fire them. That was not nec-
essary.

What we did was we provided for buy-
out legislation, put some money in the
kitty so they could address this prob-
lem of getting people to leave Govern-
ment, not just solely by attrition, be-
cause attrition, unfortunately, occurs
in the lower GS ratings and fewer in
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the higher GS ratings. That is under-
standable, more turnover at the lower
level.

What they did was they asked Mem-
bers to go ahead and set up buy-out
legislation. We did that. I proposed
that in committee. We had it patterned
after the civil service ratings, on the
same basis we had provided for the
Pentagon some time before on reduc-
tion in force over there, and doing it in
a way where we did not have to really
just call people in and fire them. We
wanted to do as much as we could by
attrition but have buy-out legislation
to encourage people to get out if we
needed to use it. That has worked very,
very well. It was one of our better ad-
ministered plans in Government.

Let me say that along the way we
had an additional thing we were trying
to achieve with this buy-out legisla-
tion. Through the years, great ineffi-
ciencies have developed in the Govern-
ment in our hiring and staffing pat-
terns in that we had about one boss,
one supervisor, for every seven employ-
ees in the Federal Government, just on
an average. Some areas that required
higher level GS ratings, as NIH and
places like that, would be different, but
overall across Government, there was
one supervisor for each seven employ-
ees.

Now, how does that compare to pri-
vate industry? Private industry aver-
ages 1 to 15 on an average across the
country for the average business. Some
employee-intensive industries will vary
from that ratio, obviously. However,
there would be many on the other side
that would balance it the other way.
The overall ratio for the country is
about 1 to 15.

With this buy-out legislation, we pro-
vided a way in which different depart-
ments and agencies could help correct
that imbalance while we are getting
people out. We wanted the buy-out leg-
islation targeted at GS 13’s, 14’s and
15’s so we could correct this imbalance.
It has been working very, very well.

How far have we come with this goal
of 272,900 people? Right now they esti-
mate 108,000 people are actually out,
and they are hoping by the end of the
year to have the whole 272,900 reduced.

This was done on a very studied
basis. It was not done just on picking a
number off the top of our heads and
saying, well, we will shoot for there
and see how many more we can get out.

Nevertheless, whether this is a stud-
ied basis or not, it is set as a goal. How
on earth would we meet it? We say that
defense would be left out of this equa-
tion here except not completely left
out. We say no more than 50,000 more
shall come out of the Department of
Defense. What is to protect NIH? What
is to protect those areas—the Center
for Disease Control in Atlanta? What is
to protect the FDA? What is to protect
areas of health and safety that we
should be protecting, also?

My colleague on the other side of the
aisle says, well, commerce is going to
be put out of business, perhaps, if the

plan goes through and some 150 Federal
programs will be out. We do not know
that yet for sure. We do not know what
ones.

It seems to me that the approach we
should be using is to set what we want
to define as the functions of Govern-
ment, not just swinging a machete
wildly and say, pick a number, any
number, off the top of our heads and
say we will set that as a goal to meet
as though we could do just as good a
job in Government no matter how low
we cut the FTE’s down.

I think we should be defining the
functions of Government first. I do not
know that there was any real thought
given on how we arrived at that 200,000.
I would ask my colleague, Senator
ROTH, the Senator from Delaware, how
he arrived at that 200,000.

Where did he come up with that? Was
it a studied approach such as OPM used
on behalf of the administration to be
used on behalf of the 272,900? That was
not a figure just picked wildly at ran-
dom, but arrived at by totaling the
number of people that agencies and de-
partments said they could probably do
without. And we came up to 272,900
that could be cut. That was done on a
very, very, studied basis.

I do not know how we arrived at this
200,000. I do not know, in addition, how
much it will cost for a buy-out if we
are not to just set out wholesale firing
people. I know it was said we would try
to do this as much by attrition as pos-
sible.

Let me say this: Attrition does not
work if we are going to correct the im-
balance between the supervisors or the
bosses in Government and the employ-
ees that are the workers across Gov-
ernment. If we were just to take attri-
tion, attrition normally occurs in the
lower civil service ranks. It does not
occur in the higher ranks. We specifi-
cally, in the legislation that was
passed before that helped them along
to get the administration’s reduction
of 272,900, we provided money in there,
buy-out money, to help attain that
goal.

That approach was worked very, very
well. If we are to do this further
downsizing as my distinguished col-
league from Delaware indicates, then it
seems to me we would want to con-
tinue this correction of the imbalance
in the GS ratings as much as we pos-
sibly could. We are not providing for
that in this sense-of-the-Senate pro-
posal.

My colleague also talks about the
procurement legislation, putting de-
fense procurement all into one section.
We still have different functions of
Government to be performed, whether
they are left in the individual services
or combined into one section. We will
still have to have people that do the
design work, the evaluation work on
airplanes, ships, tanks, infantry and
tactics, and all of the other things.

I do not know whether that will save
money or not. I am certainly willing to
look at the defense procurement bill in

1995 and see how that works out. What
my distinguished colleague from Dela-
ware said a little while ago as far as
time limits on this, if it runs 10 percent
over dollars or 10 percent over time,
that the contract would be canceled, if
I understood his proposal correctly, I
would say would almost certainly have
precluded some of the major advances
we have had in military equipment in
the past.

When we procure military equipment
we are not just procuring Ford and
Chevy trucks off the line in Detroit,
where you can predict exactly, with
great accuracy, when they come off the
line, how much they will cost, and
when they can be delivered.

We are talking about tanks that, as
you go along, may need some change to
the original design. We are talking
about the development of lasers, where
you do not really know the cost, ex-
actly, nor the time, yet you know it is
worthwhile to go ahead and develop
that particular capability.

On guided missiles, we rarely know
exactly when, what date they are going
to come into active service on because,
as you go along, you find problems.
The same thing with aircraft. Yet we
do not want to say that every aircraft
that we design for the military would
have to be such a simplistic design, not
getting into state-of-the-art matters,
that it could possibly adhere to an ab-
solute 10-percent dollar or 10-percent
time limit or have its contract can-
celed. You are not talking about things
that are that neatly developed and that
much here and now.

Many of these are programs that
need to be developed and I do not know
how you would take care of something
like that.

I am happy to look at the defense
procurement legislation but I think we
have to be very, very careful when we
set hard and strict rules that say
things will be canceled if they are 10
percent over budget or 10 percent over
time. Perhaps bonuses can be given for
coming in on time or coming in ahead
of time. Maybe that would be a dif-
ferent approach and I will be glad to
discuss that and work with my col-
league from Delaware in looking into
that. But I think, to get back to the
original proposal here on passing a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution that
just automatically says:

The total number of full-time equivalent
positions in all agencies shall not exceed
1,682,300 during fiscal year 2002; and, No. 2, of
the additional reduction of 200,000 full-time
equivalent positions provided for under para-
graph (1), no more than 50,000 shall be within
the Department of Defense.

That leaves 150,000 other cuts in Gov-
ernment.

I just cannot in good conscience vote
for something that maybe some people
would interpret to mean cuts in FDA,
cuts in NIH, cuts in the Centers for
Disease Control; cuts in safety for our
people, for health and safety matters
for our people. We can say, ‘‘I know it
is not likely that would occur.’’ But do
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we have any guarantee it will not
occur? And with other things being
proposed, the big cuts being proposed
in other areas within this budget reso-
lution, I do not have much faith we
would not have to take cuts in NIH and
CDC and everywhere else. And I do not
want to see that happen. I think that
would be a major, major mistake.

So I rise in opposition to this legisla-
tion even though it is only a sense of
the Senate. I know it is easy, some-
times, to say it is sense of the Senate
so it is not really binding so let us not
worry about it, let us pass it and we
will work it out later on. But I do not
look at this as being quite so innoc-
uous, because what we are doing is we
are going on record saying the best
judgment of the Senate of the United
States is that we can, without defining
where they would come from, cut an-
other 200,000 people beyond the 272,900
that will already have been cut by this
administration by the end of this year.

If we wanted to charge the Office of
Personnel Management with going
through once again at the end of this
272,900 cut and say OK, let us look at
this now, see what the job is of Govern-
ment, see how many people we need to
do it, and can we really safely cut some
additional people in Government with-
out hurting the function of Govern-
ment, whatever it is—NIH or FDA or
whatever—then that would make some
sense. But to just pick an arbitrary fig-
ure and say we will cut 200,000—we
could just as well have said cut the
work force in half. Cut the work force
by 800,000. Cut the work force by half a
million. It would have made just as
much sense. But the 200,000 to me is a
figure I would not want the Senate to
go on record as saying that would be
the objective, even in a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution.

So, Mr. President, for all those rea-
sons I oppose the amendment by my
distinguished colleague from Delaware.
I will be glad to work with him on
some of the defense procurement legis-
lation he is proposing, but just to go
out and say we will automatically
whack another 200,000 people out with-
out knowing exactly where they are
coming from or defining this, agency
by agency, or department by depart-
ment, would be a big mistake.

I yield the floor.
Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland.
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, has

enough not happened over the last few
weeks that this abysmal practice of
beating up on Federal employees ought
to come to an end? ‘‘Oh, it is just a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution,’’ the
sponsor says. Nevertheless, it would
represent a judgment of the Senate
that we are going to cut the Federal
work force another 11 percent over and
above, I repeat, over and above the
272,000 reduction in force that has al-
ready been programmed; over and
above that reduction in force.

At some point I hope people will
reach the conclusion that Federal em-

ployees have a reasonable role and
place in the workings of our system
and they ought to be treated with a
measure of dignity. Why, once again,
are we landing with both feet on the
men and women who render dedicated
service to the country? They are al-
ready taking a very heavy hit in this
budget resolution.

In fact, over the period of this budget
resolution Federal employees will, in
effect, give up $85 billion of pay adjust-
ments that are provided for by law in
terms of assuring them comparability
with the private sector. Yet here some
come, late at night, with this amend-
ment. There is no study that backs
these figures. They say, ‘‘We assume
the Department of Commerce is going
to be done away with.’’ Even the people
advocating the elimination of the De-
partment of Commerce are not advo-
cating the elimination of all of the pro-
grams carried out by the Department
of Commerce. When questioned, they in
effect say, ‘‘This program is going to
go here, this program is going to go
there. Yes, this activity should con-
tinue.’’ So most of those activities
have to go on. They are important to
the economy of our country.

Now we are going to say to the Fed-
eral employees: Over 11 percent of you
are going to go by the board, over and
above the reduction of 272,000 which
has already been programmed and
which is well underway. In fact, now
well over 100,000 of those positions have
been phased out in the course of the re-
duction that is taking place, and the
rest are projected to accrue by the end
of the century.

This amendment says to people who
have already been through turmoil,
who have already had all of the worry
and the anxiety connected with these
reductions, ‘‘Well, now there are an ad-
ditional 200,000—well over 10 percent of
those of you that are left—who are on
your way out.’’

What do you think that does for the
morale of the work force? What do you
think that does for the health of their
families? What do you think that does
to having a first-rate Federal service?
We have a national interest in having a
first-rate Federal service. You do not
want a second-rate Federal service.
But, if you continue in effect to assault
people, keep them in this state of agi-
tation and anxiety and fear and appre-
hension, you are well on your way to
bringing about a second-rate service.
People have other opportunities. Good
people have other opportunities and
will leave to take them. Good people
will not come in because they do not
want to live in this environment. This
is not a rational, sensible proposal. It
is not a proposal that is grounded on
some thorough analysis working up
from a real examination of activities.
It arbitrarily imposes this upon the
work force.’’ We have had far too much
of that.

For years the Federal employees
have been a favorite target. Take it out
on the Federal employees. Call them

‘‘bureaucrats’’ with a sneer. Deprecate
the work that they do. How long is this
going to go on?

Are my colleagues finally going to
begin to say these are dedicated people,
the vast number of them. They render
important service. Many are highly
trained and highly skilled. They are
proud of the work they do. They give a
good performance. They carry out very
important and essential functions. Yet,
many constantly berate them, deni-
grate their work, treat them not even
as second-class but third-class citizens.
Now they come along and make these
proposals. Proposals that have not
been worked out carefully. They pro-
pose to go ahead and slap the Federal
employees once again, or twice again.
After all, they are a favorite target,
even though they are making, and have
made, extraordinary sacrifices
throughout this deficit reduction proc-
ess.

Literally tens and tens of billions of
dollars for the deficit reduction process
have come out of the Federal employ-
ees. Now the offeror of this amendment
comes along and says, despite the
downsizing of 272,000 which is now on
track to be carried through by the end
of the century, let us add another
200,000 to it; over an additional 10 per-
cent of the work force.

