
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11476 September 27, 1999 
likelihood, in the full Appropriations 
Committee tomorrow. 

Madam President, frankly, I see no 
intellectually honest way to ade-
quately provide for education without 
breaking the budgetary caps. 

I know neither side wants to suggest 
that the caps be broken. Each side 
wants the other side to be the first. I 
have no hesitancy to say how I feel be-
cause I am interested in education. I 
am interested in meeting the needs of 
the country and meeting the needs of 
the people. If it cannot be done without 
breaking the caps, then so be it. 

I cannot support these two resolu-
tions, not because I disagree with their 
intent, but because I cannot voice my 
support for increasing education fund-
ing on the one hand while in the same 
breath saying that the budget caps 
cannot be broken. Education is impor-
tant. If it is important, it is worth 
breaking the budget caps. And it is. It 
is worth breaking the budget caps. 
Budgetary gimmicks that add months 
to the fiscal year or that take funds 
from other critical programs like heat-
ing assistance for the poor and the el-
derly will not hold up over time. They 
are very frail reeds, very weak reeds, to 
which to cling in the face of hurricane 
force winds of need. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
f 

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE REGARDING REAUTHOR-
IZING THE ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 
1965 

TO EXPRESS THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE REGARDING EDUCATION 
FUNDING 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. Res. 186 and 
S. Res. 187, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 186) expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding reauthorizing 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. 

A resolution (S. Res. 187) to express the 
sense of the Senate regarding education 
funding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be a total of 2 hours debate on 
the two resolutions under the control 
of the two leaders. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
charged against each side. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The Senator from Arkansas is recog-
nized. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Presi-
dent, as I rode to the office this after-
noon, I was listening to news accounts 
which were reporting that the Presi-
dent was making a series of speeches in 
which he was criticizing the congres-
sional majority and their plans for edu-
cation and education improvement in 
this country. 

It seemed to me as I listened to the 
news accounts—assuming they were ac-
curate—the President was basing his 
criticism on two counts: No. 1, if you 
did not believe that his priorities in 
education were the proper priorities, 
then you did not really value education 
in this country and you were failing in 
your commitment to public schools. 
His second criterion was the amount of 
money that was going to be spent on 
public education at the Federal level. 

So really two criteria: You have to 
spend it where he wants to, and you 
have to spend the amount he desires, or 
else you have failed in some kind of lit-
mus test as to a commitment to edu-
cation. 

I reject both of those tests. I think, 
as you look at the amount of money 
and the increases in funding for edu-
cation nationally over the last 25 
years, you have to conclude that sim-
ply spending more money is not the an-
swer to improving education—that 
that criterion fails. If that is going to 
be the criterion, well, then, there may 
be a lot of people who can say they are 
committed to education but with very 
little evidence of success or results. 

Because we, as Republicans, disagree 
with the President’s particular prior-
ities, which are funding a new program 
for 100,000 teachers, whether or not 
that happens to be the great need in a 
particular area; and increased funding 
for the construction of schools, though 
we know there are many dilapidated 
schools, many schools that are in need 
of construction, that may or may not 
be the priority, the great need in a par-
ticular area—because we disagree with 
his priorities and his effort to further 
nationalize education in this country, 
he would deem us then as lacking com-
mitment to education. 

I believe, with the reauthorization of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act this year, we have a golden 
opportunity to dramatically improve 
Federal education programs that for 
years have not provided a good return 
for every dollar. 

If we are going to spend taxpayers’ 
money on education—and poll after 
poll indicates that this is a high pri-
ority with the American people; it is 
high on their list of where they believe 
emphasis should be placed—then I sug-
gest we must hold the States, we must 
hold school districts, we must hold 
even individual schools accountable for 
the funds they are receiving. 

In the past, ESEA has not rewarded 
success nor has it punished failure. In-
stead, money is allocated only for spe-
cific uses, with no results demanded or 
expected. 

For example, we allocate funding for 
technology in schools, but in no way do 

we require schools to show us how this 
is helping kids to learn. We only re-
quire them to use the funding appro-
priately, but there is no link to the ul-
timate goal, which is and should be 
student achievement. In category after 
category, we find this to be the case. 
We provide the funds and so long as the 
States can demonstrate they are spend-
ing it appropriately—that is, for the 
appropriate category—there is no re-
quirement that they demonstrate stu-
dent achievement. 

I believe this system must change. 
We must allow schools more flexibility 
in how they use funding to meet their 
individual needs and show how they are 
improving student achievement for all 
students. The bottom line should be, 
the bottom line must be, in education: 
Are students learning? Not are we 
spending more money, not is our fund-
ing increasing, not are they meeting a 
set of regulations that can fill out the 
forms and demonstrate that they, in 
fact, have spent technology money on 
technology, but are students learning, 
are student achievement scores in-
creasing? That must be the ultimate 
test. 

It is in that area that Federal edu-
cation programs have abysmally failed. 
Schools currently receive Federal fund-
ing with so many strings attached they 
cannot effectively use the funding they 
receive. I believe those strings must be 
reduced so that the only requirement is 
the dollars are being spent in the class-
room to enable children to learn. 

Over the past 34 years, since the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
was first passed, it has grown dramati-
cally in size and scope. The Depart-
ment of Education currently admin-
isters 47 K-through-12 programs that 
are authorized under ESEA. In his fis-
cal year 2000 budget proposal, the 
President wanted to create 5 new pro-
grams in addition to the 47 currently 
administered by the Department of 
Education. I suggest to my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle, the last 
thing this Congress should do is add 5 
new programs to ESEA, when all the 
evidence is that we are failing in the 47 
that currently are authorized. 

Diane Ravitch, a senior fellow at the 
Brookings Institution and former As-
sistant Secretary of Education, who 
has testified on numerous occasions be-
fore congressional committees, puts it 
this way: 

At present, American education is mired in 
patterns of low productivity, uncertain 
standards, and a lack of accountability. Fed-
eral education programs have tended to rein-
force these regularities by adding additional 
layers of rules, mandates, and bureaucracy. 
The most important national priority must 
be to redesign policies and programs so that 
education funding is used to educate chil-
dren, not to preserve the system. 

The proposal from the President to 
add five new programs to ESEA simply 
reinforces the status quo. In fact, it ex-
pands the existing system which has 
failed American students so terribly. 

A study by the Ohio State Legisla-
ture reported that more than 50 per-
cent of the paperwork required by a 
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local school in Ohio was the result of 
Federal education programs and man-
dates, even though the Federal funding 
in that Ohio district accounted for only 
7 percent of the total education spend-
ing—7 percent of the funding, 50 per-
cent of the paperwork. I am afraid that 
is all too typical of what we find with 
regard to Federal education spending 
and Federal education programs. 

While spending on education has in-
creased, there has been no cor-
responding rise in academic achieve-
ment. According to Investor’s Business 
Daily, over the past 25 years, inflation- 
adjusted, per-pupil spending for grades 
kindergarten through 12 has climbed 88 
percent. 

Republicans are not opposed to more 
education spending. In fact, we have 
proposed that we dramatically increase 
education spending. But we believe 
that simply increasing education 
spending without a corresponding re-
form of the system is money ill spent. 
In Arkansas, total education spending 
since 1970, adjusted for inflation, Fed-
eral, State and local, has grown by al-
most 58 percent. Since 1970, we have 
seen in Arkansas a dramatic increase 
in per-student spending, the expendi-
tures on each child, in the public 
schools in the State of Arkansas. Un-
fortunately, overall performance of the 
average 17-year-old student on the 
NAEP test changed little between the 
early 1970s and 1990. 

Before we decide the answer to im-
proving our education system is to 
throw in more money and create more 
programs, may I suggest we examine 
closely the programs as we reauthorize 
them and that we change the current 
system to allow schools to inno-
vatively use their funding to address 
their problems as they see fit and as 
they know best. 

Now, in the area of IDEA, funding for 
disabilities, I think that is an area all 
of us could agree we have done too lit-
tle. During the reauthorization of 
IDEA in 1997, the Federal Government 
was authorized to pay up to 40 percent 
of the excess cost of educating special 
education students. However, the 
President, who lauds his record on edu-
cation, has consistently funded special 
education at only about 10 percent of 
the excess costs. For fiscal year 2000, 
the President has requested $4.31 bil-
lion. That is the same amount appro-
priated in fiscal year 1999. This is an 
area Democrats and Republicans have 
agreed we have not met our Federal 
commitment and our pledge to the 
States and local school districts. Yet 
the President, who wants to create five 
new programs, has level funded the 
area of IDEA. 

Reduced funding for special edu-
cation causes the local school districts 
to pay the cost of educating children 
with disabilities. Often these costs, as 
we all know, can be three to four times 
the amount spent on other students. 
Therefore, what is happening is that 
those local schools are taking money 
from other programs and other services 

because the Federal law requires them 
to provide that education for special ed 
students. As a result, they are short-
changing other needed educational pro-
grams because the Federal Government 
has failed to meet its commitment. 

Another area I think we have failed 
is in the area of impact aid. The Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2000 budget requests 
$736 million for impact aid. That is an 
increase of $128 million from 1999. But 
impact aid provides support to school 
districts affected by Federal activities, 
children living on Indian lands and 
children who live on Federal property 
who have a parent on active duty in 
the uniform services. This is one area 
in which I believe it is very clear that 
the Federal Government has a role in 
education. Yet the President’s budget 
does not reflect that priority, that 
clear responsibility that we have on 
the Federal level. 

Education is mainly a State and 
local responsibility, where funding is 
generated from local and State taxes. 
Yet children who live on Federal lands 
or on military bases are being cheated 
out of an equal education. In Arkansas, 
we have the Ouachita National Forest. 
We have the Ozark National Forest, 
the St. Francis National Forest, the 
Buffalo National River. We have, 
though many don’t realize, because Ar-
kansas is not a far western land, hun-
dreds of thousands of acres in the pub-
lic domain, school districts that are de-
pendent upon impact aid to fund the 
educational base because they do not 
have a tax base upon which they can 
rely. There is no tax base for these 
areas. 

Any decline in impact aid funding re-
quires State and local school districts 
to find additional funding to give their 
children a good education. It is an area 
that Congress clearly has a role in pro-
viding funding. Yet the President con-
tinually tries to reduce funding and de-
emphasize this priority and this re-
sponsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment. In his budget proposal for fiscal 
year 2000, the President seeks to in-
crease administrative spending for the 
Direct Loan Program by $115 million. 
That is a 26-percent increase in the Di-
rect Loan Program for administration. 
Perhaps nothing reflects the misguided 
priorities of this administration more 
than their effort to increase adminis-
trative spending in a student assist-
ance program by 26 percent. 

Adding programs—the wrong prior-
ities in spending—I think reflects the 
misguided effort of this administration 
to further nationalize, further remove 
local control, and, I believe, continue a 
system that has demonstrated itself to 
be broken, which has not given us the 
results students in this country de-
serve. 

They want to promote the Direct 
Loan Program—there is no doubt about 
that—and particularly increase the 
area of administration that is the very 
area in which we need to be reducing 
spending. Then in other areas of stu-
dent assistance, while the maximum 

Pell grant award would increase from 
$3,125 to $3,250, total Pell grant funding 
would be cut by $241 million. They are 
particularly important in higher edu-
cation in States such as Arkansas or 
any State that has a rural population 
and a relatively low per capita income. 

In Arkansas, that is exacerbated be-
cause we have a rather low percentage 
going on to higher education. The rea-
son for that, many times, is because 
there is not adequate student assist-
ance available. So while we increase 
the total amount of a Pell grant, we 
don’t increase—in fact, what would be 
available is cut in the President’s 
budget dramatically. The result is we 
have fewer Pell grants available, even 
though the demand is greater than ever 
before. 

Madam President, let me reiterate 
my point and my concern about the 
President’s priorities in education and 
his very ill-timed attacks upon the Re-
publican majority in the House and the 
Senate. Because we disagree on prior-
ities, his judgment is we are not com-
mitted to education. Because we dis-
agree in the amount and where that 
money should be spent, his conclusion 
is that we are not committed to edu-
cation. 

I believe Republicans have come for-
ward with one of the most creative, in-
novative educational priorities since 
taking control of the House and the 
Senate: The idea of taking 21 Federal 
education programs under ESEA and 
telling the States that, on a cafeteria 
basis, they can choose which ones of 
those programs they wish to have con-
solidated with new flexibility to find 
creative and innovative solutions at 
the State and local level. That is what 
we need to be doing. 

But there are those entrenched in the 
status quo who say: Let’s reauthorize 
what we have been doing; let’s put 
more money into a system that has not 
given us greater educational achieve-
ment. They think that demonstrates 
greater commitment to our children. I 
think we do have a golden opportunity 
this year, and I think the line could 
not be clearer between those who be-
lieve the Federal Government is the so-
lution and those of us who believe we 
need local control with greater local 
flexibility, while demonstrating a com-
mitment on the Federal level but giv-
ing maximum flexibility for local pol-
icymakers to decide how the local 
issues can be best solved. 

I look forward to the education de-
bate in the coming hours and weeks as 
we conclude this session. I hope that as 
we reauthorize the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, we will do so 
in a way that truly demonstrates our 
love, our commitment, and our concern 
for the public school students of this 
country. I look forward to working 
with Senator GORTON, who has been so 
active in this whole education area, 
and Senator FRIST, Senator JEFFORDS, 
and all on the Education Committee, 
to fashion an Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act that will take us 
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in a new direction and result in higher 
student achievement, better results, 
better education, as we compete in a 
world economy. 

