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Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, what
is the order of business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in morning business.

Mr. JEFFORDS. When does morning
business terminate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business terminates at 11:15.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
ACT—Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report S. 2.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 2) to extend programs and activi-
ties under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent the order of amend-
ments to S. 2 be modified to show Sen-
ator MURRAY'’s class size amendment is
the fourth amendment in lieu of Sen-
ator KENNEDY’s teacher quality amend-
ment.

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. | yield to the Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. | believe under the pre-
vious order it is now in order for me to
offer an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

AMENDMENT NO. 3110
(Purpose: To strengthen the Academic
Achievement for All Demonstration Act
(Straight A’s Act)

The

Mr. GORTON. | send an amendment
to the desk for immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-
ToN], for himself, Mr. GREGG, Mr. LoTT, and
Mr. COVERDELL, proposes an amendment
numbered 3110.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 630, strike lines 24 and 25.

On page 653, strike lines 12 through 22.

On page 654, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

““(12) ACHIEVEMENT GAP REDUCTIONS.—AnN
assurance that the State will reduce by 10
percent over the 5-year term of the perform-
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ance agreement, the difference between the
highest and lowest performing groups of stu-
dents described in section 6803(d)(5)(C) that
meet the State’s proficient and advanced
level of performance.

“(13) SERVING DISADVANTAGED SCHOOLS AND
SCHOOL DISTRICTS.—AN assurance that the
State will use funds made available under
this part to serve disadvantaged schools and
school districts.

On page 656, beginning with line 22, strike
all through page 657, line 5, and insert the
following:

““(9) Section 1502.

‘“(10) Any other provision of this Act that
is not in effect on the date of enactment of
the Educational Opportunities Act under
which the Secretary provides grants to
States on the basis of a formula.

““(11) Section 310 of the Department of Edu-
cation Appropriations Act, 2000.

On page 657, line 6, strike ““(11)”” and insert
“(12).

(Orz page 657, line 9, strike **(12)”” and insert
“(13).

(Orz page 657, line 21, insert ‘“that are con-
sistent with part A of title X and” after
“‘purposes’.

On page 665, strike lines 16 through 18, and
insert the following:

“To the extent that the provisions of this
part are inconsistent with part A of title X,
part A of title X shall be construed as super-
seding such provisions.

On page 846, line 15, strike ““and”.

On page 846, between lines 15 and 16, insert
the following:

“(E) part H of title VI; and

On page 846, line 16, strike ““(E)”’ and insert
“(F)”.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, we are
now launched into that portion of this
vital debate on education when amend-
ments will be proposed, debated, and
voted upon. Under the order, there will
be first a Republican amendment; sec-
ond, an amendment for a Democratic
alternative; the third, another Repub-
lican amendment; and fourth, the Mur-
ray amendment that was just outlined
by the Senator from Vermont.

I hope, and | think the leadership
hopes, we will vote on the first two
amendments before the end of business
today, but that certainly is not guaran-
teed. At the present time, there is no
time agreement.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will
yield?

Mr. GORTON. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. | appreciate what the
Senator said. | think we can move
more rapidly if we exchange the
amendments. We have just received the
Gorton amendment and we want to be
responsive in a timely way. We would
be glad to try to stay two amendments
ahead so those who have the responsi-
bility to inform their colleagues, as
well as to speak on these issues on the
floor, have an opportunity to be pre-
pared to address those questions.

I hope, out of a spirit of comity, we
could try to do that. It is generally
done in areas of important policy.
There is no reason not to. We know
what these matters are. | indicated to
the chairman of the committee 2 days
ago what our amendments were going
to be, and they are the ones we offered
in committee. There are no surprises. |
hope we could at least try to do that as
a way of moving this process forward.

the Senator
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This is related not only to the Sen-
ator from Washington. We know he has
spoken to other groups that he in-
tended to offer an amendment, but we
will try to work with the floor man-
agers to exchange these amendments
so we can move it forward in a way
that will benefit all Members.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, | will
do all I can to make sure the Senator
has appropriate notice.

Mr. KENNEDY. We will provide to
the leader our first amendment, as | in-
dicated, the Democratic alternative,
and then the Murray amendment. | will
be glad to give the particulars to the
floor manager.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Thank you.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, | think
the suggestion of the Senator from
Massachusetts is an excellent one. As |
say, | hope we will debate for the bal-
ance of the day on the amendment |
have just submitted and on the Demo-
cratic alternative. I, for one, will have
no objection during the course of the
day if the Democratic amendment is
before the body more or less contem-
poraneously with my own. They can be
debated at the same time. Whether we
will be able to finish today and vote on
both of them is uncertain. | think it is
the hope of the leadership we can do so.
The idea that the next two amend-
ments that are already enshrined in
the wunanimous consent agreement
should be exchanged today so each side
can see them for debate tomorrow, in
my view, is an excellent idea.

The subject of my amendment is one
of the important and dramatic changes
proposed in the bill reported by the
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee. It is an amendment
to the Straight A’s portion of that bill.
I will discuss Straight A’s a little bit
more in detail as we go forward today,
but, fundamentally, Straight A’s in the
form in which it is found in this bill is
a 15-State experiment available to 15 of
the 50 States, pursuant to which rough-
ly a dozen of the present categorical
education programs—including, most
notably, title I—would be combined
and consolidated without the great
bulk of the rules and regulations lit-
erally amounting to hundreds of pages
and the forms and bureaucracy that ac-
company those rules and regulations.

There would, however, be one over-
whelming requirement substituted for
the procedural rules that accompany
the present programs that are included
in Straight A’s. Those procedural rules
have literally nothing to do with stu-
dent achievement. They have to do
with eligibility. They have to do with
the nature in which the money coming
through those programs is spent. They,
of course, have as their goal student
achievement. But most notably, the 35
years of title I have not been marked
by any significant reduction in the dif-
ference between partially privileged
student achievement and those of the
underprivileged students, at which
title | is aimed.

This amendment is slightly more
than a technical amendment, but it
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certainly does not change the philos-
ophy of Straight A’s. It has a more
binding requirement; that the 15 States
which take advantage of Straight A’s
actually reduce the achievement gap
between high- and low-performing stu-
dents by a minimum of 10 percent over
the 5 years of the contract under which
Straight A’s is offered to those 15
States.

S. 2, this bill, already includes a very
considerable carrot that gives a bonus
to States that close that gap by 25 per-
cent during the course of the agree-
ment. That is a new, novel, and vital
part of Straight A’s. However, in order
to see to it that the States which take
advantage of Straight A’s actually re-
duce that gap, a more modest but still
significant reduction is simply re-
quired as a condition of continuing to
be eligible for Straight A’s.

Second, there has been some criti-
cism that elements in this bill could be
construed to be vouchers. That is not
the case, in my view. It was not the in-
tention of the draftsman of Straight
A’s or of the bill as a whole, but a por-
tion of the amendment that is before
the Senate now creates exactly the sit-
uation that exists under present law,
where the use of Federal funds for
vouchers is not explicitly provided for
or disallowed but is essentially depend-
ent upon the interpretation of current
law by the Department of Education.

A third change in this amendment re-
quires that districts and States that
use Straight A’s provide an assurance
that Federal funds will be used to cer-
tain disadvantaged districts and
schools. | do not think that differs
from Straight A’s, as it was originally
drafted, but it makes that requirement
more explicit.

Finally, it sets up a list of eligible
programs in Straight A’s and in an-
other part of this bill, performance
partnership agreements, as being iden-
tical, as matching. They were meant to
match. There were a couple of tech-
nical differences in the bill as reported.
This corrects that disparity. But the
purpose of the amendment, in addition
to those minor changes, is to focus the
attention of this body on that portion
of S. 2 that deals with Straight A’s.

I have spoken on a number of occa-
sions on that subject. | would like to
do so now once again. | should like to
say, to reuse an analogy | used in my
remarks last night, we are, as is the
case with every group that proposes a
dramatic change, threatened with all
kinds of disastrous consequences if
somehow or another we change the sta-
tus quo. That is not a property exclu-
sively belonging to members of one
party or to the other. But it does seem
to me that what we are proposing in S.
2 taken as a whole, with Straight A’s
as a major portion, is the most signifi-
cant redirection of Federal education
policy since the advent of title | itself
some 35 years ago.

Every addition to Federal education
policy since then, with the modest ex-
ception of Ed-Flex, has increased the
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control and the influence of the De-
partment of Education here in Wash-
ington, DC, over the education policies
of 17,000 school districts in the 50
States across the United States. Every
frustration at a lack of success—and
there have been many such lacks and
many such frustrations—has been
marked by a Federal statute that in-
creases the control and the authority
the Federal Government has imposed
over education policy. If 100 pages of
rules is not working as we desired it,
maybe 200 pages of rules would work
better.

At least unconsciously, if not con-
sciously, that has been the direction in
which the Congress and many Presi-
dents have led Federal education pol-
icy over the course of the last 35 years,
to the point at which we have a huge
disparity between the modest 7 percent
or 8 percent of the money spent on pub-
lic education in this country that is ap-
propriated by Congress and the blizzard
of rules and regulations governing the
spending of that 7 percent or 8 percent,
a set of rules which has a huge impact
on the way the other 93 percent that is
supplied by States and local commu-
nities themselves is spent.

This is an attempt to reverse that di-
rection, to show far more trust in par-
ents, who obviously are concerned
about their children’s education, and
trust in the men and women who dedi-
cate their careers to that education—
their principals, their teachers, their
school superintendents, and those
civic-minded citizens who expose them-
selves to the same kind of assaults in
the political world as we do as Sen-
ators. But in 99 percent of all cases as
they run for membership on school
boards, they do so without compensa-
tion and close to home.

We believe firmly that these people,
the people who, by and large, know our
children’s names and our grand-
children’s names, are better suited to
make many of the decisions about the
quality of education and the direction
of education those children receive
than is the Congress of the United
States or are the bureaucrats in the
U.S. Department of Education. That is
the goal of Straight A’s, to restore
some of that authority on an experi-
mental basis to States and to school
districts in 15 of the States of the
United States.

As | said earlier, it is regarded by a
number of Members of this body with
absolute horror that we should think of
doing so. We are given a series of night-
mares about what might happen if we
allow parents and these professional
educators to make decisions they have
continuously been deprived of the au-
thority to make over the years.

The analogy to which | referred was
welfare reform. The Presiding Officer
can remember that debate only a few
years ago. We were told if we took this
tremendous step in a very different di-
rection, a different direction after 50
years or more of a welfare system that
was also more and more encrusted with
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rules and regulations and assumptions
about what people would do under cer-
tain circumstances, we would dev-
astate the social fabric of the United
States. After a debate that encom-
passed several years, with a number of
vetoes, we did in fact dramatically re-
form our welfare system, and we have
had a dramatic success in doing so,
with only a few bitter enemies critical
of the direction of that welfare reform.

I know of no other issue during my
time in this body comparable to that
change and to that debate until we got
to this debate. We are now at the point
at which we found ourselves, maybe 1
year into the debate on welfare reform,
here with education reform. Our view
is that if more decisions are made clos-
er to our students’ lives by people who
know those students, the quality of
their education will improve and we
will have a greater opportunity to help
the great mass of students in the
United States, our young people, with
the complicated challenges of the 21st
century.

However we do not leave it at that.
We do not simply say: We think you
can do a better job, so here is the
money. Go out and do it. We tell the 15
States that will be privileged to exer-
cise the Straight A’s option: You have
to perform. We are not going to give
you a whole bunch of rules and regula-
tions about how you fill out forms and
how you assure that money is spent on
a narrow category of programs; we are
simply going to tell you that you have
to do better. You are going to have to
come up with a way of measuring
achievement in your State—as most
States have, at this point. You are
going to have to tell the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education that if you are al-
lowed into Straight A’s, in the 5-year
period of your contract the achieve-
ment of your students will improve by
a specific amount that you outline in
this contract. And if you fail, you are
going to lose that ability, that author-
ity to spend the money as you see fit
for your priorities, for your children,
for your States and in your commu-
nities.

That is the ultimate in account-
ability. When we deal only with process
accountability—how well do you abide
by the rules, how well do you fill out
the forms—we do nothing in particular
for our children and for their edu-
cation. We hope the results will be
good, but there is no measurement of
the actual quality of their education as
reflected in the way in which they deal
with standardized tests in each one of
these States. We have an account-
ability, not to process but to perform-
ance. | want to repeat that. Our ac-
countability is not to process but to
performance. In order to succeed, in
order to continue in the Straight A’s
Program, you are going to have to
show that you are providing a higher
quality of education to the students in
the school systems in your State.

As | introduced this bill more than a
year ago, it was not limited to 15
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States, either in the House or in the
Senate. | suppose it is a commentary
on the dramatic nature of the change,
that it has been reduced to a signifi-
cant demonstration program in this
bill. The House of Representatives al-
lows it in 10 States. We, in this bill,
allow it in 15 States. | would much pre-
fer every State have that option, but
only 15 are going to be able to do so. At
the same time, | want to point out a
very important fact, not just about
Straight A’s but about all of the inno-
vative directions in this bill. The Per-
formance Partnership Act, the Teach-
ers’ Empowerment Act, other provi-
sions of the bill—none of them is man-
datory; they are all elective.

It is important for everyone in this
body to recognize—it is important for
all the people to recognize—that we are
not requiring these changes. Any State
in the United States of America that
believes the present system of categor-
ical aid programs and the present sys-
tem that has 127 at-risk and delinquent
youth programs in 15 Federal agencies
and Departments, 86 teacher training
programs in 9 Federal agencies and De-
partments, and more than 90 early
childhood programs in 11 Federal agen-
cies and Departments, not to mention
the programs that are included in
Straight A’s, any State that wishes to
continue under that system is free to
do so—any State. If they like the
present system, if they are accustomed
to the present system, they can con-
tinue to perform under it.

If this bill passes and becomes law, in
a relatively short period of time in our
history, 5 years at the maximum, we
will know which system works best. We
will know whether or not allowing our
educators a far greater degree of free-
dom to set their own priorities is, in
fact, the way to do it. We will be able
to measure objectively, by the forms of
accountability they are required to fol-
low in order to get into Straight A’s,
whether or not it works.

I may go beyond that proposition to
say, of course, Straight A’s is not the
only element in this bill that allows
our local educators in our States to
make more of the decisions that affect
their children. There is a Performance
Partnership Act in this bill that is a
modification of Straight A’s, supported
by the National Governors’ Associa-
tion, an association through which
many of the dramatic reforms in edu-
cation over the last few years that are
allowed by the Federal Government
have, in fact, taken place.

That Performance Partnership Act
does not have all of the flexibility
Straight A’s has, but it has a signifi-
cant portion of it. All States under this
bill will be allowed to take that more
modest step toward making their own
decisions than is available in Straight
A’s, which is only to 15 States.