At some point enough is enough, and
this ought to be the point. We ought to
stop this practice of berating the Fed-
eral employees and stop now.

Some say, ‘‘Well, it is only a sense-
of-the-Senate resolution.’’ I simply say
to them, that the message that is sent
to the Federal employees, and the mes-
sage sent to the public at large about
the Federal employees, is every bit as
strong in this sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution which the Senator from Dela-
ware has introduced as it would be in a
piece of binding legislation.

Mr. President, I say to my col-
leagues, it is time to stop this abysmal
practice. These employees have sac-
rificed a lot. They ought not to be held
under this sword of Damocles hanging
over them, and be kept in this state of
turmoil and apprehension. We ought to
have some sensitivity for the situation
in which they find themselves, and re-
ject the constant assault that is made
upon hard working, dedicated men and
women in the Federal service. They de-
serve to be treated with some measure
of dignity. This resolution does not do
that. I hope it will be defeated.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. I ask if the Senator
from Delaware will yield time on the
amendment.

Mr. ROTH. I will be happy to yield as
much time as the distinguished Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania may desire.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Senator
from Delaware for the time yielded.

I would like to first just respond to
the comments made by the Senator
from Maryland. I am the son of two
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Federal employees. My parents worked
for the Federal Government for their
entire careers.

I think the Senator is right. I think
Federal employees do get beat up on a
lot. A lot of them are doing the best
they can in a system that is not work-
ing particularly well for them, a Gov-
ernment which was designed under the
theory of bureaucracy, a theory cre-
ated prior to the invention of the type-
writer. That is how we wrote our Fed-
eral Government.

So to saddle them with a bureau-
cratic organizational structure in an
era where we are debating a tele-
communications bill that is going to
move us into the next millennium,
which was unthinkable as much as 10
years ago, to saddle them with that
and to suggest that they can perform
their functions is almost asking too
much of them.

In addition, to suggest that the num-
ber of Federal employees in this infor-
mation age cannot and should not be
reduced, as it is in every private sector
employment of any major corporation,
is again not to face reality, that in fact
structures must change, delivery sys-
tems must change, theories that ran
our Government from the time of the
revolution to now must change, and as
a result the Federal compliment of em-
ployees must change, as it is in every
major corporation in the country of
any size.

I would daresay that if the Senator
from Maryland suggested we had a 10
percent cut in employment, we cannot
afford another 10 percent, I would look
to any major company in the country
that has not cut their work force by 5,
10, or 20 percent or more. We have to do
the same thing here. We have to under-
stand that we have to deliver services
more efficiently using technology that
is available for us to do it better,
cheaper, more efficiently and with less
people in many cases.

So I do not think the argument—at
least my argument is not to look at
these Federal workers as terrible, these
do not do a good job. I disagree with
that. I think the Federal workers that
I know—and I know lots of them—work
very hard, are very concerned about
their job and want to do the best they
can, and in the most of the cases are
hamstrung by their own internal oper-
ations from doing the job that they
wanted to do. But to suggest that now
as we move into this information age
that we cannot modernize like every-
body else and as a result of that mod-
ernization be able to downsize the work
force I think just flies in the face of
what is going on in the entire world
around us.

Government should reflect what the
country is doing, and what the private
sector is doing to be able to streamline
and make more efficient.

I would suggest that there is one
Federal employee who is not doing a
very good job, who does need to be
scrutinized more in this debate in par-

ticular; that is, the President of the
United States.

If there is a Federal employee who is
not facing up to the demands of his job
and coming forward with solutions to
solve problems that face this country,
it is, in fact, the President.

We have the President now standing
tall and firm against deficit reduction
by saying he is going to veto the rescis-
sions bill which is trumpeted to be $16
billion but, as most of us in this Cham-
ber know, as the Federal Government
continues to spend money day after
day after day, that rescission bill is not
worth $16 billion any more. We might
be able to get $9 billion in savings. But
the President says, ‘‘No, you have got a
couple of million dollars or so that I
don’t like and so we are going to throw
the whole thing out.’’ Leadership.
Leadership.

In trying to solve the problem that is
most pressing on the American public’s
mind and one that is front and center
to this U.S. Senate these last 2 weeks
when we are debating the budget reso-
lution, where has the President been on
the budget resolution? Well, he did
present his budget earlier this year
that called for $200 billion and $300 bil-
lion deficits for as far as the eye can
see, which last week was voted down 99
to nothing, 99 to nothing. Hardly lead-
ership, hardly visionary on the part of
the President to put forward a budget
that simply was a nonstarter on both
sides of the aisle unanimously.

So where has he been? Where has the
leadership been from the one Federal
employee that we demand the most
from? Nowhere.

And so I came to the floor last week
and I said that I would be here every
day between now and the 1st of October
when the new fiscal year starts and re-
mind Members of the Senate of the
kind of leader we have in the White
House when it comes to balancing our
budget.

On Saturday, the President did not
present a budget that brought this
country into balance over the next 7
years. That was the third day that be-
fore the Senate was the balanced budg-
et resolution. On Sunday, day four, the
President did not present a balanced
budget resolution. And today, day five,
the President did not present a bal-
anced budget resolution.

It is incredulous to me that the
President of the United States, who
said during the balanced budget
amendment debate, the amendment to
the Constitution, that the we did not
need a balanced budget amendment to
move forward and solve the deficit cri-
sis that faces us; that all we needed
was our own resolve, our own resolve.
This same President 2 years ago during
his budget debate, his first one, in 1993,
when he passed a large tax increase and
a few spending cuts along the way chal-
lenged Republicans and said, ‘‘Where is
your plan? Where is your plan? Why
don’t you come up with something?
Show us your specifics?’’ He said ‘‘No

hot air, show me where.’’ Show me
where.

The minority leader, Senator
DASCHLE, on March 3, 1995, during the
balanced budget debate said, ‘‘And for
those who say we do not need a con-
stitutional amendment to do the job’’—
that job being balancing the budget—‘‘I
think it is all the more important that
we demonstrate that we can, that we
are up to the task, that we can meet
our responsibilities to make it happen
correctly, to make it happen in a way
that was foreseen when we passed the
law setting up the budget process.’’

And what amendments have we seen?
Are they amendments that have been
brought to the floor by the other side
of the aisle the substitutes to show us
what their plan is to get to a balanced
budget? No. Are they rearranging
spending priorities to say we should
cut from this area of Government and
add to another area of Government in
setting priorities? No.

What are they? They are amend-
ments to spend more money, to take
the reserve account, which is theoreti-
cal on the part of the Congressional
Budget Office, that only occurs if we,
in fact, have a budget that brings us to
balance in 7 years. Then they give us a
bonus of $170 billion because they fig-
ure lower interest rates, more eco-
nomic growth, and lower inflation.

So this bonus now, what do they
want to do? Do they want to put it to-
ward the deficit? Do they want to give
it back to you, the taxpayers, who paid
it in the first place? No. We want to
spend it right away. We do not want to
wait until it accrues in the future. We
want to spend it now.

This is responsibility? This is dem-
onstrating that we can, that we have
the resolve?

I suspect the American public has a
hard time buying all of this—certainly,
I have a hard time buying all of this—
that the President and his party are se-
rious about making tough decisions;
about having ideas and vision as to
where to take this country into a fu-
ture that is a fiscally sound future;
about having innovative approaches
like the Senator from Delaware, who
does not just and has not, as chairman
of this committee, just proposed cuts
in Federal employment. He proposes a
performance-based budget which puts
managerial goals for Federal employ-
ees to achieve, to give flexibility to
managers, to make it more like a pri-
vate sector employment place, to give
the kind of flexibility that many Fed-
eral employees ask me, plead for me, to
give.

So the Senator from Delaware is not
just out here willy-nilly throwing num-
bers around. He is putting forward re-
sponsible proposals that have a vision
as to where to take this country in the
future. And you will see, and have seen
from this side of the aisle, such propos-
als, and you will see more.

So I commend the Senator from
Delaware for his amendment. I wish
him success in that amendment.
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I hope that I do not have to be here

tomorrow. I hope that I do not have to
be here with this chart. I hope the
President has read the polls, seen the
position he has taken is not one that is
particularly popular with the Amer-
ican public and, more importantly, is
not what is right for this country.

For this system to work, we need a
healthy dialog and we need leadership
from both sides for us to come up with
this compromise and the strategy to
move us forward

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio.
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President I would

like to respond to my colleague from
Pennsylvania briefly.

Mr. SARBANES. Would the Senator
yield to me for a question?

Mr. GLENN. Yes.
Mr. SARBANES. I wanted to ask the

Senator from Pennsylvania, if he is
here tomorrow with his chart, will that
fellow who puts the numbers up be here
with him in order to make this dem-
onstration work? I am just curious. Un-
fortunately, he left the floor once he
got the number up. And I just wanted
to know, if you are here tomorrow and
you have to put a number up, will that
fellow come back so we can catch an-
other glimpse of him, the one who puts
the next number up.

Mr. SANTORUM. His wife and kids
like to see him, too.

Mr. SARBANES. I am glad to hear
there is concern about his wife and
kids, because I listened to this diatribe
about the President, when we needed to
talk about a very serious matter af-
fecting the rank and file of the Federal
employees. So I am glad to see there is
some sensitivity.

Mr. GLENN. I yield 15 minutes to the
Senator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the ranking
member for yielding such time.

Mr. President, I rise to oppose the
Roth amendment to further reduce the
Federal work force beyond the quarter
of a million that we have already done
under the Clinton reinventing Govern-
ment framework.

I am concerned that we are engaging
in a mass mania of who can rack up the
biggest number. Every day there seems
to be a bidding war on who can escalate
the numbers of Federal employees that
need to be laid off in this so-called
downsizing of Government.

But make no mistake, every time we
raise the number beyond a reasonable
and rational level that we can achieve
through technological innovation, we
are not accomplishing downsizing; we
are accomplishing downgrading.

The sense-of-the-Senate resolution
essentially says what it is that the
Senate wants to do. Well, I believe that
we have already been on record to sup-
port reinventing Government as laid
out by President Bill Clinton and Vice
President AL GORE, looking at the best

available management practices and
technological innovation to reduce, in
a rational way, the Federal work force.

What this says to 200,000 more Fed-
eral employees is we do not want you
to show up; we do not value you; we do
not think you are needed; we think
your time is up and it is time for you
to go.

Well, Mr. President, who is it that we
do not want to show up? I want to talk
about my own State of Maryland. I
have the honor of representing the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, which are
located in the State of Maryland, and
there are thousands of Federal employ-
ees working there from research sci-
entists to lab technicians to back-up
support services to security personnel.

Now who are we saying not to show
up at the National Institutes of
Health? Are we saying to that Nobel
prize candidate who could have a
breakthrough in AIDS research, Don’t
bother to show up, we’re downsizing,
we’re going to technological innova-
tion, we don’t need your intellectual
competency, we’ll do a computer sim-
ulation?

What will we say in this decade of
the brain research to those scientists
working on Alzheimer’s research which
killed my father—Alzheimer’s killed
my father—and if we can find a cure for
it it would significantly reduce the
health care debt in this country. Are
we saying to NIH, Don’t show up?

But let us not just stay around the
State of Maryland. Let us go to the
Centers for Disease Control. We now
know Ebola virus threatens Zaire and
could even possibly threaten the world.

We had a near outbreak in something
called The Hot Zone in northern Vir-
ginia. If you read the book, you know
what the story was. It was Federal em-
ployees at Fort Dietrick who were will-
ing to risk their lives—willing to risk
their lives—who were willing to go into
the hot zone to kill the monkeys that
carried this disease.

When you read the newspaper ac-
counts—this is not MIKULSKI memos,
this is newspaper accounts—that talk
about how skimpy the resources are at
CDC and in infectious diseases, they
are stretched so thin that they are now
afraid an accident could happen at the
CDC exactly at the same time when we
are asking for their help. The world is
asking for their help to come and take
care of the Ebola virus.

Let us talk about other threats to
the safety and security of the United
States. Let us talk about our law en-
forcement. Who else are we telling not
to show up? Shall we say no more FBI
agents, do not show up? Are we saying
to the Secret Service, Well, you might
be in the line of fire in one way, but
we’re going to put you in the line of
fire in another way. We are going to
tell them not to show up?

We in Maryland were willing to take
a Federal prison. There is a medium-se-
curity prison right now in the Alle-
gheny Mountains in the community of
Cumberland. We have a Federal prison

for medium-security prisoners. Are we
telling the prison guards that they are
superfluous, we are going to have bet-
ter locks, better keys, maybe have
chain gangs; we do not need you?

