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The driver of that bus was the same 
driver with whom Rosa Parks would 
have her confrontation 12 years later. 

The rest is history, the boycott 
which Rosa Parks began was the begin-
ning of an American revolution that 
elevated the status of African Ameri-
cans nationwide and introduced to the 
world a young leader who would one 
day have a national holiday declared in 
his honor, the Reverend Martin Luther 
King Jr. 

We have come a long way toward 
achieving justice and equality for all. 
But we still have work to do. In the 
names of Rosa Parks, Sojourner Truth, 
Dr. Carter G. Woodson, Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr, and many others, let us 
rededicate ourselves to continuing the 
struggle on Civil Rights and to human 
rights. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR ALAN 
CRANSTON 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, on the 
morning of the last day of the 20th cen-
tury, as he was preparing his breakfast, 
Alan Cranston died at his home in Los 
Altos. After 86 years, his great huge 
heart just stopped. 

There can never be a good time to 
lose someone like Alan Cranston. Such 
leaders are too rare. Still, there is 
something fitting about Alan Cranston 
leaving us just as the century came to 
a close. It was almost as if, having 
spent his life working to protecting us 
the darker possibilities of the 20th cen-
tury, he held on until the last day in 
order to see us safely to the new cen-
tury. 

I first came to know Senator Cran-
ston from a distance. He was four years 
into his second Senate term, and had 
just been elected Democratic Whip, 
when I was first elected to the House. 
That was back in 1978. 

Studying Senator Cranston from the 
other chamber, I realized early on that 
he possessed a rare balance. He was a 
standard bearer for great public 
causes—and he was as good a behind- 
the-scenes organizer and vote counter 
as I have ever seen. He was a pragmatic 
idealist. 

I also noticed something else about 
Alan Cranston back then. I noticed 
that he listened respectfully to all 
kinds of people and very often, just by 
listening, was able to bring people to-
gether. In this practice, and in many 
others, I have tried since then to follow 
his example. 

Another thing I admired about Alan 
Cranston was his tremendous running 
ability. From the time he was in high 
school, he was a champion sprinter. In 
college, he was a member of the na-
tion’s fastest one-mile sprint relay 
team in America, and he remained a 
competitive runner most of his life. At 
one point, I understand, he held the 
world record for the 100-yard dash 
among 55-year-olds. As a 53-year-old 
runner who is not likely to break any 
speed records soon, I find that amazing. 
I also find it a little ironic—because in 

politics, Alan Cranston was no sprint-
er. He was a marathon runner. 

When Alan Cranston signed on to a 
cause, it was for life. As a reporter in 
Europe in 1936, he was among the first 
to recognize the evil of fascism for 
what it was. He chronicled the rise of 
Hitler and Mussolini. When he discov-
ered that Hitler had authorized the ex-
port of a sanitized copy of Mein Kampf 
to America, he acquired a copy of the 
German text and had it translated ac-
curately, with all its hideous lies re-
stored. He sold copies for 10 cents— 
thus giving America some of its true 
glimpses into the real Hitler. 

A copyright infringement lawsuit 
brought by Hitler himself eventually 
forced Alan Cranston to stop selling 
copies of Mein Kampf in America. But 
nothing could ever stop him from 
speaking out against oppressors of free-
dom and human dignity. 

In 1946, Alan Cranston met Albert 
Einstein, who persuaded him that nu-
clear weapons must be banned or they 
will destroy the human race. From 
that day until he died, Alan Cranston 
was a tireless champion in the effort to 
monitor nuclear arms and reduce their 
use. 

During his years here in the Senate, 
he also championed an array of other 
noble causes—from the environment, 
to civil rights, to the men and women 
who serve in our nation’s military. 

Literally and figuratively, Alan 
Cranston was a towering figure in this 
Senate for nearly a quarter of a cen-
tury. He was an example to many of us 
and to me personally. I am proud to 
say he was also a friend. 

With some sadness, and with grati-
tude for his lifetime of service to our 
nation, I join my colleagues in hon-
oring the memory of Alan Cranston 
and conveying our deep regrets to his 
family—especially his sister Ruth, his 
son Kim, and his granddaughter—as 
well as his many friends across this 
country and around the world. Alan 
Cranston was loved in this Senate, and 
he will be deeply missed. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CHERYL FLETCHER 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, today I 
rise to recognize the efforts of Cheryl 
Fletcher for her outstanding service. 
Today, Cheryl is retiring after more 
than 21 years of service to me, the U.S. 
Senate and the people of Oklahoma. 

Cheryl has been with me since the be-
ginning of my U.S. Senate career. 