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

ator from Washington is recognized. 
Mr. GORTON. I yield myself 10 min-

utes of the time on this side of the 
aisle. 

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

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Arkansas for 
his eloquent comments. I am honored 
to be a part of a partnership with him 
and with the distinguished Senator 
from Maine, who now occupies the 
chair, in proposing a set of reforms on 
the way in which the Federal Govern-
ment relates to education in the 
United States that emphasizes student 
achievement and a higher quality of 
education, as against a number of cat-
egorical programs where school dis-
tricts become eligible simply by filling 
out the right forms and spending the 
money in the way the Secretary of 
Education tells them to spend the 
money, without regard to student 
achievement and without regard to the 
priorities set by elected school board 
members and superintendents and prin-
cipals and teachers and parents all 
across the United States. 

This afternoon, we are going to vote 
on two distinctly different approaches 
to education—a proposal by the minor-
ity leader and a proposal by the major-
ity leader. The proposal by the minor-
ity leader beats a dead horse. It starts 
from the proposition that we are to re-
duce the amount of money we spend on 
education by some 17 percent, when 
later on this afternoon—at 6 o’clock— 
the subcommittee in charge of appro-
priations for education, in fact, will 
pass an appropriations bill that not 
only increases the amount of money we 
spend on common school education in 
the United States but increases it by 
more than the amount requested by 
the President of the United States in 
his budget. That is a true commitment 
to education. 

The Democratic proposal ignores the 
proposition that the President’s budg-
et, in fact, lessens the amount of 
money available for special needs stu-
dents and education for the disabled; 
that it reduces very substantially the 
amount of money for impact aid to 
those school districts that are greatly 
impacted by a Federal presence in na-
tional parks or forests or military in-
stallations; in fact, the proposal before 
us from the minority leader, ignoring 
the responsibilities the Federal Gov-
ernment has already undertaken in 
education, simply talks about new pro-
grams, the great advantage of which is 
that they are titled with names either 
of the President or of present members 
of the minority party. It does seem to 
me that even if we are working within 
the present system, we would be far 
better off financing those undertakings 

which the Congress and the President 
have already made than by beginning 
new ones, not particularly requested by 
the schools themselves, while leaving 
the financing of past programs to local 
entities, whether they regard them as 
the highest priority or not. 

But there are, as I think the Senator 
from Arkansas pointed out, two major 
differences in the philosophy of edu-
cation of the two parties exemplified 
by these two resolutions. First, as I 
have said, the resolution by the minor-
ity leader speaks about a proposal that 
does not, in fact, exist. It talks about 
the fact that education spending will 
be reduced when, in fact, it will be in-
creased by more than the amount the 
President requests. 

Now, the end of that resolution, of 
course, does say that we should spend 
more. Interestingly enough, however, 
it says we should spend more and take 
it out of other spending programs with-
out breaking the so-called budget caps. 
That is an interesting proposition but 
one that would require genuine magic 
to accomplish. This body has already 
passed every appropriations bill, except 
that which includes education. It is on 
the basis of the passage of those bills 
that the minority leader comes up with 
this proposition that we will cut spend-
ing for education. I cannot remember a 
single member of the other party vot-
ing and speaking against a single one 
of these appropriations bills on the 
grounds that it spent too much money. 

As a matter of fact, the great major-
ity of them voted for each one of these 
bills that brings us into exactly this 
situation. Yet they state, with alarm, 
the fact that we would reduce this 
amount of spending, saying we should 
not do it; we should spend more money; 
we should not break the caps; we 
should take it out of something else— 
something they have already voted for. 
Well, we are, in fact, going to increase 
the amount of money we are spending 
on education. But we should do it—and 
this is the second great difference be-
tween the two resolutions—in a way 
that actually improves the quality of 
education of our young people, meas-
ures it in an objective fashion—actual 
student achievement. 

The other side proposes not only 
more programs that have not dramati-
cally had that impact, but they would 
like a half a dozen new ones in addi-
tion—all categorical aid programs—de-
cided here in Washington D.C., all one- 
size-fits-all for every school district in 
the country. 

The proposal of the Presiding Officer, 
myself, and others is a very simple one. 
We believe the people who spend their 
lives educating our children, and who 
have dedicated their lives to educating 
our children, might just possibly know 
more about what they need than do 
Members of this body or bureaucrats in 
the U.S. Department of Education. 

We say, let’s take 12, 21, or 24 of these 
present programs, and let any State 
which guarantees that it will use that 
money to improve student grade 

achievement do so for a period of 5 
years and then be tested on one ground: 
Have students done better? Is the qual-
ity of the education they are getting 
improved by teachers, parents, prin-
cipals, superintendents, and school 
board members who decide priorities? 
A rural district in Maine or an urban 
district in Washington or a suburban 
district in Pennsylvania will obviously 
have different priorities. 

That is our goal, and it is a goal that 
is finding agreement in our educational 
establishment, wherever the Presiding 
Officer goes in her State, or wherever I 
go in my State, or wherever any of us 
go. Our schools want to be liberated be-
cause it is their goal to provide better 
educational opportunities for the kids. 
They think they know what the kids 
and students need. It is as simple as 
that. 

We are fighting a phony battle today 
because, in fact, we are going to in-
crease the amount of money available 
for education. But it will do us little 
good unless student achievement is in-
creased and improved upon. We can 
only do that by changing the system 
and trusting those who have devoted 
their lives to educating our children 
with coming up with the right answers 
by which to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, as 
I understand it, we are expected to 
have two votes at the hour of 5:30—on 
Senator DASCHLE’s and Senator LOTT’s 
Sense-of-the-Senate proposals. The 
time has been divided for those who 
favor and those who are opposed to the 
different proposals. I strongly support 
the Sense-of-the-Senate which has been 
introduced by Senator DASCHLE and 
which I am a cosponsor. 

The essence of Senator LOTT’s pro-
posal is: Resolved that it is the sense of 
the Senate that this Congress has 
taken strong steps to reform our Na-
tion’s education system, and allows 
States, local schools, and parents more 
flexibility and authority over their 
children’s education; and the reauthor-
ization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 will en-
able this Congress to continue its ef-
fort to send decision making to States, 
local schools, and families. 

Of course, we are all in support of re-
authorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. We don’t 
have any dispute over that. I have lis-
tened to a good part of the debate. I 
have yet to hear those other steps enu-
merated and identified or commented 
on. The one piece of legislation that we 
took was what was called ED-Flex. 
That is basically a modest expansion of 
what was done under the Democratic 
Goals 2000 in 1994. Goals 2000 was Presi-
dent Clinton’s initiative. At that par-
ticular time, the initial ED-Flex gave 
the Governors the flexibility. We pro-
vided some modest increase in the 
flexibility, and I supported it. But it 
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doesn’t deal with the kind of problems 
which we are talking about. That is at 
the heart of this debate and discussion. 

I welcome the fact that since the 
time Senator DASCHLE introduced his 
resolution that our Republican leader 
has made a decision to have a mark-up 
tonight on these education bills. That 
is real action. This is the kind of en-
couragement we would like to have— 
that we have the introduction of the 
Daschle resolution, and then under evi-
dently the urging of the majority lead-
er, the Committee on Appropriations is 
going to meet this evening in order to 
try to indicate the priority education 
would have in terms of the national 
budget. That is as much as you could 
ever hope for in terms of positive ac-
tion of a Sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion—real action. We will wait to see 
how the Committee on Appropriations 
in the Senate of the United States is 
going to act. 

What brought about the reasons for 
the Daschle resolution? Quite frankly, 
what we heard over the course of the 
afternoon would respond to those facts. 
The fact is, since the Republicans have 
taken over leadership in 1995, in the 
Senate of the United States, we have 
found that education as a part of the 
Federal budget has been the last—not 
the next to the last but the last—ap-
propriations the Congress has consid-
ered. We on this side believe it ought to 
be the first—not the last but the first. 

Now we are caught in a situation 
with the deadline for adjournment is 
some time at the end of October and 
there are only 3 or 4 days remaining in 
the fiscal year. Finally, we have the 
Republicans saying: All right. We will 
finally hold an Appropriations Com-
mittee meeting on Monday night when 
the fiscal year starts later on this 
week, on Friday. We find that unac-
ceptable. 

Members over here can talk in gener-
alities about flexibility. They can talk 
about the makeup of the Pell program 
and they can talk about administrative 
costs over in the Department of Edu-
cation. We are delighted to get into a 
more detailed discussion about those 
particular items. But what those on 
the other side of the aisle haven’t an-
swered is why the funding for the edu-
cation of the young people in this 
country has been the last priority 
under the leadership of the Repub-
licans. That is the issue. That is the 
question. 

With all respect to my friend from 
Mississippi, and with all respect to the 
many years he went to public school— 
I admire that and respect it—it doesn’t 
answer that simple question about 
why, with all the priorities we have in 
this country, the leadership has placed 
this as the last priority. 

The history of where the Republicans 
have been with regard to education as 
a last priority kind of escapes certain 
facts. This is extraordinary. My good 
friend from Mississippi said on Sep-
tember 24: Since Republicans took con-
trol of Congress, Federal education 
funding has increased by 27 percent. 

Why? Because of President Clinton 
and because of the Democratic leader-
ship. 

You can say: Well, that is an inter-
esting statement, an interesting com-
ment. Show me. 

That is exactly what I intend to do. 
Right over here is a chart that shows 
what the funding levels have been 
under the Republicans since 1995. 

In 1994, the Democrats lost the elec-
tion. The Republicans took over the 
House and the Senate. 

What happened in 1995? In 1995, we 
had a rescission. What is a rescission? 
A rescission means the House has ap-
propriated money, the President has 
signed it, but we want to take some of 
that money back, rarely used in edu-
cation, and the Republicans did what? 
What did they do? We have the sugges-
tion our Republican leader is attempt-
ing to convey, that they have been the 
supporters of expanded use of funding 
in education. 

They had a rescission for $1.7 billion 
below the bill actually enacted; they 
asked for a rescission of $1.7 billion. 

In 1996, the House bill was $3.9 billion 
below the 1995 final figure—$3.9 billion 
below. 

In 1997, the Senate bill was $3.1 bil-
lion below the President’s request. 

In 1998, it was $200 million below the 
President’s request. 

In 1999, the House bill is more than $2 
billion below the President’s request. 

Those happen to be the facts. 
Let me state the time line for pas-

sage of these appropriations. 
On March 16, 1995, the House rescis-

sion bill came to the floor. The Repub-
lican leadership could hardly wait to 
get into office when they sent this bill 
up to take some of the money back 
that funded education. 

Then we have the omnibus bill in 
1996, the last continuing resolution. 
The funding of that program passed 7 
months after the end of the fiscal year. 

In 1997, it passed on the last day of 
the fiscal year. 

In 1998, it passed 1 week after the end 
of the fiscal year. 

The agreement for 1999 was passed 3 
weeks after the end of the fiscal year. 

As we have seen, they have virtually 
all been the last appropriations. Noth-
ing my friends have stated has disputed 
that. This is the record of the requests 
under Republican leadership in the 
House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate of the United States. The reason we 
find that Federal education funding 
rose during this period of time is that 
we had the Government shutdown and 
our President refused to go along with 
it. He actually raised it. 

For the majority leader now to say, 
look at what we have done, is a com-
plete distortion and misrepresentation 
of the facts. They cannot dispute it. 
Those are the facts. 

The reason this was brought into 
such sharp relief is that last Thursday, 
the House Appropriations Committee 
went to work again and finally had 
their series of recommendations where 

they have cut back or effectively elimi-
nated the President’s program to go for 
smaller class sizes. They had agreed on 
it at the end of the last Congress. In 
1998, Congressman GOODLING said how 
wonderful it was they had gone ahead 
and reduced class size for 1 year. 

Former Speaker Gingrich said: 
. . . a victory for the American people. 

There will be more teachers and that is good 
for all Americans. I’m in. 

The Republican leader in the House 
said this will mean more teachers and 
this is good for all Americans. 

We say fine, that is why we want to 
expand it. The Republican leader said 
it was good for all Americans; Presi-
dent Clinton thinks it is good for all 
Americans; the various statistics and 
figures in the various STAR evalua-
tions for smaller classes in the State of 
Tennessee indicate children are mak-
ing progress. Everyone seems to 
agree—except who? The Republicans in 
the House Appropriations Committee 
that zeroed that program out. 

I don’t hear from the other side why 
we have the inconsistency, why it is we 
have in 1998 Republicans saying it is a 
victory for the American parents and 
we have President Clinton supporting 
it, we have the statistics that say 
smaller class size for grades 1, 2, and 3 
are particularly important in terms of 
children’s academic achievement and 
accomplishment, and now we find the 
Republicans in the House of Represent-
atives zero it out, eliminate all of the 
funding for that particular program. 
We ask, why? 

That happened last week. Later, I 
will review the various studies showing 
how the smaller class sizes have been 
important in terms of academic en-
hancement and achievement. It ought 
to be self-evident. No one makes this 
case more passionately and with more 
knowledge than perhaps the only 
school teacher in this body, and that is 
Senator MURRAY of the State of Wash-
ington. She has taught and been a 
member of a school board and can state 
the difference between having 15, 25, 
and 30 children in a classroom. We have 
had the eloquent statements and com-
ments made by the Teacher of the 
Year, talking about the difference in 
being able to know the names of the 
children and the needs of those par-
ticular children and being able to take 
time with those particular children. It 
is self-evident. We have seen that. But 
not according to the Republican Appro-
priations Committee. 