Well, I want those prison workers
there. I want the bums and thugs off
the street. I supported life without pa-
role legislation. I have supported not
only prevention programs but tough
prison sentences. So are we going to
tell the prison workers we do not want
you; do not show up?

And then here we are now on the eve
of celebrating victory in Europe, the
end of World War II, and what do we
say to the GI Joe generation? Oh,
aren’t taking your health care, but we
are going to say no to the doctors at
VA; we are going to say we are going to
shrink the nurses; we are going to say
we are going to shrink the lab techni-
cians; we are going to say we do not
need them. We are going to replace
them with something called techno-
logical innovation.

We know we are going to downsize.
We have already begun to do it. The
President of the United States has not
been AWOL on this issue. He has been
in the forefront. He has charged the
Vice President to do it, and we have
absolutely done it.

In Maryland, this downsizing will
have devastating impacts on the econ-
omy of Maryland but also on the mo-
rale of Maryland. Right now, there is a
morale crisis among Federal employ-
ees. They have essentially been told
they are not needed, they are not val-
ued, and now the bums and thugs in the
world are even targeting them for vio-
lent attacks.

I do not think this is the United
States of America. We are from the
generation that when Jack Kennedy
said ‘‘Ask not what your country can
do for you, but what you can do for
your country,’’ we answered that call.
Many of the people in my generation
saw public service as a noble calling, a
way to serve the United States of
America to do good and earn a decent
living. Now they feel that they are ab-
solutely under attack.

I can tell you what is going to hap-
pen. You will not only downsize Fed-
eral employees, but, no smart, self-re-
specting person will want to come to
work for the Federal Government.

And who do you think is going to be
in these Federal agencies? Do we not
want a Government at all? If we want
to do that, well then let us do that. Let
us not go through this charade of
downsizing, if you are going to have a
Government and you believe that there
are core functions that Government
must perform, not only in national de-
fense, but on domestic security issues
and the risks that the United States of
America faces—crime on the streets,
drug dealing, punks that want to sabo-
tage the United States of America, and
we need law enforcement.

We are also plagued by another
horseman of the apocalypse called
plague and pestilence, and we want to
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make sure that we have the medical re-
search and the staff at FDA and the
Centers for Disease Control that are
going to find the cures for disease and
be able to work to contain pestilence
around the world. We think that is im-
portant.

What are the other threats to the se-
curity of the United States of America?
It is a crisis of confidence. We should
make sure that we have a core set of
values that encourage people, along
with the values of duty, obligation,
loyalty, patriotism.

If we treat our Federal employees
this way, how are we going to call it
forth? We are going to ask them to be
loyal to us when we are not loyal to
them, to have a sense of duty about the
job they do when we do not have a
sense of obligation to them? I think
this is a terrible course of action.

There is a logical, rational way to
downsizing. I oversee as an appropri-
ator 25 different agencies. We are al-
ready taking concrete steps to be able
to do it. I was the one that commis-
sioned the study on the National Asso-
ciation of Public Administrators,
which is now being used as the frame-
work to downsize HUD. I am not op-
posed to shrinking the work force, but
I am opposed to shirking our duties to
our Federal employees.

Mr. President, our Federal employees
have served their country, they have
devoted themselves to public service,
they deserve our gratitude and our sup-
port. We are already reducing by 272,000
positions. The Roth amendment is not
only going to result in downsizing but,
as I said, in downgrading. So I stand
here to support those Federal employ-
ees and to defend them who defend my
health, my safety and my national se-
curity.

Mr. President, I hope we defeat the
Roth amendment and, most of all, I
hope we defeat the attitude that
underlies the Roth amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. ROTH. I yield the distinguished

Senator 10 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I

have, of course, been watching the de-
bate for the last few days and there is
no question, this is a tough debate. We
are getting down to the decisions that
are very difficult to make. But I have
been watching my colleagues with
charts really since this debate started
last week. You see everybody’s chart,
and there are the budget lines that go
up and budget lines that go down. But
now we are into making those tough
decisions and saying, You know, every-
body in America is going to disagree
with something that we do. In fact,
probably every Member of the Senate
is going to disagree with something we

do in this budget resolution. But, in
fact, we have to make the priority
choices. We have to go back to the ba-
sics and talk about what is the role of
Federal Government. what must we do
to set those priorities and then with
the money that we have left, we have
to determine where we have to cut and
where we need to spend.

I think that Senator ROTH has done a
very responsible thing. He has proposed
a sense of the Senate about what we
would look for in ways to meet these
budget targets that we are going to be
voting on for the next few days—200,000
positions by 2002. That is over a 7-year
period and is about 11 percent of the
work force. Now, if we make the budget
cuts that we are talking about making
over the next 7 years to get to that
magic number in the year 2002, we are
going to have to cut. We are going to
have to cut the size of Government,
and that means that we will have to
downsize departments.

I remember when I first got here
about 2 years ago, I introduced an
amendment to cut the legislative
branch budget by 7 percent. Mr. Presi-
dent, you should have heard the de-
bate. People came running on the floor
and they said we might have to shut
the Library of Congress. We might
have to shut the Washington Monu-
ment. You know, we always have our
priorities and we decide what is impor-
tant in those priorities. Of course,
shutting the Library of Congress would
not have been an option. But we heard
the sky-is-falling-theories all over the
place. I lost on that amendment by
about two votes. Do you know what
happened? After all the sky is falling
and after losing that amendment 2
years ago, guess what? This year, we
come in and we have cut our legislative
branch budget about 15 percent. Is the
sky falling? I do not think so. Are we
making do with less? Yes. Are we doing
the responsible business of our Govern-
ment? Yes. And I do not think one per-
son in America has written me a letter
saying you cut your legislative branch
budget 15 percent and I miss that
money. Not one person.

So I think that Senator ROTH is try-
ing to do the responsible thing. He has
come in and he has said we are going to
have to have an 11 percent cut. Well, if
we are going to cut the budget for the
next 7 years in the places where we
can, if we are going to stop the growth
in increases in our budget, of course,
we are going to have fewer employees.
And I think it is very important that
we establish a sense-of-the-Senate res-
olution so that we can have the param-
eters we need when we start making
these tough decisions.

You know, the people of America
have been looking at the debate for the
last few weeks in the House, and the
last few days on the Senate side, and I
think the people of America are really
beginning to see the differences be-
tween the two parties and the way we
come at the problems of Government.
And I think the people of America are

going to be able to make a decision
about what is right. And I think they
are seeing all the smoke and that there
is a group of Senators that really
wants to do what we said we were going
to do. I was elected in 1994 and I did
promise that I would do everything in
my power to have a balanced budget
for the future of our country. I am
going to do everything in my power to
keep that promise. That is something
the American people have not had for
so long—politicians who make a prom-
ise and lo and behold, keep it. They are
going to keep their promises this time,
and that is new. We have seen politi-
cians from both parties—this is not in
any way partisan —come in and they
make promises and then the election is
held and they go about the business of
Government, business as usual, just
like it has always been. Not this year.
This year is going to be different. We
are going to pass a balanced budget
resolution. We are going to take the
tough steps. And even if we disagree on
this part of it or that part of it, I think
enough Senators are going to take the
responsible step and say my part may
not be so important that I would hold
up the progress of this Senate for the
future of America. That is the param-
eter we are going to have to put around
that final vote.

Is it more important that we get
every single thing we want, just the
way we want it, or is it more impor-
tant for us to say in the long-term, the
most important vote we will ever take
is to start that long march toward a
balanced budget for the future of this
country.

This is a historic moment; it is a his-
toric debate and we do have the oppor-
tunity to do what is right for America.

So I appreciate my colleague, Sen-
ator ROTH, and my colleague Senator
DOMENICI for working so hard, for so
many years to try to make this hap-
pen. I appreciate the input that we are
having on this floor. But I hope that in
the end, when all of us, Democrats and
Republicans, have had our say, maybe
we have won a few, maybe we are going
to lose a few; but when it all comes
down to that last vote, the people of
America are going to have the ability
to judge which politicians are keeping
their word and which of us are ready to
take that historic step, change the way
Washington does business and start
balancing that budget.

Mr. President, this resolution is
going to be one of those first steps. We
will see a lot more over the next few
days. But on Wednesday, I hope we will
be ready to do the right thing for
America.

Thank you. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. GLENN. How much time remains

on this side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 23 minutes. Senator ROTH has
29 minutes.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I would
like to respond very briefly to some of
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the remarks made by the Senator from
Pennsylvania that did not address di-
rectly the proposal of this sense of the
Senate resolution by my distinguished
colleague from Delaware. He talked
about the President of the United
States and what he has done. I would
like to go back a little and take a few
minutes to describe what actually has
happened over the past 15 years or so.
We came out of the Carter years, and
President Carter, during his time in of-
fice, I think, did a lot of fine things,
foreign policy and so on. One thing
that did not occur is a real close con-
trol of the economy. We hit a time pe-
riod where there was 21 percent inter-
est rates and 17 percent inflation rates.
I think that contributed a lot to Presi-
dent Reagan being elected when he
was. What happened? A lot of people
were scared and President Reagan pro-
posed the supply side economics and
the budget cuts, and we reduced taxes
here by 25 percent over a 3-year pe-
riod—over a 3-year period, 5 percent
the first year, 10 percent each of the
next 2 years. This was supposed to
stimulate the economy so much that it
was going to result in such a new level
of business activity and consumer con-
fidence that we were going to see the
new business level raised to such a
point that there was going to be more
than enough revenue to make up what
had been left and we were going to
move on to a new higher level.

Now, what happened? That did not
occur. Most voted for that, but some
with the idea after trying to get it
down to 15 percent reduction and try-
ing to make several changes, finally
voted for it because we had been
scared, too, about what had happened
before. We voted for it with the idea
that we would try to come back and
change it if it did not work.

Now, what happened? Over the next
12 years, we saw an additional $3.6 tril-
lion in debt pile up as supply-side eco-
nomics did not work. Then we came
into the time period where Gramm–
Rudman-Hollings was placed out here.
That did not do the job. Then we came
to the election of President Clinton.
President Clinton said privately as well
as publicly that the first thing we had
to do was get control of the economy.

What did he do? He proposed a way of
getting control of the economy that he
sent the Congress and we farmed it out
here on the Democratic side, farmed it
out to the committees, with targets to
hit, targets to try to meet the efforts
to balance the budget that President
Clinton proposed.

Now, we passed that reconciliation
bill in the summer of 1993. I think we
need to look at what happened on that.
Now, President Clinton was honest
enough that he said I will not promise
people a lot of tax cuts back then. No.
What he said was we will cut as many
programs as we can and we will in-
crease taxes. Much has been made of
that since then. We will increase
taxes—what, on the top 1.2 percent in-
come people of the country, not the

middle-income people, not the poor
folks of the country. He is going to in-
crease taxes on the top income people
of the country, the top 1.2 percent.
That is where half of that budget bal-
ancing effort came from.

Now, what happened? After all the
dire predictions here on the Senate
floor about all the unemployment this
would cause if we passed that President
Clinton proposal—there would be mil-
lions unemployed was one of the state-
ments here on the floor.

What happened? Well, I can say at
that time when we passed that budget
reconciliation bill, we passed it with-
out one single Republican vote in ei-
ther the House or the Senate. Not one
single vote. Not a one. And it was a
moment of high drama here in the Sen-
ate when the vote was tied 50–50, and
the Vice President broke the tie and
cast a winning vote.

What happened? At that time the
budget deficit was running right at $300
billion a year. As a result of that rec-
onciliation effort in the summer of
1993, last year the budget deficit was
down do $246 billion. This year, it is
$192 billion. It is the first time since
Harry Truman that the budget deficit
has gone down 3 years in a row—the
first time since Harry Truman.

I say one-half of it was reduction in
programs and one-half was the tax on
the top 1.2 percent income people of the
country.

Now, that is real leadership. We can
have all the derogatory signs put up on
the Senate floor that deride the Presi-
dent and make light of the President if
we want to. That is what actually oc-
curred for the first time since Harry
Truman. Three years in a row, the
budget deficit has gone down as a re-
sult of President Clinton’s policies.

What we should be debating is how
we keep that going, how we keep it
going down incrementally, rather than
some of the schemes that are being
proposed. Some of the proposals out of
the House here make assumptions on
how we can balance the budget now,
make assumptions that I cannot go
along with.

Medicare. We say we will take $87
million out of Medicare over the next 7
years, meaning we assume that it will
not grow at the 9 percent it is growing
now, that it goes down to 3 percent to
4 percent in growth.

We are saying that we will assume
that doctors and hospitals will not be
allowed to make as much as they can.
They will be kept below inflation rate,
as a matter of fact, and we will limit
the fees for doctors and hospitals.