She joined my first U.S. Senate cam-
paign in 1980. After winning, I asked 
her to establish an office in my home-
town—Ponca City. Before joining my 
staff, she worked as director of the 
Ponca City United Way. 

During the last 21 years, Cheryl has 
served as the Sate Director, coordi-
nating my schedule in Oklahoma and 
working as my liaison for northern 
Oklahoma. She has worked diligently 
for the people of Alfalfa, Grant, Kay, 
Washington, Osage, Pawnee, Payne, 
Noble, Major and Garfield counties. 

She’s been Ponca City’s Outstanding 
Citizen of the Year and an active mem-
ber of the Chamber of Commerce. 

My colleagues can appreciate the 
tight time schedules we keep, and 
Cheryl is one of the best when it comes 
to keeping me on time. I remember 
late one night, we were gong back to 
Ponca from a meeting in Woodward. 
Cheryl was driving and flew right past 
a stop sign. Needless to say, my heart 
skipped a beat. Rain storms, snow 
storms, even perfect weather, Cheryl 
was determined to get us there on 
time. 

Her service, dedication and hard 
work have always been an asset to me 
and all Oklahomans. I and the entire 
State of Oklahoma will miss her 
knowledge and experience. It has been 
my privilege and pleasure to work with 
her these years. 

Few believed a young businessman 
from Ponca City could be a U.S. Sen-
ator. Cheryl believed and worked tire-
lessly to convince them, and occasion-
ally me, that they were wrong. 

Today, in Ponca City, Pioneer Bank, 
Home National Bank, Conoco, and 
Evans and Associates is hosting a re-
ception in her honor. I know the place 
will be packed and I’m sorry I can’t be 
there to personally recognize her on 
this special day. 

I want to congratulate Cheryl, who is 
a loyal friend and employee, and thank 
her for 21 years of hard work. I wish 
her all the best. 

f 

PRESIDENT BUSH’S BUDGET 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, last 
night I listened with great interest as 
President Bush outlined his budget 
proposal. It was a strong speech, and I 
commend the President for his encour-
aging comments on education, as well 
as his kind words for our good friend 
Congressman JOE MOAKLEY. But our 
challenge now is to produce a realistic 
budget. As the President describes it, 
the surplus is so big that the American 
people can now have it all—huge tax 
cuts for everyone, increased spending 
on national priorities, and elimination 
of the national debt. 

I fully agree with President Bush 
that budgets are fundamentally about 
our values and priorities, but I strong-
ly disagree with him on what those pri-
orities should be. While President Bush 
made the benefits of his plan appear 
real and the costs painless, I think the 
American people correctly suspect that 
his words sound too good to be true. 
Just as there’s no such thing as a free 
lunch, there’s no such thing as a free $2 
trillion tax cut. 

I support a substantial tax cut, but 
not one that is so large that it crowds 
out continued debt reduction and in-
vestment in national priorities like 
education, health care, and worker 
training and protection efforts. Not 
one that is so large that it jeopardizes 
Medicare and Social Security. 
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This budget claims to provide mas-

sive tax cuts and maximize reduction 
of the national debt and keep our com-
mitments under Social Security and 
Medicare and make the investments 
needed to keep the nation strong. It 
makes five claims that are 
arithmetically impossible. The num-
bers simply do not add up. 

First, this budget argues that the na-
tion can afford a $2 trillion tax cut 
right now. The White House claims 
that its proposed $1.6 trillion tax cut 
‘‘uses only one fourth of the budget 
surplus.’’ This is highly misleading. 
Make no mistake about it—President 
Bush’s tax cut really consumes about 
90% of the available budget surplus. 

The tax cut now sought by the Ad-
ministration would consume well over 
$2 trillion of the budget surplus. When 
President Bush cites the $1.6 trillion 
figure, he neglects the increased cost of 
interest on the larger national debt 
caused by the tax cut, and he ignores 
the added cost of his plan to make the 
tax cut retroactive. 

We must be clear about the real size 
of the surplus. While the Congressional 
Budget Office projects that the federal 
government will collect $5.6 trillion 
more than it spends over the next ten 
years, only $2.7 trillion of this amount 
can properly be called a ‘‘surplus.’’ The 
other $2.9 trillion is money that work-
ers deposit with the government so 
they’ll be protected by Social Security 
and Medicare when they retire. Work-
ers pay this $2.9 trillion in payroll 
taxes for specific retirement and med-
ical benefits. It is wrong to include 
money from workers’ Social Security 
and Medicare payroll taxes in the same 
pot used to finance the Administra-
tion’s income tax and estate tax cuts. 