We say this is wrong. 
We saw other examples. In the pro-

gram for helping and assisting children 
to read, we have made some progress in 
the area of reading—not much, but we 
have made noticeable progress. We 
have a long way to go. We know the 
challenges out there. There have been a 
variety of different approaches devel-
oped. The chairman of our committee, 
Senator JEFFORDS, has long been com-
mitted to this program. A number of 
Members enjoy the opportunity to read 
at Brent Elementary School, here in 
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Washington. We know the importance 
of children learning to read and how 
important that program is in terms of 
their ability to read and in terms of 
their own academic achievement and 
accomplishment. 

Why in the world would we cut that 
program way back? It is a matter of 
priorities. I read Members’ comments 
made on Friday saying: We cannot fund 
everything; some people—knowing 
they were meaning this Senator from 
Massachusetts—want to fund all these 
programs. The fact is, here is a ques-
tion of priorities. The debate is about 
priorities. We are saying education is a 
No. 1 priority; that is where scarce re-
sources ought to be continued. If there 
are other priorities, there is a problem, 
and we have to make a judgment. 

But hold this institution accountable 
for making education the No. 1 pri-
ority. We are prepared to do that. We 
are prepared to call the roll on it. If 
Members have other priorities they 
think are more important, they can go 
along with those and make their judg-
ment. 

One of the major achievements of the 
reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act last year was trying to in-
crease the total number of teachers. 
We don’t just need 2.2 million teachers 
in 10 years; 30 to 40 percent are in re-
tirement at the present time. There is 
also rising enrollments—447,000 more 
children started school this year. Some 
might say we have more teachers, 
maybe the programs that are working 
need some help and assistance if we are 
going to try to help those 447,000 stu-
dents. What we have found out is one of 
the important cutbacks was in the pro-
gram to enhance the additional quali-
fied teachers to be teaching in our 
schools. 

These are the realities. These are the 
numbers. This was, actually with re-
gard to teaching, 40 percent below the 
President’s request. It is the Teacher 
Quality Enhancement Program. 

We know, even with the President’s 
programs, with 100,000 new teachers, we 
are not going to be able to do the whole 
job. The record-high enrollment this 
year of 53.2 million students—447,00 
more children than last year, and the 
continued rise over the next ten years; 
324,000 in 2000, by 282,000 in 2001, by 
250,000 in 2002, and continuing on an up-
ward trend in the following years. I do 
not hear any discussion about: Look, 
there is an expanding number of stu-
dents in our schools in this country. 
How are we going to ensure we will 
have sufficient teachers who will be 
qualified; not people who will be in the 
classroom but well-qualified teachers? 
That is what we are strongly com-
mitted to. 

I see my friend and colleague from Il-
linois who, I am sure, wants to address 
the Senate. These are questions of pri-
orities. As I have said before, allo-
cating the resources is a question of 
priorities. Money does not solve all of 
the problems. But one thing we do 
know, without resources you are not 

going to be able to invest in the chil-
dren of this country—you are not going 
to be able to do it. We believe this is an 
indication of a nation’s priorities. Not 
all the programs are going to work per-
fectly. Some may be altered or 
changed. We will look forward to the 
debate on the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, which is the 
principal instrument to help and assist 
the local schools. 

Their answer to the question of prior-
ities is suggesting we should give first 
priority to helping and assisting fami-
lies in this country in the partner-
ship—and it is a partnership—between 
the local communities and the States 
and the Federal Government. We pro-
vide very little, 7 cents out of every 
dollar. This idea we are making these 
decisions that will decide all education 
policy—we understand where the edu-
cation responsibility is, it is locally. 
They put up the majority of resources 
in it. But we provide some targeted re-
source to try to make a difference in 
specific areas. That is what we believe 
in. 

We cannot support this concept that 
the Congress has taken strong steps. 
Look at the record: Nothing this year 
for more teachers or smaller classes; 
nothing to modernize schools, to help 
with repairs, to wire the schools for 
computers; nothing to help train teach-
ers; nothing to help with the basic 
skills such as literacy—virtually noth-
ing. Virtually nothing. All we have 
seen so far are cuts in education. That 
is not strong steps to reform our Na-
tion’s education system. 

I will be glad to yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Massachusetts, 
not only for his statement but also for 
his leadership on this issue. I do not 
think there is another Member of Con-
gress, let alone the Senate, who could 
rival his commitment to education 
over the years. 

I am happy it has come to this vote 
because I think between these two res-
olutions—one offered by the Repub-
lican majority leader, Mr. LOTT, and 
one offered, as well, on the Democratic 
side, an alternative by the Democratic 
minority leader, Senator TOM 
DASCHLE—we see a difference in ap-
proach and a difference in attitude 
when it comes to education. 

It is curious, as the Senator from 
Massachusetts has noted, that we have 
left the education issue for last. After 
we have talked about every other ap-
propriations bill, some 12 other bills, 
we are finally going to get around to 
talking about education. Our human 
experience tells us we usually leave to 
last the thing we do not want to do. 
But why in the world would this Con-
gress not want to deal with education? 
What is our reluctance to deal with an 
issue which, on a Republican, Demo-
cratic, and independent basis, is judged 
to be the No. 1 issue in America today? 
The No. 1 issue with American families 
is dead last when it comes to Senate 
consideration. 

We are only a few days away from 
the beginning of a new fiscal year. I 
will be very honest and concede that 
rarely, if ever, does Congress have all 
of its work done on time so we start 
October 1 with all the new spending 
bills. But I can never recall a time in 
the 17 years I have served on Capitol 
Hill when Congress has been in such 
utter chaos as we approach October 1. 

If the Republican leadership has 
some master plan they have been hold-
ing back on how we are going to meet 
our responsibilities and do the right 
thing for the American people, I hope 
they will unveil it in the next 4 days 
because October 1 is Republican Re-
sponsibility Day. The leaders in Con-
gress, Republican leaders, are respon-
sible for, at a minimum, telling the 
American people what their plan is so 
we do not have another horrendous 
Government shutdown and we meet the 
priorities on which the vast majority 
of American families agree. 

I look at these two resolutions on 
education and I can clearly tell there is 
a difference of opinion between the two 
political parties about an issue where 
there should be so much common 
ground. First, Senator LOTT’s S. Res. 
186—I assume it will be the first one 
voted on, but whether it is or not, it is 
interesting to note Senator LOTT goes 
through and recounts some of the 
things that have been done in funding 
education and finds many short-
comings with our public education sys-
tem. Ninety percent of the children in 
America go to public schools, 10 per-
cent to private schools and home 
schools, and I concede in many public 
school districts and systems there are 
schools and classes and teachers that, 
frankly, should be better. I think we 
ought to strive for accountability when 
it comes to education but also for a 
commitment to education from this 
Nation. 

I think Senator LOTT, however, over-
looks some of the more important 
progress that has been made in public 
education. I note that student achieve-
ment on a nationwide basis is defi-
nitely improving. Average reading 
scores have increased from 1994 to 1998 
in all grades tested—4, 8, and 12. It is 
interesting to me the Republican Party 
generally opposes the idea of national 
testing so schools can be held account-
able. They think this is all local and it 
should be done locally, though the stu-
dents, when they graduate, are going 
to compete far beyond their localities, 
probably their States, and maybe na-
tionally or globally. But when we look 
at these tests we find things are get-
ting better. 

We have seen student access to mod-
ern computers increasing significantly, 
and we know the partnership we have 
been striving to establish between the 
Federal Government and local school 
districts has improved reading scores 
in many districts. In my home State of 
Illinois, which I am honored to rep-
resent in the Senate, we have done re-
markable things in the public school 
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system. A system written off by Sec-
retary of Education William Bennett a 
few years ago has now become a model 
for the Nation. It is because of a part-
nership—Federal, State, and local part-
nership. There is nothing inherently 
wrong with that. In fact, we are prov-
ing, in Chicago, that partnerships can 
make a difference. 

So when Senator LOTT, in his resolu-
tion, says Congress has to recognize 
the need for significant reform in light 
of troubling statistics, I think this is 
clearly a case where we are either 
going to light a candle or curse the 
darkness. In Senator LOTT’s situation I 
am afraid the candle isn’t lit. 

What we have in the resolution, in 
the ‘‘resolved’’ clause, which is where 
you get down to business, very little is 
said. Let me read it to you. This is 
Senator LOTT’s Republican resolution: 

. . . it is the sense of the Senate that—this 
Congress has taken strong steps to reform 
our Nation’s educational system and allowed 
States, local schools and parents more flexi-
bility and authority over their children’s 
education. . . . 

And he goes on in the second para-
graph: 

The reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 will enable 
this Congress to continue its efforts to send 
decision making back to States, local 
schools, and families. 

What a contrast with the resolution 
that is being supported by Senator 
KENNEDY and offered by Senator 
DASCHLE which, for two pages, goes 
into specific detail as to what this Con-
gress needs to do before we go home if 
we are going to be able to face families 
across America and say: Yes, we get 
the message. Education is critically 
important. 

In the Daschle Democratic resolu-
tion, unlike the Republican resolution, 
he speaks out specifically for us to re-
duce class sizes so teachers in the early 
grades can pay more attention to kids 
who need a helping hand; to increase 
support for the development and train-
ing of professional teachers, and that is 
something we know we will need as 
teachers are retiring and as school en-
rollments continue to work. 

More afterschool programs, an issue I 
feel very strongly about. We can la-
ment violence in our schools; we can 
lament juvenile crime; but if we do not 
invest money in afterschool programs, 
it is easily understood why these prob-
lems get worse instead of better. 

An increase, and not a decrease, in 
funding for the Safe and Drug-Free 
Schools and Communities Act of 1994. 

An increase in funding so kids who 
come from the toughest neighborhoods 
and families with the most problems 
have a chance to succeed. 

More money for kids who are dis-
abled, so they will have a chance to 
prove themselves. 

More money for Pell grants. Boy, if 
you are a parent who has sent any of 
your kids through college, you under-
stand what kids coming out of college 
face: A diploma in one hand and the 

equivalent of a mortgage in the other; 
$20,000, $30,000, $40,000 for a bachelor’s 
degree. If we do not accept the commit-
ment that Senator DASCHLE challenges 
us to accept, these kids will have more 
and more debt when they graduate. 
That is clearly something we do not 
want to see. 

We want to make certain that kids, 
particularly from working families, 
come out of the college experience and 
are able to take a good job and not 
worry, first and foremost, about paying 
back their school loans which have 
greatly increased in size. 

The Daschle resolution calls for more 
money for technology in classrooms; 
also, that the school facilities be mod-
ernized. We have seen too many schools 
that are ramshackle and falling down. 

What a clear difference between the 
Daschle resolution, which speaks in 
specific terms about the challenges 
ahead in education, and the resolution 
offered by Senator LOTT, who is now on 
the floor, which points, I guess, with 
some pride, to passing the Ed-Flex bill, 
which I supported, but says, I guess, in 
a way, that Congress has already taken 
strong steps. I think the steps taken by 
Congress can be a lot stronger and 
more specific. As we face Responsi-
bility Day, October 1, just a few days 
away, the question most American 
families will ask us is, Have we ad-
dressed education? 

I will close with this thought. At this 
moment in our history, with our econ-
omy the strongest, many say, that it 
has ever been, with more people, par-
ticularly in high-income categories, re-
alizing more income and a better qual-
ity of life, with the general economy 
having weathered, endured, and experi-
enced the most prosperous decade in 
our history, at a time when we are 
talking about a surplus in our Federal 
Treasury when only a few months ago 
we talked about deficits, at a time 
when the majority party, the Repub-
lican Party, has said, we have so much 
money in Washington, we have to give 
$792 billion away in a tax cut primarily 
to wealthy people, I have to say: Before 
we do that, let’s get things right when 
it comes to education. I want to say to 
the American people: We got the mes-
sage; we will start the 21st century 
committed to education to make sure 
the American century, the 20th cen-
tury, is followed by the next American 
century, the 21st century. 

We will not achieve that by holding 
to the standards suggested in S. Res. 
186. It is weak soup. Instead, we should 
be dealing with Senator DASCHLE’s res-
olution which calls on this Congress in 
specific terms to meet its obligation 
not only to the families across America 
and the voters who sent us here but the 
future generations who count on us to 
be prepared to put education as our 
highest priority. 

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

Mr. DURBIN. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. As the Senator was 

going over 1995 through 1999, does the 

Senator remember when it was the 
standard Republican position to abol-
ish the Department of Education? I 
think you and I want every time that 
President meets with his Cabinet offi-
cials one person who is going to think 
nothing but education, and every time 
that President talks about national 
priorities, to speak for the education of 
the children of this country. That I 
know has been the position of the Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Does the Senator understand why, on 
the one hand, they were going in that 
direction and then, within about a year 
after that, we had Secretary Lamar Al-
exander’s answer in terms of the ele-
mentary and secondary school reform: 
That we have a model school in each 
congressional district and in each of 
the States, and they to be decided, by 
whom? By the local community? No; 
by the Secretary of Education. 

Now we have another approach. We 
have the block-grant approach. Can the 
Senator explain to me, within a period 
of about 5 years how we can go from, 
on the one hand, abolishing the Depart-
ment of Education to, on the other 
hand, having the Secretary of the De-
partment of Education saying we ought 
to have model schools in each of the 
congressional districts, to now block 
granting everything and sending it 
back to the States? 