Those assumptions are made. We
make assumptions for HMO savings.
That is how we get $87 billion proposed.
Some of the assumptions, I think, are
false. We have to depend on a CPI ad-
justment downward from where it is
now. We have to assume that the aver-
age inflation will not go above 2.5 per-
cent. We have to say there will be no
inflation increase in administrative
costs, and that will save 22 percent in

that area. These are assumptions that
really are not very realistic when we
get into it.

Back to the President’s proposal.
Now, what happened out of that rec-
onciliation bill we passed in the sum-
mer of 1993? Since then, we have had
the lowest unemployment in 4 years. In
cutting back on the size of the Govern-
ment, the administration has cut over
300 programs out of Government.

They set a goal of cutting 272,900 peo-
ple out of civil service by the end of the
administration’s term. They are well
ahead of schedule. They have 108,000 ac-
tually cut up to now and think they
will be able to meet the whole 272,900
target by the end of this year. When
that occurs, there will be the lowest
Federal employment overall since John
F. Kennedy was President, the lowest
Government employment since John F.
Kennedy was the President.

Now, along with that, last year we
passed a crime bill, a very major bill. I
know there will be efforts to override
some of it this year. That was a major
effort. We passed the GATT legislation,
General Agreement on Tariff and
Trade. That is a mighty big step for-
ward in recognizing we no longer could
be an isolationist nation if we wanted
to be in this country, because most of
our trade, in fact, about one out of
every eight manufacturing jobs in the
whole country, and it is certainly true
in my State of Ohio, works to make a
product that gets exported.

We can no longer be an isolationist
America. We have moved into the
world. And the GATT agreement, with
its readjustments being required, indi-
cate our willingness to move into that
international world.

We passed a family leave bill. We
passed a Head Start bill in the first 2
years of this administration that helps
over 200,000 kids get a fair start in
school. We passed the national service
bill. We passed a college loan bill that
over the period of 5 years will let an
additional 20 million young people go
to school.

Now, all of these are things that were
passed in the first 2 years of this ad-
ministration in spite of all of the
things that are said about this admin-
istration on the other side of the aisle.

Do Members know what Time maga-
zine said last October? They printed a
chart showing what agenda—an-
nounced agenda—had been passed by
each of our past Presidents. They
pointed out that President Bill Clinton
had the best record of getting his agen-
da through in the first 2 years of Con-
gress of any President since Lyndon
Baines Johnson, and before that going
clear back to Eisenhower.

Now, I think that is a remarkable
record. It is one I am proud to support
the President on. When I hear all these
derogatory remarks about the Presi-
dent and what is going on and signs up
here on the Senate floor that are
meant to be derogatory, then I just
have to take exception to that.

Now, back to our current sense-of-
the-Senate resolution that is up now.
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This administration has already cut
108,000 jobs out of the Federal work
force, and done it in a responsible man-
ner, done it in a way that helps correct
the imbalance between the higher GS
ratings and the lower GS ratings,
through the buyout legislation that we
passed out of the Governmental Affairs
Committee.

I know that a sense of the Senate
that would just arbitrarily add another
200,000 to it is not binding, but it cer-
tainly sets the course. I do not know
how we would meet that. I would rath-
er ask OPM do another study, a follow
on and see where we can do this, and do
it responsibly rather than just setting
what I view as a goal that might result
in some real harm being done to our
Government.

If we want to do the thing that we
should do, what we do is define the role
we want Government to have in all
these different areas or different de-
partments or agencies. If we are elimi-
nating the agency, fine, eliminate it.
But rather than just pick an arbitrary
figure, we will have OPM study the
Government again, each agency, de-
partment by department, agency by
agency, and decide how many they
think can be cut, and do this respon-
sibly and target those departments
where we have too big an imbalance
yet. That is the way the figure of
272,900 was arrived at. It was not a fig-
ure off the top of somebody’s head. It
was a figure arrived at by study, by
canvassing the agencies, by holding
their feet to the fire on what they
could do or not do. I think that is what
we should be doing for the future.

I hate to have to oppose my colleague
from Delaware but I do. I think to pass
this Sense-of-the-Senate would indi-
cate a wrong direction for us to be tak-
ing.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). The Senator has 10 minutes
and 50 seconds.

Mr. GLENN. I thank the Chair. I re-
serve the remainder of my time and
yield the floor.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
just want to talk about some of the
things that were just said by my dis-
tinguished colleague from Ohio. I
would like to talk about the tax in-
crease that he mentioned that was
passed without one Republican vote in
1993, because I do think there was a dif-
ference of opinion that became very
clear when the Democrats passed the
largest tax increase in the history of
America without one Republican vote.
It was described as a tax on the rich,
but I do not think Social Security re-
cipients making $34,000 a year or cou-
ples making $44,000 a year are rich peo-
ple. That is middle income. And the
taxes were raised on those people.

I do not think that was the way to
start the process of getting to a bal-
anced budget. In fact, the President’s
budget that has been sent to us does
not balance the budget. The President
gave up on balancing the budget. He
left it to us to do it. He left us the re-
sponsibility.

In fact the deficits are lower in the
last 2 years but the reason the deficits
are lower is because we have financed
our debt with short-term borrowings.
We are in fact in one of the weakest re-
coveries from a recession that we have
ever had. We should be in a booming
economy and we are not in a booming
economy. We are in a relatively flat
economy. It is going up a little. The
deficit is coming down a little. But we
are going to have to pay the price. We
are going to have to pay the price for
short-term borrowing to finance that
debt. That was a bad decision and we
will have to pay for that later. If inter-
est rates go up there is no question
that the deficit is going to rise when
we have to refinance that debt.

This is all going to become very clear
when we have to raise the debt ceiling
toward the end of the summer, this
year. That is going to be the scary
thing. We have $5 trillion in debt in
this country. That is not a small
amount.

The debate we are having today is for
the future of our country. We cannot
continue to raise that debt ceiling
without taking care of that long-term
debt situation. So I think it is very im-
portant that we keep our eye on the
ball here. We cannot continue to raise
taxes to try to bring the deficit down.
We cannot do short-term financing on
that long-term debt, because the price
will go up.

Alan Greenspan, the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, told us what
would happen if we balanced the budget
and if Congress shows it has the will to
balance the budget. That is when we
will see our economy take off. That is
when the investors in our country will
know that they are making a good and
wise investment for the long term.

We will be able to see our economy
take off. We will be able to see the defi-
cit come down, if we take the steps to
balance the budget. I just hope my col-
leagues, like the Senator from Ohio
and the Senator from Minnesota, will
help us when that final vote is taken.
It is going to be tough. Senator ROTH is
giving us a tough choice. But we are
going to stand up and we are going to
do it and I hope it will be a bipartisan
effort in the end, because we are going
to do it without increasing taxes and
that is the distinction between the phi-
losophy of the President, who gave us a
budget that is not balanced, and the
Republican majority in Congress that
is going to give a balanced budget to
the people of this country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator 4 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is yielded 4 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
do not come on the floor with any well-
rehearsed speech. But it does seem to
me that, once again, we are not actu-
ally debating whether or not there
ought to be deficit reduction. We are
also not debating whether or not any-
body is in favor of the debt that we
built up in this country.

As a matter of fact, I could make my
own analysis about what happened
starting with what was
euphemistically called the Economic
Recovery Act, passed in 1981, pushed by
President Reagan, which eroded the
revenue base of this country about $700
billion over 5, 6, 7 years; plus an un-
precedented buildup in the Pentagon
budget.

I find it interesting that by and large
we still have not heard very much dis-
cussion about all the subsidies that go
for oil companies; all the subsidies that
go for tobacco companies; all the sub-
sidies that go for pharmaceutical com-
panies; all the subsidies that go to
some of the largest corporations and fi-
nancial institutions in America. But
we have been talking about cuts in nu-
trition programs and financial aid for
higher education. We did not have
much time to debate that on the floor
this afternoon. And, I think, draconian
cuts—draconian cuts in Medicare and
Medicaid. I do not have the time and I
do not have the data right now to go
into those arguments in great detail.

But I will say to my colleagues that
when I presented this this morning on
policy grounds, I did not hear any re-
buttal. So in terms of ‘‘we have to do
all of this,’’ let us not be so generous
with other people’s suffering. Let us
make sure we do it in a responsible
way.

The reason I support my colleague
from Ohio is that I consider this to be
bashing. I mean, 200,000 additional posi-
tions eliminated—by what agency?
What job? What position? A description
of those positions? Who are we going to
do it to? What positions are we elimi-
nating?

It is very easy to just say eliminate
200,000 positions. I would like to know:
Where? Where do these men and women
work? For what agencies? Is it the Na-
tional Institutes of Health? Or is it
going to be some of the other Federal
agencies?

Where are you eliminating these po-
sitions?

It seems to me it is not responsible
unless the Congress approves in ad-
vance exactly what agency, what posi-
tions, what descriptions, what men and
women, whose positions are you elimi-
nating?

Colleagues stand up on the floor and
they say ‘‘Oh, these decisions are so
difficult. We have to make difficult de-
cisions.’’ Easy if it is not our job. Very
easy. We have to make these difficult
decisions.
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Sometimes I think we get a little bit

too generous with the suffering of
other people. Before I would vote for
such an amendment I would want to
know exactly which people we are talk-
ing about. Let us just get concrete.
What agency? What descriptions?
Which Federal employees? Providing
what kind of work in this country? For
whom? Let us have a discussion of
that. I think in the absence of that
kind of specificity this is a profoundly
mistaken amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, how

much time is remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio has 67 minutes and 32
seconds remaining, and the Senator
from Delaware has 24 minutes and 7
seconds.

Mr. GLENN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield

such time as I may take.
Mr. President, I was surprised to

once again hear the attack on the
Reagan years. I recall during the
Carter administration when we had
double-digit unemployment, double-
digit inflation, the misery index, which
was based upon unemployment and in-
flation, was never higher, and unem-
ployment was as high as it has been in
recent years. But after the tax cut in
the Reagan administration, we enjoyed
the longest peacetime growth period in
the history of this country.

Mr. FORD. And the largest debt.
Mr. ROTH. I hear someone talk about

the largest debt.
But let me point out that Congress,

part of Congress, was Democratic, the
House of Representatives. And I would
say that the problem there was that,
yes, the President was trying to build
up defense but the other party was try-
ing to build up social spending. Unfor-
tunately, the compromise was by in-
creasing spending everywhere. So both
Democrats and Republicans can take a
partial credit for the increase in the
debt. That was not just the act of the
administration.

But what we are talking about today
is trying to make Government smaller,
Government less obtrusive, and Gov-
ernment more efficient.

There is no question that but what
modern technology has made it pos-
sible for Government, as well as the
private sector, to do more with less.

What we are proposing today in the
way of reductions in personnel are not
just figures drawn out of the air, but
based primarily on the proposals in the
Domenici budget. What we are propos-
ing in the way of reduction in employ-
ment, first of all, is a 50,000 reduction
in FTE savings below the current FTE
caps. And the GAO figures show that is
a reality.

With the elimination of the Depart-
ment of Commerce we expect a reduc-

tion of 30,000 in FTE, HUD, 20,000, and
the Department of Defense, 50,000.

Let me point out that the adminis-
tration has made significant reductions
in the DOD. But basically most of the
reductions are in Defense Department,
and not in the other civilian agencies.
As a matter of fact, defense military
functions will be reduced something
like 208,000 under 272,000.

What we are proposing in our reduc-
tion of 200,000 is that most of these re-
ductions will come from the civilian
agencies, limiting the reduction in the
Department of Defense to 50,000. Cur-
rently, in the acquisition of military
systems there is something like 17 to 20
levels of bureaucracy. This bureauc-
racy does not add value or expedite the
acquisition of new weapons. Instead, it
takes about twice as long in the mili-
tary area to go from an idea to fielding
a weapon as it does in the private sec-
tor to go from an idea to selling a prod-
uct in the market.

What we are seeking here is a reduc-
tion of personnel that is based on those
programs and departments that would
be reduced or eliminated under the Do-
menici budget.

Just let me point out that for the fis-
cal year 1996 the chairman’s mark lists
something like 150 different programs
that are going to be eliminated. And
obviously, when you eliminate pro-
grams, you do not need the personnel
that you otherwise have. So that is
where we are proposing these reduc-
tions. By doing this, we expect better
service to be given the American peo-
ple.