Again, no State will be required to do
so. What does that mean? That means
there are at least three paths States
can follow in this connection: 15 States
can take Straight A’s, a number of
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other States can take the Performance
Partnership Act, and a number of other
States—and | am sure there will be
some—will decide not to choose either
of those alternatives.

Again, not only will our students
learn more, we will learn more about
the best way or perhaps more than one
successful way toward our goal, a goal
we all share, and that is a better edu-
cation for our children.

The same thing is true for the Teach-
er Empowerment Act. The same thing
is true with title | flexibility that is in-
cluded in this bill. These are elective
with the States and sometimes with
the school districts themselves.

How is it we can be so certain that
the present system is so good that we
do not want anyone to use a different
system? Have we been so overwhelm-
ingly successful that we do not need to
have this debate at all; that all we need
to do is just reratify for another 5
years what we have been doing for the
last 5 years? | do not think anyone be-
lieves that; everyone believes we can
do better. But can’t we at the very
least allow people to do better in a dif-
ferent direction rather than simply
saying, we have a whole bunch of pro-
grams now; all we need is more rules
for the existing programs and a few
new ones, added on to the dozens and
hundreds we have at the present time
that affect the education of our chil-
dren from prekindergarten to and
through the 12th grade?

Straight A’s gives us the ability in
some of the States to determine the ac-
curacy of the statement that our par-
ents, our teachers, our principals, our
superintendents, and our school board
members care deeply about the edu-
cation of the kids admitted to their
charge or in their families; that they
are smart enough to make fundamental
decisions about the course of that edu-
cation; that we want an alternate way
of reducing the gap between under-
privileged children and those in more
successful schools; that we have not
been overwhelmingly successful—at all
successful—in reducing that gap in the
last 35 years, and that perhaps another
way is better and at the very least we
ought to compare it with the current
way in which we do business.

We will hear during the course of this
debate: No, we just need to do more of
the same; if we can just do more of the
same; it is just that we have not done
enough of what we have been doing in
the past; and no, we cannot allow some
States to go off in a different direction
from others; no, we cannot repose that
degree of confidence in the people in
our school districts all across the coun-
try; we dare not do it; this threatens to
have this adverse consequence or that
adverse consequence or a third adverse
consequence.

I only ask my colleagues to reflect on
the fact that this debate will be, for all
practical purposes, identical to that de-
bate over welfare reform of a few years
ago, and if we had taken counsel of our
fears then, this country would be far
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worse off than it is today, when instead
of taking counsel of our fears, we took
counsel of our hopes and worked ra-
tionally toward those goals.

The attitudes that gave us welfare
reform ought to give us this bill, in-
cluding Straight A’s, during the course
of this debate and provide a better fu-
ture for children all across the United
States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). The Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | wish
to, if | may, ask my friend and col-
league from Washington a question. If |
understand this correctly, there are
two essential provisions that he in-
cludes here. One is, in the 15-State
block grant, the Senator prohibits the
use of funds for vouchers to private
schools; is this correct?

Mr. GORTON. Yes. | said I believe it
did already, but this makes it more ex-
plicit. It simply keeps the present rules
with respect to vouchers in effect.

Mr. KENNEDY. As the Senator
knows, there are different provisions in
the 50-State block grant than in the 15-
State block grant. During the exchange
in our committee, the principal pro-
ponent, Senator GREGG—and | am sure
he will speak to it—indicated that he
did not dismiss the use of those funds
for private school vouchers.

Is the Senator from Washington say-
ing—many of us have been critical of
the overall program and the use of
vouchers, that this is a block grant and
voucher program—with this amend-
ment, there would be the elimination
of the language in the 15-State block
grant that would have permitted the
voucher program for private schools?

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, that is
not what | say. | do not believe it al-
lowed it previously, but in any event, |
think we have satisfied that criticism
with respect to those who made it with
respect to Straight A’s. | do not think
it allowed vouchers before. It clearly
does not now.

Mr. KENNEDY. | appreciate the Sen-
ator’s response. | hope the Senator will
stay with me because usually when the
proponent of a particular measure,
such as Senator GREGG, says that it
does and then another Senator says he
reads the language that it does not—
generally speaking, the members of our
committee believed that it did, wheth-
er we agree with it or not, for the very
significant reasons that the Senator
from New Hampshire pointed out—so
we want to understand now, once and
for all, whether you believe it did or
did not before.

Your understanding is that it elimi-
nates the use of vouchers for the pri-
vate school partnerships as part of
your amendment?

Mr. GORTON. The amendment we
have proposed essentially restates cur-
rent law, where the use of Federal
funds for vouchers is neither expressly
provided for nor disallowed but in-
tended upon the interpretation of cur-
rent law by the Department of Edu-
cation.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Whatever the ex-
change is that we are having here be-
tween the Senator from Washington
and myself—I know he is reluctant to
somehow say now this is the effect of
the amendment. It certainly is my un-
derstanding, and | think the other
members of our committee would
agree, that when it was proposed, very
clearly—you can go back into the
RECORD and see—this was the intent of
the Senator from New Hampshire.

I may stand corrected by the one who
put that in, that it was to be an allow-
able use of these funds to be used under
the block grant program. They were
going to consolidate the programs and
then turn the funds over to the States,
and then some would go down into the
local communities. But one of the pur-
poses that would have been legitimized
for the first time was a voucher pro-
gram for private schools.

On our side, we support the use of
title | funds in terms of public school
choice. But this was a departure from
that. That is exactly the way we read
it.

Under the Senator’s amendment, the
option of private school vouchers will
not be there.

Secondly, in the 15-State demonstra-
tion block grant, you add a provision.
Could the Senator tell me what the ef-
fect of the language for the 15-State
block grant is, on line 5 on the
““Achievement Gap Reductions’’? What
does the Senator intend to achieve by
that language?

Mr. GORTON. The language is de-
signed to require that there be a reduc-
tion of 10 percent over the 5-year pe-
riod between the highest and the low-
est performing students described in an
earlier part of the act, which is basi-
cally title I.

Mr. KENNEDY. | am trying to under-
stand. Exactly of what would the 10
percent reduction be? What is the Sen-
ator trying to drive at? As | understand
it, the Senator is trying to deal with
the provisions of the legislation that
relates to accountability.

We have the overall State account-
ability. Then we have the 15-State
block grant. The 15-State block grant
is going to come under overall State
accountability. The provisions of the
overall legislation will apply.

Could the Senator please clarify? We
can probably move to an early accept-
ance of the Senator’s amendment, but |
just want to understand exactly what
it does and what it does not do. | have
difficulty in seeing exactly what this
really means in terms of the total ac-
countability.

Does this change the overall State
requirements that are spelled out on
page 662, the ‘“‘Failure To Meet
Terms.—If at the end of the 5-year
term of the performance agreement a
State has not substantially met the
performance goals . . .”’? Does this in
any way change that?

Mr. GORTON. It makes it tougher.

Mr. KENNEDY. Can the Senator tell
me exactly what are the penalties that
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will be included in here if they do not
achieve that?

Mr. GORTON. The penalties will be
the same as they are in the original
form of the bill; that is to say, if a
State does not meet the commitments
it made in getting into this 15-State
Straight A’s Program, it runs the risk,
at the discretion of the Department of
Education, of losing the ability to con-
tinue in that program. It would revert
to the present system of categorical
aid programs and the accountability
provisions contained therein.

What this does is add another manda-
tory requirement to what the State un-
dertakes, a 10-percent reduction in this
differential. So it makes it somewhat
tougher for the State to be entitled to
continue in Straight A’s after its ini-
tial 5-year period.

Mr. KENNEDY. The reason | ask this
is, | say to the Senator, he is not in
any way changing the “Failure To
Meet Terms’ that a State must meet.
As | understand it, the Senator Iis
amending a different section, and that
is the 15-State block grant.

What we find out further, on page 662,
is, “If a State has made no progress to-
ward achieving,” there will be certain
reductions of funds. But that is when
there is ““no progress.” On page 662 it
is: ‘“‘substantial progress’. | do not see
how your 10-percent over the 5-year pe-
riod of the performance agreements
really does very much.

Mr. GORTON. | say to the Senator,
given the fact that in 35 years of title
I we have not reduced it at all, a re-
quirement to reduce it by 10 percent in
5 years is rather substantial.

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator would
explain to me where—this is the con-
trolling law. It states very clearly, on
page 662, what the test is going to be.
It talks about ‘“‘agreement a State has
not substantially met the performance.
.. .” There is no definition of what
“‘substantially met the performance”
is. That has not changed by the Sen-
ator’s addition. The penalty described
on page 662 only applies when there is
““no progress.”’

I fail to see how that does very much
in terms of accountability. It does not
stop at the end of 2 years.

Does the Senator’s program have the
requirement of a reduction of funds ad-
ministratively at the end of 3 years, as
the Democratic program does? It does
not. Does it have a further reduction
after 4 years? No, it does not. Does it
have requirements that the State has
to intervene; and that, if not, there
could be the closing of a particular
school if it does not achieve those
kinds of reductions? It does not. The
Democratic program does.

It is basically feel-good language.

I would recommend, if it is going to
make the Senator from Washington
feel good—and evidently is going to
make others on that side feel good—
that we are not going to be able to use
vouchers for private schools, we have
been maintaining that block grants are
blank checks for States. We have
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talked about, this Republican proposal
is going to provide vouchers for private
schools, and we have been told: Oh, no,
that isn’t so. We have some of our Re-
publican friends saying: Oh, no, that
was not even intended for part of it. We
had the proponent of the amendment
saying that was so. Now the Senator
from Washington wants to eliminate
that. Well, | certainly would urge our
colleagues to support that.

Mr. GORTON. | thank the Senator.

Mr. KENNEDY. | see some colleagues
here who might want to address this
issue. The way | see it is that this lan-
guage, as the Senator has pointed out,
would effectively reduce the block
grant.

I would say, just out of comity, since
this language was prepared by the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, could the
Senator indicate to me whether he is
supporting this program—just out of
comity, since it is directly related to
his language?

Mr. GORTON. | am not sure what the
question is.

Mr. KENNEDY. The question is, since
this is the amendment of the Senator
from New Hampshire, has the Senator
inquired if the Senator from New
Hampshire supports him?

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from New
Hampshire joins me.

Mr. KENNEDY. He joins you. That is
interesting. He gave me a different in-
terpretation. | appreciate that.

Mr. President, | think it is basically
very weak language.

On page 662 of the legislation, in rela-
tion to the States, it does not have any
penalty. And, furthermore, you have to
wait 5 years to find out whether there
is going to be any progress made.

| think families in this country want
progress now. They want account-
ability now. They want guarantees
now. Under our bill, that process of ac-
countability begins in the second year,
third year, fourth year, fifth year; and
it builds in terms of accountability, in
terms of the requirements of the States
to help those particular communities,
which is not being done today.

Does the Senate understand that it is
not being done today? We have the
most recent surveys done by the De-
partment of Education that polls un-
derserved title | communities. Accord-
ing to the surveys, more than half of
the Title | communities have said that
when they have asked the States to
help them, they have gotten virtually
no response whatsoever. This is very
weak accountability. 1 will be glad to
recommend that we move ahead and
accept this amendment and then get to
the Democratic alternative so that the
Members of the Senate and the Amer-
ican people will understand and be able
to compare and contrast the account-
ability provisions because this is still

woefully inadequate and woefully
weak.
Mrs. MURRAY. Will the Senator

yield for a question?
Mr. KENNEDY. Yes,
yield.

I am glad to
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Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from
Massachusetts and | both sit on the
Labor Committee, which went through
the entire progress of this issue. | came
to the floor and was trying to under-
stand what the amendment actually
accomplishes. Does the Senator recall
that during the committee hearing we
asked the author of the amendment
specifically if funds could be used for
private schools, and his response to us
was yes?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, that
lutely my recollection of it.

Mrs. MURRAY. And that the port-
ability for title | could also be used for
private schools.

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor-
rect. If the Senator will permit, does
the Senator’s language affect the port-
ability provisions?

is abso-

Mr. GORTON. It affects only the
Straight A’s title of this bill at this
point.

Mr. KENNEDY. That’s fine. He has

indicated we could not use vouchers for
private schools. Now we are asking,
““Are you going to be able to use funds
for private school vouchers under the
portability provision?’”’ Under the port-
ability provision, there is every indica-
tion that you could use funds for pri-
vate schools and religious schools as
well. | am trying to understand wheth-
er we are addressing both of these con-
cerns or just part of them.

Mr. GORTON. That question would
be more properly directed to the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire who, I may
say, | think disagrees with the Senator
from Massachusetts as to his interpre-
tation of the provisions of the Senator
from New Hampshire. This provision,
the 10 percent, applies to the Straight
A’s provision of the bill which, in turn,
allows 15 States to have that degree of
flexibility. It is very easy to talk about
accountability from the point of view
of punishing States and school districts
by taking money away from them so
that will increase, somehow or an-
other, their performance. Part of our
bill, in my view, is that the States who
succeed will get a bonus, which is not
included in the Democratic bill or in
any previous education bill.

Mrs. MURRAY. If the Senator will
yield further, does the Senator under-
stand, as | do, that this amendment
would not apply to title | portability?
And we, again, asked the author of this
amendment in committee if the title |
portability funds could be used for pri-
vate education institutions, and his an-
swer was yes. This amendment doesn’t
fix that. | am glad it fixes the first part
of it, but it doesn’t—and the Senator
can respond—fix the portability.

Mr. KENNEDY. | appreciate the Sen-
ator’s attention to this matter because
it shows something enormously inter-
esting that is happening here. On one
hand, this amendment addresses the
issue of voucher programs for private
schools under the 15-State block grant
program. On the other, it doesn’t affect
private school vouchers that are per-
missible under the title | portability
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program. It seems to me that if you are
going to fix it in one program, you
ought to fix it in both.

If you look at the portability provi-
sions on page 127, it states:

. an eligible child, for which a per pupil
amount shall be used for supplemental edu-
cation services for the eligible child that are
(A) subject to subparagraph (B)—

And this deals with the portability
provisions—

provided by the school directly or through
the provisions of supplemental education
services with any governmental or non-
governmental agency, school, postsecondary
educational institution, or other entity, in-
cluding a private organization or business

So you are striking one section, but
leaving the other section. Well, that
will have to remain there until we ad-
dress that in our alternative. I, for one,
want to move ahead in the debate on
this, and | would be glad to urge ac-
ceptance of this amendment.

