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crowded subway, or send a crude nu-
clear weapon into a busy harbor. 

I ask my colleagues: What do you 
think is the more likely scenario? Do 
you really believe that North Korea 
will leave the trail of a missile, a tar-
getable trail and send a missile to the 
United States, and like the sleeping 
giant that was awakened in Pearl Har-
bor, have us return the compliment, or 
do you believe if they were intent on 
doing injury to the United States, they 
would take a little bottle of anthrax 
and drop it in the water system in 
Washington, DC? 

What do you think is more likely? Do 
you think it is more likely perhaps 
that some rogue nation might say: 
Wait a minute, they have the ability to 
knock down our missile, so let’s put 
one of these illegally purchased weap-
ons in the marketplace—because we 
are not doing enough to stop prolifera-
tion internationally so they can go out 
and purchase a small nuclear weapon— 
and they bring it in on a rusty freight-
er under the Verrazano Bridge, and det-
onate a nuclear weapon just outside 
New York City. 

I would like to see us focus on those 
things that most threaten us, not cre-
ate these notions of false threat that 
require us to debate for hours to stop 
something that does not necessarily 
promise a very positive impact for the 
long-term interests of our Nation. 

Obviously, the President gave very 
few details yesterday because he can-
not. We do not have an architecture 
yet. We do not even have a budget yet. 
We do not even have enough successful 
tests yet to suggest we should be rap-
idly deploying and abrogating the ABM 
Treaty. What are we talking about? 

The President said he wants to pur-
sue technology that would allow us to 
intercept a ballistic missile at the 
boost phase when they are moving the 
slowest. I agree with that. In June of 
2000, I called on the previous adminis-
tration to explore the technology for a 
boost phase intercept system which 
would build on the current technology 
of the Army’s land-based THAAD and 
the Navy’s sea-based theater-wide de-
fense system to provide forward-de-
ployed defenses against both theater 
missile ballistic threats and long-range 
ballistic missile threats. 

I welcome President Bush’s commit-
ment to investing considerable re-
sources needed to make those systems 
capable of reaching the speeds nec-
essary to intercept an ICBM. A for-
ward-deployed boost phase intercept 
system would allow us to target rel-
atively small ballistic missile arsenals 
and shoot down a very few accidental 
or unauthorized launches. 

Deploying such a system, even 
though it might require amendments 
to the 1997 ABM Treaty Demarcation 
Agreement, would establish the line be-
tween theater missile defense systems 
that are not limited by the treaty and 
the strategic defenses that the treaty 
prescribes. 

In a nutshell, these agreements allow 
the United States to deploy and test 

the PAC–3, the THAAD, and the Navy 
theater-wide TMD systems, but they 
prohibit us from developing or testing 
capabilities that would enable these 
systems to shoot down ICBMs. 

Russia might not be happy about 
that, but I believe they would prefer 
that to a system that would really 
scrap the entire treaty and all the limi-
tations on strategic defenses that 
would come with it. 

I agree that the strategic situation 
we confront today is worlds apart from 
the one we faced in 1972, but nothing in 
this changed environment suggests 
that we will be better off by walking 
away from the ABM Treaty. If some-
how Russia and China are not per-
suaded by President Bush’s assurances 
that our missile defense system is not 
aimed at undermining their nuclear de-
terrent capabilities, and instead they 
perceive a growing threat to their in-
terests, they will act to counter that 
threat. We will not be safer if our NMD 
system focuses their energies on devel-
oping—and eventually selling—new 
ways to overwhelm our defenses. 

The ABM Treaty can be amended to 
reflect our changed security environ-
ment. But to abandon it all-together is 
to welcome an arms race that will 
make us more vulnerable, not less. 

The President made a point of an-
nouncing that he will begin high-level 
consultations with our allies about his 
plans for NMD and he stressed that he 
would seek real input from them as he 
moves forward. This is critical. Even if, 
as can be expected, our allies in Europe 
and Asia accept a U.S. NMD system, 
they have a lot at stake in how we de-
velop and deploy that system. The 
President must take their views into 
account as he determines what archi-
tecture he will pursue and the timing 
of deploying. Clearly, these are impor-
tant discussions that will require more 
than one or two cursory consultations. 

The administration must also pay 
close attention to our allies concerns 
about Russia. Because they are keenly 
aware that a fearful, insecure Russia is 
a dangerous Russia, they have consist-
ently stressed the importance of in-
cluding Moscow in our discussions on 
NMD. Let me be clear: the importance 
of working with Russia as we move for-
ward is not to suggest that Moscow has 
a veto over our missile defense plans. 
But we have an obligation to avoid uni-
lateral steps that will throw our al-
ready tenuous relations with Russia 
into further turmoil. Serious discus-
sions with Moscow on amending the 
ABM Treaty—even if they are not ulti-
mately successful—will allow us to 
move toward NMD deployment trans-
parently and with minimal provo-
cation. 