Let me point out that one of our con-
cerns is that we want to make the Fed-
eral Government a desirable place in
which to work. And, unfortunately,
anyone who has discussed the matter
with people in the executive branch
will tell you the frustration, the inabil-
ity to move forward because of the
process that has been built up over re-
cent years. And that is what we are
trying to eliminate today. Hopefully,
by reducing the size of Government,
and by changing the personnel policies,
the Federal work force will find this a
better place in which to work because
what we are proposing as changes is
that individuals who perform in the ex-
ecutive branch will be rewarded for
their accomplishments. They will also
be penalized if they do not perform.

My distinguished colleague and
friend from Ohio said that we proposed
to do away with a military system, if it
were 10 percent off the proposed goal.
In other words, if the cost of the sys-
tem was 10 percent higher than sched-
ule, or if the time was 10 percent
longer, the system would be canceled.
That is not what I have proposed.

To the contrary, what we are propos-
ing is that, in order to get a bonus, an
employee would have to perform 10 per-
cent better than the goal set as the ac-
quisition of the weapons system, or, on
the other hand, if it is 10 percent more
expensive, the schedule is 10 percent
behind, then the employee can be pe-

nalized. But we would only revoke the
system if it were 50 percent off course,
and hopefully those opportunities
would not present themselves too
often.

But again, let me spell out what we
are proposing in this amendment. Our
amendment expresses the sense of the
Senate to reduce the number of Gov-
ernmentwide, full-time equivalent po-
sitions over the next 7 years. And it
provides for a reduction of 200,000 posi-
tions by 2002 in addition to the already
enacted reduction of 272,900 FTE’s by
1999 in the 1994 Federal Work Force Re-
structuring Act.

Not more than 50,000 of the reduc-
tions may be within the Department of
Defense. As I have already indicated, of
the reductions that have already been
made by this administration, the vast
majority have already been in the De-
fense Department. And our program is
consistent with the Domenici budget to
streamline and eliminate several Gov-
ernment functions and programs.

It is also consistent with the Roth–
Kasich Defense Department acquisition
reform bill to reduce the number of ac-
quisition personnel. This reform bill
would produce savings of 42,000 in
FTE’s with Department of Defense.
Current FTE reductions to comply
with the 1994 Federal Work Force Re-
duction Act of 272,900 are proceeding as
planned.

And it has been further estimated by
OMB that the total civilian work force
will be approximately 25,000 below the
existing FTE cap for 1995 and 1996. Cur-
rent projections show that 208,000 of
the mandated 272,000 FTE reductions
will be within the Department of De-
fense, and this amendment will help to
achieve the originally intended balance
to further downsize the non-defense-re-
lated agencies as well.

So in conclusion, just let me point
out, Mr. President, that what we are
proposing is based upon the DOMENICI
budget. We are eliminating 150 dif-
ferent programs and activities. We are
going to be reducing the size of depart-
ments, if not the department itself, and
the number of positions that we are
eliminating reflect those changes.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. GLENN. How much time is re-

maining, Mr. President?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio has 6 minutes 27 sec-
onds, the Senator from Delaware has 12
minutes 7 seconds.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the DOMENICI budget. As I
have said on the Senate floor before, I
strongly believe that this represents a
solid blueprint that finally will lead
this government to a balanced budget.

It has been a very strange sequence
of events here in the Senate when we
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saw the entire Senate reject the Presi-
dent’s budget. I would certainly wel-
come a debate on the President’s budg-
et, but the members of his own party
voted his budget down. Thus, the only
budget that is before us is the DOMENICI
budget.

Overall, this budget is a solid, re-
sponsible plan, and takes an across-
the-board approach to achieve balance.
Without this kind of bold plan, we will
be facing bankruptcy, both in terms of
the Federal deficit and in terms of
Medicare. The liberals may be criticiz-
ing this budget, but where is their
budget?

Insofar as agriculture is concerned, I
think many of us have said that we
will take an across-the-board approach,
and I think this budget does that.
There will be efforts, and perhaps I will
join them, to make some minor
changes in the Domenici budget, but
overall it represents a path or a guide-
post to a balanced budget.

Mr. President, recently our dollar
has been doing very poorly. We have an
unstable dollar. It is because of our
huge Federal deficit. We have reports
that Medicare will go bankrupt by the
year 2002. I would rather give senior
citizens a stable, sound dollar and a se-
cure Medicare than to continue going
on year after year without taking some
action. It is time that we take sound
action in this Chamber, and this rep-
resents that opportunity.

So, Mr. President, I commend Sen-
ator DOMENICI and the Budget Commit-
tee for their leadership and its hard
work. I know there may be some
changes in that document this week.
But I would say to the liberals who are
criticizing it to bring forward a com-
plete budget of their own. Indeed, the
Democrats on the other side of the
aisle voted down the President’s budget
entirely. Where is their plan?

The Senate Republicans have a plan.
It is a solid plan for the American peo-
ple. I believe that we are on the right
path.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? If no one yields time, it
will be deducted equally from each
side.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield
such time as I have remaining to the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, it has
been an interesting experience today to
listen to the debate about balancing
the budget. It is a little bit surprising,
as a matter of fact, I suppose, that
there is a great deal of debate about
balancing the budget. It is legitimate
to have differences of view as to ex-
actly how that is done, but the fact is
that we have to do something to be fis-
cally and financially responsible.

I am encouraged, frankly, by the
chance to do something. For the first
time in three decades we have a chance
to balance the budget. And I suppose,

when we think about that, my good-
ness, that is irresponsible. How can
that be? But it is a fact. We have gone
all this time with no balanced budget.

So I am encouraged by the oppor-
tunity. I am encouraged by the fact
that voters said to us clearly a few
months ago that Government is too big
and it costs too much and it is time
you do something about that. And I
think a measure of good Government is
the responsiveness we have to doing
something about it.

So I am encouraged by the fact that
we have this opportunity. I know there
are differences. There are some here
who really believe that balancing the
budget is not important, that it is just
a matter of dollars, it does not really
matter.

Let me suggest to you that I think it
is terribly important for some very
concrete reasons, such as the fact that
it takes money out of the economy to
finance this deficit, maybe more to the
point that the interest on the debt will
soon be the largest single line item in
the budget, larger than the total budg-
et was just a couple of decades ago. It
is important.

There are those that believe that
more spending through the Govern-
ment is a better way to do it; that, in
fact, Government spends money better
than you and I do in our families. That
is a legitimate view, I suppose.

There are those who think we are
better off with more Government and
more spending. I do not happen to
agree with that, nor do most of us on
this side agree with that. We believe
that we have to balance the budget,
that it is the responsible thing to do,
and we have an opportunity to do it.

I hear everybody who stands up
starts out by saying, ‘‘We have to bal-
ance the budget. I know we are going
to balance the budget, I want to bal-
ance the budget,’’ and then goes on to
point out the reasons why it cannot be
done.

We heard the same thing about the
balanced budget amendment. ‘‘Well, I
wanted to balance the budget but we do
not need to do this, we can do it by just
making the hard decisions.’’ Well, now
is the time to make some hard deci-
sions. What we have is each time we
come up with another amendment, we
hear arguments that you cannot do it.
It is time to make the tough decisions.

I suspect this is the kind of conversa-
tion that has gone on for decades here,
and that is why we have not done it,
and that has been the history of what
we have to do. We clearly have to do
something about Medicare. It is not an
option unless you simply do not want
to have a program to provide health
care for the elderly. Do nothing, as is
the proposal from that side, and the
program goes into reserves in 2 years,
goes broke in 7 years, no question
about that.

Or, in fact, we can take the approach
that has been taken and say, ‘‘Let’s
raise taxes.’’ In order to balance the
budget without doing something about

spending, we would have to raise taxes
by $950 billion in 7 years. How is that
as an option? I do not think many peo-
ple would choose it. And yet we cannot
seem to say, ‘‘Yes, we can make cuts,
not draconian cuts but to reduce the
spending from 5 percent a year to 3.’’
That is hardly asking too much, and
voters are asking that of us.

So, Mr. President, it is interesting as
we go forward that we always hear,
‘‘Well, we have to balance the budget, I
want to balance the budget, but we
cannot do that to balance the budget,
we can’t do this to balance the budg-
et.’’ What can we do to balance the
budget? There is no plan on that side.
The President has no plan.

So despite that, Mr. President, I am
very optimistic that we will for the
first time in my legislative experience,
for the first time I guess in my politi-
cal experience, have a genuine, legiti-
mate, bona fide effort to balance the
budget to cause the Government to be
a little smaller, a little less expensive.

Give us the opportunity to choose
some options, to look at programs and
make sure that they are efficient and
effective and, in fact, that they are le-
gitimate, that they need to be done,
and we can do that. We can do that. No
one argues with that concept. Unfortu-
nately, it does not happen. We find a
million excuses why we cannot do that,
why we cannot cut it here, why we can-
not slow growth. Why we really should
not take a look at why the program
cannot be changed, to be more effi-
cient, the delivery of programs cannot
be done more efficiently.

I do go away from the last 3 or 4 days
of this debate, again optimistic that we
will do something that has not been
done for a very long time, and that is
lay before the American people a plan
to balance the budget in 7 years, and
we can do it.

The committee has laid out a plan.
Of course, it is not perfect. Does it take
some pain? Of course it takes some
pain. It always takes some pain to re-
coup when you find yourself in this
kind of a financial problem—$5 trillion
in debt, taxes at the rate of about
$21,000 per household, to pay the inter-
est on the debt costs $5,000 for each
household each year.

That is where we are, Mr. President.
So we do not really have a choice as to
whether we do something. The fact is
we need to do it. We have to do it. We
can have legitimate debate about op-
tions but not a legitimate debate about
just saying, ‘‘No, no, can’t do it,’’ and
that is what we hear.

Mr. President, I thank you for the
time. I yield the floor.

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator
yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. GLENN. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Maryland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, be-
cause there have been general state-
ments about the budget tonight in ad-
dition to the statement about the
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amendment that is pending before us, I
just want to underscore this point. The
budget resolution that is before us
takes $175 billion, which the CBO has
put out there as a pot to be available
at the end, and commits it for tax cuts.

Now the amendments that have been
offered today on Medicare and on edu-
cation have said rather than commit-
ting that money to tax cuts, you
should make a less draconian cut in
Medicare and education. You should
not come down with such heavy force
on our senior citizens or on our young
people seeking an education, and that,
as a matter of national priorities, we
should place ahead of a tax cut, which
in the House-passed legislation is over-
whelmingly committed to the very
wealthy, the people at the very top of
the income scale, overwhelmingly so
committed.

These amendments, in effect, are say-
ing that instead of a tax cut that has
that impact, we should make less dra-
conian cuts in Medicare and in edu-
cation. As a matter of national prior-
ities, educating the next generation
and preparing them for the 21st cen-
tury and assuring that our young peo-
ple’s capacities are developed to the
fullest extent possible should put that
ahead of taking this pot of money and
committing it to tax cuts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 2 minutes has expired.

Mr. GLENN. I yield him another 2
minutes.

Mr. SARBANES. So there is a very
important question of priorities that is
at issue here, and the same is true with
respect to each of the measures being
taken in order to bring about this dras-
tic reduction.

It is one thing to deal with a matter
in a reasonable way, it is another thing
to deal with it in an extreme way. I
submit that much of what is in the
budget resolution is extreme, and it is
particularly extreme when it is seen
that the purpose of it is to create this
pot of money to be committed to tax
cuts which, as I said, in the House-
passed bill overwhelmingly committed
to the people at the upper end of the
income scale. In order to achieve this,
our senior citizens receiving Medicare
are being subjected to incredible cuts,
and our young people seeking an edu-
cation are going to find that their op-
portunities are being frustrated and
may be perhaps even denied to them.

So that is an issue that is put and it
is put very clearly by the resolution
that is before us and by the amend-
ments which have been proposed to the
resolution. I have supported those
amendments because I think they rep-
resent a better balance in terms of
what our national priorities are.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
yielded to the Senator has now expired.

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

ator from Ohio has 51 seconds and the
Senator from Delaware 43 seconds.

Mr. GLENN. I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. President, what is the time situ-
ation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware has 33 seconds. The
Senator from Ohio has 41 seconds.

Mr. GLENN. I yield the remainder of
my time.

Mr. DOLE. I yield back the remain-
der of our time.

Mr. GLENN. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am wait-

ing for the distinguished Democratic
leader. Let me indicate while he is on
his way to the floor that I want very
much to accommodate the Democrats
tomorrow evening. But we will com-
plete at least 10 hours on the resolu-
tion tomorrow. We are going to have
two or three votes. We tried to get
credit for that. We cannot get that. So
I just suggest that we will have to stay
here beyond 6:30, probably, to get the 10
hours—maybe 7 o’clock. We will try to
accommodate our colleagues in every
way possible.