Mr. DURBIN. It is a curious thing, I 
respond to the Senator from Massachu-
setts, that the Republican Party—and I 
believe it might have been in the party 
platform; it certainly has been a posi-
tion taken by many of their prominent 
Presidential candidates that we should 
abolish the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation and, in abolishing that Depart-
ment of Education, give back responsi-
bility for education to the local school 
districts and families. 

The local school districts and the 
families should have the premier voice 
when it comes to educational decisions. 
But we should not overlook the fact, as 
the Senator from Massachusetts notes, 
that there are responsibilities we in 
Washington should accept. And one of 
those responsibilities is to gauge the 
demands of the global economy and to 
make certain that, as a nation, we are 
moving forward with the kind of edu-
cational system in general that will 
prepare kids for the future. 

I have yet to run into a school dis-
trict in my home State of Illinois that 
does not want to have Federal assist-
ance in meeting that responsibility. I 
concur with the Senator from Massa-
chusetts that the Daschle resolution 
really deals with that in specific terms. 
The Lott resolution, unfortunately, 
does not. 

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

ator’s time has expired. 
The majority leader. 
Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I did 

speak at length on Friday afternoon on 
this issue of education. I will not re-
peat everything I said then. I do have a 
unanimous consent request I want to 
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make momentarily. First, I will make 
some opening remarks. 

I am the son of a schoolteacher. I 
went to public schools all my life. So 
did my wife. So did my children. I care 
a great deal about quality education, 
public education, private and parochial 
education. I will take no backdoor ap-
proach to education. We have to have 
quality education in America. It also 
has to be safe and drug free. 

There is a fundamental difference 
about how we do that. The Democrats 
think the answer is here in Wash-
ington, that nameless and faceless bu-
reaucrats in Washington, DC, know 
better what should be done in edu-
cation in Bangor, ME, or Pascagoula, 
MS. I reject that. I have faith in the 
students, the teachers, the parents, the 
administrators, the local officials, and 
the State officials to do what is right 
for education. 

I may or may not have been right on 
some educational issues over the years. 
I voted for a separate Department of 
Education. I voted for it. I do not want 
too much revisionist history to be 
made this afternoon. When I was in the 
House of Representatives, I did that, 
and I took a pounding for it. My con-
stituents did not agree with me. They 
did not think we needed a separate De-
partment of Education. I argued at the 
time that it was being overrun and 
overwhelmed by the Department it was 
in, HEW—Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. It was blocked by the other two 
issues and did not get the attention it 
should have. I did that. 

I must say, I do not see where a sepa-
rate Department of Education has done 
a whole lot of good for education in 
America. The education scores have 
continued to go down, although re-
cently some of the test scores may 
have gone up. 

When my children finished high 
school, I felt they did not have as good 
an education as I did when I finished 
high school in Pascagoula, MS. By the 
way, they went to two of the best high 
schools in America: Thomas Jefferson 
High School in Northern Virginia and 
Annandale High School in Northern 
Virginia. Yet when they got to the Uni-
versity of Mississippi, even though 
they had been to the public schools of 
Fairfax County, they did not have as 
good a background and preparation for 
college as some of the students in Bi-
loxi, MS. 

What is going on here? I have been 
through this education thing for a long 
time. I feel strongly about it. We must 
have a better education system in 
America. What we have is not working. 
What the Democrats are advocating is 
the same old thing in the same old box. 
It will not work. We have to come up 
with different ideas, new ideas. 

I repeat one example I went through 
last Friday. Why is it that elementary 
and secondary education in America is 
way down the list of elementary and 
secondary education programs of the 
world? I have seen some statistics 
where we are 17th, and yet higher edu-

cation is rated the best in the world. 
How can that be, that elementary and 
secondary education is not what it 
should be and higher education is ex-
cellent? 

I have a couple suggestions for you. 
One, when you finish high school in 
America, you have a choice of where 
you go. You can go to work, if you have 
been in a vocational education program 
in high school; you can go to a commu-
nity college or junior college, a tech-
nology training program or job train-
ing program; you can go to a college, a 
university, a State university; you can 
go to a parochial university; or you can 
go, Heaven forbid, to Harvard if that is 
what you choose. Every student in 
America, everyone who finishes high 
school, can get a college education— 
with scholarships and loans. 

I was a beneficiary of what was then 
known as the NDEA loan. When my 
own family fell apart, I was trying to 
get a law degree. I held down two jobs 
and got an NDEA loan, thank the Lord. 
It helped me get an education. I am for 
loans. You also have grants and supple-
mental grants. With the combination 
of jobs and the Work-Study Program— 
jobs, grants, loans, scholarships—you 
can go to school. 

Every student may not be able to go 
to Harvard. Some may have to go to 
local community college where, by the 
way, you can get a great education. 
The community college system in 
America is fantastic. You have a 
choice, but not if you are in high 
school. If you live in a middle school 
district in a neighborhood, you have to 
go to the middle school in that neigh-
borhood. If it is no good it does not 
make any difference. It does not make 
any difference if it is drug infested. It 
does not make any difference if it is vi-
olence prone. You have to go there, 
even though there might be a good 
quality public school right down the 
street. 

Right here in the District of Colum-
bia, you have some good high schools. 
Yet, if the parents want their children 
to go or the students themselves want 
to go to a good high school, they are 
told: No, you can’t do that. That does 
not seem fair. Some of the teachers 
union people say: Well, the bad schools 
might not make it. Right. If the school 
is not doing its job, then get out of the 
way. Choice is one of reasons we have 
much better higher education in Amer-
ica. 

The other one is financial aid, be-
cause if you want to go to college, you 
get a loan. But you do not get a loan if 
you want to help your sixth-grade stu-
dent get a computer or if you want to 
help them with some of their other 
needs. You cannot have a Coverdell A+ 
savings account for elementary and 
secondary education. Oh, no. No, we 
can’t have that. They might choose to 
save their money and put their stu-
dents in some other school. 

So I think we need to think about 
those differences in how we can im-
prove education overall. 

Also, I want to make this point. 
There is talk about, oh, how Repub-
licans are going to starve education. 
That is total baloney. In fact, in the 
Labor-HHS-Education appropriations 
bill that will be on the floor this week, 
the Republicans have a half a billion 
dollars more for education than the 
President’s budget—surprise, surprise. 
How could that be? As a matter of fact, 
in recent years—I will give the statis-
tics here in a moment—Republicans 
have provided for a 27-percent increase 
for education. 

We are not stingy on education. We 
want education to have the money it 
needs. We don’t want it to be able to 
waste money on programs, but we want 
to do it differently. We don’t want it to 
be eaten up here in Washington, DC, 
where the bureaucracy takes a bite out 
of it, and a little dribbles down to At-
lanta, and a little dribbles down to 
Jackson, and eventually it gets down 
to where the student is. No. 

We say we have faith in the local and 
State governments and the teachers, 
the administrators at the local level. 
We would like it to go down to where 
the rubber meets the road. Let them 
make the choices. If they want to put 
that money into computers, great. If 
they want to put it into elementary 
education, or if they want to put it 
into remedial reading or remedial 
math, or if they want to fix a roof, 
great. 

Of course, the answer again for the 
Democrats is, we should get into the 
school building business; the Federal 
Government should start being in 
charge of repairing local school build-
ing roofs, by the way, at a time when 
every State in the Nation—every one— 
has a surplus. 

Every State has a surplus, and some 
people say: Well, it might be a few dol-
lars—$34 billion. So how about local 
and State governments being in charge 
of building schools? If we start down 
that road, if we start being in charge of 
the roofs and building the buildings at 
the Federal level, we will have to build 
every one in America. I think once 
again it will bring more control to 
Washington, and we should be directing 
it the other way. 

I would like to ask consent to add a 
modification to our resolution we have 
pending. I do now ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending resolution be 
modified with changes I send to the 
desk. 

Before the Chair rules, let me say to 
the Senate, these are modifications re-
garding the vetoed tax bill and all the 
education benefits that bill would have 
extended to the American people if it 
had been signed into law by the Presi-
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, we 
just received these changes. There was 
an initial presentation, a Lott resolu-
tion. Then that was changed on Friday, 
which was fine. Now this is an addi-
tional one. At this time, I would have 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:03 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S27SE9.REC S27SE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11483 September 27, 1999 
to reserve the right to object just so we 
would have an opportunity to read it 
and familiarize ourselves with it. So I 
object at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I thank 
the Senator for putting it in a reserva-
tion in that way. He would like to have 
a chance to read it over. 

This is a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion. The Democrats are stating their 
sense of the Senate on education 
issues. We have our resolution, and we 
would like to do the same thing. So I 
hope they will review the language we 
have in this modification and agree 
that it could be added to our resolu-
tion. But in the meantime, let me state 
what is in this resolution. 

So here is the untold story. This 
modification, that may be objected to, 
would simply spell out what was in the 
tax cut bill the Republicans passed— 
the Congress passed and sent to the 
President, and he vetoed it. What has 
not been told is that there were a lot of 
education benefits in that bill. 

In fact, it was interesting to me that 
1 day after the President vetoed that 
bill, providing considerable new incen-
tives for education, the Democrats 
complained about this Congress’ per-
formance on education. But they raised 
not a single voice to protest the unwise 
veto when you take into consideration 
the tremendously enhanced education 
for millions of Americans that was in-
cluded in that bill. 

The President’s veto denies 14 mil-
lion American families from partici-
pating in the education savings ac-
counts—that is what I was referring to 
a while ago—to allow parents to save 
for their children’s education needs at 
the elementary and secondary level, 
which they cannot do now. These ac-
counts would have generated $12 billion 
for parents to provide tutors, pay for 
books, buy computers, send children to 
afterschool instruction, and pay for 
tuition at private schools if their pub-
lic school failed to make the grade. 
Twenty million Americans children 
would have benefited, but the Presi-
dent said no to that. 

The President’s veto denies 1 million 
students savings to make college more 
affordable. Our bill would have pro-
vided 1 million students in-State pre-
paid tuition plans. And my State of 
Mississippi is one of those; I think the 
State of Maine may be one of those, 
and a number of other States. They are 
being denied this prepaid tuition plan 
which would provide significant tax re-
lief to make college more affordable. 

Why shouldn’t parents be able to 
save in advance for their own chil-
dren’s college tuition? The financial 
crunch for college would be eased for 1 
million students, but the President 
said no. 

The President’s veto denies 1 million 
workers receiving education assistance 
through their employers. This is some-
thing that I believe the Senator from 
New York, Mr. MOYNIHAN, has advo-

cated for years. In today’s competitive 
economy, education is the key to main-
taining skilled workers. One million 
American workers would have had ac-
cess to better education or more edu-
cation, but the President said no. 

The President has made college more 
expensive for millions of Americans. 
The Taxpayer Relief and Refund Act 
would have allowed recent college 
graduates to deduct the interest on 
their student loans. I would have liked 
to have had that when I graduated. For 
my own NDEA loan, the interest rate 
was not that high then, but it would 
have helped in paying that loan back. 
This provision is particularly critical 
for young people trying to hold down 
their first job and paying off their col-
lege debt at the same time. College 
would have been more affordable for 
millions of American students, but 
once again the President said no. 

The American people would have ben-
efited also by the help given in this bill 
to schoolteachers. Our bill allowed 
every elementary and secondary school 
teacher in America to receive tax relief 
for their professional development ex-
penses. 

My mother taught the first grade 
through the sixth grade but generally 
first grade. This is something that 
would have been helpful to her when 
she was teaching those 19 years. This 
bill would have made professional de-
velopment less expensive, but the 
President said no; that, once again, the 
teachers should not have this benefit. 

So I wanted to point out several edu-
cational features that are in this bill. 
All I am trying to add to our resolution 
is this information so people will be 
aware of it. 

With regard to our commitment to 
education, in the bill that will be com-
ing to the floor—and in bills that have 
come to the floor in recent years—we 
have raised the Pell grant funding for 
our Nation’s poorest students to his-
torically high levels. We have in-
creased funding for our Nation’s dis-
advantaged schoolchildren, thanks to 
the leadership of Senator GREGG of 
New Hampshire and others. And we 
have raised the funding by $2 billion 
over the last 3 years for IDEA, the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education 
Act. Our commitment to our Nation’s 
disabled children certainly outstrips 
the President, who recommended fund-
ing levels this year that do not even 
keep pace with inflation. Funding for 
education has increased by 27 percent 
since 1994. We will continue moving 
forward. We will continue to provide 
adequate funding for education. We 
will continue to work for innovative 
ways to improve education, and we will 
have a bill on the floor this very week 
that puts money where our mouths are. 
We are not interested just in saying 
what the President didn’t do or what 
the Democrats didn’t do. We are inter-
ested in getting the job done. That may 
mean doing some things differently 
from the way they have been done in 
the past. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized. 

Mr. GREGG. How much time remains 
on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven-
teen minutes 37 seconds. 

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I think, going forward with this de-
bate, there ought to be some facts 
pointed out for clarification because 
the resolution of the Democratic leader 
and the representations of the Senator 
from Massachusetts and the Senator 
from Illinois are not consistent with 
the facts, as they are presently in ex-
istence and on the ground. 

Specifically, the Republican budget 
included a dramatic increase for edu-
cation, and the mark for education 
under the Labor-HHS bill, which is 
being marked up this evening, rep-
resents a $2.2 billion increase over last 
year; no reduction, a $2.2 billion in-
crease. 