Mrs. MURRAY. If the Senator will
yield for one other point, because |
have continually heard that with title
I funds, for over 35 years kids have not
increased their abilities, and test
scores don’t show that, it is my under-
standing that we test title | students,
or analyze their performances, and as
kids do better, they move out of the
program. So each year, we have new
kids coming into the program who need
the extra services for reading, writing,
and basic instruction. So we are not
testing the same Kids year after year.
When we hear the comments that stu-
dent achievement has not increased
under title I, we essentially haven’t
been testing the same group of stu-
dents, and we cannot show that be-
cause they have moved out and we are
testing new kids. Am | correct?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is en-
tirely correct. It is one of those impor-
tant facts that one has to understand
in order to be able to respond to those
who say, look, there hasn’t been any
change for 2 or 3 years. We can dem-
onstrate there has been academic
progress made in terms of classes in a
number of areas.

Mrs. MURRAY. | thank the Senator
from Massachusetts. | don’t think any
of us disagree with the goal of reducing
by 10 percent over 5 years the term of
performance agreements—the dif-
ference between the highest and lowest
achieving students. But | think to rhe-
torically say that we can do it through
a test is very difficult. 1 think we all
want students to achieve better. Here
on the Democratic side, we believe that
by providing high-quality teachers and
class sizes that are reduced, where a
teacher has time to teach math and
English, where we are in classrooms
and where students can actually learn
and they are not there in overcoats be-
cause there is no heating, or there are
holes in the roof, and that we continue
to put Federal resources into programs
that have been shown to work those
achievement gaps will decrease. | hope
our colleagues understand this as we
move forward. | thank the Senator
from Massachusetts for yielding.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we are
prepared to accept the amendment.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am
going to ask for a rollcall vote on my
amendment. | ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second.

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GORTON. There are Members on
our side who wish to speak to that
amendment, | hope, with the consent of
the manager of the bill because we are
debating education as a whole. We
would be happy to allow the Senator
from Massachusetts to propose the
Democratic alternative now, and we
can debate them jointly for the balance
of the time in the time available. Any
time the Senator from Massachusetts
wishes to introduce an amendment,
there will be no objection on this side
to allowing that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, there

have been a number of representations
that have been inaccurate from the
other side, and | regret that. | think
that maybe they are concerned that
the substance of this bill works so well,
they have to mischaracterize the ac-
tual process in order to attack it. The
representation that there are voucher
proposals in this bill is inaccurate. The
senior Senator from Washington has
offered an amendment which would
make this absolutely clear. He put the
status of the Straight A’s proposal in
this bill in the same position as the
present law under the ESEA of 1965,
which law does not limit the ability to
use the funds for public entities. So
that law, as viewed, is a chilling event
on school systems from using it for pri-
vate entities which would create the
voucher issue.

The amendment of the senior Sen-
ator from Washington clarifies that
point, which was a point raised in com-
mittee and which was the language re-
ported out of committee. If a State
such as Florida has a private voucher
system—I| guess the issue now is
whether they have one or not—those
funds can be used in this manner. But
as a practical matter, what the Sen-
ator from Washington is making clear
is that they can’t—that they will be
subject to the chilling event that pres-
ently exists for any title | money. That
chilling event has basically made it
virtually impossible for vouchers to be
used by any State. This was the con-
cern of the Senator from Maine.

That is why | have agreed whole-
heartedly with the amendment of the
Senator from Washington, as | believe
we should not allow the bogeyman
vouchers—it has been used as a bogey-
man by the other side—to be used to
try to undermine what is a really good
idea, which is the concept of Straight
A’s.

The basic theme of Straight A’s
doesn’t need vouchers in order to work
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well, and we don’t have to get in the
voucher debate in order for Straight
A’s to work well. I am perfectly happy
to have the voucher issue taken off the
table. | don’t think it was really on the
table to begin with because | don’t
think many States have a system to
make it available. But even if it was on
the table, the Senator from Wash-
ington is taking it off the table.

I heard about this attempt this
morning from a number of people on a
couple of talk shows. Representatives
of the educational lobby are here in
Washington in full charge against any
idea of changing the status quo because
they basically are the beneficiaries of
the status quo. They are also trying to
use the term ‘‘vouchers” to stigmatize
this piece of legislation, which | sup-
pose is the defense of folks who really
can’t defend their positions in opposi-
tion to this language on substance.

The fact is that Straight A’s, as put
forward, is an optional program. It is
up to each State whether they want to
pursue it.

If a State pursues Straight A’s, the
achievement obligations in the area of
increasing the educational success of
our low-income children is very strict.
Straight A’s is an attempt to give low-
income children a better education and
to require that better education actu-
ally be proved to have occurred, some-
thing that has not happened under title
I over the last 35 years after $130 bil-
lion has been spent.

Also, one of the Senators came out
and said it is also about portability.
There is no voucher program for port-
ability. Portability is not a voucher
program. All the money under port-
ability stays with the public school
systems. The public school systems
write the check. The public school sys-
tems control the dollars.

This is once again a bogeyman at-
tempt to try to mischaracterize the
bill and, as a result of using
mischaracterization, to try to, there-
fore, tune up opposition to it.

| think we ought to stick to the sub-
stance of the actual language versus
those types of presentations which |
don’t think are constructive to the de-
bate.

| yield to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Just a clarifica-
tion: | thought | distinctly understood
the Senator from Washington comment
that it was represented in committee
that portability was indeed a voucher.

Mr. GREGG. No. Under no cir-
cumstance was portability ever rep-
resented as a voucher, or ever rep-
resented as a voucher in committee.
What | said was Straight A’s could
have been used by a State to qualify
that it had set up a voucher program
such as Florida had. Yes, in those in-
stances Straight A’s could have been
used. The Senator from Washington
was making it very clear that is not
going to happen.

Mr. COVERDELL.
ator.

Mr. GREGG. | yield to the Senator
from Maine for a question.

I thank the Sen-
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senators suspend for a second.

The Senator from New Hampshire
has the floor. Does he yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. GREGG. Yes. | yield to the Sen-
ator from Maine for a question.

Ms. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. | thank the Senator for yielding
for a question.

I thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire and the Senator from Washington
State for their terrific, truly extraor-
dinary leadership on this entire bill.

As the Senator from New Hampshire
knows, the issue of whether or not
Straight A’s authorizes Federal funds
for private school vouchers was most
important to me. | have worked with
him and with the Senator from Wash-
ington. Indeed, | am the author of the
provisions in the Gorton amendment
which makes it crystal clear that Fed-
eral funds could not be used for vouch-
ers under the Straight A’s proposal.

Will the Senator from New Hamp-
shire agree with me that while there is
nothing in this legislation that pro-
hibits a State from using also its own
funds for some sort of voucher pro-
posal, that the Gorton amendment now
makes clear that Federal funds under
the Straight A’s proposal could not be
used for private school vouchers?

Mr. GREGG. It makes that as clear
as it is under present law relative to
other title | moneys.

Ms. COLLINS. | thank the Senator
from New Hampshire for his clarifica-
tion on this.

Mr. GREGG. | yield the floor.

Ms. COLLINS. I ask to be a cosponsor
of the Gorton amendment. | am pleased
to have contributed to it in this area in
clarifying the law since | think it was
ambiguous as to whether we were
changing current law, and that ambi-
guity has now been eliminated.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we
can talk about this all we like, but I
draw attention—and | congratulate the
Senator from Maine—to the additional
views of Senator COLLINS, which say, |
am opposed to using Federal funds for
private school vouchers. | believe the
language about academic achievement
for all programs must be modified to
prevent having diversion of Federal
funds to private schools.

That is exactly our position.

The Senator from Washington can
deny that is his understanding, and the
Senator from New Hampshire said this
isn’t really a voucher debate. It isn’t
just on our side, it is on their side too.

I am glad the position of the Senator
from Maine has prevailed on this issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, | con-
gratulate the Senator from Maine also
for working on this issue.

My amendment, | think, fixes one
problem with which many of us were
concerned. However, regarding the title
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I portability funds in the bill, I am
reading the language of the bill on page
127. It says:

Subparagraph (b): Provided by the schools
directly or through the provision of supple-
mental education services with any govern-
mental or nongovernmental agency, school,
post-secondary educational institution, or
other entity, including a private organiza-
tion or business.

The language in the bill allows title
I portability funds to go to a public or
private school.

In committee, we asked if it could go
to a private school. We didn’t use the
word ‘“‘vouchers.” We said: Could this
portability money go to a private
school? The answer is yes. That is what
the language does. The amendment be-
fore us fixes the Straight A’s question,
but it does not fix title | portability.

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator will yield
for a question, is the Senator aware
that under title I, if a public school
wishes to contract with a private enti-
ty, such as a Sylvan Learning Center,
it can do that?

Mrs. MURRAY. Yes. But the school is
in control of those funds.

Mr. GREGG. Is the Senator aware
that under this proposal the dollars
will still flow through the public school
if it goes to a Sylvan Learning Center?

Mrs. MURRAY. Under title | port-
ability provisions that are in the bill
before us, it will allow families to take
the title | funds they receive to any in-
stitution, school, or private—l just
read all of it. They can choose.

Mr. GREGG. No. The Senator is in-
correct in her characterization. The
family does not have possession of the
funds. The funds go to the public
school. The public school, at the re-
quest of the family, may then and
should then take the money and use it
to support that child in an additional
learning activity. In other words, the
child has to go to the public school.
The child cannot go to a private school
under portability and use funds for the
purpose of going to a private school.
The child must attend the public
school. If they decide to do so under
the plan as presented to the Secretary
of Education, under their portability
plan as designed by the public school
system, the public school may use
those dollars as it does today for the
purpose of giving additional support to
the low-income child in assisted learn-
ing.

Mrs. MURRAY. | reclaim my time.

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator doesn’t
want me to clarify the point.

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from
New Hampshire has made a statement
and | am looking at the language of the
bill. It says.

(B) if directed by the parent of an eligible
child, provided by the school or local edu-
cational agency through a school-based pro-
gram . . . that a parent directs that the serv-
ices be provided through a tutorial assist-
ance provided.

It is not directed by the school but
directed by the parent.

| think that is one of the underlying
flaws and concerns we have. As a
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former school board member, | do not
know how a school district is going to
manage this when parents come to the
school indicating they have the right
to this money, and you figure, as a
school, how you do your accounting,
how you determine whether that child
actually gets the money, how you hire
teachers. And, frankly, the parent is in
control. It is very clear in the language
of this bill.

The Senator from New Hampshire
made a very specific case that he
thought it was the school. If the lan-
guage reflected that, | would believe it.
But the language says very clearly
that the parent can take their title |
money and take it to another school.
We interpret that, and everyone else
will, as private or public because it is
not defined as public.

| yield the floor.

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

Mr. GREGG. | regret the Senator will
not yield to debate this issue in a
forum-like manner. Let me answer the
question on my own time because I
guess the Senator isn’t making her
point because she recognizes her point
is inaccurate.

If the language is as they stated, the
school has the control over the dollars.
The parent has the right to direct the
school to pursue an assisted learning
activity. But the child is in the public
school and the public school controls
the dollars for that assisted learning
activity.

The only difference between the
present law and what this does relative
to that assisted learning activity, in
this case the parent gets involved.
Under present law, the parent is not in-
volved in the assisted learning activ-
ity. If they want to bring in the Sylvan
Learning Center or any tutorial service
to help the low-income child, they can
do that, but the parent does not have
the right to say do it or not do it.
Under this proposal, the parent has the
right to say, yes, please send my child
to an assisted learning facility.

The school, however, has the right to
say they don’t think that an assisted
learning activity qualifies as being a
quality educational activity and is ap-
plicable to this child’s needs. If the
school overrules it because they say
that the assisted learning activity is
not a qualified activity, then the par-
ent can’t direct the funds to go in that
area.

Essentially, what we are proposing is
a system which already exists in Ari-
zona—in fact, | think Seattle may have
some form of this system—where par-
ents actually get involved in the proc-
ess of educating low-income Kkids. Par-
ents actually have something to say
about it.

We all know from history and from
study after study after study that per-
tinent for improving the quality of
education of the child is parental in-
volvement. We also know that the sin-
gle biggest problem we have with low-
income children is the fact that par-
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ents are not involved. This is an oppor-
tunity to draw the parent into the
process and have the parent have a role
in the process. That is very important.

Equally important, this is an oppor-
tunity to make sure the dollars actu-
ally benefit the low-income child.
Under the present law, there are lots of
low-income children who don’t get any
benefit from the title | dollars, which
are low-income dollars theoretically.
Why is that? Because if a school does
not have a threshold number of chil-
dren, does not have the 35 percent, or
in some States it is up to 65 percent of
the kids in the school who qualify as
low income, in other words, kids who
meet the School Lunch Program, then
no dollars go to that school.

If you are a low-income child attend-
ing a school where you don’t have 35
percent of the other Kkids in the school
as low-income children, you don’t get
any title | assistance. Does that make
any sense? Of course, it doesn’t make
any sense.

We are saying, instead of having the
dollars go to the school systems and to
the administration and to the bureauc-
racy, let’s have the dollars follow the
child. Let’s have the dollars actually
follow the child to different public
schools so every child who is a low-in-
come child actually gets funded, actu-
ally gets dollars benefiting that child.

That is a pretty good idea because
that means we are actually going to
point the dollars at the kids who we al-
legedly are trying to help, the low-in-
come Kkids. The dollars never leave the
public school system in the sense that
all dollars must go to the public
school. In other words, the parent does
not have the control over those dollars.
He doesn’t get a check.

If John Jones goes to public school A,
the dollars go to public school A. If the
parent says they don’t think public
school A is doing the best job for their
child, and then moves John Jones to
public school B, the dollars go to public
school B. When John Jones gets to pub-
lic school B, if the parent says they
think John Jones needs some assisted
learning outside of his schoolday—re-
member, his whole schoolday is domi-
nated by the public school system and
he cannot go to a private school with
these dollars—then the dollars go to
the assisted learning to the extent it is
required in order to pay for that as-
sisted learning subject to the public
school system, and subject to the pub-
lic school system saying that the as-
sisted learning is actually something
that is qualified and will do the job as
they deem it appropriate, recognizing
that under present law we already
allow this to occur. We allow assisted
learning which is a private activity.

To characterize this as a voucher is
an inexcusable attempt to try to stig-
matize this with a term that is being
used for the purposes of creating an ir-
rational response from folks, especially
teachers and the educational commu-
nity. It is simply hyperbole for the pur-
poses of trying to beat this for political
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reasons. It is not a substantive or an
accurate response to what this pro-
posal involves.

Remember, this proposal—whether it
is portability or whether it is the Sen-
ator from Washington’s Straight A’s
proposal—is an option. No State has to
pursue this. No community has to use
this. If they decide to pursue this, if
the State decides it wants to use port-
ability, it is the educational commu-
nity in that State that has come to-
gether, that has thought about the
issue, that has said: Title | isn’t work-
ing in its presents form; let’s try a
portability initiative.

It will be the educators who write the
portability initiative in the State and
who apply for it. They will have the
say in how it is structured. They don’t
have to do it if they don’t want to do
it.