As I understand, we will be working
through the policy lunch period tomor-
row, and so if there are no amend-
ments, I assume there will be a quorum
call so the clock will run against the
resolution.

Mr. President, in an effort to com-
plete action on this resolution by early
Wednesday afternoon, I yield back 3
hours and 51 minutes of the majority
side time for debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader has that right.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I under-
stand it, if I can inquire of the chair,
does this not mean there are 14 hours
for total debate remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise in strong support of the pending
amendment.

This amendment again poses the
central question in this budget debate:
Whose side are you on?

In this case, the issue is whether the
Senate will side with ordinary, middle-
class families who are trying to ensure
a decent education for their kids. Or
whether we will again side with the
wealthy, by preserving the slush fund
that will be used to provide them with
lavish tax breaks.

I have heard Senators from the other
side of the aisle say that this budget is
for our children and grandchildren.
They say it is for their future.

Yet if Republicans really are con-
cerned about our children, why are
they proposing the biggest cut in edu-
cation in the history of the United
States? Let me repeat: This budget
contains the largest cut in education in
the history of this country.

Is that their idea of helping our chil-
dren?

This budget resolution cuts edu-
cation for young people from pre-

school to graduate school. These cuts
will affect all students. From 3 year
olds who are learning fingerpainting,
to graduate students studying business
administration. No young person will
be spared.

The Republican budget cuts the Fed-
eral investment in education by 33 per-
cent by the year 2002. This figure
comes from CBO, not from the Demo-
crats on the Budget Committee.

Mr. President, let me tell you the im-
pact that this will have on our young
people. Let us go chronologically.

First, let us start with the pre-
schoolers. The discretionary cuts in
this budget mean that 350,000 to 550,000
preschoolers will not be able to get
into a Head Start Program.

Second, let us take a look at what
will happen to those children from kin-
dergarten through 12th grade. The Re-
publican budget will: Cut funds for
math and reading for 2 million chil-
dren. It will cut $1 billion for the Safe
and Drug Free Schools Programs. It
will cut $5 billion for special education
for almost 6 million children with dis-
abilities. It will cut assistance for
school to work programs that help stu-
dents who don’t go to college to ac-
quire skills and obtain meaningful em-
ployment.

Regrettably, the education cuts do
not end at the 12th grade. These cuts
will also hurt those young people who
want to get a college education.

The Republican budget also makes
deep cuts in the student loan programs
and Pell grants. These programs help
young people attend the college of
their choice. They help them obtain
skills to get a foothold in our economy.
They help them live out the American
dream, just like the GI bill did for me
and other Members of this body.

The student loan program is not a
welfare program for poor children. It is
for all low and middle income Ameri-
cans. In fact, 50 percent of all college
students receive Federal financial as-
sistance.

Middle class families need this assist-
ance because college tuition has gone
through the roof. Tuition, room and
board at a private college now costs ap-
proximately $25,000 per year. If you
think I am kidding, let me give you
some examples of these costs. These in-
clude tuition, room and board: Brown
University—$26,000; Dartmouth Col-
lege—$24,000; Georgetown—$24,500; Har-
vard—$25,000; Yale—$25,000.

Mr. President, if you think you can
avoid paying such costs by sending
your child to a quality State univer-
sity—think again. Tuition, room and
board for non-residents at many State
schools also are staggering. Consider
two examples: University of Michi-
gan—$16,000; University of California
Berkeley—$20,000.

It is very difficult for American fami-
lies to afford this type of tuition with-
out borrowing money. The proposed
Republican deferral of interest will
cost these students and their families
another $3,000 to $5,000 on top of the
thousands of dollars they now spend.
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Members of the other side of the aisle

have talked a lot about balancing the
budget so that the young people of this
country will not be burdened by the na-
tional debt. Well, if we pass this Repub-
lican budget they will be saddled with
more debt. They will be punished for
trying to get ahead. Punished for get-
ting a college education. This is simply
wrong.

I urge the Senate to adopt this
amendment. Stop the tax cuts for the
rich and restore these harmful cuts in
education.

OPPOSING EDUCATION CUTS

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise
today to support the Democratic re-
sponse for funding education and to
speak in opposition to the education
cuts that are assumed in the Repub-
lican budget plan. The resolution re-
ported by the Budget Committee calls
for $97 billion in education cutbacks
over 7 years, a 33-percent reduction
from current service levels.

This adverse disregard for our most
important long-term asset—the knowl-
edge and skills of our emerging and fu-
ture workforce—illustrates the failure
of the Republican agenda.

It reveals that Republicans are will-
ing to destroy the single most impor-
tant factor that will determine the suc-
cess of our Nation’s future economic
viability—educational opportunity.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle claim that their package of
spending cuts and tax changes is proof
that they are serious about eliminating
the deficit. I welcome this expression
of fiscal responsibility, if it is genuine;
I only wish we heard such oratory in
the Reagan-Bush years, when
supplyside, trickle-down policies cre-
ated the fiscal debt we find ourselves in
today.

But the fact that my colleagues are
pondering a massive tax cut for the
wealthy at the same time they are pro-
posing massive reductions in social ex-
penditures reveals more about the ma-
jority’s priorities than their newfound
demands for fiscal responsibility.

Even if we accept the claim that
their priority is not to benefit the rich
but to eliminate the deficit, it is obvi-
ous that their strategy is fatally
flawed. For the proposed education
cuts will profoundly affect our future
economic viability and our ability to
compete internationally. Reducing in-
vestment in education, which is al-
ready low, will inevitably limit eco-
nomic growth and undermine the
standard of living of middle-class
Americans in the twenty-first century.
And it will close the window of oppor-
tunity for the economically disadvan-
taged among us who are pursuing the
American dream.

Mr. President, reducing our commit-
ment to an educated, skilled workforce
in the name of deficit reduction is
short-sighted and terribly misguided.
As this country struggles to find its
way in a global marketplace dominated
by cheap foreign labor and high tech-

nology, withdrawing our investment in
education is economic suicide.

This budget proves that Republicans
are more committed to protecting the
interests of the haves than in accom-
modating the aspirations of the vast
majority of Americans who want only
to improve the quality of their lives
through education.

Mr. President, nowhere does the im-
pact of the proposed cuts in education
fall more heavily than on two areas,
Head Start and Student Loans.

IMPACT ON HEAD START

The resolution reported by the Budg-
et Committee proposes cutting Head
Start by $600 million in 1996 and $3 bil-
lion over the next 7 years. This means
that as many as 100,000 children would
be denied the opportunity to utilize the
program and to be appropriately pre-
pared for school.

Mr. President, it has been fashion-
able of late to criticize many of the
Great Society Programs that were es-
tablished in the 1960’s; some of this
criticism is justified. But at least one
program, Project Head Start, has con-
sistently received praise for its work.
Since its inception in 1965, the program
has helped 14 million underprivileged
children prepare for school. And this
year, Head Start will serve approxi-
mately 740,000 kids, roughly a third of
all poor children aged 3 to 4.

Why is this program so important?
Well, statistics demonstrate that chil-
dren who enter the program score high-
er than comparable non-Head Start
kids in pre-school achievement tests
for cognitive abilities; they perform
equal to or better than their peers
when they enter regular school, and,
they experience fewer grade retention
and special class placements.

Reports also indicate that Head Start
has had a positive impact on children’s
motivation, self-esteem, socialization,
and social maturity. In addition, the
studies show that participation in the
program resulted in lower absenteeism
and better health. Head Start has even
had a positive impact on the attitudes
of parents toward their children and an
improvement in their employment and
education status.

But statistics and reports aside, I
think that all of us who are parents un-
derstand from personal experience why
the Head Start concept works. It is
simply this: During the preschool
years, children undergo an accelerated
phase of learning which is never again
duplicated.

The rapidity of a child’s development
is truly amazing. Seemingly, in the
blink of an eye, kids are running when
they were once crawling, feeding them-
selves when they were once fed, argu-
ing when they were once crying. They
learn to drink milk from a glass rather
than a bottle; they begin to use spoons
and forks instead of their hands to eat.
They learn the alphabet and how to
brush their teeth. They learn what a
joke is and how to turn on the TV. If
they live in a multilingual household,
they become fluent in several different

languages. They acquire the rudiments
of moral and social behavior. In short,
well before they enter school, children
have acquired the basic motor skills as
well as the mental, social, and emo-
tional attributes that they will build
on in later years.

However, it is clear that the eco-
nomic and social circumstances of a
child’s family have an impact on this
crucial, peak learning period. If a child
is undernourished, if he does not re-
ceive proper health care such as immu-
nization from childhood diseases or
treatment for a disability, if he is not
exposed to books or proper educational
materials, if he lacks parental atten-
tion or his mother or father are abu-
sive or otherwise lack parenting
skills—all of these factors will prob-
ably have an adverse effect on his abil-
ity to socialize and acquire appropriate
knowledge and skills. And once a child
has been handicapped in this way, it
will be difficult if not impossible for
him to catch up with his peers.

Head Start’s comprehensive approach
to child development, which involves
education, physical and mental
healthcare, nutrition, parental involve-
ment, and social services, has proven
to be an effective method of breaking
the cycle of poverty that has helped
millions of disadvantaged children and
has given them the opportunity to
achieve their full potential, which in
turn has had a salutary effect on our
economic well-being.

Until this year, Republicans appeared
to embrace the goals and philosophy of
Head Start, working side by side with
Democrats to support the program. In-
deed, under President Bush, the pro-
gram received its single largest fund-
ing increase. And only last year, Head
Start was reauthorized on a broad bi-
partisan basis. Yet we are now consid-
ering a budget plan that proposes to
undermine much of the work of the
last 30 years, a plan that balances tax
cuts for the wealthy against the future
of disadvantaged children, and finds
the children wanting.

How is it, Mr. President, that our
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
can tell us with straight faces that this
budget plan is good for the country?
How can it be good for America to take
away a resource that has the potential
to help a hundred thousand poor chil-
dren grow up to be productive, edu-
cated citizens? This is a question that
Republicans have yet to answer.

REDUCTIONS IN STUDENT AID

Mr. President, on the other end of
the educational spectrum, the budget
measure calls for reductions of as much
as $20 billion in higher education aid
over the next 7 years. Of this amount,
$14.5 billion in cuts would be in Stu-
dent Loan Program cutbacks alone,
mostly in the form of eliminating the
in-school interest exemption for 4.5
million student who receive Stafford
loans. I have been told that this rep-
resents the single largest reduction in
student financial aid in history.
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Again, I believe this is a penny-wise,

pound-foolish approach that will save
us money in the short term but will
cause us grief in the long run. Unlike
other education programs which are
largely financed by the States, post-
secondary student aid programs ac-
count for 75 percent of all available
student aid, $31.4 billion of a total of
$42 billion during fiscal year 1994. Thus,
education cuts of the magnitude con-
templated by the pending measure
would have a disproportionate impact
on these programs.

Mr. President, if the in-school inter-
est exemption is eliminated, the indi-
vidual indebtedness of Stafford loan re-
cipients could rise to more than $3,000
for undergraduates and thousands of
dollars more for those who pursue ad-
vanced degrees. In fact, it could in-
crease the total cost of college for stu-
dents and their families by 20 to 50 per-
cent, depending on the amount bor-
rowed and the length of time a student
is in school.

According to the National Associa-
tion of Independent Colleges and Uni-
versities, this would mean an addi-
tional debt burden of $12 million over 5
years for the 4,900 Stafford loan bor-
rowers in my own State of Hawaii.
Here, in the District of Columbia, the
debt would increase by $186 million.
And, in California, the total 5-year
debt incurred by students would rise by
more than a billion dollars.

Mr. President, this is an outrage.
Student aid now will be less affordable
to lower- or middle-income students,
especially when one considers the pro-
posed reductions in the constellation of
other student aid programs, including
campus-based aid and Pell grants.

If this budget is implemented, stu-
dents of modest means may have to
forgo a college education; others who
are fortunate enough to achieve their
baccalaureates may have to forgo their
dreams of pursuing graduate study.
And those students who exit college in
the future will be saddled with huge
debt burdens at the time when they are
least likely to be able to afford pay-
ments.

All of this means that our future
workforce is likely to be less educated,
less productive, and less well off. This
in turn will reduce the Nation’s
taxbase, placing further upward pres-
sure on the deficit, exactly the oppo-
site effect from the stated purpose of
this budget plan.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, I have touched on only
two areas—Head Start and student
loans—that will be impacted by the
proposed budget plan. But, as I have in-
dicated, the GOP budget calls for near-
ly $100 million in total education cuts
by the year 2002. This includes cuts in
many other important programs, such
as GOALS 2000, Title I, Safe and Drug-
Free Schools, Special Education, and
School-to-Work initiatives.