Let me go through a few of these pro-
grams that have been represented by 
the other side as being reduced. That is 
misinformation. It is inaccurate, and it 
is really inappropriate, that the Demo-
cratic leader would bring to the floor of 
the Senate a resolution which is so to-
tally and grossly inaccurate. 

In the area of Pell grants, the com-
mittee will be marking up a bill which 
has a $74 million increase over last 
year’s funding; that represents a num-
ber of $7.7 billion. In the area of IDEA, 
the committee will be marking up a 
bill which has a $701 million increase 
over last year’s funding; that rep-
resents a number of $5.8 billion. In the 
area of IDEA part B, the committee 
will be marking up a bill which has a 
committee increase over last year’s 
funding of $678 million, a total budget 
of $4.8 billion. In the area of the TRIO 
Program, the committee will be mark-
ing up a budget which has a $30 million 
increase over last year’s spending, $630 
million. 

In the area of title I, the committee 
will be marking up a budget which has 
a $324 million increase over last year’s 
budget, a number of $8.7 billion for 
title I. In the area of the safe and drug- 
free schools, the committee will be 
marking up a budget which has an in-
crease of $45 million over last year, a 
total number $611 million. In the area 
of Head Start, the committee will be 
marking up a budget which has a $608 
million increase over last year, total 
budget of $5.2 billion. 

In the area of afterschool programs, 
the committee will be marking up a 
budget which has a $200 million in-
crease over last year. When you add 
these increases up, we are significantly 
above the administration request. 

For example, in the Pell grant area, 
we are $315 million over the adminis-
tration request. In the IDEA area, we 
are $375 million over the administra-
tion’s request. In the IDEA part B area, 
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we are $675 million over the adminis-
tration’s request. In the title I area, we 
are $16 million over the administra-
tion’s request. In the safe and drug-free 
schools area, we are $20 million over 
the administration’s request. 

The simple fact is, the representa-
tions put forward in this resolution by 
the Democratic leader are absolutely 
inaccurate. It is inappropriate that 
this has not been amended to reflect 
the markup vehicle which is going for-
ward in the Senate. Maybe the Demo-
cratic leader thinks he represents the 
House of Representatives, not the Sen-
ate. In the Senate, these are the num-
bers we are working from, dramatic in-
creases in funding and a commitment 
to programs we think are working. 

Yes, there are significant differences 
on priorities. As both the Senator from 
Illinois and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts have said, their priorities are 
different than our priorities. That is 
true. There is a different philosophy of 
government, a different philosophy of 
approach to education. 

We happen to believe parents should 
be empowered. We happen to believe 
teachers should be empowered. We hap-
pen to believe principals should be em-
powered. We happen to believe local 
school boards should be empowered to 
make decisions as to how they operate 
their schools and where they will put 
their scarce and valuable resources. 

The other side of the aisle happens to 
think they have the best ideas in the 
world, that all the good ideas come 
from the national labor unions and 
from the Department of Education and 
from the administration; that, there-
fore, there should be developed a set of 
categorical grants which will tell the 
parents, the teacher, and the principal 
exactly how they will run their local 
school because Washington absolutely 
knows better how to do it than the 
local parents, the teacher, or the 
school. 

Well, there is the difference. No ques-
tion about it. The other side wants to 
set up a categorical program in the 
area of buildings, in the area of after-
school programs, in the area of teacher 
ratio. What we want to do is say to the 
local school district, to the parents, to 
the teacher, and to the principal: Here 
are the dollars. We tell you you must 
set a standard of education which is an 
excellence standard, a standard which 
requires that the children in your 
school meet the basic elements of edu-
cation—math, reading, and writing. 
You have to have those standards. But 
within the context of meeting those 
standards, which standards shall be set 
at the State, not by us in Washington— 
we don’t believe in national tests be-
cause we don’t happen to think people 
here in Washington should write the 
tests; we think people in the States 
should write the tests—once those 
standards are set at the local school 
district by the States, then we say to 
the States, local school districts, par-
ents, and teachers: You make the deci-
sion on where the dollars should be. 

Should they be in a new classroom or 
with an additional teacher, or maybe 
there are some schools out there that 
happen to want another computer, that 
happen to want to have another French 
teacher, that want to have another 
math teacher, or maybe they want to 
send their kids to some special pro-
gram. Maybe they have some new con-
cept of education they think is going 
to work better. 

Leave it to the local school district 
to make that decision. Leave it to the 
parent to make that decision. Leave it 
to the principal and the teacher to 
make that decision. Let us not make 
those decisions in Washington. 

Yes, there are priority differences. 
Our priority is to empower the parent, 
the teacher, and the principal. Their 
priority is to empower the national 
labor unions, the Department of Edu-
cation, and the great thinkers in Wash-
ington who have the answers to every-
thing on every subject and especially 
on the issue of education. 

We have, in the proposals we will be 
putting forward, specific programs 
which do empower parents, which give 
parents a chance to do something when 
their kids are in schools that fail. It is 
an outrage that in this Nation we have 
5,000 high schools and elementary 
schools combined that are failing 
schools, by the standards set by the 
people who run those schools. If you 
have your kids in those schools, what 
is your option? You don’t have an op-
tion. Your kid is stuck in that school. 

Parents ought to have an option. If 
their children are in a school that has 
failed year after year after year after 
year to teach those children how to 
write, how to read, how to think, par-
ents shouldn’t have to be subjected to 
sending their kids to those schools. 
They should have the opportunity to 
say to that school: OK, we are going to 
give you 2 years to clean up your act— 
which is exactly what our proposal 
does—on your standards. We are not 
setting the standards. We will not set a 
bar so high that nobody can reach it. 
You get to set the standards—you, the 
State; you, the community. 

If that school doesn’t meet those 
standards—and I suspect those stand-
ards are going to be reasonably strin-
gent; at least they are in New Hamp-
shire—so that an elementary school, 
once again, for 2 years in a row fails, 
then we basically put that school on 
probation. We say to the State: You 
have to go into that school and you 
have to straighten it out. You have 2 
years to do that. You have 2 years to 
get those kids an education, which is 
what the goal is, obviously. 

If after 2 more years that school still 
doesn’t cut it, then we say to the par-
ents of the kids who are going to be 
subjected to this horrendous school: It 
is up to you. You make the decision as 
to whether you want your son or 
daughter to go to that school. If you 
decide you want your son or daughter 
to go to another public school or to an-
other program that involves after-

school activities and you are a low-in-
come person, we are going to let the 
funds go with your child. We are going 
to let the funds follow your child rath-
er than have that school absorb all 
these funds that will do nothing for 
you in the way of educating your chil-
dren. That is a difference of opinion. 
They want to run the failed schools, 
keep sending money to the failed 
schools, and they want to build more 
failing schools. 

We say if a school is failing, let’s get 
it under control and make it work; if it 
doesn’t work, let’s give the parents 
some options. We also say: Listen, we 
have all these categorical programs 
that almost tell teachers how many 
pencils they can have in their class-
rooms. Let’s stop that and take a 
bunch of these categorical programs 
and put them into a basket of money, 
and after setting the standards—again, 
the standards are set by the State, not 
by us—after setting the standards, say 
to the local school districts: You can 
use this basket of money to try to help 
your kids make the standards. It is 
called ‘‘straight A’s.’’ Every school dis-
trict in this country is for it. The only 
people against it are the big labor 
unions in Washington and the Depart-
ment of Education because they don’t 
want to give up the categorical pro-
grams. Why? Because there is political 
power in those programs. This isn’t 
about education; this is about power, 
about controlling dollars for the sake 
of power. 

We are talking about getting money 
out to the parents; they are talking 
about empowering a bunch of people in 
Washington who happen to be affluent 
in their field or effectively are elitists, 
in my opinion. So, yes, there are dif-
ferences of philosophy. But on the 
facts, this resolution carries no weight 
because it is totally inaccurate on the 
facts. It should be amended because 
every one of these cuts it lists is not a 
cut at all. 

While we are on the subject of cuts, 
who does make the most significant 
cut at the Federal level? Is it the Re-
publicans? No, it is not. It is the Presi-
dent’s budget, sent up here without any 
increase in spending for the IDEA pro-
gram, the special ed program. Let’s 
talk about that a little bit because 
there is a difference in priorities. Spe-
cial ed is a very important part of edu-
cation, a good idea put together back 
in 1976 under 74–142 or 76–142—I am not 
sure which; there are so many numbers 
floating around. But it said, if you 
have a special needs child, that child 
has the right to a good education in 
the educational system, and the Fed-
eral Government knows it is going to 
cost a lot to educate that child, so the 
Government will pay for 40 percent of 
the cost of that child’s education. 

What happened? While the Democrats 
controlled this Congress, year in and 
year out, that 40-percent number went 
right down like a roller coaster going 
down a big hill. The Federal Govern-
ment’s share of education was down to 
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6 percent when the Republicans took 
control of the Senate and the House. 
We recognized that was wrong. What 
happens when we don’t pay the special 
needs cost is the dollars flow from the 
local community, who takes over the 
Federal responsibility, and then the 
local community no longer has flexi-
bility over the local dollars because 
they are paying for what the Federal 
Government was supposed to do in the 
first place. 

(Mrs. HUTCHISON assumed the 
chair.) 

Ms. COLLINS. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. GREGG. I will certainly yield to 
the Senator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. So what the Senator 
is saying is it has been the Republican 
Congress that has attempted to live up 
to the promise made in funding special 
education; it has been the Republican 
Congress, and, today, the Appropria-
tions Committee is going to meet to 
add educational dollars to the Presi-
dent’s budget. In fact, we will be in-
creasing spending for essential pro-
grams such as special ed, Pell grants, 
the TRIO programs, above what the 
President has requested; am I correct 
in that understanding? 

Mr. GREGG. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. Regarding IDEA, the 
President, all during his term in office, 
has never sent up a budget of any sig-
nificance. However, the Republican 
Senate and Congress have increased 
IDEA funding by over 85 percent and, 
after this year, there will be up to 
about a 110-percent increase in it over 
the baseline with which we started. 

Ms. COLLINS. If I may, I will ask the 
Senator from New Hampshire, who has 
been such a leader on education issues, 
one further question. So this is not a 
debate about money because it has 
been the Republicans who have contin-
ually increased educational funding. 
What this is a debate about is who is 
going to make the decisions. This is a 
debate about philosophy. Does the Sen-
ator agree with that? 

Mr. GREGG. That is exactly right. It 
is about philosophy and it is about 
power. 

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. GREGG. The Senator from Maine 

has been a leader on education issues, 
also, especially IDEA. 

To complete my thought on that 
issue, the President sent up a budget 
which had no increase in IDEA. He 
took the money from the special ed 
kids and he started these new categor-
ical programs—buildings, afterschool, 
teachers. That money should have gone 
to special ed to fulfill the obligation of 
the 40 percent we said we were going to 
pay in the first place. But, no, he took 
the money from the IDEA program and 
put it into the categorical programs, 
which had the double, insidious effect 
of making the local governments have 
to now support the Federal programs, 
so they lose their local schools. They 
could have built schools if they wanted 
to build schools or added teachers or 

done whatever they wanted to. Now 
they don’t have the dollars because 
they are supporting IDEA. 

On top of that, he says to the local 
school districts: I have taken your dol-
lars for special ed, which we were sup-
posed to pay you to begin with, and I 
put them in categorical programs; to 
get the dollars, you have to do what I 
tell you to do—build a school, or add a 
teacher, or you have to do an after-
school program. The local school dis-
trict may not want to do that; they 
may want to do something else, such as 
a new French program, or a new com-
puter system. They may want to add to 
the football team, or put in an arts de-
partment. But they can’t do it because 
the money they were going to have to 
do that with is being spent to do the 
Federal end of the special ed funds. 
Now the money that is supposed to 
come in for that is coming into a cat-
egorical grant. 

It is all about power and who is going 
to run the education system. Is it 
going to be run in Washington by labor 
union leaders and bureaucrats, or is it 
going to be run by the teachers, par-
ents, and the principals? That is what 
this debate is about; it is not about 
money. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, 

how much time do we have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

are 23 minutes remaining. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 8 min-

utes. 
Madam President, a couple of quick 

facts. If the good Senator from New 
Hampshire went back to March 25 of 
this last year—the time we were con-
sidering the $790 billion tax cut—we of-
fered an amendment that would have 
taken one-fifth that amount of money 
and completely funded IDEA. The Re-
publicans unanimously rejected it. 
They unanimously rejected it. They 
thought we ought to have tax breaks 
rather than funding IDEA. So, before 
we get all worked up about this posi-
tion that was just talked about, we 
ought to understand that. 

Madam President, with all respect to 
my friend, the majority leader, I don’t 
find traveling around Massachusetts 
that the school systems are saying: We 
have sufficient resources and we don’t 
need any help or assistance. The role of 
the Federal Government, historically, 
is to provide a very limited amount of 
resources in targeted areas, where 
there are some special needs, and that 
is why we have these targeted re-
sources. 

If our good friends on the other side 
want to have a good deal more funding, 
generally, in terms of education, they 
can request their Governors to go 
ahead and do so. Our role is to find tar-
geted resources. 

Now, what are these targeted areas 
we have talked about? Let’s get spe-
cific. One of the key areas are smaller 
class sizes. As I mentioned, the Senator 
from Washington, Mrs. MURRAY, is our 
leader on that issue. The project STAR 

studied 7,000 students in 80 Tennessee 
schools. Students in small classes per-
formed better than students in large 
classes in each grade from kinder-
garten through third grade. Follow-up 
research shows that gains lasted 
through at least the eighth grade. 
STAR students were less likely to drop 
out of high school. Research also shows 
that STAR schools and smaller classes 
in grades up from K through 3 were be-
tween 6 and 13 months ahead of regular 
classes in math, reading, and science, 
all the way through the fourth, sixth, 
and eighth. That is one of the programs 
that we support. That is a priority 
item. The Republicans zeroed that out. 