If the State of New Hampshire de-
cides they like the way they are doing
title I, they don’t care about trying
this new idea of portability or this
Straight A’s idea, they can walk away
from the proposal. They don’t have to
do it. They can keep the law the way it
is.

Why is there such fear on the other
side of the aisle of putting on the table
a bunch of different options, having a
cafeteria line that States and commu-
nities can go through? | don’t under-
stand it. They have been stratified,
iced into the status quo, petrified into
the status quo to the point they are
not willing to adjust in any way or give
the States any opportunity for adjust-
ment. It is regrettable. It is regrettable
because it means we basically, as we
know for 35 years, are locking our low-
income kids into generation after gen-
eration of failure. We know for a fact
our low-income kids simply have not
achieved. We ought to try some other
ideas. We ought to let our States try
some other ideas.

There are a lot of States out there
that want to try other ideas, and we
should not lock them out of that op-
portunity with Federal dollars.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished minority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | have
not had the opportunity to participate
in this debate over the last couple of
days. This is the first chance | have
had. | would like to make a statement,
and at the end of my statement | will
be introducing the Democratic sub-
stitute which, under the agreed-upon
order, will be the second amendment to
be considered during the debate on this
legislation.

I think, as everyone has already
noted, this is an important debate for a
lot of reasons. The Elementary and
Secondary Education Act is truly the
blueprint that guides all Federal edu-
cation policy from prekindergarten
through high school. So this is the big
one. This is the one that really counts
when it comes to the Federal policy
framework under which we will work
for the next 6 years. Every 5 or 6 years,
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Congress has the responsibility to do
what we are doing now, to decide what
is working, to fix what is not.

In the past, this debate on ESEA has
always been vigorous, but it has always
been bipartisan. In the end, the votes
have always been bipartisan. Unfortu-
nately, that is not the way things have
shaped up so far this year.

Two months ago, Republican leaders
in the Senate stunned us by announc-
ing that they were abandoning efforts
to develop the bipartisan approach we
have used now for 35 years. Instead,
they put forward legislation so sharply
partisan that even the Republican
chair voted ‘‘present’”” on two major
Republican amendments in committee.

The truth is, this bill does not rede-
fine the Federal role in education, it
abandons it. It essentially repeals the
role of the Federal Government in edu-
cation. Instead of targeting Federal
education dollars where they can do
the most good, the bill takes money
from Federal education programs and
puts it in block grants. All the Federal
Government would do is sign blank
checks. Governors and State legisla-
tors would decide how the money is
spent. Block grants eliminate any
guarantee the funds will be spent
where they are most needed or on re-
forms that are most effective.

Our Republican colleagues claim to
hold States accountable for the results.
They require states to have a plan in
this legislation, but in that plan the
State sets their own performance goals
and the goals be based on State aver-
ages. If children from well-off families
made all the gains, that would be good
enough. This bill does nothing to make
sure the children in disadvantaged
communities have access to good
teachers and strong academic pro-
grams.

If States fail to achieve their goals,
nothing happens for 5 years. After 5
years, the only penalty for failure to
comply is that a State cannot partici-
pate in the block grant program for the
next year.

It is also ironic that they are claim-
ing to ““do something new.” What new
suggestion they are proposing is to
take the block grant idea that goes all
the way back, at least to 1981, to repeat
it again now in the year 2000. That is
their new idea. They take an idea that
was proposed and passed in 1981, to con-
vert several Federal education pro-
grams into a block grant, and to do
now what we did then.

It is important, as my Democratic
colleagues have noted, to look at what
has happened to that new idea back in
1981. Since then, the funding for that
new idea, funding for that blank check,
that block grant, has been cut in half,
largely because it is difficult to advo-
cate for a blank check.

Republicans have made clear their
highest priority is enacting huge tax
cuts. Those irresponsible policies would
leave absolutely no room for critical
investments in education. So this cut-
ting in half of the blank check might
fit that scenario.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Perhaps we should not be so sur-
prised at their interest in creating new
education block grants. This new, revo-
lutionary reform idea of the year 2000,
similar to the one in 1981 might be the
design: Let’s create a block grant, let’s
sign a blank check, let’s cut that blank
check in half in 20 years, and let’s pro-
vide more in tax cuts. What we need is
a bipartisan commitment to maintain
the national commitment to education
and invest in solutions that we know
work.

One of our great leaders in South Da-
kota history has been the Indian leader
Sitting Bull. More than a century ago,
he actually came to Washington and
noted in a speech to policymakers at
the time that if we put our minds to-
gether and see what life can make for
our children, we will all be the bene-
ficiaries.

Today, we make that same request of
all of our colleagues. For the sake of
our children, let’s put aside these ex-
traordinary partisan differences, put
our minds together, and see what we
can do for our children’s future. That,
in essence, is what Democrats are pro-
viding with this comprehensive plan to
improve America’s public schools. Our
entire caucus has worked hard on this
plan. I am very gratified that our en-
tire caucus supports it.

Our plan is a substitute for the Re-
publican block grant proposal that is
now on the Senate floor. It actually in-
cludes many pieces of the bipartisan
plan our Republican colleagues aban-
doned in March. It is not a blank
check. It sets high standards for stu-
dents and teachers. It gives commu-
nities the resources and tools to meet
those standards. It holds them ac-
countable for results. It targets Fed-
eral education dollars where they will
do the most good.

We do this by helping communities
reduce class size, by recruiting and
training qualified teachers, by helping
to rebuild and replace overcrowded and
crumbling schools and helping close
the digital divide so all children can
compete in the new economy, and by
strengthening parents’ involvement in
their children’s education, through re-
port cards and other information, so
they can hold schools accountable.

It also helps create opportunities for
safe before- and afterschool programs
where children can receive responsible
adult supervision. It is troubling to
many of us that every afternoon in
America, 5 million kids go home after
school to empty houses while their par-
ents sit at work and worry about their
safety. Our Democratic colleagues be-
lieve we can do better than that.

Improving public education must be
our top priority.

State and local governments clearly
have the responsibility for funding and
running our Nation’s public school pro-
grams. Federal programs should be the
catalyst for change. We need to focus
our efforts on fundamental changes
that work to make sure every child has
the opportunity to learn.
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We took important steps in 1994 by
requiring States to set high standards
for learning and to assess student per-
formance, and we are starting already
to see some results in some areas, as
some of my colleagues have noted.

Student performance is rising in
reading, math, and science. Why? Be-
cause we took action in 1994.

SAT scores are rising. Why? Because
we took action in 1994. Why? Because
the Federal Government created the
incentives. Why? Because we have been
the catalyst to move these programs in
the right direction.

More students are taking rigorous
courses and doing better in them. The
percentage of students taking biology,
chemistry, and physics has doubled.
Why? Because we took action in 1994.
Why? Because the Federal Government
has been directly involved, not in deci-
sionmaking but in incentivizing.

More students are passing AP exams.
Fewer students are dropping out. Why?
Because we took action.

What we are saying now is that it is
time for us to continue to build on
those success stories at the national
level that worked then, that are work-
ing now, and that provide us with the
opportunity to do even more.

There is much more to do. Not all
schools and not all students are reach-
ing their potential. The achievement
gap between rich and poor, between
whites and minorities, is unacceptable.
Students from disadvantaged commu-
nities have significantly less access
today to technology. We cannot afford
to leave any child behind, and we have
to do better.

Schools face many challenges that
must be addressed if all students are
challenged to achieve high standards.
School enrollments are at record levels
and continuing to rise. A large part of
the teaching corps is getting ready to
retire.

Diversity is increasing, bringing new
languages and cultures into the class-
room.

Family structures are changing.
More women are in the workplace cre-
ating the need for quality afterschool
and summer school activities.

We are learning how important good
development in early childhood is in
determining success in school.

The importance of higher education
has never been greater. Our public
schools need to make sure that all stu-
dents are prepared to continue to learn
in college or in technical training or on
the job.

These are national changes, and the
Federal Government, as we have been,
must be a partner in addressing them.

My State of South Dakota has many
small rural school districts. These
schools face a particular set of chal-
lenges and limited resources to address
them. Many have a hard time attract-
ing qualified teachers, and teachers
often have to teach more than one sub-
ject. Course offerings may be limited.
Because students can come from long
distances, many rural schools have high
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high transportation costs. In many
rural communities, the tax base is ac-
tually shrinking. The crisis in the farm
economy is making it difficult to mod-
ernize schools and meet all of these
student needs.

Federal resources are important for
these schools, but they do not even get
enough funding to make effective pro-
grams in the first place.

The Democratic alternative includes
a provision to provide supplemental
payments to qualifying rural schools
that they can use to hire and train
teachers, reduce class size, improve
school safety, and upgrade technology.

For more than 50 years, and going all
the way back prior to that period 50
years ago when the first baby boomers
were born, our parents committed
themselves to the most ambitious
school construction program in our Na-
tion’s history. They had just fought the
Second World War, and they could have
said: We have sacrificed enough for a
while. We fought the war; we won the
war. Now it is somebody else’s respon-
sibility.

Instead, they said: We love this coun-
try; we love our children; we want
them to have at least as good a life as
we have had, and we are willing to
work to give them that chance.

Most of us who now serve in Congress
attended those schools. We have bene-
fited greatly from the decisions and
sacrifices they made. The question fac-
ing us now is pretty simple, but aw-
fully important: Are we willing to give
our own children, are we willing to give
our own grandchildren, the same
chance we were given? Are we willing
to work with each other, with parents,
teachers, and community and business
leaders to strengthen our schools? Or
are we going to turn our backs?

The answer to that question is going
to be decided in part by the decisions
we make over the next several days on
the education bill and, frankly, on this
amendment.

If one visits London, they will see the
work of Christopher Wren everywhere.
He was the 17th century architect
whose work defines London’s skyline
today. He built 51 churches. He built
palaces, hospitals, and libraries. His
most famous work, of course, is St.
Paul’s Cathedral. If one goes to the
crypt at St. Paul’s and looks hard, he
will see a small black stone marking
the architect’s final resting place. It is
written in Latin. It simply says: If you
seek his monument, look around.

The blueprint we are drafting today
is like a cathedral. It is like a blue-
print that will help shape our chil-
dren’s education and, thus, their fu-
ture. If we do it well, it will inspire
them to find the best in themselves.

The monuments we are creating are
for our children, and we need to ask
ourselves what will our monuments say
about us and what we value.

Twelve years ago, America’s Gov-
ernors were able to do just that. All 50
Governors, Republicans and Demo-
crats, agreed on eight national goals:
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No. 1, all children will start school
ready to learn.

No. 2, graduation rates will increase
by 90 percent.

No. 3, all children will demonstrate
competency in challenging subject
matter.

No. 4, teachers will have access to
programs to improve their professional
skills.

No. 5, U.S. students will be first in
the world in math and science achieve-
ment.

No. 6, every American adult will be
literate.

No. 7, every school will
ciplined, safe, and drug free.

And finally, No. 8, every school will
promote parental involvement and par-
ticipation.

In a few weeks, the children who
were in the first grade when those
goals were written will graduate from
high school. Children grow up quickly.
Instead of abandoning our Federal
commitment to education, we need to
work together to build that monument
so one day we, too, can say: If you want
to see what this great country did on
education, look around. If you want to
see how good we are, go into the
schools where eight goals were pro-
nounced and now are reality. If you
want to see whether or not we as Sen-
ators have succeeded and achieved our
goals representing the great legacy left
to us by others, look around.

Let us do this right. Let us pass good
comprehensive elementary and sec-
ondary education today so that we can
provide the kind of incentive, the kind
of commitment, the kind of invest-
ments, the kind of direct, responsible
approach that is so warranted if, in-
deed, we say that our children are im-
portant and our future is really what it
is all about.

AMENDMENT NO. 3111

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the pending
Gorton amendment be laid aside, and
that | be permitted to call up my
amendment, which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
DASCHLE] proposes an amendment numbered
3111.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, | come
to the floor today to thank our minor-
ity leader, Senator TomM DASCHLE, for
the tremendous effort he has made in
helping us craft the Democratic alter-
native to the underlying bill that we
are considering today, the Elementary

be dis-
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and Secondary Education Act. This
amendment the minority leader has
put forward is going to make very im-
portant corrections to the Republican
bill that will help all students in this
country and their schools get the help
they really need.

On Monday on the Senate floor, I,
along with a lot of my colleagues on
this side, outlined the many ways that
this Republican bill is going to hurt
our students. | outlined our positive
agenda that will help all students
reach their potential by investing in
the things we know work.

Today, | have come back to the Sen-
ate floor to support this alternative
which sets the right priorities for our
students. This is a positive agenda for
making improvements to the role the
Federal Government plays in helping
our local districts provide education.

Across this country, schools are
making remarkable progress, but none
of us can remain satisfied with the sta-
tus quo.

As Americans, we believe every child
should be able to meet high standards
and reach his or her full potential. This
debate in this Senate is our chance—
our only chance, perhaps in 6 years—to
make sure every child has the tools to
succeed.

As a parent, as someone who has
fought for our students on the PTA, as
a school board member, | have seen
what works in our schools. Parents and
educators have told me we need to in-
vest in smaller class sizes. We need to
invest in teacher quality. We need to
help to have more parental involve-
ment in our schools. We need to invest
in safe and modern schools for all of
our kids. Those are proven strategies
that are transforming schools across
the country. We should invest in those
powerful approaches.

Unfortunately, the Republican pro-
posal before us goes in the exact oppo-
site direction. Instead of making a
commitment to what works, and to
what we know works, it experiments
with things that have no record of pro-
ducing results for students.

Today, surprisingly, the Federal Gov-
ernment only provides 7 percent of all
education funding. But those dollars
are very importantly targeted to help
America’s most vulnerable students
meet their critical needs. It is a re-
sponsible, accountable way to meet the
needs in America’s classrooms.

The Republican approach would take
the things that are working and turn
them into a block grant. Their block
grant does not go to the classroom. It
goes to State legislatures and adds a
new layer of bureaucracy between the
education dollars and the students who
are so important.

The Republican approach puts all of
its faith in block grants. I am here to
tell you that students will lose out be-
cause, as | have said before, a block
grant cannot teach a single child to
read. A block grant cannot teach a sin-
gle child the basics. But investing in
teacher quality and reducing our class



May 3, 2000

sizes can help teach children the ba-
sics. That is what we should be doing
in the Senate.

The Republican block grant proposal
is a reckless, giant step backwards.
First of all, the Republican bill is going
to hurt disadvantaged students. Today,
education dollars are targeted at the
Federal level to America’s most vul-
nerable students, ensuring that chil-
dren who are homeless or children of
migrant workers get the resources they
need. They travel from school to
school, from State to State; and we
need to make sure, no matter what
school or State they are in, they get
the help they need. Under block grants,
there would be no assurance that the
education dollars intended for these
very vulnerable students will actually
go to those vulnerable students.