This wholesale disinvestment in our
most important resource, our young
people, is not merely shortsighted, it is

blind. Blind to the imperatives of the
new global marketplace, blind to the
effect that cuts in education will have
on our ability to prosper in an increas-
ingly complex world, and blind to the
effect it will have on our deficit.

But competitiveness, economic via-
bility, and individual opportunity will
not be the only victims of the proposed
cutbacks in education. Our sense of
civil community, of history, of toler-
ance, the ability to conduct informed,
rational discourse—these are also the
potential victims of this harsh and ill-
conceived budget plan. For education is
not just about making enough to feed
the kids or to buy a new car or to own
a home—it is also about preparing our-
selves to carry out the multiple respon-
sibilities of citizenship in the world’s
oldest and greatest republic.

Mr. President, no sane nation em-
braces ignorance. Yet, this is what the
proposed resolution would have us do. I
urge my colleagues to reject this war
on knowledge by opposing the cuts in
education contained in this measure
that threaten our future.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of this amendment by
my colleagues, Senators HARKIN and
HOLLINGS, to restore funding for edu-
cation in this budget. This amendment
would restore $40 billion to our most
critical national investment.

As a percentage of overall spending,
our Federal commitment to education
programs has fallen significantly over
the last two decades. Although re-
cently these numbers have climbed
thanks to the leadership of the Clinton
administration, this budget resolution
would scale back those modest im-
provements and put overall spending in
this vital sector into a tail spin.

GROWING CHALLENGES IN OUR SCHOOLS

Even as our Federal commitment de-
clines, the challenges to our schools
have grown. Children walking through
our school doors today are quite dif-
ferent from those of two decades ago—
fewer and fewer come from two-parent
homes, a growing number are poor and
many come from communities plagued
with violence and crime. Our class-
rooms are also seeing the first genera-
tion of crack babies, and far too many
of our children continue to enter
school unprepared to learn.

These social changes come on top of
wrenching economic transformations.
There was a time when blue-collar
workers formed the bedrock of the
middle class. High-wage jobs for people
without years of advanced education
were plentiful, and a high school edu-
cation was a passport to a healthy fu-
ture. That time is gone.

In less than one generation, the pay-
off for those with education and skills
has risen substantially, and the pen-
alty for those lacking a high school or
college education has become more se-
vere. These trends show no sign of
abating. The wage gap between college
graduates and high school graduates
doubled during the 1980’s. College grad-
uates used to earn about 30 percent

more than high school graduates—they
now earn more than 60 percent more.
Every year of postsecondary education
or training boosts earning power by 6
to 12 percent.

But education does much more for
our economy than increase individual
earnings. It is also the fuel that drives
the engine of productivity. A recent
study by the Census Bureau and the
University of Pennsylvania commis-
sioned by the Bush administration
demonstrated that education demon-
strably increases productivity in the
workplace. In fact, increases in edu-
cational attainment produce twice the
gain in workplace efficiency as similar
increases in plant and equipment.

Education is clearly the best invest-
ment we can make in our economy.
Our future strength will be derived
from education for all, not tax cuts to
the most affluent. That is the alter-
native we offer in this amendment.

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION

This budget resolution takes a dif-
ferent course: It would abandon our
schools and our children. In the name
of eliminating the deficit, this budget
proposal would create an education def-
icit far more costly in the long run.

In real terms, the resolution cuts
education by an average of 25 percent
over 7 years. Because the cuts gets pro-
gressively larger in the out years, in
2002, we will have fully a third less
money to spend on education than we
will spend this year.

HIGHER EDUCATION

For millions of families, higher edu-
cation has been the road to a better fu-
ture for their children. Federal aid has
been the bridge that extended this road
across the high-priced gulf between
families and college. This budget reso-
lution would wash out this bridge for
millions of American families. It would
cut college loans, freeze Pell grants,
cut college work study, eliminate other
campus-based aid, and broadly increase
student debt.

This budget resolution would in-
crease student loan costs by $14 billion
over 7 years. Four million needy stu-
dents a year could lost this in-school
interest assistance they currently re-
ceive on their student loans, raising
their personal debt from 20 to 50 per-
cent. This would mean that a student
who completes a master’s degree and
borrows the maximum of $34,125—not
uncommon with annual college costs
rising above $25,000 at many schools—
would end up paying an extra $13,320
over the life of his or her loan. This is
not debt reduction. It is debt shifting.

The budget resolution promises to
freeze Pell spending—as if that is pro-
tection. Because of the annual increase
in eligible programs and losses to infla-
tion, however, even at a freeze Pell
grants would lose 40 percent of their
purchasing power by 2002. And there
are no guarantees that Pell would not
be cut further—as we know, appropri-
ators are in no way bound by the Budg-
et Committee chairman’s promises.
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ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

The front lines of our educational
system—our public schools—are also
under attack. The severe reductions
proposed in this budget would have a
real impact on whether or not students
have such basic educational supports
as smaller class sizes, safe and drug-
free schools, more teachers for reading
and math, access to computers, and
other services that make the difference
for millions of young students.

The cuts may seem abstract, but the
impact will be real—94 percent of
school districts in America would lose
over $1 billion that they use to keep
students safe and drug-free. With the
elimination of the school-to-work pro-
gram and vocational education, 12 mil-
lion students would see their opportu-
nities to learn job skills curtailed.
States and localities could see losses of
$5 billion in Federal assistance for the
5.5 million special education students
if the chairman’s promised freeze does
not hold in the Appropriations Com-
mittee. Title I for disadvantaged stu-
dents also is at risk of cuts that would
leave 2 million needy children without
these services.

HEAD START

Head Start is on the line as well. It
too is promised a freeze—although just
last year, 98 colleagues joined me in
passing legislation that promised full-
funding for this model Federal pro-
gram. Does that promise mean any-
thing now? Let’s assume that this
year’s promise of a freeze in Head Start
will hold—even though it isn’t binding
on appropriators. Even at a freeze,
350,000 fewer children would receive
Head Start by the year 2002. And if the
promised freeze doesn’t hold, over half
a million children would be out of this
program.

Our amendment today offers us the
chance to make a different choice in
addressing the education deficit as well
as our Federal deficit. Our amendment
does not increase the fiscal deficit; it
does not challenge the goal of a bal-
anced budget by 2002. It simply puts
our investment in education before tax
cuts for the well off.

It ensures that our children enjoy the
benefit of a balanced budget without
diminishing their educational opportu-
nities for diminishing the very founda-
tion of our economy—education itself.

THE ANXIOUS MIDDLE CLASS

This is not an academic debate: It is
central to the future of this country. In
the past two decades, our economy and
our work force have experienced tre-
mendous economic and structural
changes. Growing international eco-
nomic competition and rapid advances
in technology have created a widening
gulf between those at each end of the
income scale. Income inequality is ac-
celerating, and it is doing so faster in
the United States than anywhere else
in the world.

In 1976, 1 percent of the population
owned 19 percent of America’s wealth.
Today, 1 percent of the population
owns 40 percent of our Nation’s wealth.

In Britain, in contrast, the wealthiest 1
percent owns 18 percent of its country’s
wealth. Between 1979 and 1993, incomes
of the least affluent three-fifths of the
Nation’s families dropped by 3 to 17
percent.

There are no easy answers to these
problems, but I know that slashing
funding for education is not one of
them. We must come together as a na-
tion to invest in our children, not turn
our backs on them. I urge my col-
leagues to support the Harkin-Hollings
amendment.

There are no easy answers to these
problems, but I know that slashing
funding for education is not one of
them. We must come together as a na-
tion in invest in our children, not turn
our backs on them. I urge my col-
leagues to support the Harkin-Hollings
amendment.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the Harkin-Hol-
lings Democratic Leadership’s amend-
ment to restore $40 billion in funding
to the Federal student financial assist-
ance program, and education programs,
such as Head Start, to be paid for out
of proposed tax cuts for the wealthy.

Cutting the student financial assist-
ance program by $14 billion over the
next 7 years, and eliminating the in-
school interest subsidy for graduate
and professional students is truly be-
yond my understanding.

Over and over again Senators come
to this floor and talk about how the
most important resource we have in
our country is our children. Over and
over again Senators lament that our
country’s children are behind the rest
of the industrial world in educational
achievement, and that we must focus
on educational opportunities to keep
this country competitive.

And yet, we are offered a budget reso-
lution that would cut back substan-
tially on student financial assistance. I
do not understand.

This Budget proposal would freeze
funding of Pell Grants. These are
needs-based financial assistance
grants. These are the grants that help
ensure approximately 4 million low and
middle income students have the op-
portunity to go to college or receive
vocational training. We have not yet
been able to provide funds for all of the
students who qualify for these grants.
Still this budget proposal would freeze
such grant funding.

What should I say to the low or mid-
dle income mother and father with a
child who wants to go to college? No
Pell Grant for your child. We had to
freeze those funds to pay for a tax cut
to benefit some of the most affluent in
our country—those making up to
$200,000. Do we really want to say the
need for the affluent to get a tax cut is
greater than a low or middle income
child’s need to go to college? I can
hardly believe such a message.

I know firsthand how important edu-
cational opportunity is for helping as-
sure employment achievement. I have
three grown children, all of whom re-

ceived bachelor degrees. I am particu-
larly proud each has also gone on to
earn graduate degrees in medicine, law
and education. Thankfully all three of
my children have also been able to find
work in their chosen fields.

But not all children qualified to fur-
ther their education get to do so, sim-
ply due to the lack of money. And yet
this budget proposal would end the
AmeriCorp program. The President’s
program allows people the option of
working in their communities to earn
financial credits to go to college or to
pay off school loans already incurred.
And why would we want to eliminate
that option for hardworking and dedi-
cated students to earn their way into
college or out of their school debts, so
those making $200,000 can receive a tax
cut?

And not only does the budget pro-
posal cut and freeze student financial
assistance, it would force graduate and
professional students to pay interest
that accrues on their student loans
while they are still in school. Under
current law, the Federal Government
pays the interest on student loans
while the students are in college. Dur-
ing a recent conversation, a Nevada
lawyer told me the recent law school
graduates he has hired quite commonly
carry a law school loan debt of $1,000
per month. This frequently is being
paid over a 10-year period. And yet this
Budget would require interest accrual
while the student is still in school.
Students could face increases in their
loan debt of 20 percent to 50 percent,
depending on how much was borrowed.
Why would anyone want to pay for a
tax cut for the affluent by requiring
young people to go further into debt—
while they are still in school—by pay-
ing interest on their school loans?

Additionally, this budget proposal
would freeze funding for Head Start
and special education programs. Like
Pell Grants, we have not yet been able
to provide funds to cover all of the
children eligible for Head Start—those
low income children most at edu-
cational risk. And once children start
school, this budget would freeze the
funding for their special education
needs. Again—why would we want to
pay for a tax cut for the affluent by
cutting off funds to the most vulner-
able young children in our country who
are just starting to begin their edu-
cation? Who needs the leg up here—the
person making $200,000 or the low-in-
come child needing a lunch and a
chance to learn their colors and num-
bers before starting first grade?

I have a long record reaching back to
the beginning of my political career in
the 1960s of supporting balancing the
Federal budget. As a U.S. Senator, I
have voted twice for such legislation.
There are many cuts I will support,
some will be unpopular, some will take
a hit on Nevada. But I also have a long
record of supporting investing in our
children and their education as a top
priority for whatever funds we have.
We cannot maintain a viable economy
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at home, nor be a viable competitor
abroad if our children are not educated.

I have, and will continue to support
efforts to try to balance the Federal
budget by 2002—but through a fair
budget proposal. When efforts to bal-
ance the budget rely on eliminating
educational opportunities for our chil-
dren, it is a most foolhardy way to ac-
complish.

I urge my colleagues support the
Harkin-Hollings amendment. We must
continue to invest in our children to
ensure they do not have the door to
educational opportunity slammed in
their faces.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
education is fundamental to our coun-
try’s future. If we are serious about
strengthening our country and staying
competitive in a fierce global market-
place, America must educate its chil-
dren and offer continuous education to
working adults.

Previously, we might have differed
on some details and policies, but a tra-
dition of bipartisanship support for
basic education programs was some-
thing Americans could count on—from
Head Start to Chapter 1 help for ele-
mentary schools to student loans for
college. Fairly recently, under the
leadership of President Bush, along
with the National Governors Associa-
tion that included Arkansas Governor
Bill Clinton, that bipartisan commit-
ment to basic education goals was visi-
ble and real.