I was interested in the Republican 
leader saying we are going to have a 
big bill on the floor of the Senate next 
week. We are saying: Where has it 
been? We are glad it is going to be here, 
but where has it been? That is our 
point. 

We have the situation of after-school 
programs. We know the dangers of 
young students getting in trouble with 
violence after school. Juveniles are 
most likely to commit violent crimes 
after school, as this chart shows, it is 
between 3 and 6 p.m. 

We had a modest program by the 
President with $200 million. There were 
1,700 applications for that program. 
Only 184 programs can be funded at the 
current level of $200 million. There 
were 1,800 unfunded after-school pro-
grams. We are trying to fund those. 
The Republicans say no. 

Take a look at what these dollars 
have meant in terms of math scores 
improving. This is in the neediest areas 
of this country. From 1992 to 1996, in 
every one of these areas, and particu-
larly in the areas where the students 
are the poorest, almost double the per-
formance for children in the area of 
math and science. In each of the var-
ious quarters, we have seen a signifi-
cant increase in the last 4 years. 

That is our priority: Smaller class 
size, after-school programs, and trying 
to improve student achievement in the 
areas of math and science. 

I’ll mention one more area, wiring 
the schools for the 21st century. We 
have seen the gradual increase in the 
schools that are wired. But still, for 
the instructional rooms where children 
learn, they do not have those kinds of 
resources. We believe we should pro-
vide some help and assistance. Local 
school districts want that help and as-
sistance. We are being denied that 
under the Republican priorities. 

Finally, with all respect to our ma-
jority leader, the history and the 
record shows that it has been this 
President and the Democratic leader-
ship who have seen the increase in the 
funding over the period of the last 6 
years. That is just a matter of record, 
with all respect. 

The final point the Republican leader 
says: Why didn’t they support our tax 
reductions? The Office of Management 
and Budget has stated that there would 
have been a 40-percent reduction in 
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support of education in order to pay for 
that tax break. 

I ask the majority leader, if you have 
$780 billion that you want to give away 
in tax breaks, why aren’t you providing 
additional funding on programs that 
have been tried, tested, and have en-
hanced the educational achievement of 
the children of this country? 

Madam President, I yield 10 minutes 
to the distinguished Democratic lead-
er. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I 
will use leader time so as not to take 
what limited time may be left. 

I want to speak for a moment and 
commend the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts for his remarks 
and for the incredible message I think 
that chart alone points out. 

We heard our Republican colleagues 
say over and over that they are the 
ones who have supported education; 
they are the ones who can take credit 
for the fact that we have actually im-
proved funding over the course of the 
last several years. As Senator KENNEDY 
has pointed out so ably, it is only be-
cause we have forced our Republican 
colleagues to increase this investment 
that we see any real improvement 
whatsoever. 

That is the reason I am hoping our 
colleagues will be very wary of the res-
olution posed by our Republican col-
leagues this afternoon. 

Obviously, if you look at some of the 
stated priorities, there is very little for 
which there can be disagreement. We 
should have well-trained, high-quality 
teachers. Parents need to be involved 
in education of their children. There 
have to be safe schools, and we need to 
have orderly places for children to 
learn. 

But the problem is the rhetoric and 
the record are totally opposite. Rhet-
oric is what we just heard. The record 
is deep cuts in education every single 
year. The Republican agenda will not 
achieve the rhetoric that the resolu-
tion the Republicans are proposing 
today calls for. 

Look again at what the House Labor- 
HHS-Education subcommittee did last 
week. How does killing class size reduc-
tion match the rhetoric in the resolu-
tion? How does it match the rhetoric in 
the resolution to provide only half of 
the money the President has requested 
for afterschool programs? How can you 
ensure that we have orderly places for 
children to learn when you cut funds 
from the Safe and Drug Free School 
program? How do we help make sure 
children are ready to school when you 
provide $500 million less for the Head 
Start Program than the President has 
requested? How can you do the things 
the Republicans propose in their reso-
lution and then eliminate the Class 
Size Reduction Program, making it 
even more difficult to make sure that 
every classroom has a qualified teach-
er. Giving families a $5 annual tax 
break isn’t going to make schools safer 
or provide afterschool programs. 
Vouchers do nothing for these kids left 
behind in low-performing schools. 

I urge our colleagues to look very 
carefully at this resolution, and look 
at the statement at the end of the reso-
lution which says this Congress is now 
in a position to be congratulated for its 
strong education performance. 

How do you congratulate a Congress 
that cuts as deeply as the House did 
last week? How do you congratulate a 
Congress that has nothing to show for 
the record in education except for an 
Ed-Flex bill we passed last spring that 
is of very little value in reaching the 
goals and the stated objectives in the 
Republican resolution? 

That is why we have offered our reso-
lution. Our resolution addresses the 
priorities stated by our Republican col-
leagues. We put our money where our 
mouth is. We do what we need to do— 
fund the priorities within this budget 
to ensure that we are able to achieve 
those goals, not just talk about them. 

We provide $1.4 billion to reduce class 
size. We triple the funding for after-
school programs. We increase college 
access and affordability. We expand op-
portunities to incorporate education 
technology. We advance school literacy 
and readiness. 

Those are the kinds of things you 
need to do if you are serious about 
these stated goals which are found in 
both resolutions. 

You have to look at what happens 
once the resolution passes. From where 
does the money come, and how big a 
commitment is there on the part of 
colleagues on either side of the aisle to 
achieve what we say we want to 
achieve? Only one resolution pending 
does that. 

I hope everyone will understand that 
before they cast their vote. 

Let me also make a couple of com-
ments. The Senator from Massachu-
setts did such a good job that very lit-
tle else needs to be said with regard to 
some of the remarks made by our Re-
publican colleagues. But the majority 
leader on Friday made a couple of 
statements to which I think there 
must be a response. He pointed out 
that spending on education has risen 
every year since the Republicans took 
the majority. 

It has risen, all right. But it has risen 
over the objections of many of our col-
leagues on the other side. It has risen 
only because this caucus and the ad-
ministration have pressed the Repub-
lican leadership and the Republican 
Members of the Senate to do what we 
have advocated again this year—to pro-
vide the kind of commitment and re-
sources necessary. 

One of the Republicans’ first action 
was to rescind $1.7 billion in education 
funding. One of their most famous ac-
tions over the years has been to pro-
pose abolishing the Department of Edu-
cation altogether. Of course, they shut 
the Government down in an effort to 
enact the Draconian cuts in education 
and all other programs. It was only be-
cause Democrats refused to make edu-
cation such a low priority that these 
investments are made. 

So how ironic now that we have pre-
vailed, they attempt to take credit. I 
think most people understand that. 
Democrats have supported real options 
to involve parents in our education 
system as well. 

Our majority leader asserted last 
week the Democrats oppose giving par-
ents options. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. I cannot imagine any-
body could actually say that and be se-
rious. We have supported providing 
choices through open enrollment in 
public charter schools. More impor-
tantly, we believe communities and 
parents should have the tools—includ-
ing the resources—to make sure each 
local neighborhood school provides 
every single child a high quality edu-
cation, not just some. 

Despite suggestions to the contrary, 
we support increasing resources for 
special education. We believe we need 
to do that in addition to, not instead 
of, addressing other problems. Helping 
all children is what we want to do with 
our educational agenda. 

We offered an amendment earlier this 
year to fully fund the special education 
program by reducing the Republican 
tax cut. Guess what. The majority re-
jected it. I think almost to a person, if 
not to a person, they rejected it. When 
it came down to a tax cut or fully fund-
ing special education, our Republican 
colleagues did what we could almost 
predict they will do every single time: 
They voted for the tax cut. 

I think it is important to note the 
Republican resolution doesn’t give the 
whole picture about the state of public 
education. There are problems, but 
some good things are happening. There 
is not a word in the resolution they 
offer today about the good things that 
have been effective. 

I think it was Senator MURRAY who 
said last week, and it ought to be re-
peated over and over: Public education 
isn’t failing us; we are failing public 
education. When we look at the short-
falls in this budget, once again, and the 
failure to fund the commitment to pub-
lic education, I think she was right on 
the mark when she said that. 

With the help of incentives from 
Goals 2000 and the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, school districts 
are now setting higher academic stand-
ards; many school districts are taking 
strong steps to reform schools using 
proven, research-based methodologies. 
Student performance is rising in math, 
science, and reading. SAT scores are 
increasing. Students are taking more 
rigorous, tougher courses they are 
doing better. A higher percentage of 
students are receiving passing grades 
on advanced placement exams, and 
fewer students are dropping out. I 
think it is important to note that the 
gap between whites and blacks in com-
pleting high school is closing in many 
communities. 

I hope our Republican colleagues will 
join in our agenda to help communities 
achieve all these goals and more. The 
bottom line is, they have made edu-
cation their last—not their first, their 
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last—priority. As the Senator from 
Massachusetts pointed out, we are less 
than 1 week away from the end of the 
fiscal year and we have yet to act on 
education, yet to act to provide the re-
sources necessary to ensure education 
is funded. 

We have a real opportunity this 
afternoon to voice our concern, to ex-
press our support, to commit the re-
sources. There is no question, a strong 
public education system is critical for 
our Nation’s future. That is exactly 
what the Democratic agenda provides. 

I urge our colleagues who support the 
resolution we propose to oppose the 
Lott-Gregg-Coverdell resolution. I urge 
my colleagues to make the Federal 
Government a constructive partner in 
improving our public schools and to 
work to enact a strong education agen-
da with more than rhetoric and with a 
commitment to the resources and the 
investments that are required to en-
sure our actions meet our rhetoric. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator. 

Mr. KENNEDY. We heard from the 
majority leader and the Senator from 
New Hampshire that we don’t have to 
worry about education funding because 
they are going to have an appropria-
tions bill that will far exceed the Presi-
dent’s request. 

I ask the Senator if on the one hand 
he finds it perhaps encouraging that we 
are finally moving to get education re-
form, and what kind of consideration 
we ought to give to that kind of assur-
ance? 

It is Monday evening. We go into the 
fiscal year on Friday. The majority 
leader has said we are going to have a 
budget that will exceed the President’s. 
Can the Senator tell me why, if they 
are going to exceed the President’s 
budget, that suddenly we find this 
money, does he know of any reason we 
have not had this money before? 
Doesn’t he believe we should have had 
it before? Or does he know from where 
the funding will come? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I think the Senator 
asks a very good question. I respond by 
asking three questions of my own. 

If that is the case, why did the House 
Republican caucus choose to make the 
deep cuts they did? And, second, why 
was there not an outcry on that side of 
the aisle in this Chamber against those 
cuts? Where was the outcry when those 
deep cuts were made? If that is the 
case, my third question is, why today 
are we continuing to use the Health 
and Human Services subcommittee’s 
budget, their allocation, as an ATM 
machine to fund everything else? Why 
the outcry on our side? Look at the 
record. Why the practice of using this 
budget as an ATM machine for every-
thing else? If they support education, 
why doesn’t the record show it? 

I think the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts asks a very good 
question. Frankly, I am interested in 
their response to that question. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will 
yield further, I searched the RECORD 
and I didn’t find it as of last week when 
the leader put in his own resolution 
and when we talked about this. There 
was no comment, no sense of outrage 
at that particular time. 

This is a poor way of dealing with the 
families of this country that under-
stand our role in the area of education 
is limited. We spend about 7 cents out 
of every dollar, but we try to target it 
in areas of special need. To be able to 
on one day see these dramatic cuts and 
3 days later hear a statement by the 
majority leader that it will be far in 
excess of the President’s request, does 
not he agree with me that the Amer-
ican people are entitled to a more seri-
ous discussion and debate of a priority 
which they believe so deeply is impor-
tant for their children and the future 
of this country? 

Mr. DASCHLE. The Senator is abso-
lutely right. 

Ask people in South Dakota, and I 
am sure in Massachusetts: What do you 
want us to put our time, effort, and re-
sources into? Without question, time 
and time and time again they say: We 
want to make sure that one thing hap-
pens—our young people are educated. 
We want to make absolutely certain if 
you do anything, ensure we have an 
educated workforce. 

I was with a number of businesspeo-
ple over the weekend. Again, I was re-
minded this is not just an education 
issue; this is a business issue, an eco-
nomic issue. This is an American 
strength issue. This could be called a 
national security issue. That is what 
this is. It isn’t just about education. 
Our country is at stake. Whether or 
not we educate our young people ade-
quately determines in large measure 
what kind of economy we will have, 
what kind of society we have, and cer-
tainly what kind of strength we will 
have in the long term. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
thank the Democratic leader for an ex-
cellent statement and for reminding all 
Members why we are here on a Monday 
evening debating this issue: The Amer-
ican public has said education is its No. 
1 priority. It ought to be the No. 1 pri-
ority of the Senate. 

I have been delighted to hear the 
rhetoric from both sides throughout 
this year that education is the No. 1 
priority. That is why I am so dis-
appointed tonight. Clearly, the budget 
priorities we now see show education 
has dropped to last. It is the last appro-
priations bill to be considered. It is the 
appropriations bill we have been using 
from which to steal the funds through-
out this entire process. Who gets hurt 
in the end? It is our children. 