Thus, at most $2.7 trillion in avail-
able surplus is projected over the next 
ten years. Even the Congressional 
Budget Office acknowledges the great 
uncertainty of its own surplus esti-
mate. CBO itself recognizes that a 
small reduction in economy’s growth 
would reduce its surplus estimates by 
trillions of dollars. Any responsible 
budget would reserve a significant 
share of the projected surplus in case 
the projections prove too optimistic. 
Without such a reserve, any shortfall 
could return the nation to large defi-
cits and raids on the Social Security 
Trust Fund. Yet the Administration’s 
budget commits every last dollar of the 
projected on-budget surplus and more, 
sacrificing the fiscal caution that un-
certainty in the surplus projection de-
mands. 

President Bush’s tax cuts would con-
sume well over $2 trillion of the $2.7 
trillion available surplus, leaving pre-
cious little over the next ten years—to 
strengthen Social Security and Medi-
care before the baby boomers retire, to 
begin the quality prescription drug 
benefit that seniors desperately need, 
to provide the education increases that 
the nation’s children deserve, to train 
and protect the American workers 
whose increased productivity has 

proved essential to our strong econ-
omy, to advance scientific research, to 
improve the nation’s military readi-
ness, to improve the security of family 
farmers, and to avoid burdening our 
children with the debt that we have ac-
cumulated. 

After the Bush tax cut, we will sim-
ply not have the resources to meet 
these urgent challenges. 

All American workers deserve a tax 
cut, but its total size must be reduced 
far below the $2 trillion Bush proposal 
so that we can address our legitimate 
national needs. 

Second, this budget pretends to pro-
tect Social Security and Medicare. 
More than half of what President Bush 
terms the ‘‘surplus’’ is actually money 
that workers deposit with the govern-
ment through the payroll tax to pay 
for their future Social Security and 
Medicare benefits. Just because the 
government does not pay those dollars 
out this year does not make us free to 
spend them. Over the next ten years, 
Social Security will take in $2.5 tril-
lion more dollars than it will pay out 
and Medicare will take in $400 billion 
more dollars than it will pay out. But 
every penny of this will be needed to 
provide Social Security and Medicare 
benefits when the baby boomers retire. 

If we use that money for other pur-
poses now, we would be increasing the 
long term deficits in the Social Secu-
rity and Medicare programs, accel-
erating the date on which each of those 
programs will not have sufficient rev-
enue to pay the full cost of the benefits 
provided under current law. The only 
fiscally responsible use for the so- 
called Social Security and Medicare 
‘‘surpluses’’ is to set those funds aside 
to pay future retirement and medical 
benefits owed under current law. 

The Administration’s budget fails to 
set the entire $2.9 trillion aside to 
cover the cost of future Social Security 
and Medicare benefits. It only protects 
$2 trillion of that amount. The remain-
ing $900 billion is used for other pur-
poses. This seriously threatens the re-
tirement benefits of current workers. 
While the Bush budget is vague on just 
how this money will be used, it appears 
that more than $500 billion of it will be 
used to finance the Administration’s 
scheme to create private retirement 
accounts. Money is diverted from the 
Social Security Trust Fund to finance 
those accounts. I believe it would be 
terribly wrong to take money out of 
Social Security to finance private ac-
counts. Without the guarantee of So-
cial Security’s monthly benefit check, 
one half the nation’s elderly would be 
living in poverty. Taking money out of 
the Social Security Trust Fund will 
weaken the program’s ability to meet 
its legal obligations to the senior citi-
zens it serves. 

The President also plans to use cur-
rent payroll taxes to finance prescrip-
tion drug assistance for some seniors. 
But these dollars already belong to So-
cial Security and Medicare, and they 
are needed to pay current benefits. The 

Bush plan really just tells Medicare to 
offer a prescription drug benefit with-
out providing one new dollar to fund 
that benefit. His plan spends the same 
dollars twice. It is a cruel hoax. 

The Bush budget also allows part of 
this $900 billion in payroll tax revenue 
to be used for purposes ranging from 
military preparedness to farm aid, fla-
grantly violating what I have taken to 
be broad bipartisan agreement to pro-
tect payroll taxes for Social Security 
and Medicare. 

The threat posed by the Bush budget 
to Social Security and Medicare is very 
real. Not only does it fail to reserve 
any of the on-budget surplus to finan-
cially strengthen Social Security and 
Medicare by paying down the debt; it 
invades the Social Security and Medi-
care Trust Funds by removing $900 bil-
lion that already belong to these essen-
tial programs. 