Educationally disadvantaged stu-
dents have very few advocates. Believe
me, as a former school board member,
I know they do not show up at school
board meetings. They do not show up
in State legislatures. They certainly do
not travel here to the Congress to
stand up for the programs that serve
their children. We have the responsi-
bility to do that for them. By elimi-
nating the targeting that helps poor
students, block grants would simply
cut the lifelines that run to disadvan-
taged students. We cannot let that hap-
pen.

Secondly, block grants reduce ac-
countability. Under block grants, we
do not know where our tax dollars are
going. We will not know if that money
is being used for critical needs. We will
not know if public taxpayer dollars are
staying in our public schools.

Block grants have little or no ac-
countability for student achievement.
In this bill, we let 3 to 5 years pass be-
fore any accountability kicks in. We
are going to lose kids in that amount
of time. The Republican bill simply is a
3-year experiment that breaks our
commitment to the things we know
work, and it risks having students fall
behind. Under the current bill, block
grants would even allow public tax-
payer dollars to be used for private
schools.

The amendment that was previously
offered supposedly fixes that, but it
does not fix the fact that, under the
title | portability requirements, public
tax dollars will still be able to be used
in private schools.

Finally, block grants mean less
money for the classroom. Pure and
simple, block grants will mean less
money from the Federal Government
to our classrooms.

By the way, block grants are not
new. They do have a history here. That
history shows us, very clearly, that
when a specific program is turned into
a block grant, inevitably the funding
will get cut.

For example, an education program
that we call title VI, which funds inno-
vative education efforts, was turned
into a block grant in 1982. Guess what
happened between 1982 and 1999. The
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funding for that program was cut in
half.

The effects of putting our education
budget today into a block grant would
be felt in every school across this coun-
try. We would see more overcrowded
classrooms with fewer resources dedi-
cated to improving teacher quality.
That will be the result of block grants.

The Republican agenda is made up of
block grants and vouchers, cutting life-
lines to vulnerable students, having
less money for our classrooms, and less
accountability for taxpayers.

There is no reason to experiment
with block grants and risk leaving stu-
dents behind. We know how to improve
education, and we should be doing that
on the Senate floor. That is why | sup-
port the Democratic alternative that is
now before the Senate.

We believe we must keep our com-
mitment to vulnerable students. We be-
lieve we should keep our schools ac-
countable. We believe we should not let
block grants shortchange students.
That is why we are fighting these block
grants and standing up for the strate-
gies that make a positive difference in
the classroom. That is why we are
working very hard to pass this Demo-
cratic alternative.

This alternative makes a real com-
mitment to reducing classroom over-
crowding. It keeps our commitment to
help local school districts hire 100,000
new teachers to reduce classroom over-
crowding, an approach that we know
works—parents know it works, teach-
ers know it works. Studies are showing
that reducing class size in the first,
second, and third grades makes a dif-
ference in our student’s ability to read,
to write, and to reduce discipline prob-
lems in our classrooms. That is in the
Democratic alternative.

Over the past 2 years, Congress has
provided more than $2.5 billion for the
specific purpose of recruiting, hiring,
and training teachers to reduce class
size. Unfortunately, the underlying Re-
publican bill walks away from that
commitment. The Democratic sub-
stitute will authorize the Class Size
Reduction Program, and provide $1.75
billion to help districts hire new, fully
qualified teachers.

In addition to keeping that commit-
ment, this alternative will address the
need for a qualified teacher in every
classroom. | assure you, when they
send their child off to school on the
first day of school in September, every
parent wants to know two things: how
many Kkids are in their classroom, and
who is their teacher?

Why do parents ask those questions?
Because they know if their child is in a
classroom that is small enough, where
they get individual attention, and if
they have the best teacher, that child
is going to learn.

We want to make sure every child
has a qualified teacher in their class-
room. This Democratic alternative
makes a move in the right direction.

The amendment will hold schools ac-
countable for better student perform-
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ance. It will expand and strengthen
afterschool opportunities for students,
which Senator BOXER has been so
strong on, knowing that it makes a dif-
ference in the educational lives of
thousands of students across this coun-
try.

We will repair and modernize Amer-
ica’s aging schools. | can’t tell you how
many times | have been in a school
where we have seen kids with coats on
because the heat didn’t work, where
water was dripping through the class-
rooms, where they were in portables.
We send first, second, and third graders
out across schools to use restrooms be-
cause there isn’t any running water in
their building. We believe our children
can learn if we pay attention to what
they are learning in.

Our underlying Democratic alter-
native increases parental involvement.
Every parent knows intuitively if they
participate with their child in their
school, their child will learn better. We
make sure that happens in the Demo-
cratic alternative.

Finally, we work to close the digital
divide. As Senator MIKULSKI so elo-
quently speaks about, we have to make
sure every child is on the right side of
the digital divide. This Democratic al-
ternative makes that happen.

I urge my colleagues to support this
alternative. Clearly, the Republican
proposal before us will leave students
behind. By passing this amendment, we
will show parents, teachers, and stu-
dents across the country that we un-
derstand the challenges they face, and
that we are going to be good partners
at the Federal level to make sure all of
our kids, no matter who they are or
from where they come, will have the
opportunity to reach their full poten-
tial.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). The Senator from Tennessee is
recognized.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | rise in
opposition to the Democratic alter-
native because | believe it inad-
equately addresses the issues and the
things which we feel so strongly
about—flexibility, innovation, and cre-
ativity at the local level; strong ac-
countability; a child-centered edu-
cation program, focusing on the child,
not the system in Washington DC;
flexibility, accountability, high stand-
ards, and, again, child-centeredness.

We have an opportunity, over the
course of the next several days, to con-
tinue to build on themes that we de-
bated, | believe, very effectively, last
year on the Education Flexibility Part-
nership Act—Ed-Flex, as it came to be
known. Ed-Flex was a bill that was
signed by the President, which stresses
flexibility, accountability, local con-
trol, and stripping away the Wash-
ington redtape. Over the last several
days, we have heard statistics quoted
again and again about how we are
doing better in education today and
citing new programs that have been in-
troduced and new money spent in the
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traditional old ways, to explain that
we are doing better.

I think it is absolutely critical that
we in this body and people around the
United States recognize we are not
doing better. American 12th graders
rank 19th out of 21 industrialized coun-
tries in mathematics achievement. In
science, my own field—remember,
math and science serve so much as the
foundation of what is going to occur in
our economy, in job creation and glob-
al competitiveness, as we work to the
future. In science, we are not 1st, or
5th, or 10th, or 15th in the world; we
are 16th out of 21 nations. If you look
at physics or advanced physics, we are
dead last when we compare ourselves
to other nations.

If we look at 12th graders, those peo-
ple you would think were best posi-
tioned to enter the world of this new
economy, since 1983 over 10 million
Americans reached the 12th grade with-
out having learned to read at a basic
level. Over 20 million have reached
their senior year unable to do basic
math. We have heard that in the fourth
grade—although we have made slight
improvements—77 percent of children
in urban, high-poverty schools are
reading below the basic level on the
National Assessment of Educational
Progress.

So as we hear the debate unfold, basi-
cally saying that progress is being
made, this is the foundation, these are
the facts, and this is where we are
today: Little or no progress has been
made. If you look longitudinally at
how we are doing in various fields in
the last 30 years, when you compare us
internationally, that flat curve of not
doing better has to be compared to the
fact that other countries around the
world, competitors, other members of
the global economy, are doing much
better. That lack of achievement, that
lack of accountability, that lack of
progress is really what we are debating
today. For whom? For our children.
For that next generation.

I mentioned Ed-Flex. The purpose of
Ed-Flex was basically to begin that
process, that debate, of getting rid of
the Washington redtape. We heard
again that the Federal programs ac-
count for about 50 percent of the bu-
reaucratic redtape that our teachers at
the local levels, back in all of our local
communities, suffer under each day.
They want to teach, and they want to
have that individual child become bet-
ter educated. Yet in another Federal
program, we have another set of regu-
lations and we layer more and more
redtape on their activities each day.

It is time for us to cut the redtape
and remove these overly prescriptive—
yes, well intentioned—programs that
we see in the Democratic alternative
just presented. It is well intended, but
there are more programs, more of the
same, cutting out that opportunity to
capture an educational reform move-
ment that is going on around the coun-
try today. If we look at what our
schools and principals and teachers
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want to do, the opportunity we have
today in the underlying bill is to pro-
mote that innovation, that creativity,
to take off those handcuffs, and cap-
ture that innovation of educational re-
form.

The bill that was just laid down—the
Democratic  alternative—is simply
more of the same: more programs
which cut out and reject the innova-
tion and creativity which has the op-
portunity of accomplishing what the
real goal must be, which is to take care
of that individual child in a way that
he becomes better educated.

Flexibility, combined with account-
ability, has to be our objective. The
end result of the debate on education
modernization, | call it, absolutely
must and should be innovation—re-
warding what works, and what doesn’t
work, putting it aside. That is captured
in the underlying bill.

I had the opportunity on the Budget
Committee—l serve on the Health,
Education, Labor and Pensions Com-
mittee from which this bill has been
debated and has emerged. | have had
the opportunity also to serve on the
Budget Committee, where we had a
task force on education. For 6 to 8
months, we had a whole range of hear-
ings and witnesses, both Democrats
and Republicans, who came forward
with a pretty uniform, simple, well-un-
derstood message after about the third
or fourth witness, and that is that we
have today in education, Federal edu-
cation programs, almost a spider web
of duplicative programs, oftentimes
conflicting, each with their own bu-
reaucracies, all trying to do something
good, but resulting in this sprawling—
like a spider web, behemoth, and it is
hard to decipher what the incentives
are to do better.

There has been no streamlining, no
coordination over all these programs,
which have been layered one on top of
the other over the last 30 years. We
have heard it again and again. This
sort of spider web of responsibilities
and conflicting programs—some people
say there are 280 programs; some say
there are 750 programs. The point is,
there are a lot of programs, all aimed
at that individual child, resulting in
inefficiencies and waste and loss of
focus on student achievement that is
so apparent.

The sad part about that is, it ulti-
mately gets translated into punishing
our children today instead of helping
our children today. There is a lack of
educational progress, resulting in the
international data | mentioned. Once
again, instead of truly developing the
full potential of the individual stu-
dents, thousands, tens of thousands,
are not being well educated in our
schools today.

We filed a report based on our task
force, and the No. 1 recommendation—
because we heard so much again and
again about the redtape, the burden-
some regulations, tying hands of the
individual teachers—the No. 1 rec-
ommendation out of the Budget Com-
mittee Task Force on Education was:
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In light of the continuing proliferation of
Federal categorical programs, the task force
recommends that Federal education pro-
grams be consolidated. This effort should in-
clude reorganization at the Federal level and
block grants for the States. The task force
particularly favors providing States flexi-
bility to consolidate all Federal funds into
an integrated State strategic plan to achieve
national educational objectives for which
the State would be held accountable.

That is the No. 1 recommendation
that came from this Senate Budget
Committee Task Force on Education.

This need for consolidation really
could not be more clear. We had this
backdrop of stagnant student perform-
ance, in spite of different statistics and
studies that have been brought forward
and purport to show minimal progress.
We have to come to the general agree-
ment that student performance has
been stagnant—because it has been
stagnant. In spite of that, we find not
what you would think would be a very
streamlined focus to the Federal effort,
but a sprawling, unfocused effort that
really is driven by a lack of the ques-
tion, What works?

Let’s support what works, and what
doesn’t work. Let’s no longer feed, as
we have done over the last 20 or 30
years and would continue in this
Democratic alternative bill, things
that do not work. The Democratic al-
ternative unfortunately feeds, yes,
some good things that work but also
continues this institutionalization of
things that do not work.

Our bill, we have heard, contains a
very important demonstration project
called Straight A’s. It is a demonstra-
tion program. Earlier, Senator GREGG,
again, drove home a very important
point on the floor, within the last hour,
that we are not in this demonstration
program and in our underlying bill
forcing anybody to do anything; that
they have a choice. If a local school
district or a State is unsatisfied with
this duplicative Federal effort and the
categorical programs that have redtape
tied to them, under our bill they can, if
they want to but don’t have to, con-
tinue with the same programs. But
they have other options.

In Straight A’s, we give schools in
school districts the flexibility if they
want it. I can tell you that many of
them want it based on the hearings we
have had in our committee, or based on
the budget task force. Their goal is to
increase achievement. If they say it
can be best achieved in a local commu-
nity in Nashville, TN, or Alamo, TN, or
Soddy-Daisy, TN, requiring them to
make decisions and giving them the
flexibility to accomplish that achieve-
ment to educate the children, then
they, for the first time, will have
choice under our bill. But under the
Democratic alternative they will not
have that flexibility to innovate and to
create.

Under our bill, States don’t have to,
but they may elect to partner with the
Federal Government to consolidate
those elementary and secondary edu-
cation funding sources. A State may
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choose to remain just where they are
today under our bill in the categorical
program, but they will have a choice
for the first time.

Under the Straight A’s demonstra-
tion project, States that participate
could choose to spend that Federal
money in the way that is best for
them. The contrast will be the Demo-
cratic approach that says: No, we in
Washington, DC, can best judge what
works best. In Soddy-Daisy, TN, at the
school that is serving the hundreds of
Kids in Soddy-Daisy, basically Repub-
licans say no; that the school should be
able to make the choice on how to use
those funds. Why? Because, in Soddy-
Daisy, they might need textbooks and
not another teacher, for example. They
have already reduced class size, per se.
They may need to hook up that com-
puter to the T-1 line, to the fiber-optic
cable, that comes a block away so they
can take advantage of that access. Or
they may need an afterschool program.
They are the ones—not us in Wash-
ington, DC, and not those of us in this
Chamber—who are in the best position
to make those decisions.

State and local school districts, |
mentioned earlier, are attempting to
be innovative today. They recognize
that things are not working. | think it
is, without question, based on the data
we have listened to as we go back to
our districts and in our various hear-
ings, that it is the local school dis-
tricts and the States that are the real
engines for change, that recognize the
needs, and are responding to those
needs with innovative programs. They
are yelling and crying out to take
away these regulatory handcuffs and
this excessive regulatory burden and
redtape that strangles them and keeps
that innovation from bursting forth.

It is teachers, it is parents, it is prin-
cipals, and it is local communities who
are demonstrating on a daily basis
their enthusiasm and desire calling for
this choice and increased flexibility.

Although the Federal Government—
both the Congress and the President—
is prepared to assist in improving
America’s schools, | think it is for all
of us to remember that there are limi-
tations. We have heard it on this floor.
There are limitations in terms of the
Federal role in education. In Ten-
nessee, funding for education in our
local schools is about 9-percent Federal
funding and 91-percent local, commu-
nity, and State.

There are not Federal teachers.
There are not Federal classrooms.
There are not Federal principals. Vir-
tually all learning in America is occur-
ring in classrooms and in homes out-
side of the purview of the Federal Gov-
ernment. But the Federal Government,
tied to that 9 percent in Tennessee or 7
percent nationally, has this excessive
regulatory burden which strips re-
sources out of our local communities.