I listened to a Senator a few minutes 
ago saying this is a debate about phi-
losophy. I agree. It is a philosophy 
about whether or not just a few kids in 
our country get a good education or 
whether we are going to make sure 

every child, no matter who they are or 
where they come from, gets a good edu-
cation and how we do that. 

In talking to parents across this 
country, they are not saying eliminate 
bureaucracy; they are not saying block 
grant the programs. They are saying: 
Make sure my child can learn to read 
and write. They are saying: If my child 
is in a smaller classroom in first, sec-
ond, and third grade and gets the at-
tention they need, they will get a good 
education. They will learn how to read 
and write; they will be a success. 

They are asking Congress to partner 
with their State and local governments 
to reduce class size. They are asking 
Congress to make sure our teachers are 
given the skills they need to teach the 
young kids in our classrooms. They are 
asking Congress to put the resources 
behind the rhetoric. 

When I tell people in my State and 
across this country that 1.6 percent of 
the Federal budget goes to education, 
something they believe is a priority, 
they are appalled. Education needs to 
be funded at a level where every child 
can learn to read and write and be a 
success in this world. This Congress is 
failing. 

I was extremely disappointed with 
the House appropriations bill that 
passed out of committee last week; it 
eliminated the Eisenhower Teacher 
Professional Development Program. 
That is a program that is geared to 
helping our teachers teach the basics of 
math and science. Talk to the new 
startup businesses and the businesses 
that are succeeding. They say our kids 
need to learn math and science. 

That is what the Eisenhower Grant 
Program is all about. I met with some 
scientists in my home State just a few 
months ago, leaders in the biotech in-
dustry, leaders in the technology in-
dustry. They spent an evening with me, 
of their own time, because they wanted 
to tell me how great the Eisenhower 
teacher professional development 
grants were, what they have done for 
students in our local high schools, in-
vigorated them and got them to go on 
to science and math in college. They 
wanted to make sure we continued this 
program. 

What did the House do last week? 
They took the money out. It is gone. 
No longer are we saying to schools 
across this country that making sure 
we have math and science students who 
succeed is important. That is wrong. 

What else did they do? They elimi-
nated the Goals 2000 Program. This is a 
program that helps school districts 
fund their own locally-designed pro-
grams to help student achievement by 
improving the quality of teacher train-
ing. Every one of us knows, if you want 
your company to succeed, you make 
sure your employees have the best 
skills they can to work for you. That is 
what we need to be doing with our 
teachers. We need to be training them. 
We need to be making sure they have 
the skills they need to pass on to our 
young students today. That is what 
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Goals 2000 is about. The House elimi-
nated it. 

The Class Size Reduction Initiative? 
Eliminated in the House budget. When 
I went out to my State just a few 
weeks ago, I went to a school in Ta-
coma, WA, where they had taken the 
Class Size Reduction Initiative money 
we had given them and focused it en-
tirely on the first grade classrooms in 
the Tacoma school districts. Today, 
this year, 57 schools in Tacoma, WA, 
have 15 students in their first grade 
classrooms. They then used their title 
I money to help train those teachers in 
literacy efforts. Their focus this year is 
to make sure every first grade student 
can read at the end of the year. That is 
an amazing program. We are making it 
happen with the class size reduction 
money that was passed with bipartisan 
support a year ago. We are going to 
now take that away and tell those stu-
dents and tell those teachers we no 
longer are going to help them do what 
they told me was absolutely critical? 

As you can see behind me on this 
chart, K–12 enrollments are increasing 
dramatically right now. Why are we, 
then, reducing the levels of support for 
these students? We have to make sure 
every child gets the resources he or she 
needs. We have to make sure the local 
communities have the resources behind 
them. We at the Federal level are a 
partner with our State and our local 
governments to make sure our kids 
learn. We want to know their classes 
are small enough that kids can learn to 
read and write and do math. We want 
to know those teachers are trained. We 
want to know there are afterschool 
programs so our students do not go 
home alone, to their neighborhoods, 
alone where they are not learning or 
where they are unproductive or can get 
in trouble. That is what the Democrats 
have been fighting for. That is what we 
will continue to fight for. 

We know the rhetoric is not going to 
educate one child. We know all of the 
bills with big names are not going to 
educate one child. We do know the dol-
lars—behind reducing class size, train-
ing our teachers, Eisenhower grants— 
make a difference. School districts are 
held accountable for making sure our 
kids learn, and we are making sure we 
have the resources behind those efforts 
to make sure it happens. 

This debate is important. The debate 
tonight in the Appropriations Com-
mittee is even more important—wheth-
er we are willing to put those dollars 
behind those students. I think it is ap-
palling that our kids have been left to 
last in the budget process, that they 
are going to be funded by smoke and 
mirrors. We will not see the reality of 
this for probably several months, but it 
will happen. When this is all said and 
done, if we do not put the dollars be-
hind our students and our teachers and 
our schools, our kids will get the mes-
sage. They will get the message that 
we do not care. I do not want to be 
sending that message; I do not think 
anybody here does. 

I have listened to the rhetoric. I have 
heard every Senator come out and say 
education is critical. If that is the 
truth, let’s pass the Daschle amend-
ment, go to work and make sure our 
kids have the resources they need to be 
productive in the next century. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. VOINOVICH addressed the Chair. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 

yield for an inquiry? I thought the vote 
was scheduled by unanimous consent 
to be at 5:30. Might the Senator from 
New Mexico inquire when we might 
start voting? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has been extended. There are a little 
over 9 minutes for the Senator from 
Massachusetts and 41 seconds for the 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I think we were pre-
pared, after these last two speakers, to 
move ahead. I am told we will reserve. 

I know just one Senator who wants 
to speak for 4 minutes on our side, and 
we will be prepared to yield back the 
other time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio has 41 seconds. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent I be allowed to 
speak up to 5 minutes on the pending 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Ohio is recognized 

for up to 5 minutes. 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Madam President, 

this morning President Clinton an-
nounced we have set a new record 
budget surplus. It now stands at $115 
billion, according to the President. 
That would be absolutely wonderful, if 
it were true. The President says our 
prosperity now gives us an unprece-
dented opportunity and an unprece-
dented responsibility to shape Amer-
ica’s future by putting things first, by 
moving forward with an economic 
strategy that is successful and sound, 
and by meeting America’s long-term 
challenges. 

He continues to operate as if he has a 
$2.9 trillion surplus over the next 10 
years to take care of every problem 
and pay for every program over the 
next decade. However, the numbers the 
President is relying on are nothing but 
a mirage, pure speculation. The $2.9 
trillion surplus everyone seems to be 
talking about in the next 10 years is 
based on 10-year projections. As Fed-
eral Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan 
said: 

. . . it’s very difficult to project with any 
degree of conviction when you get out be-
yond 12, 18 months. 

In addition, he stated that: 
. . . projecting five or ten years out is a 

very precarious activity, as I think we have 
demonstrated time and time again. 

Again, the President continues to 
play games with the numbers and con-
tinues to use Social Security to puff up 
his inflated budget surplus numbers. 
How much of this $115 billion so-called 
surplus is actually offset, using our Na-

tion’s pension fund, Social Security? 
With today’s pronouncement, he con-
tinues to perpetuate the myth that we 
have a huge, honest-to-goodness sur-
plus. But he is using Social Security. 

Just this last year—and I think this 
is really important for the American 
people to understand—there was a 
great celebration here about having a 
surplus. But the fact of the matter is 
that in 1998, when everybody cele-
brated, there was no on-budget surplus; 
actually, there was a $30 billion deficit. 
That is, the expenses exceeded the rev-
enues, and we glossed it over with the 
Social Security surplus. 

We have to stop playing games as if 
we had all this money to spend. I think 
the President is doing the American 
people a disservice. But it is the only 
way the President is going to be able to 
fund his expansion of the Federal Gov-
ernment—by claiming the surplus is 
bigger than it really is and that we are 
flush with cash. This is not how we 
should run the Government. It is just 
plain wrong. 

When I was Governor of Ohio, if 
somebody had come to me from the 
schools, or from the cities, and said, 
‘‘Governor, we want to spend $100 bil-
lion on a program,’’ and then they said 
to me, ‘‘I want to use the pension funds 
from the State of Ohio to pay for it,’’ I 
would have thrown them out of the of-
fice. That is what we have been doing 
in this country, and continue to do, is 
to pay for programs, frankly, that are 
the responsibilities of State and local 
government, by taking the money out 
of Social Security. 

If the President was still the Gov-
ernor of Arkansas, this wonderful pro-
gram I have heard about from my 
Democratic colleagues, all this money 
for schools, and for all these other new 
programs, would be appropriate. But 
the President is not the Governor of 
the United States of America and this 
Senate is not the school board of Amer-
ica. The responsibility for education is 
at the State and local level. Today in 
this country, with our $5.7 trillion 
debt, with a deficit that has gone up 
1,300 percent, with an interest payment 
of 14 cents out of every dollar —we are 
spending more money on interest today 
than we are on Medicare—we have a 
terrible financial problem. 

I have listened to my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle talk about 
the President’s vision. I listen to them 
every day. I watch them on C–SPAN. 
They are talking about school con-
struction, 100,000 teachers—they are all 
great priorities, but they are the re-
sponsibility of State and local govern-
ment. 

One of the things this Senate has to 
face up to, and this country has to face 
up to: There are certain responsibil-
ities on the Federal Government and 
there are certain responsibilities on 
State and local government. 

I am going to vote against the Demo-
cratic leader and his resolution which 
continues to raid the pension funds of 
the United States of America. Does ev-
erybody hear me? There is no surplus. 
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Let’s stop talking about it. We have a 
Social Security surplus, and it is time 
we stop using the pension funds of the 
people of this country to pay for pro-
grams that are the responsibility of 
State and local government, particu-
larly in terms of where the States are 
a lot more flush than we are on the 
Federal level. 

Today I will vote against that resolu-
tion. I will support the Republican res-
olution which advocates giving the 
most amount of flexibility to our State 
and local school districts and in pro-
grams where we do have a proper role. 

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

Mr. VOINOVICH. They are on the 
front lines and should be given every 
opportunity to make decisions that are 
most appropriate for their children. 

Earlier this year, we passed Ed-Flex 
in a bipartisan effort. I even went to 
the Rose Garden when the President 
signed it. We need more programs simi-
lar to Ed-Flex which give local officials 
flexibility, and we ought not to be 
funding State and local programs with 
our pension funds. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from Connecticut. 

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

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

I rise to support the Daschle resolu-
tion. There is a difference. It says 
something about any institution in 
terms of how it prioritizes its agenda, 
and it says volumes about where the 
leadership in this Congress is that puts 
as the last issue for us to discuss and 
debate the Education appropriations 
bill. We are last. This is the last one to 
be considered, despite the fact the 
American public has said on numerous 
occasions over the last year or so that 
they think this is the most important 
issue. They apparently think it is the 
least important issue because they 
have decided to put it at the end of the 
day. When everything else is taken 
care of, now we will see if there is any-
thing left over for education. 

We have a different point of view. We 
say we ought to do this first because 
this is the Nation’s No. 1 priority. If we 
lack an educated society, if we fail to 
provide opportunities for children and 
their families to learn, then every 
other issue will suffer accordingly. 

The U.S. Government contributes 
about 7 percent—7 cents on every dol-
lar—that goes to fund elementary and 
secondary education. That is our com-
mitment. What we are talking about is 
as much as a 17-percent cut of that 7 
percent. It will be one thing if we are 
talking about the Federal Government 
doing the lion’s share of the work in 
education. We are not. We have a pal-
try 7 percent that we help contribute 
to the education of America’s young 
people. Now we are talking as much as 
a 17-percent cut of that 7 percent. 

There is a sense of frustration one 
can hear in our voices because the 

American people are frustrated. They 
understand that for this Nation to suc-
ceed in the 21st century, it must have 
the best prepared, best educated gen-
eration we have ever produced. Yet 
here we are with every other appropria-
tions bill having been passed but this 
one, the last one. 

What does it mean in real terms to 
the American public? It means in real 
terms there can be a lot fewer children 
who will get child care, a lot fewer who 
will get Head Start—about 140,000 of 
them—a $1.3 billion cut in title I, an 
$880 million cut in special education. 

Let me tell you how important that 
one is. Ask any mayor of any city in 
this country whether or not special 
education dollars are important to 
them. Put aside, if you will, the needs 
of families, which I think speak for 
themselves. But one of the rising costs 
for our communities across this coun-
try is the staggering cost of educating 
a special needs child. Yet when we are 
talking about $880 million in cuts for 
special education, how do we expect 
our communities to meet that tremen-
dous challenge for those children? 

I respect the Ed-Flex bill. We all 
voted for it. But to call that major edu-
cation policy—that does not even come 
close to being major education policy. 
It is worthy, but it is not the answer. 
I think it is things such as class size, 
school safety, Pell grants for needy 
families, and certainly doing what we 
can to see to it there is equal oppor-
tunity in education all across this 
country. 

I have school districts in my State 
where my communities have the re-
sources, and they have every imag-
inable technological opportunity. But I 
can take you to a school 15 minutes 
away in inner cities where you will find 
four or five computers for a student 
body of 2,000. I come from an affluent 
State, but most of our educational 
funding comes from the local level. 
There are disparities that exist in 
every one of our States—huge dispari-
ties. When all the U.S. Government 
does is 7 percent—7 cents on the dollar 
comes from us—with a huge disparity 
in opportunity, to suggest somehow we 
have done enough with the Ed-Flex bill 
and that is all we need to worry about 
in 1999 in preparation for the 21st cen-
tury I do not think convinces the 
American public we are there. 