Democrats are committed to keeping 
Social Security and Medicare strong. 
We do this by reserving all payroll 
taxes to pay for the retirement and 
medical benefits that are now promised 
to seniors under current law. No quali-
fications, no exceptions. This commit-
ment means that workers’ payroll 
taxes are not available to fund income 
tax and estate tax cuts, private retire-
ment accounts, or new spending. 

Third, this budget alleges that it 
meets the nation’s core health needs. 
America’s seniors desperately need ac-
cess to prescription drugs, but this 
budget provides only a placebo. Presi-
dent Bush said the right things about 
how high a priority prescription drugs 
are for America’s seniors, but the num-
bers in his budget show that his words 
can’t pass the truth in advertising test. 

While the Administration’s budget 
lavishes new tax breaks on the 
wealthy, it leaves little for the elderly 
whose lives often depend on prescrip-
tion drugs. The budget gives five times 
more money to the wealthiest one per-
cent of taxpayers than it allows for the 
Medicare drug benefits that 39 million 
senior and disabled citizens need. 

There can be no question about the 
urgent need for a Medicare prescription 
drug benefit. A third of senior citi-
zens—12 million people—have no pre-
scription drug coverage at all. Only 
half of all senior citizens have prescrip-
tion drug coverage throughout the 
year. Meanwhile, last year alone pre-
scription drug costs increased an aver-
age 17 percent. 

President Bush’s budget responds 
with baby steps toward prescription 
drug coverage. After adjusting for in-
flation, President Bush’s budget actu-
ally proposes one-third less than the 
inadequate amount he proposed in his 
campaign. His ‘‘immediate helping 
hand’’ program for the lowest income 
senior citizens virtually exhausts the 
resources that he allocates, leaving the 
majority of seniors with nothing. This 
plan is even less generous than the Re-
publican bill passed by the House last 
year. And the Congressional Budget Of-
fice said that the House Republican 
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plan was so underfunded that over half 
of all senior citizens with no coverage 
today would not be able to participate 
under it. Yet this budget allocates less 
money than the House Republican 
plan. 

Medicare is a solemn promise to sen-
ior citizens.. It says, ‘‘Work hard, pay 
into the trust fund during your work-
ing years, and you will have health se-
curity in your retirement years.’’ But 
this promise is being broken each and 
every day, because Medicare does not 
cover prescription drugs. The sad re-
ality is that the Bush budget does not 
mend that broken promise—and it is 
now the responsibility of the Congress 
to keep faith with senior citizens. 

The Administration’s budget also 
fails to address the needs of the na-
tion’s uninsured. An uninsured family 
is exposed to financial disaster in the 
event of serious illness. Unpaid medical 
bills account for 200,000 bankruptcies 
annually. Over 9 million families spend 
more than one fifth of their total in-
come on medical costs. 

The health consequences of being un-
insured are even more devastating. In 
any given year, one-third of the unin-
sured go without needed medical care. 
Eight million uninsured Americans fail 
to take medication their doctors pre-
scribe because they cannot afford to 
fill the prescription. Four hundred 
thousand children suffering from asth-
ma never see a doctor. Five hundred 
thousand children with recurrent ear-
aches never see a doctor. Thirty-two 
thousand Americans with heart disease 
go without life-saving and life-enhanc-
ing bypass surgery or angioplasty—be-
cause they are uninsured. Twenty- 
seven thousand uninsured women are 
diagnosed with breast cancer each 
year. They are twice as likely as in-
sured women not to receive medical 
treatment until their cancer has al-
ready spread in their bodies. 

The chilling bottom line is that 
eighty-three thousand Americans die 
every year because they have no insur-
ance. Being uninsured is the seventh 
leading cause of death in America. Our 
failure to provide health insurance for 
every citizen kills more people than 
kidney disease, liver disease, and AIDS 
combined. 

The Administration’s budget pro-
vides only a small amount for refund-
able tax credits to purchase health in-
surance policies—an amount too small 
to help the vast majority of the unin-
sured. In this time of unprecedented 
budget surpluses, isn’t it more impor-
tant to assure that children and their 
parents can see a doctor when they fall 
ill than it is to provide new tax breaks 
for millionaires? 

Fourth, this budget does not meet 
the education needs of school children. 
The claim that this budget increases 
education funding by $4.6 billion or 11.5 
percent is just plain wrong. This budg-
et contains little more than a cost of 
living increase for our nation’s schools, 
and few new investments to improve 
them. 

The Administration’s budget counts 
$2.1 billion that President Clinton and 
Congress approved last year as part of 
this year’s increase. If President Bush 
did nothing on education, almost half 
of his ‘‘increase’’ would happen any-
way. The real increase that he proposes 
is $2.4 billion only 5.7 percent above 
current levels. The reality is that 
President Bush proposes only $1.8 bil-
lion in new money for education next 
year, a mere 4 percent above inflation. 