The Federal Government clearly
plays an important role. Since we are
failing so miserably, | argue, nation-
ally, and thus, we are failing inter-
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nationally in this increasingly global
world, | believe the Federal Govern-
ment must provide the leadership to
identify the problems of education in K
through 12 in this country as one that
is clearly worthy of the collected en-
ergy and the attention of all Ameri-
cans.

Yes, incremental resources both at
the local and the national level are
likely to be required and to be in-
creased over time. But it is absolutely
essential, along with the resources we
provide today, that we give the States
and the local communities the freedom
to pursue their own strategies for im-
plementation in how to identify the
needs and thoughts of local commu-
nities.

State strategic plans are something
that we, as a Federal Government,
should support. It is allowed under our
bill. It is encouraged under our bill. In
fact, under such a plan the States
would establish concrete, specific edu-
cational goals.

As we address this whole issue of ac-
countability of what they do in return
for this flexibility, they would also es-
tablish at the State level or at the
local level very specific standards for
accountability, and timetables for
achievement. In return, they would be
allowed to pool the Federal funds from
all of the categorical programs that we
built here in Washington, DC, and
spend those consolidated resources in
States on locally established priorities.
Accountability is absolutely critical.
Traditionally, accountability in the
Federal perspective has been very
much on quantitative measures rather
than qualitative ones.

We talk about how many students
are being served by title I. Everybody
knows by now that title | is the Fed-
eral program with $8 billion aimed at
disadvantaged students. But we have
not asked how well those students are
doing. Again, is it child-centered? That
is so important in the underlying bill.
Is it child-centered and focused on how
well that student is doing? How much
is that student learning? How much is
that achievement gap narrowing? We
haven’t asked that question. Now is the
time. The underlying bill links that
flexibility to accountability and to
asking those fundamental questions.

The issue of partisanship comes for-
ward again and again. Although both
sides of the aisle say, yes, education is
important, and, yes, we need to do bet-
ter, the partisanship is interesting be-
cause people are painting the Straight
A’s component as partisan.

Again, the Straight A’s demonstra-
tion project, flexibility, account-
ability, local control, choice—not
forced choice but the free choice, is a
partisan measure.

During a budget education task force
meeting, it was fascinating for me to
hear from the Democratic officials
from the Chicago school system, who
said the most important thing is flexi-
bility. They credit much of their
progress in reforming the system which
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they adopted to the so-called block
grants, the block grants which the
other side is attempting to vilify. If
you talk to Chicago, which is really a
model in terms of flexibility and ac-
countability, they attribute much of
their success to the use of block grants
that allow flexibility to rise forth to
capture the innovation and the cre-
ativity that emerges once you take
away these regulatory handcuffs.

The Chicago officials were clear:

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

The partisanship we should put aside.
Effective education policy absolutely
should not be bound by party lines. We
can have disagreements. We will say
more flexibility, more local controls,
child-centeredness. The other side may
say another government program is the
answer. That is a legitimate debate.
But let’s set the partisanship aside.

The Florida Commissioner of Edu-
cation said:

We, at the State and local level, feel the
crushing burden caused by too many Federal
regulations, procedures and mandates. Flor-
ida spends millions of dollars every year to
administer inflexible categorical Federal
programs that divert precious dollars away
from raising student achievement. Many of
these Federal programs typify the misguided
one size fits all command and control ap-
proach.

The concept of command and control
clearly is one that we believe and be-
lieve strongly has not worked in the
past and is something we should no
longer rely upon as we march into the
next century, recognizing the impor-
tance of a foundation of strong edu-
cation for our children.

The Department of Education, when
they testified before our task force, in
many ways agreed there needs to be
simplification. We have so many cat-
egorical programs. Testifying before
the task force, Secretary Riley said the
Department had eliminated 64 pro-
grams. Then just several weeks later,
we had the General Accounting Office
tell us the Department still oversees
244 programs.

Seeing the Department recognizes
the importance of streamlining and
consolidation leaves me a bit perplexed
as to why the Department opposes the
principles in our underlying bill. Under
our bill, we allow choice between the
current system and a more consoli-
dated approach—not forcing consolida-
tion, but a choice for consolidation.

If we were doing so well today, as we
have heard again and again from the
other side, | do wonder why they fear
all the States will choose to partici-
pate in our Straight A’s demonstration
program, if they really think the cat-
egorical system is working so well.

I understand why the administration
opposes our proposal. We do say we
should not be micromanaging K-
through-12 education for all of the
80,000 public schools out there out of
Washington, DC. It means, for example,
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if the administration has an agenda
item, it would be increasingly difficult
to impose that on a local community if
the local community says you are
wrong. That is not what is needed.
That does not meet the needs we have
identified based on our experience in a
local community.

In the last several days, many of my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
suggest that Straight A’s does not have
any guarantee that the money will be
spent the way ‘it is intended.” We
have heard it again and again. | ask
that fundamental question, the way
“who’ intended it be spent? Do we
really think we in the Senate with the
range of issues that we deal with, with
the distance of being in Washington,
DC, can speak for each individual
school and the individual needs identi-
fied by that local school? Or is it the
local teachers and administrators and
educators who have been in the edu-
cation business for years. Do we really
think we know better than they what
schools need to be successful? Are we
so arrogant and think so much of our
own thoughts to believe that without
our individual programs that are tar-
geted for specific purposes, our schools
would not undertake specific efforts to
reduce class size, to recruit quality
teachers to the classroom, or to mod-
ernize their schools?

We have heard in the last several
days from Democrats who have called
the Straight A’s demonstration project
a blank check. Anybody who has read
the bill or who has studied what
Straight A’s is all about simply cannot
call it a blank check. For the first
time, we are actually requiring States
to show results. This bill looks at re-
sults, student achievement. It must be
documented. We are requiring States
to show for the first time how they are
helping disadvantaged students reduce
the achievement gap.

An editorial today in the Washington
Post was interesting. It decries
Straight A’s for removing targeting re-
quirements on Federal dollars. The edi-
torial says:

It makes no sense that States somehow
need the right to shift funds away from low-
income schools in order to narrow the
achievement gap between the lowest and
highest achieving students.

Apparently, the editorial board en-
courages us to vote Straight A’s down
to protect the flow of money to the
poorest schools.

It misses the point. The point is this
Federal flow of money has done noth-
ing for children in the poorest schools
except to make us feel good; to say,
yes, we are doing something. If you
look at the objective results, we have
done nothing. Report after report
shows our poorest students are getting
further and further behind. If you go
back to our bill, you will see why we
stress measurable results in reducing
the achievement gap, linking it to the
devotion and the investment of re-
sources.

It requires you send the money to
poor schools. In the underlying bill, S.
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2, we have infused the fact that new re-
sponsibilities must be coupled with en-
suring that students are actually
learning, that standards are increasing,
that we are doing what education is all
about, and that is educating those indi-
vidual students.

States must have measures in place
to ensure that all children, poor and
nonpoor, meet proficient levels of
achievement within 10 years. What bet-
ter catalyst for reform is there? What
better way to ensure that poor children
receive the same quality of education
as their wealthier counterparts than
requiring—which is what our bill
does—that States demonstrate their
poor children are achieving?

School districts should be allowed to
use the Federal funds in the most effec-
tive way to reverse the trends | opened
my comments with, trends which show
us falling further and further behind as
we compare our students in the 4th,
8th, and 12th grades internationally.

In the First in the World Consortium
schools located outside of Chicago, ad-
ministrators poured significant
amounts of money into improving
teacher quality through intensive pro-
fessional development. The results, un-
like the rest of America in the statis-
tics which | quoted from the Third
International Math and Science Study,
which show we are falling behind, were
just the opposite in the consortium
than what we are seeing nationally.
They saw improvement.

Last week, | heard from innovative
State superintendents from Texas and
Georgia that several of their school
districts discovered that their reading
teachers did not know how to teach
children to read so they invested sig-
nificant dollars in retraining all of
them in the research-proven, the docu-
mented methods of reading instruction.
This is local control, local flexibility,
local identification of needs; not man-
dating what districts need out of Wash-
ington, DC. It is reinforced when you
think some districts may want to offer
programs on a district-wide scale to en-
tice better teachers into the school
system and into some of the poorest
performing schools. The funds might
not be sent directly to those poor
schools, but the quality teachers
would. Because we know a high-quality
teacher is the most important deter-
minant of a student’s achievement
level, that would be good. It would be a
wise use of those funds. Our bill allows
the use of funds in those ways.

Isn’t it possible that this approach
might just be more effective than sim-
ply throwing money at a poor school?
Demanding that accountability while
giving the flexibility to use those funds
in that way?

Radical changes in flexibility and ac-
countability, | believe, are precursors
to the sort of reforms we are wit-
nessing at the local level in selected
pockets. 1 mentioned Chicago. Many of
us have quoted the reforms that have
gone on in Texas. In 1988 and 1995, the
Illinois State Legislature enacted
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sweeping reforms. The 1988 law gave
unprecedented discretion to individual
Chicago schools. The 1995 law gave the
mayor an unprecedented role. In addi-
tion, the State legislature in lllinois
has allowed the use of block grants for
much of the funding for Chicago’s
schools.

According to Chicago school officials:

Most of our initiatives are locally-based,
locally-funded, locally-developed by people
who have been working in Chicago for many
years. We know the system and we believe
we know the things it needs to have happen
in order to improve. So, the more flexibility
we have with Federal and State funds, the
easier it is for us to make those changes.

Remember, Straight A’s is a dem-
onstration project. It is not being
forced on anybody. The school district,
the State, can choose whether or not
they want that increased flexibility or
accountability. That is the beauty of
the underlying Republican bill.

For the first time, Straight A’s fo-
cuses on what matters most—the ac-
countability, the achievement levels of
the children who need the help the
most. Under Straight A’s, a State may
do almost anything with the Federal
money but—and the “‘but’ is what you
don’t hear from the other side—but it
has to prove it has increased the aca-
demic achievement of all of its stu-
dents in the end. Poor Kkids, clearly,
will be better served under this pro-
posal.

Again, for the first time the object of
the Straight A’s Program is for States
to focus on closing the achievement
gap between those students who excel
and those who do not, between rich and
poor, between black and white; the
achievement gap is to be closed.

The debate centers on flexibility, ac-
countability, on child-centeredness, on
local control. I have risen today to
speak in opposition to the Democratic
alternative which basically says those
are not the principles, those are not
the themes for the American people.
The themes are another Federal pro-
gram to add to the 760 programs that
are out there.

The theme on the Democratic side is:
We know what is best in Washington,
DC. Republicans are basically saying:
No, we do not know what is best. The
people who know best are the people
who are closest to our children, who do
know their names and their faces, who
are at the head of the classroom every
day, teaching; those with the commit-
ment, the teachers and the principals
and the school superintendents and the
parents—the parents, again, who un-
derstand, who see, whose input is so
necessary as we answer that question
of what works and what does not.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, |
rise in opposition to the amendment
before us, the Democrat substitute. In
that it is a total proposal, it gives us a
chance to talk about the context of the
total debate. | have to say | am ap-
palled, looking at the scope of the data
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over the last 30 years, that anybody
could defend the status quo. It is just
mind-boggling to think about it.

It does remind me of the welfare de-
bate. I never could understand how
anybody could look at that system and
look at the number of people who were
being damaged by it and not recognize
that something had to be done to
change it and we had to look to newer
ideas. Not all the new ideas work, but
we know the old ideas did not.

Today in America, 41 million adults
are not effective readers. They have
trouble with a phone book or a pre-
scription drug label, reading a letter
from a family member. That is a stag-
gering number. | am going to get into
some of these statistics, but | want to
step back just for a moment to say |
think everybody inherently knows edu-
cation is an exceedingly important sub-
ject for all of us in the country. But
from time to time, | think we need to
step back and recognize that education
and an educated mind are a corner-
stone of American liberty.

Let’s try to frame this for a moment.
From our very founding, we have un-
derstood that a core component of
maintaining a free society is that the
population is educated. To the extent
that any among us who are citizens do
not have the fundamental skills, the
basic education, they are truly not
free. They cannot enjoy the full bene-
fits of American citizenship because
they are denied the ability to partici-
pate. They are inhibited in the ability
to think for themselves, for their fami-
lies, for their communities, for the Na-
tion.

There have been a couple of asser-
tions made here. One was made by the
majority leader. The other | think was
made by the Senator from Connecticut.
I would like to talk about those for a
minute.

The suggestion is that these deplor-
able statistics, that two out of every
three African American students and
Hispanic fourth graders can barely
read, 70 percent of children in high-pov-
erty schools score below the most basic
level of reading, and on and on and
on—the assertion by the Senator from
Connecticut was: But the Federal Gov-
ernment only deals with 7 percent of
the funding for schools and 93 percent
comes from somewhere else so this
blame cannot be directed at Federal
policy.

That is a little misleading because
for the 7 percent of these funds that go
to the various States, about 50 percent
of the bureaucratic overhead is associ-
ated with that 7 percent.

All the regulations, all the mandates,
and all the forms associated with this
Federal investment in education carry
with them an enormous and staggering
burden. There are hundreds upon hun-
dreds of Federal employees in every
State of the Union endeavoring to
carry out the programs associated with
the 7 percent.

Since 1994, by and large, the growth
of employment in the public school
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system has been for administrators,
not teachers. We are arguing about
how to get the appropriate number of
teachers, and a system-oriented pro-
gram is driving up administrators. |
want to make the point that one can-
not simply say it is just 7 percent of
the money. That is just not the case. It
is 7 percent of the money, it is 50 per-
cent of the overhead, and it is mandate
after mandate. It has local systems
gnarled up.

On more than one occasion, there has
been an inference that the States do
not have the moxie or the know-how to
get in there and get this done. Frankly,
it is in the States where | see the most
innovation. In my State of Georgia, a
Democratic Governor is turning the
system upside down. Or one can go to
Wisconsin or Arizona. Why are they so
energized? Why are they asking us for
more flexibility and more options? Be-
cause they know what we have been
doing is ineffective and not getting the
job done and damaging our democracy
because it is putting out on the street
millions of Americans who cannot
function properly in our society.

The minority leader earlier said that
since 1994, we have been doing a whole
lot better. First of all, we were doing
so badly that it did not take a lot to
improve. The point is, there really is
no basic improvement. The data is
atrocious. In mathematics, American
12th graders ranked 19th of 21 industri-
alized countries and in science 16th of
21 nations. Our advanced physics stu-
dents ranked last. Who would ever have
thought this to be the case in the
United States of America?

Since 1983, 6 million Americans
dropped out of high school. In 1996, 44
percent of Hispanic immigrants aged 16
through 24 were not in school and did
not hold a diploma.