I support those goals and am horri-
fied to see a budget resolution before
the Senate that makes basic education
programs the victim of major cuts.

For example, how can we meet our
goal of having every child enter school
ready to learn if Head Start is cut by $3
billion?

How can we ensure that our schools
are safe and students steer clear of
drugs, if the Safe and Drug-Free
Schools program is virtually elimi-
nated by a $1 billion budget cut? I
worked hard to establish this program
in 1986 with Republicans. Since then, I
have visited numerous West Virginia
classrooms and watched police officers
in the DARE Program, to cite one ex-
ample, make a real difference with stu-
dents.

How can we expect students to enter
the modern workplace with the skills
they need if we cut Federal funding for
educational technology? In today’s
Washington Post, there is an excellent
story about children signing up for
time to work on computers at the local
public library. What will happen if we
pave a new information superhighway,
but we don’t provide an on ramp or in-
structions for our schools and librar-
ies?

Again, I have visited West Virginia
classrooms, libraries and community
centers and sat with children as they
show me what they can learn on the
Internet. Connecting students to tech-
nology is vital.

This resolution undercuts our na-
tional commitment to lifelong learning

by cutting college assistance and in-
creasing student loan interest.

It undercuts the School-to-Work pro-
grams, just passed last year with bipar-
tisan support. The School-to-Work ini-
tiative was endorsed by both business
and labor unions. It is a partnership be-
tween the Departments of Education
and Labor. It is where we should be in-
vesting our energy and efforts. With
Secretary Bob Reich, I visited a West
Virginia program and watched students
get hand-on experience to prepare them
for the challenges of work in today’s
world. But this budget resolution, in-
stead, proposes a cut of $5.3 billion
from this relevant, needed program.

I am personally disappointed by the
suggestion of eliminating the
AmeriCorps program. National service
is something that works, and has won
the hearts, the minds, the support of
Americans everywhere. It is today’s
symbol and substance that stand for
responsibility and values like commu-
nity. Just this past weekend in West
Virginia, I was with AmeriCorps and
VISTA workers and former VISTA vol-
unteers at a special 30th reunion event.
The people in that room are committed
to making a real difference for West
Virginia, working in domestic violence
shelters and providing primary health
care through the Children’s Health
Van. This is important, meaningful
work that kindles the kind of commu-
nity spirit we need. I know, because it
was VISTA that brought me to
Emmons, West Virginia years ago.
AmeriCorps has that same spirit, and
deserves the same support.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, there are
many things I do not like about this
Republican budget. But, one of the
most outrageous parts of this proposal
is the increased burden it would put on
college students.

Currently, students who take out
loans to go to college do not have to
pay interest on those loans while they
are in school. The Federal Government
pays it for them. This is known as the
in-school interest subsidy. And, it has
been a fundamental part of the student
loan program since its inception 30
years ago. Without this protection—if
the interest were to accumulate while
an individual is in school—the cost
would simply be prohibitive for many
families.

But, that is just what is about to
happen. The Republican budget in the
Senate would end the interest subsidy
for graduate and professional students.
That is bad enough. But the House-
passed budget is even worse. it would
end the interest subsidy for all stu-
dents.

This comes at a time when a higher
education is increasingly important
and at a time when the cost of that
education is increasingly expensive.
Studies show that a person with a col-
lege degree earns about $12,000 more
each year than a person with only a
high school degree. The unemployment
rate for college graduates is 3 percent;
for those with a high school diploma, it

is 6 percent; and for those who are high
school dropouts, the unemployment
rate is 12 percent. And, yet, getting to
college—opening up that door to eco-
nomic opportunity—has become hard-
er. During the 1980’s, the cost of at-
tending college rose 45 percent, while
disposable income rose only 15 percent.

Mr. President, we are not talking
about deadbeats. We are not talking
about those who default on their loans.
We are talking about middle class stu-
dents from hard-working middle class
families. The average annual family in-
come for those students who borrow
money to go to college is $35,000. These
are middle class students who have to
borrow money to get to college, who
work hard to get ahead, who are play-
ing by the rules and just want a fair
shot. The Republicans are turning
their backs on these young people by
raising the costs of college loans.

The fact of the matter is this is a tax
increase on college students. Already,
for too many college students, when
they graduate, they are handed not
only a diploma but also a big IOU. This
Republican budget makes the IOU even
bigger. For example, a medical student
could see his monthly loan repayment
increase by more than $200 per month.
A typical graduate student could easily
see his or her loan increase by $5000.

Already, few young doctors who have
to borrow money to attend medical
school can afford to be primary care
doctors in underserved rural and urban
areas. Already, few young lawyers who
have to borrow money to attend law
school can afford to be public defend-
ers. Already, it is hard for graduate
students to pursue degrees in math and
science—something we need des-
perately in this country for the Twen-
ty-First Century—because, unlike doc-
tors and lawyers, they do not have very
many high-paying job alternatives.
And, already, there are thousands upon
thousands of undergraduate students
who want to be policemen and teach-
ers—but cannot because their loan re-
payment is too high. By removing the
in-school interest subsidy, the Repub-
lican budget would only make it worse.

Frankly, we should be moving in the
opposite direction—making college
more affordable. Higher education is
clearly an investment in our country’s
future, and it is without a doubt in the
national interest. We should encourage
parents to provide a college education
to their children by changing the tax
laws to make it easier for them. I am
cosponsor of a bill to allow Americans
who send their kids to college to de-
duct up to $10,000 of the cost of that
education from their taxes. That is a
real investment. That is a real tax cut.
That is a real benefit to the Nation and
to middle class families.

I disagree with some of my Demo-
cratic colleagues who argue that we
should not cut taxes. We should. But,
we should not cut taxes as proposed by
the House Republicans—where the cuts
overwhelmingly benefit the wealthy.
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We need and we can afford—in fact, I
would argue that we cannot afford not
to provide—a tax cut targeted to mid-
dle-class families for the cost of an
education.

This budget does not do that. It fails
to provide relief for families who pay
for their kids to go to college, and it
punishes those who must borrow to go
to college. The Republican budget, in-
stead of making a college education
more affordable, makes a college edu-
cation less affordable.

Mr. President, from the establish-
ment of the land-grant university sys-
tem in the late 1800’s to the GI bill at
the end of World War II to the creation
of the Pell Grant and Guaranteed Stu-
dent Loan programs in the 1960’s, the
Federal Government has been commit-
ted to seeing that young people desir-
ing to go to college would not be
turned away because of the cost. It was
a national goal to see a college edu-
cation within reach of every American.

And, no matter who you talk to—
black or white, rich or poor—every
American family has the same goal:
that their children will go to college. It
was my dad’s dream for his children,
and it was my dream for my children.
It is the dream of the richest
businessperson and the poorest welfare
mother. It is the dream of every Amer-
ican parent. We have not always
reached the dream. But, we have al-
ways tried, and we have never turned
our backs. We should not now. But, I
am afraid that the Republicans are
about to.

Balancing the budget is important,
and it is important for our children.
But, balancing the budget for future
generations will be counterproductive
if in the process we slash the programs
like education that are an investment
in our future.

f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the vote occur on
or in relation to the Roth amendment
immediately following the first rollcall
vote occurring during Tuesday’s ses-
sion.

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

f

MORNING BUSINESS

(During today’s session of the Sen-
ate, the following morning business
was transacted.)

f

TRIBUTE TO COACH HOWARD
CHAPPELL

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, this
year, one of Alabama’s most outstand-
ing high school football coaches was in-
ducted into the Alabama High School
Sports Hall of Fame. From 1934 until
1942 and again from 1951 to 1960, How-
ard ‘‘Chap’’ Chappell served as the
coach of the Deshler High School Ti-
gers, of Tuscumbia, AL, compiling an

overall record of 110–52–2. But, Chap did
more than just coach. As State Rep-
resentative Marcel Black once said,
‘‘My favorite stories of Coach Chap are
the ones involving his guidance and
support to his former players after
their careers as high school football
players had ended.’’ Chap was inducted
into the Hall of Fame on March 20,
1995.

After graduating from Sylacauga
High School in 1930, Chap accepted a
scholarship to the University of Ala-
bama. He was a 3-year letterman on
football teams that went 24–4–1 and
won the first Southeastern Conference
Championship in 1933. He was also a
star player on the track team, letter-
ing for 3 years.

Coach Chappell’s first tenure as
coach began in 1934. As a senior, he
made recruiting trips for the coach, en-
couraging outstanding high school stu-
dents to go to the University of Ala-
bama. ‘‘Coach Hank Crisp sent me to
Sheffield to see about a boy named
Jack Machtoff,’’ Chap recalled in an
interview. ‘‘I found out about a job
opening in Tuscumbia. I went to see su-
perintendent R.E. Thompson. He didn’t
give me the job then * * * but he called
later and said I could have the job if I
wanted it.’’ So, Jack went to play at
Alabama and Chap became coach of
Deshler High School.

During his career as a coach, he man-
aged to lead 3 undefeated teams. The
Tigers were the dominant team in the
Tennessee Valley. In 1938, they were
described as ‘‘striking with the swift-
ness of a marauding band of Vikings.’’
He left coaching in 1960 to become prin-
cipal of R.E. Thompson School, a posi-
tion which he retained until he retired
in 1975.

Howard Chappell’s many contribu-
tions have extended beyond his out-
standing coaching. As Dr. James
Maples wrote: ‘‘I was never fortunate
enough to have played for Coach Chap
* * * but his spirit, his tradition, his
style and his attitude still to this day
blanket the stadium that bears his
name * * * What makes Chap great,
however, what lifts him to heroic sta-
tus in the minds of his friends and
neighbors, is his presence in our every-
day lives. That presence goes well be-
yond the confines of sports. There are
young people who think Howard Chap-
pell absolutely hung the moon, who
have no idea he ever coached football
at Deshler.’’

During the war, Chap oversaw the
building of the stadium that was later
named after him. In 1975, the city of
Tuscumbia honored him with a 2-day
celebration of his career and contribu-
tions to the community. He has served
as president of the Alabama High
School Coaches Association and the
Tennessee Valley Conference. He is ac-
tive in the First Methodist Church of
Tuscumbia and has been president of
the Kiwanis Club and member of the
Tuscumbia City Commission.

During his 84 years, Howard Chappell
has been one of the few who can rightly

be called pillars of the community. I
congratulate him on all of his achieve-
ments, and I wish him luck in continu-
ing to shoot his age on the golf course.

f

THE PISCATAWAY CASE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as Presi-
dent Clinton continues his review of
Federal affirmative action policies, one
of his top priorities should be to take a
very close look at the Justice Depart-
ment’s brief in the Piscataway Board
of Education case. This case is now
pending before the third circuit court
of appeals.

In Piscataway, the Justice Depart-
ment has taken the position that, when
an employer is laying off employees, a
worker can be fired from her job be-
cause of her race. That’s right: Our Na-
tion’s top law enforcement agency says
that it is perfectly legal, as a way to
preserve workforce diversity, to tell a
person that she can no longer keep her
job because she happens to have the
wrong skin color.

This position is even too much for
the editorial writers at USA Today,
normally staunch defenders of affirma-
tive action, who argue in a powerful
editorial that the Justice Department’s
actions in Piscataway are ‘‘a tale of
values misplaced.’’

Unfortunately, President Clinton has
publicly embraced the Justice Depart-
ment’s misguided position. Hopefully,
the President will rethink this position
before he completes his affirmative ac-
tion review.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the USA Today editorial be
reprinted in the RECORD.

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

[From USA Today]
FIRING BASED ON RACE NOT REAL

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

Can you legally lose your job because of
your race?

The answer seems obvious: No. That’s why
we have civil rights laws. But for high school
teacher Sharon Taxman, the answer was a
cavalier yes. And therein lies a tale of values
misplaced.

Six years ago, a financially squeezed
school board in Piscataway, N.J., laid Tax-
man off, citing her race, white, as the sole
reason. She sued, and the case has been
marching toward the Supreme Court ever
since. A ruling by the U.S. Court of Appeals,
the last interim step, is due any day.

By next year, the case could affect affirma-
tive action policies nationwide and even in-
fluence the presidential election.

Taxman’s story offers a clear-cut lesson in
the rights and wrongs of affirmative action—
a story of two teachers linked by fate and
separated by race.

It began on the first day of school in 1980
when Taxman and Debra Williams, who is
black, went to work as business teachers in
Piscataway. Both worked hard and earned
high marks for performance. They even won
tenure the same day.

Then came 1989. The school board, under fi-
nancial pressure, needed to downsize, as so
many governments and businesses across the
nation have in recent years. The business
education department was required to cut


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-23T21:05:48-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