We need strong new investments to 
turn around our failing schools. But 
this budget does not even keep up with 
the average 13 percent annual increase 
Congress has provided for education 
over the last 5 years, and it will not en-
able communities and families across 
the country to meet their education 
needs. 

I applaud President Bush for trying 
to make education a top priority. I ap-
plaud him for challenging the nation to 
‘‘leave no child behind.’’ But I am dis-
appointed that this budget fails to pro-
vide the resources needed to produce 
the action that we all agree is nec-
essary. 

President Bush says that he will in-
crease funding for ESEA programs by 
$1.6 billion, including $600 million more 
for the Reading First program. I sup-
port the Reading First increase, but it 
leaves only $1 billion for new invest-
ments in all other elementary and sec-
ondary education priorities. 

This year, schools confront record 
enrollments of 53 million elementary 
and secondary school students, and 
that number will continue to rise 
steadily, reaching an average six per-
cent increase in student enrollment 
each year. The Administration’s budg-
et fails to keep pace with population 
growth in schools, and it is possible 
that under the budget he proposes, fed-
eral education support per student will 
decrease over the next ten years. 

Schools and communities will have 
to educate millions more children and 
help them meet higher standards of 
learning while addressing overcrowded 
classrooms, a shortage of qualified 
teachers, increased safety concerns, 
and a lack of adequate after-school 
programs. Schools simply cannot face 
these challenges alone. They need the 
help of their communities, their states, 
and the federal government to provide 
the best opportunities for all children. 

I am prepared to work with the 
President to enact his proposal for an-
nual testing. But communities will 
need resources to develop and imple-
ment the tests, and ensure that they 
are of the highest quality. If overall 
education funding per student does not 
increase significantly, the nation can-
not expect to achieve the right balance 
between investing in strategies that 
work and increasing accountability for 
results. 

Parents across the country will give 
President Bush and Congress a test at 
the end of the year. If our education in-
vestments do not help communities 
turn around every failing school, help 

all qualified students afford to go to 
college, and ensure that workers have 
the training they need, this Republican 
Congress and this Republican White 
House will deserve a failing grade on 
education. 

I hope we will work together to make 
the improvements in President Bush’s 
budget that will be needed to earn an 
A+ from the nation’s parents. 

Finally, this budget claims that its 
tax cut is fair to working families. In 
reality, the wealthiest 1 percent of tax-
payers, who pay 20 percent of all fed-
eral taxes, would receive 43 percent of 
the tax benefits from Bush’s plan. 
Their average annual tax cut would be 
more than $46,000, more than a major-
ity of American workers earn in a year. 

The contrast is stark. Eighty percent 
of American families have annual in-
comes below $65,000. They would re-
ceive less than 30 percent of the tax 
benefits under Bush’s plan. The aver-
age tax cut those families would re-
ceive each year is less than $400. 
Twelve million low-income families 
who work and pay taxes would get no 
tax cut at all under Bush’s plan. If we 
are going to return a share of the sur-
plus to the people, that certainly is not 
a fair way to do it. 

Because the Bush tax cut is slanted 
so heavily to the wealthy, it is possible 
to enact a tax cut that costs less than 
half of President Bush’s proposal, yet 
actually provides more tax relief for 
working families. That is what Con-
gress should accomplish this year. 

A close look at the Administration’s 
budget only confirms that indeed we 
cannot have it all. There is no way to 
eliminate the national debt, provide 
massive tax cuts, and meet all of the 
nation’s legitimate needs. 

President Bush’s budget asks work-
ing families to sacrifice while the 
wealthiest families in America collect 
far more than their fair share. Overall, 
this budget threatens our prosperity 
and ignores the most fundamental na-
tional needs. 

Governing is all about choices. And I 
believe that this budget makes the 
wrong choices for working families in 
America. 

f 

HONORING MRS. MATILDA 
TSCHETTER OF HURON, SOUTH 
DAKOTA 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, a few 
weeks ago, South Dakota, and the 
country, lost a friend. Mrs. Matilda 
Tschetter of Huron, South Dakota was 
laid to rest on February 3rd in Free-
man, SD. 

This chamber is no stranger to great 
men and women, and the RECORD is re-
plete with recognition of their accom-
plishments. From Presidents to civil 
rights leaders, we often come to the 
floor to recognize Americans who have 
made a difference in our country. Ma-
tilda Tschetter may not have been fea-
tured on the front page of the news-
paper, but she was certainly a great 
South Dakotan, and a great American. 
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