In the fourth grade, 77 percent of
children in urban high-poverty schools
are reading below basic on the National
Assessment of Educational Progress.

In 1995, nearly 30 percent of all first-
time college freshmen enrolled in at
least one remedial course, and 80 per-
cent of all public 4-year universities of-
fered remedial courses.

According to U.S. manufacturers, 40
percent of all 17-year-olds do not have
the math skills and 60 percent lack the
reading skills to hold down a produc-
tion job at a manufacturing company.

Seventy-six percent of college profes-
sors and 63 percent of employers be-
lieve a high school diploma is no guar-
antee that a typical student has
learned the basics.

Maybe this is one of the statistics
that is thought to have improved: The
dropout rate for 9th and 12th graders in
1995 was 3.9 million—rounded off, 12
percent. In 1998, this period for which
we were supposed to have seen signifi-
cant improvement, the dropout rate
was 3.9 million or 11.8 percent, or per-
haps two-tenths of 1 percent—hardly
anything about which to get excited.

In grade 4, according to the National
Association of Education Progress,
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poor students lag behind their more af-
fluent peers by 20 percent. The results
show no change—I repeat, no change—
over the three assessments from 1992 to
1998. From where are we drawing any
conclusions that somehow things have
turned around?

In grade 8, 38 percent are below basic
in mathematics; 48 percent of fourth
grade students scored below basic.

In reading, there are more 12th grad-
ers scoring below the basic level; 20
percent in 1992 and 23 percent, up 1 per-
cent, in 1998.

One has to be an eternal optimist be-
yond any description or definition that
I can understand to think that some-
how this incorrigible data we have re-
ceived shows that we have a tourniquet
on the problem and circumstances are
improving.

Seventy percent of children in high-
poverty schools scored below even the
most basic level of reading.

Half of the students from urban
school districts failed to graduate on
time, if at all.

Forty-two percent of students in the
highest poverty schools scored at or
above the NAEP basic level for reading;
62 percent of students in all public
schools met the standard.

We have been at this for 35 years and
have spent approximately $130 billion.
In virtually every category, those stu-
dents who were the targets of this pro-
gram are not better off.

I want to talk about that for a mo-
ment. What does ‘‘not better off”
mean? | said 42 percent, 13 percent, 30
percent, 6 million of those, 5 million of
these. What does that mean? What if it
is a person we know living in one of our
cities? It means, to use a figurative
name, Billy Smith cannot get a job be-
cause he cannot read. He has dropped
out of school. He is pushed into prob-
ably a very poor environment. The
likelihood of Billy Smith going to pris-
on is three times that of a student who
stays in school. The chances Billy is
going to be the father of a child born
out of wedlock are in huge multiples.
The average annual income is virtually
poverty line or below. Pushed to crime,
Billy Smith, one of these millions
about whom we talk, one of these per-
centage points or numbers, one of these
people we have turned a blind eye to-
ward for these many years, is just like-
ly, more than anything else, to end up
in trouble, end up in prison, end up on
drugs, not be a productive element of
society, and probably create a family
of whom he cannot take care.

That is the picture that gets repeated
by these millions and millions of peo-
ple about whom we talk. There are 41
million American adults who cannot
read. Look at the prison population
and find out their reading skills. Of
course, it is not that it is nonexistent,
but it is not there. Every one of these
children who falls out, and through,
this system is being condemned to a
very unpleasant and nonproductive fu-
ture in our society.

Now comes this bill that we are con-
sidering. 1 am not a member of the
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committee. But it talks about giving
local school systems options, perform-
ance agreements. It talks about more
flexibility. It talks about account-
ability. It makes it all optional. No-
body has to do it. If everybody is real
comfortable with the status quo, with
the abysmal data we see every other
week, they can stay right where they
are. | think they will find that the con-
stituencies—the public—are going to
demand that changes start to occur,
which is why so many Governors are in
the middle of all of this and why they
are asking for flexibility and new op-
tions.

But even the opportunity to try dif-
ferent concepts is repulsed by the other
side: No. We can’t do that. We have to
set the standard right here. We have to
tell every one of those Governors they
are not capable of knowing exactly
what we should do anyway, so we have
to tell them exactly what they need to
do.

This is a classic debate between those
who want to go to a new place and
those who want to stay in the old, be-
tween the status quo and the new, be-
tween those who have confidence in the
emerging effectiveness of local govern-
ments and State governments and
those who don’t.

In the early 1960s, there were a num-
ber of critiques written about State
governments. You would not recognize
any of them today. | think for us to as-
sert that those folks on the ground, in
the community, have to be told what
to do is uncharacteristic of the Amer-
ican way.

| think that the substitute which
says, no, let’s keep things the way they
are—they have bells and whistles in
there; but essentially it is a defense of
the status quo; let’s just keep on look-
ing at this data; let’s not try anything
different; let’s not give some flexibility
to these localities and States—ought to
be defeated.

I compliment the chairman of the
committee, who is not here at the mo-
ment, and also Senator FRIST of Ten-
nessee, and all the others on the com-
mittee who worked so hard to produce
the underlying bill we are considering,
that does move to a new day, that does
offer flexibility and accountability,
that does offer new options. | commend
them for their work.

I hope we will defeat this substitute
and move on ultimately to passage of
the underlying bill.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | will
take a few moments to respond to
these general comments that have been
made over the period of the past few
days by those who are opposed to our
proposal in terms of education reform.
The proposed bill basically gives a
block grant, a blank check, to the Gov-
ernors to make these decisions.

It is always interesting to me to hear
my friends on the other side of the
aisle when they say: We are interested
in local control, local decisionmaking.
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That isn’t what this is about. This is
about giving a blank check—a block
grant—to the States. Read the legisla-
tion. The States are the ones that are
accountable to the Secretary of Edu-
cation at the end of the day, after 5
years. They get the block grant. They
can go out and do whatever they want
for another 5 years. Then they can
come back and say, look, we have had
substantial compliance in what we
originally proposed. Then the Sec-
retary is either going to say, no, you
have not; or yes, you have. The idea
that the Secretary is going to cut off
the States on any program is prepos-
terous—anyone who thinks that will
happen has not been around for any pe-
riod of time under Democratic or Re-
publican administrations.

But let’s get back to some of the
facts. First of all, if we are going to
provide this money, why allow this
money to be taken by the States before
the money gets down to the local level?

The fact is, various GAO reports indi-
cate that school districts received any-
where from 95 to 100 percent of the fed-
eral funds appropriated. This was true
in 1995, for the title | programs, the bi-
lingual education programs, the emer-
gency immigrant education program,
the safe and drug-free schools program.
Specifically, for the Goals 2000 pro-
gram, 93 percent of federal funds went
to the local level; for the Eisenhower
program, 91 percent; for IDEA, 91 per-
cent; for the preschool programs, 88
percent. Ninety-five percent to 100 per-
cent of federal funds get to the local
community. That is where it is hap-
pening at the present time.

So the other side of the aisle says:
All right. What we need to do is to
have more flexibility. The Federal Gov-
ernment and its mandates are denying
local flexibility.

Let’s look at the GAO report dated
January 25, 2000: ‘“Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education, Flexibility Initia-
tives Do Not Address Districts’ Key
Concerns About Federal Require-
ments.”’

Do we hear that? We specifically
asked the General Accounting Office to
look into local communities to find out
if we are effectively restricting them in
their ability to use money effectively
to enhance local decisions. The GAO
report, on page 9, says, that what the
local communities want, No. 1, are re-
sources, funding. No. 2, they want to
have management technology and
techniques and training for the local
schools. And third, they want informa-
tion about what is working in other
communities.

That isn’t only the Democrats speak-
ing. That is what the General Account-
ing Office reported. Local school dis-
tricts have enough flexibility at the
present time.

What does the other side say? They
say: We do not want to do business as
usual. We just want to send the money
out there.

It is interesting when we look at
what the situation is at the local level.
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Let’s look at the IG’s report from
March 2000. It reviewed State edu-
cation agency officials in 15 States.
They received complete responses back
from 10 States. Of the 10 States that re-
sponded, 6 States do not permit any
combining of funds whatsoever—no
combining of local, State, or Federal
funds; that is, 6 of the States prohibit
that.

When we provide flexibility, we say,
if that decision is going to be made, it
has to be done there at the State level.
Two States, of the 10 States reporting,
allow combining of Federal funds only.
One State allows combining of State
and local. Only one State out of the 15
States looked at by the IG of the De-
partment of Education permits the
combining of funds at the State, Fed-
eral, and local levels.

(Mr. GREGG assumed the chair.)

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
problem isn’t the Federal Government,
the problem is the States. That is the
contention. Let’s hear the argument
from the other side on that during this
debate. You say those are interesting
reports, Senator, but is this really the
case? All you have to do is take the na-
tional assessment of title | that was
done last year. In 1999, the national as-
sessment of title | says:

Among the schools that reported in the
1998 survey that they had been identified as
in need of improvement, less than half re-
ported that they could receive additional
professional development or technical assist-
ance as a result of being identified for im-
provement from the States.

Here you have communities that are
trying to ask for help, and only half
are receiving any. States are not re-
sponding to half of those communities.
What is the other side’s answer? Send
more money to the States. This is the
wrong answer. States didn’t care prior
to the time we passed the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act in 1965.
They didn’t care about ensuring that
the most disadvantaged children were
served. Then we gave them federal
funds from 1965 to 1970 and they still
didn’t take care of disadvantaged chil-
dren. We have learned that lesson. And
now, we want to give States blank
checks. Haven't we already learned
from the past? States will allocate fed-
eral funds according to what the Gov-
ernor wants to look out after, and
there are no guarantees that it’ll be
targeted to the poorest or most dis-
advantaged children—the States aren’t
using their own dollars to do this now.

If Members on the other side could
say: Senator KENNEDY, let me show you
where we have 25, 35 States pinpointing
as a matter of State priority in edu-
cation what they are trying to do for
the neediest kids and they are showing
results, saying give us more help, they
would have a strong argument. They
can’t do it. They don’t answer that.
You won’t hear that. You will hear all
the cliches such as, “What has hap-
pened in the past isn’t working,” and
“They want more of the status quo.”’

Now, in contrast, let’s look at what |
have said is happening out there.
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Needy children are the responsibility of
the States. In 1986, the National Gov-
ernors report said, “It’s Time For Re-
sults.” The task force urged Governors
to intervene in low-performing States
and school districts and take over
closed-down, academically bankrupt
school districts. Let’s see what hap-
pened.

In 1987, 9 States were authorized to
take over—9 States out of the 50. In
1990, the NGA report on educating
America outlined strategies for achiev-
ing the national education goals. The
task force, cochaired by Governors
Clinton and Campbell, recommended
States provide rewards, sanctions,
linked to school academic perform-
ance, including assistance and support
for low-performing schools. Take over
if those do not improve.

In 1990, eighteen States offered tech-
nical assistance or intervened in the
management of low-performing
schools. In 1998, NGA policy supported
the State focus on schools. In 1999, 19
States complied. It will take another 50
years to get all the States to take care
of poor children. Now the Republicans
want to send all that money out there,
with virtually no accountability, vir-
tually none. Five years, and then un-
less the Secretary of Education can
demonstrate that they haven’t sub-
stantially complied with it, States can
get another chance at it for five more
years.

That is what this is all about. Are we
going to just send the money out to the
States, or are we going to have some
real accountability? Now, let me take
one area and present our side’s alter-
native.

In regard to teacher quality, we
maintain in our alternative that there
are new, important, tried and tested,
and demonstrably effective policies
that can enhance academic achieve-
ment. As we have pointed out, these
policies are: smaller class size, after-
school programs, teacher quality, ac-
countability, technology provisions,
and others. These are virtually new.
The other side may say that ‘“‘they just
want to do business as usual,” but we
didn’t have technology 10 years ago or
30 years ago. We didn’t have the docu-
mentation of the importance of small
class sizes.

We assumed that all States were fo-
cused on ensuring that all classrooms
were going to have certified teachers.
That hasn’t been the case. We stand on
this side of the aisle to guarantee a
well-trained and fully qualified teacher
in every classroom in America after 4
years of the date of enactment of this
Act. That is our side.

Let’s hear what the other side has.
First of all, on the issue of teacher
training, recruitment and empower-
ment, they have the Republican Teach-
er Empowerment Act, which gives so
much flexibility, States really don’t
have to do anything to change their
current practices. They can continue
hiring uncertified teachers, continue to
provide low-quality, ineffective profes-
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sional development and mentoring. In
States, they could use most of the
funds for a large variety of purposes
that dilute the focus and attention on
improving the recruitment and men-
toring and professional development of
teachers.

The question is, Does the underlying
bill guarantee substantial funds for
professional development? No. All the
underlying bill says is there will be “‘a
portion of the funds’; it doesn’t say
how much will be there. Our amend-
ment guarantees professional develop-
ment. The underlying bill doesn’t guar-
antee funds for mentoring programs. It
just allows the use of funds for those
programs. Our amendment absolutely
guarantees mentoring.

Thirdly, the underlying bill does not
guarantee funds for recruitment pro-
grams. It just allows the use of funds
for recruitment programs. Ours guar-
antees a recruitment program and
gives priority for that. Their bill does
not guarantee that teachers are
trained to address the needs of children
with disabilities or other students with
special needs. It just allows the use of
funds for such training.

Our amendment guarantees that
teachers will learn how to teach these
children. Their bill does not hold
States accountable for having a quali-
fied teacher in every classroom. It
doesn’t even require teachers to be cer-
tified. If you look carefully at the Re-
publican program, it does not really
guarantee much. In contrast, we clear-
ly spell out what our bill accomplishes.

Their bill does not require a substan-
tial priority for math and science
training.

If you go and talk to any school-
teacher, any school superintendent,
anyone that is involved in educating
needy children in this country, and you
ask them is: Do you have enough good
math and science teachers? They will
say that one of their top priorities is
getting good math and science teachers
in high-poverty areas.

Everyone says that.

I can give the various reports of what
matters most in teaching for America’s
future. The report of the National
Commission on Teaching on America’s
future was made up of Republicans and
Democrats alike. One of their key find-
ings was that if you are going to do
anything about teaching, make sure
you do something about math and
science—there is no mention of a Re-
publican block grant program.

Finally, their bill does not require
accountability. Instead, it promotes in-
effective professional development ac-
tivities through Teacher Opportunity
Payment Programs, what they call
TOPS. TOPS supports individually se-
lected strategies that aren’t nec-
essarily proven effective practices. Ef-
fectively, it says that if you are a
teacher and you want professional de-
velopment, you can go out and find any
program, anywhere, and it will be paid
for. Having the Federal Government re-
imburse for this untested and untried
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program as matter of local control
makes no sense.

Our amendment contains tough and
high standards of accountability. Our
amendment says if you do not make
progress in student achievement, which
is the bottom line, with better teachers
after 3 years, you cannot continue to
receive funding for this program.