The Daschle bill is something I will 
support but, candidly, we ought to be 
voting on a funding resolution on edu-
cation, not a sense of the Senate that 
we ought to deal with education. I am 
disappointed that is not before us. But 
of the two propositions in front of us, 
the Daschle proposal at least lays out 
the fact we ought to be voting on the 
funding measures and not stealing 
from education to pay for every other 
program in this country. Education 
ought to come first. That is where we 
stand, and that is what our resolution 
suggests. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Whatever time is 
left, I yield to the Senator from Vir-
ginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized for up 
to 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROBB. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, first, I join my dis-

tinguished colleague from Connecticut 
in his eloquent address and the passion 
he brings to that subject. I share that 
passion. 

I certainly join many of our col-
leagues who have spoken about the 
need to adequately fund our public edu-
cation system, but I want to respond to 
an argument the distinguished major-
ity leader made on Friday regarding 
the condition of our Nation’s schools. 

The Senator from Mississippi indi-
cated it is not the Federal Govern-
ment’s job to fix leaky roofs. He indi-
cated it is not the responsibility of the 
Federal Government to build local 
schools. He indicated that every State 
has a budget surplus so the Federal 
Government should not get involved. 

As a former Governor who was able 
to pump over $1 billion of additional 
money into public education without a 
tax increase, I might ordinarily agree 
with that premise, but there are times 
which call for extraordinary partner-
ships among localities, States, and the 
Federal Government. I believe we are 
experiencing one of those times. 

We have three phenomena that are 
colliding to put the greatest level of 
stress on our educational infrastruc-
ture that we have seen since the 1950s. 
Our school facilities across the Nation 
are over 40 years old on average, our 
school-age population is skyrocketing, 
and our States and localities simply do 
not have the resources to do what 
needs to be done despite their sur-
pluses. 

To say that providing school con-
struction funding is not a Federal re-
sponsibility is easy. It is an easy way 
to sit on our hands and do nothing to 
help children who wade through pud-
dles to get to class, to do nothing to 
help children who suffer in up to 100-de-
gree temperatures in buildings with no 
air conditioning, to do nothing to help 
the countless mayors across this coun-
try who stated they desperately need 
our help. 

In Virginia alone, despite our Com-
monwealth surplus and plans to invest 
more money in school infrastructure, 
we still face a $4 billion shortfall in 
school construction and repair needs. I 
have heard from superintendents, local 
officials, State legislators, parents, 
and, most important, students who 
have all asked for Federal help in this 
area. 

For those colleagues who fear Fed-
eral intrusion in the area of education, 
I simply say, if Federal officials want 
to help local officials pay for school 
buildings and repairs, things we all ac-
knowledge we need urgently, how do 
we encroach on local school control of 
education? Localities have asked for 
our help, and it is help we can provide 
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without telling them how to run their 
schools. I believe this is actually one of 
the least intrusive things that we can 
do to help from the Federal level. 

Providing school infrastructure as-
sistance is not intended to be a pan-
acea for all the challenges we face with 
respect to increasing academic 
achievement, but it is certainly a crit-
ical need. 

Under the leadership of a Republican 
President, Dwight Eisenhower, our 
predecessors in Congress summoned 
the political will to fund a massive na-
tional infrastructure initiative. 

We did help build roads. We did help 
build schools. We did it because our 
States and localities needed our help. 
We did it because our population was 
booming. And we did it to try to ensure 
that the United States would have the 
infrastructure it needed to be economi-
cally sound and competitive. It is my 
hope that we can summon that will 
once again. 

With that, Madam President, in full 
support of the statement made by our 
distinguished Democratic leader and 
my colleagues on this side of the aisle, 
and in opposition to the proposal from 
the other side of the aisle upon which 
we will vote momentarily, I thank the 
Chair and yield the floor. 

VOTE ON S. RES. NO. 186 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to S. Res. No. 
186. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been called for. Is there 
a sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to S. Res. 186. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant called the 

roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CHAFEE), the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. BUNNING), the Senator from Ari-
zona (Mr. MCCAIN), and the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. HAGEL) are nec-
essarily absent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL), the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), 
and the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
TORRICELLI) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) would vote ‘‘no.’’ 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 293 Leg.] 

YEAS—51 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Burns 
Campbell 

Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 

Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 

Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—42 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—7 
Bunning 
Chafee 
Hagel 

Kohl 
Leahy 
McCain 

Torricelli 

The resolution (S. Res. 186) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 186 

Whereas the fiscal year 2000 Senate Budget 
Resolution increased education funding by 
$28,000,000,000 over the next five years, and 
$82,000,000,000 over the next ten years, and 
the Department of Education received a net 
increase of $2,400,000,000 which doubles the 
President’s requested increase; 

Whereas compared to the President’s re-
quested levels, the Democratically con-
trolled Congress’ appropriations for the pe-
riod 1993 through 1995 reduced the Presi-
dent’s funding requests by $3,000,000,000, and 
since Republicans took control of Congress, 
Federal education funding has increased by 
27 percent; 

Whereas in the past three years, the Con-
gress has increased funding for Part B of In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act by 
nearly 80 percent, while the Administration’s 
fiscal year 2000 budget only requested a 0.07 
percent increase which is less than an ad-
justment for inflation, and Congress is deep-
ly concerned that while the Administration 
has provided rhetoric in support of education 
of the disabled, the Administration’s budget 
has consistently taken money from this high 
priority program to fund new and untested 
programs; 

Whereas Congress is not only providing the 
necessary funds, but is also reforming our 
current education programs, and Congress 
recognizes that significant reforms are need-
ed in light of troubling statistics indi-
cating— 

(1) 40 percent of fourth graders cannot read 
at the most basic level; 

(2) in international comparisons, United 
States 12th graders scored near the bottom 
in both mathematics and science; 

(3) 70 percent of children in high poverty 
schools score below even the most basic level 
of reading; and 

(4) in mathematics, 9 year olds in high pov-
erty schools remain two grade levels behind 
students in low poverty schools; 

Whereas earlier in 1999, the 106th Congress 
took the first step toward improving our Na-
tion’s schools by passing the Education 
Flexibility and Partnership Act of 1999, 
which frees States and local communities to 
tailor education programs to meet the indi-
vidual needs of students and local schools; 

Whereas the 1999 reauthorization of the El-
ementary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965 will focus on increasing student achieve-
ment by empowering principals, local school 
boards, teachers and parents, and the focus 
should be on raising the achievement of all 
students; 

Whereas Congress should reject a one-size- 
fits all approach to education, and local 
schools should have the freedom to prioritize 
their spending and tailor their curriculum 
according to the unique educational needs of 
their children; 

Whereas parents are the first and best edu-
cators of their children, and Congress sup-
ports proposals that provide parents greater 
control to choose unique educational oppor-
tunities to best meet their children’s edu-
cational needs; 

Whereas every child should have an excep-
tional teacher in the classroom, and Con-
gress supports efforts to recruit, retrain, and 
retain high quality teachers; 

Whereas quality instruction and learning 
can occur only in a first class school that is 
safe and orderly; 

Whereas Congress supports proposals that 
give schools the support they need to protect 
teachers and students, remove disruptive in-
fluences, and create a positive learning at-
mosphere; and 

Whereas success in education is best 
achieved when instruction focuses on basic 
academics and fundamental skills, and stu-
dents should no longer be subjected to un-
tried and untested educational theories of in-
struction, rather our Nation’s efforts should 
be geared to proven methods of instruction: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) this Congress has taken strong steps to 
reform our Nation’s educational system and 
allowed States, local schools and parents 
more flexibility and authority over their 
children’s education; and 

(2) the reauthorization of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 will en-
able this Congress to continue its efforts to 
send decision making back to States, local 
schools, and families. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the resolution was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON S. RES. 187 
Mr. DURBIN. 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 

question is on agreeing to S. Res. 187. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING), 
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CHAFEE), the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL), and the Senator from Ari-
zona (Mr. MCCAIN) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL), the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), 
and the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
TORRICELLI) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) would vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:03 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S27SE9.REC S27SE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11491 September 27, 1999 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 294 Leg.] 

YEAS—41 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 
Murkowski 

Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—7 

Bunning 
Chafee 
Hagel 

Kohl 
Leahy 
McCain 

Torricelli 

The resolution (S. Res. 187) was re-
jected. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate now proceed to a pe-
riod of morning business with Senators 
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, what is the 
pending business if we were to go to 
the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. S. 625. 
Mr. KENNEDY. The bankruptcy leg-

islation? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending business would have been S. 
625, which is the bankruptcy bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Further reserving 
the right to object, if that legislation 
were before the Senate, would it be in 
order for me to offer the minimum 
wage as an amendment—if it were 
pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ments are in order, if it were pending. 

Mr. KENNEDY. But, as I understand 
it, the leader now has indicated, by 
consent request, that we go to morning 
business, is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Further reserving 
the right to object, can the leader give 
us any idea when we will be back on 
the pending legislation, the bank-
ruptcy legislation? Or when we will 
have an opportunity to address the 
issue of the minimum wage? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. LOTT. I would like to get to the 

bankruptcy reform legislation. I think 
that is important. We need to have this 
reform. The system is not working well 
now, and there is broad support, I 
think on both sides of the aisle, for 
bankruptcy reform. I think we could 
move to the bill if we could have a full 
debate on bankruptcy and relevant 
amendments to that. We could prob-
ably even work out an agreement that 
would include consideration of the 
small businessman’s and small busi-
nesswoman’s needs, and minimum 
wage needs. But I do not think it is fair 
the bankruptcy reform legislation, 
which should be considered in and of 
and by itself, should become an out- 
basket for every amendment to be of-
fered on every subject that has already, 
in many instances, been considered 
this year, and that it become a Christ-
mas tree for all kinds of unrelated 
amendments. 

That is why I moved to a cloture vote 
because I wanted to get up bankruptcy 
reform. I would like to go to that. I 
will be glad to work out some sort of 
agreement as to how that bill will be 
considered. But I do not think we have 
the time right now, with the appropria-
tions bills we have to complete before 
the end of the fiscal year. Hopefully, 
the last one, the 13th one, will be up— 
it will be up on Wednesday. We will be 
on that bill until we complete it. Hope-
fully, we will complete it by midnight 
on Thursday night, which would be the 
13th bill. It would be only about the 
third time in the last 15 or 20 years we 
will have passed all appropriations 
bills through the Senate by the end of 
the fiscal year. 

So that has been our focus. We have 
been focusing on the appropriations 
bills. We will have a conference report 
in the morning we will need to vote on, 
the Energy and Water appropriations 
bill. We will continue to move those 
bills and the conference reports 
through. When we get through with 
that process, then we will look back to 
what the legislative schedule is going 
to be. I hope we can come to agreement 
on how that would be considered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Just further reserv-
ing the right to object, of course, we 
did not give a clear indication whether 
we would have the opportunity to vote 
on an increase in the minimum wage. 
We have seen Members vote for an in-
crease in their own pay, their salaries, 
for some $4,400. We have doubled the 
President’s salary. We voted for an in-
crease for the military, which I strong-
ly support, and also for Government 
employees. 

I wonder when we will be able to 
enter into some kind of agreement on 

the minimum wage. I do not think it 
will take a great deal of time. We will 
be glad to do it of an evening, if it 
would be more convenient for the lead-
ership, working out the schedule. But 
we have not had the opportunity for 
the Senate to express its will. We 
would like to at least get some indica-
tion from the leader as to when we 
might be able to do this, since the days 
are moving along and still many work-
ers, who are working 40 hours a week, 
52 weeks of the year, have not partici-
pated in the very substantial economic 
progress and are looking to the Senate 
to see whether we will address this 
issue. 

Can the leader help us at all, in 
terms of indicating when we might 
have some chance to address that? 

Mr. LOTT. I can’t at this time be-
cause we must focus on the appropria-
tions bills through the remainder of 
this week. I will need to discuss this 
with Senator DASCHLE and Senator 
KENNEDY and see if we can come up 
with a way we can handle that issue 
without it opening up the door to all 
kinds of other issues that, in many in-
stances, for instance, we may have al-
ready considered in the Senate. 

Having said that, whatever we do, I 
want to make sure we do it in such a 
way that entry-level workers, people 
who do come into restaurants and 
other small businesses, don’t wind up 
losing their jobs. That is important to 
them. Also, that we do not wind up 
doing it in such a way that small busi-
nessmen and small businesswomen can-
not continue to stay in business. 

So I think we have to find a way to 
offset the costs, particularly for small 
businessmen and small businesswomen 
who are working on a very small mar-
gin of profit. I know I have heard from 
some. I remember one lady in par-
ticular, outside of Atlanta—I think 
maybe in Marietta—who had a sweet 
shop. She basically said: If you do this 
again without some sort of offsets, I 
cannot make up the difference any-
more myself. 

So we have to make sure it is a bal-
anced approach when we do consider 
this and however we consider it. 

However, the answer to your question 
is any time you and Senator DASCHLE 
want to sit down and seriously discuss 
a way to get this done, I will be ready 
to do it, once we get through the ap-
propriations process, which will be 
done, hopefully, at the end of this 
week. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

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

roll. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 

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

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:03 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00037 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S27SE9.REC S27SE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-21T13:00:32-0400
	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