There it is. We are prepared to say
this is the challenge and this the way
we ought to go and this is the way it
ought to be tried and tested.

We are effectively guaranteeing par-
ents in this country good, fully quali-
fied teachers. The other side can’t say
that because their program doesn’t jus-
tify that.

In addition, | want to look at the ex-
isting programs and the proposal that
is before us. This is what | consider the
“‘education report card.”

They certainly get the F in terms of
qualified teachers for the reasons that
I have outlined.

We are talking about secure and gun-
free schools and trying to make them
safe.

We are talking about safe schools.

We are talking about small and or-
derly class sizes.

We are talking about afterschool pro-
grams.

We are talking about strong parental
involvement.

And, we are talking about, most of
all, accountability for better results.

This is the heart and soul of what we
believe is necessary in order to enhance
and strengthen the quality of edu-
cation for children in this country.

These are the various areas of policy
that we have to take action on. The ex-
isting bill grade is an F.

We have a program that we are pre-
pared to debate and discuss, and to be
challenged on. | hope we are going to
escape the cliches and the slogans in
this debate. We have heard the cliches.
We have heard the slogans. We are pre-
pared to deal with the real policy
issues and the real policy questions be-
cause we believe this is a way that we
can really respond to children’s needs.

We need a guarantee. We don’t need a
blank check. We want to make sure the
money is going to get to where it is
needed and not go to the Governors’
pet programs and pet projects in local
communities in their States. That is
what has been happening. That con-
tinues today.

You don’t have to get a lot of reports
to see what happens when we give Gov-
ernors a blank check. What happened
has been demonstrated in the tobacco
bill. We sent money back to the States
with the idea that money was going to
be used for children in terms of smok-
ing and children’s health. We are find-
ing out that it is instead being used to
build sidewalks, and cut taxes.

We need to take responsibility for
helping our neediest children with our
scarce federal resources. The demo-
cratic alternative allows us to make a
difference for children in this country.

Finally, | want to mention what has
been happening in recent times. |
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with great interest, my friend from
Georgia talk about all the challenges
we are facing. We understand that
every child who goes to school in
America today is facing additional
complexities and problems than they
were facing 2 or 3 years ago or 5 years
ago. It is very challenging for a variety
of different reasons that we can talk
about. But the fact is that there has
been some progress made. Primarily it
has been made since 1994.

Let me mention the National Asso-
ciation of Educational Progress. Their
reports show that there have been sig-
nificant increases in math scores in the
fourth through eighth grades, and read-
ing and math performance among 9-
year-olds in high-poverty public
schools. Among the lowest achieving,
the fourth graders have improved sig-
nificantly. The achievement gap be-
tween blacks and Hispanics and white
students has narrowed since 1982. The
greatest gains in science were made by
black and Hispanic students. Average
SAT scores in math and verbal were
higher in 1999 than the average for 1983
or 1989.

These improvements came at the
same time that the proportion of test
takers with native languages other
than English have been increasing.

The dropout rates are lower today
than in the 1970s and 1980s, and particu-
larly lower for black youth.

In 1972, 21 percent of black youth
dropped out of school.

In 1979, the rate was 13 percent. The
dropout rate for Hispanics fell from 34
percent to 25 percent during that same
period, and from 12 percent to 8 percent
for whites.

In 1997, 89 percent of persons age 16 to
24 completed high school or attained a
GED.

The number of students taking ad-
vanced courses has increased, espe-
cially those taking advanced place-
ment courses.

No one is saying that we have this
challenge solved. We are not saying
that. But what we are saying is, we re-
ject the statement made that our alter-
native is merely the status quo.

The programs we are talking about
are dramatically different. They are in-
novative. They are responsive. They
have a solid record of achievement. We
are making some progress.

With this substitute, we believe we
will be able to come back in 5 or 6
years and say we have made gains and
that we made the right investment for
the neediest children in America.

Finally, I want to put in a word for
those children who are going to be
wiped out under the Republican pro-
gram—the migrant children, the immi-
grant children, and homeless children.

| read in the RECORD the other day
the report that was given in 1987 when
we were considering the McKinney Act.
We asked States how many homeless
children were being educated in their
respective State. We had virtually no
response to that particular question.

In March of 1987, the Center for Law
and Education sent the questionnaire
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regarding State practices and policies
for homeless students to the chief
State school offices in the 50 States
and Washington, DC, and received 23
responses. The majority of the respond-
ents had no statewide data on the num-
ber of homeless children within their
jurisdiction or whether the children
were able to go to school. The majority
of States had no plan for ensuring that
homeless students received an edu-
cation.

That was prior to the McKinney Act,
prior to the time of identifying home-
less children, migrant children, and
immigrant children.

Now our friends on the other side are
saying we don’t have to deal with those
populations anymore, the Governors
will know best.

They didn’t up until 1987. They don’t
today, without these kinds of program.
We are going to be back here, if their
program is passed, mourning the day
that we have essentially abdicated our
responsibility to those children in our
country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | ask unanimous
consent, after my presentation, Sen-
ator HuTcHINSON follow me. We will ro-
tate. Senator DobDD could not stay. He
will be allowed to follow Senator
HUTCHINSON.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
have had a chance to come to the floor
the last couple of days. My colleague
from Arkansas has been on the floor, as
well. We will go back and forth in this
discussion. | support some of what my
colleague, Senator KENNEDY, had to
say about the differences between the
Democrat proposal now on the floor
and the Republican proposal. The dif-
ferences between our alternative pro-
posal and the Republican bill make a
huge difference.

I have loved being a Senator. It is
quite an honor. | don’t think I will ever
feel otherwise. | only mean this in the
spirit of a twinkle in my eye. Honest to
goodness, Washington, DC, and this
Congress is the only place | have ever
been where people say: Let’s hear from
the grass roots, the Governors are here.

Governors are not what | know to be
grass roots. There could be good Gov-
ernors, bad Governors, average Gov-
ernors, but my colleagues have a bit of
tunnel vision thinking of Governors as
grass roots. Grass roots is community,
neighborhood, school district level.

This is a tough point, but it is a point
that needs to be made. There is a rea-
son, going back over 30 years, that we
as a Congress representing the Federal
Government, representing the United
States of America, have made it clear
we don’t just do block granting with-
out some major accountability when it
comes to the question of whether or
not we are going to invest in poor chil-
dren in America. That is why we have
a migrant children program. That is
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why we have a program for homeless
children. | think this legislation, S. 2,
rather than representing a great step
forward, and change, is a great leap
backwards.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield with regard to a
unanimous consent about everybody’s
time?

Mr. WELLSTONE. That will be fine.

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator from
Arkansas has to go to a markup in
about 15 minutes. His remarks will
take 10 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent the Senator
from Arkansas be able to proceed right
now. | will be pleased to follow the
Senator from Arkansas. | think 1
might get done, but I will defer to my
colleague, not because | think he is
right but because | think he is a good
Senator.

Mr. COVERDELL. | appreciate very
much the comity extended by the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, |
thank my good friend from Minnesota,
for his gracious comity, his willingness
to afford me this opportunity on the
very limited schedule. We are all fight-
ing the schedule. | appreciate that very
much.

I thank Senator CoOvERDELL for his
continued management of this legisla-
tion.

I have spoken several times on the
Educational Opportunities Act, the leg-
islation that the HELP Committee on
which | serve and Senator WELLSTONE
serves has brought to the floor of the
Senate. | will take a few moments to
respond to the substitute proposal that
has been offered by the Democrats
under the leadership of Senator KEN-
NEDY.

Senator KENNEDY stressed that what
he is offering is a break from the status
quo. He is trying to distance himself
from this inevitable and unavoidable
label that has been attached to the
Democratic approach which is, in fact,
the defense of the status quo. While
you can run from the label of status
quo and try to say no, this is not the
status quo, you cannot run from your
own words. It was Senator KENNEDY
who said we have to stick with the
tried and the tested. That is clearly an
identification and defense of the exist-
ing model, the existing strategy, the
existing approach we have used in this
country for the last 35 years and one
that has brought us to the current situ-
ation in American education and a sit-
uation that no one can, with a straight
face, truly defend.

It is the status quo in the alter-
native, the option that has been of-
fered. It speaks on behalf of the Wash-
ington-based establishment. It throws
more money at a broken system rather
than focusing upon children. The strat-
egy is to claim the underlying bill is a
blank check. It seems pretty clear this
strategy is going to bounce.

This substitute amendment before us
again presents more of the same pro-
grams that have been around for 35
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years, a plethora of new programs to
try to solve some nationally recognized
problems, loads of new bureaucracy
and paperwork for teachers and prin-
cipals. Of the more than 60 programs
that are in the substitute amend-
ment—60 programs in the substitute
amendment—there is no emphasis upon
rewarding States and school districts
that do well. There is no emphasis
upon sanctioning or punishing those
that do poorly.

The bottom line is that is more of
the same. That is more of the same ap-
proach we have had where, if you fill
out the forms correctly and you receive
the funding and you spend it in the way
that is prescribed by Washington, that
is the end of so-called accountability.
That is a defense of the old way. We are
suggesting the real accountability is in
whether Kids are learning, whether the
performance gap between the advan-
taged and disadvantaged is narrowing.

The emphasis in this substitute is on
the status quo. | will quote in just a
moment from an April 13 editorial that
appeared in the Wall Street Journal re-
garding AL GORE’s education agenda
because | think it is reflected in this
substitute.

So what’s left in the Gore teaching plan?
Hire more teachers. Smaller class sizes (hire
more teachers). Pay more teachers more.
Sounds like a textbook definition of more of
the same . . . One of Democratic liberalism’s
underlying, decades-old premises of using
highly controlled federal funds is that Wash-
ington’s moral intentions always trump
those of the untrustworthy states. After 40
years this theory is fairly shopworn, but the
core of the Democratic Party will never let
go of it.

This substitute is clinging to the
shopworn formula of the last 35 years.
The idea that Washington’s moral in-
tentions trump those of the
untrustworthy States is being rejected
on this floor and rejected in this coun-
try. Democrats keep mentioning that
we need to continue our current com-
mitments. This amendment not only
will continue to support the status
quo, it will continue to add on to the
piles of programs created at the Fed-
eral level and the piles of paperwork
that we require school districts to fill
out. That is not the way to help stu-
dents.

Yesterday, Senator HARKIN, very dra-
matically—I was watching it—held up
a four-page application for class size
reduction funds. He emphasized the
point that all of this stuff about paper-
work from Washington was blown out
of proportion, there was nothing all
that burdensome, nothing that onerous
being placed upon local school adminis-
trators because it was only a four-page
grant application on the class size re-
duction from one of his districts there
in lowa.

That might have been what was in
the original application. But com-
plying with Federal requirements usu-
ally imposes a much larger burden.
Lisa Graham Keegan, Superintendent
of Public Instruction for the State of
Arizona, recently talked about the pa-
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perwork burden that Federal programs
impose on her State:

Their end (meaning the grant application
sent by the Federal Government) may be five
pages—

That is Washington’s end—

but ours certainly isn’t. We have to send in
a hideous amount of justification. Plus they
ask for ‘“‘assurances’ that we will align our
state laws, policies, procedures, (thoughts,
actions, desires . . .) to the federal program.
Home loan applications also start out as one
to two pages . . . by the time you are done
with justifications, you have killed a forest.
Same with federal applications.

That is the point. So Senator HARKIN
may hold up a four-page application.
This is the 110-page end result of what
the States have to do. This is the 1999
IASA Program Data Checklist. There
is, in fact, 110 pages in the application.
That is much more typical of what
ends up having to come back to Wash-
ington.

In her home State of Arizona, 45 per-
cent of the staff of her State education
department is responsible for man-
aging Federal programs that account
for 6 percent of the State’s education
program. As | pointed out the other
day, in Florida, it takes six times as
many people to administer Federal
education dollars as State dollars—six
times as many. So something is wrong.

What the substitute before us would
do is create more programs, more pa-
perwork, and reinforce more of the
same without any of the focus upon
children’s academic performance and
narrowing the gap that is the focus of
the underlying bill.

I know most Members of the Senate
want to do what is right for children. |
ask them to consider where the focus
really is in this substitute. If every
school district in Arkansas—there are
over 300 of them—applied for this one
grant, the result would be over 30,000
pages of paperwork for those 300 school
districts, for just one grant.

I know of two teachers in my home
State of Arkansas who had to take 1
week out of the classroom to apply for
a Federal grant. It is not easy for many
small districts in Arkansas to find a
person knowledgeable in the intrica-
cies of the Federal grant process to lo-
cate funding that originally came out
of their own pocketbooks, and there
are no requirements in the substitute
amendment for improvements in stu-
dent achievement—no requirements.
Instead, they are funding systems, not
students, as we have done for 35 years.
If we are to change the course of edu-
cation in this country, it is time to re-
alize that funding must support each
and every child, not each and every
program.

Senator DASCHLE charged that the
underlying bill would replace federal
targeting of funds and hand it over to
the states to set their own performance
criteria. 1 think this ‘“blank check”
strategy breeds contradiction. | am re-
minded of past bills that are now law
where we voted to do just what the un-
derlying bill requires. Let me give an
example.
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In August, 1998, the Senate HELP
Committee—at that time it was the
Senate Labor and Human Resources
Committee—passed and sent to the
floor the Workforce Investment Act—a
bipartisan job training bill. Like our
existing education system, the nation’s
job training programs were top-down,
Washington-controlled and funded pro-
grams infested with bureaucratic red-
tape. The WIA gutted the longstanding
1982 Job Training and Partnership Act,
JTPA, and handed over years of feder-
ally controlled, prescriptive require-
ments to the states and localities. The
States were given the green light by us
to create their own plans to administer
their own job training—teaching people
the skills they need to make a living
right on the local level.

I did not hear folks make the claims
that this was a ‘“‘blank check’ 2 years
ago. Where were they then? How can
we have a bipartisan bill that over-
whelmingly passed the Senate and
handed the bulk of discretion over to
States and local boards for teaching
people job skills, but we cannot even
think of doing the same for education.
I will tell you why. It is because the
Washington establishment for job
training does not have Congress in a
head-lock like the education establish-
ment does. That is why.

Theold adage, ‘‘you can’t teach an
old dog new tricks’ sure has meaning
when the Washington establishment
weighs in. Sure enough, creativity and
innovative means to education get
chucked out the window. | will not
allow such unfounded charges that
mischaracterize the underlying bill to
go unchallenged.

There can be a legitimate debate, and
should be, but my constituents over-
whelmingly believe local control and
local flexibility is a better course for
American education.

I am very pleased with the under-
lying legislation with which the Pre-
siding Officer had so much to do in the

drafting, and Chairman JEFFORDS
showed such leadership in the com-
mittee. It is a bill on which we can

stand with pride. | do not want to trade
in or excha