As with Russia, if an NMD decision is 
made absent serious discussions with 
China, the leadership in Beijing will 
perceive the deployment as at least 
partially directed at them. The Admin-
istration must try hard to reach a com-
mon understanding with China that 
there is a real threat from isolated re-

gimes bent on terrorism and accidental 
or unauthorized launches. The Clinton 
administration invested a great deal of 
time and diplomatic effort convincing 
Russia that the threat is real and it af-
fects us both. We must make the same 
effort with China. If we fail to take 
this task seriously, we will jeopardize 
stability in the Pacific. 

The President’s proposal on NMD 
lacks specifics and his intentions on 
the ABM Treaty are vague. He and his 
advisors know that the American peo-
ple will not support an expensive, inef-
fective NMD system, or one that comes 
at the expense of a Treaty that has 
made them safer over the last 20 years. 
So to sweeten the President’s bad news 
on these two issues, he promised— 
again without any detail—to unilater-
ally reduce the U.S. arsenal of stra-
tegic nuclear weapons. 

The proposal to unilaterally reduce 
U.S. nuclear stockpiles is an important 
and overdue first step toward reducing 
the nuclear danger. Unfortunately, be-
fore the President can make good on 
this promise, he will have to convince 
his Republican colleagues in the Con-
gress to repeal a provision in the FY 98 
Defense Department Authorization bill 
that prohibits the reduction of stra-
tegic nuclear delivery systems to levels 
below those established by the START 
I treaty. 

Senate Democrats have tried for the 
last three years to repeal this provi-
sion, which prevents exactly the kind 
of nuclear reduction President Bush 
has spoken about. But they have been 
stymied by a Republican leadership 
that believes the U.S. should not move 
to START II arms levels even though 
the Senate ratified that treaty in 
1996—before Russia has done so. 

I hope we can move immediately to 
repeal this prohibition and begin the 
process of cutting our strategic arsenal 
in half—from more than 7,000 warheads 
today to the 3,500 allowed under 
START II. While those reductions are 
underway, the President should imme-
diately proceed to talks with Russia on 
a START III agreement, which could 
bring our arsenal to below 2,000 war-
heads and codify similar, transparent, 
verifiable and irreversible reductions 
by Russia. 

Mr. President, for 40 years, the 
United States has led international ef-
forts to reduce and contain the danger 
from nuclear weapons. We can continue 
that leadership by exploiting our tech-
nological strengths to find a defense 
against ballistic missiles, and by ex-
tending that defense to our friends and 
allies. But we must not jeopardize sta-
bility in Europe and Asia by putting 
political ideology ahead of commit-
ments that have kept us safe for dec-
ades. 

f 

BETTER EDUCATION FOR STU-
DENTS AND TEACHERS ACT—MO-
TION TO PROCEED—Continued 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for a few 
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minutes within my hour on the motion 
to proceed. 

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

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair and 
my colleagues. I will be brief. I see the 
Senator from Maryland is here, as well 
as others. 

Mr. President, I do not think there is 
a person in the Senate who does not 
view education as the single most im-
portant domestic priority this year. A 
number of us have been working for a 
long period of time to advance the dia-
log with respect to education. Indeed, a 
couple of years ago, we Democrats were 
prepared to move forward on the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 
We were prevented from doing so be-
cause, frankly, our colleagues on the 
other side, for political reasons, were 
unwilling to allow President Clinton to 
be the person who signed a bill that 
passed education reform in the coun-
try. 

Politics trumped real reform. Poli-
tics trumped, once again, the interests 
of young people in our country. 

I remember JOE LIEBERMAN, others, 
and myself talking for hours with Paul 
Coverdell, our late colleague, with 
Slade Gorton, and others trying to find 
the common ground so we could move 
forward on this critical issue. 

Here we are this year with Demo-
crats having moved in ways that many 
people would have argued they never 
would have moved previously. There 
has been a challenging of the ortho-
doxy that has governed the debate on 
education for a long period of time. So 
we have a consolidation of programs. 
We have an effort to deal in a realistic 
way with the problem of account-
ability. 

It used to be there were some pretty 
one-sided discussions. Some people on 
the other side of the aisle thought it 
was just good money chasing after bad, 
and so they did not even want to talk 
about resources. All the discussion was 
about an alternative to the public edu-
cation system—fundamentally, vouch-
ers. On this side there was fundamen-
tally only a discussion about school 
construction or class size. Nothing hap-
pened. Most important, nothing hap-
pened for our kids. The schools did not 
get much better, except in isolated in-
stances where extraordinary leadership 
managed to break through. 

The fact is that 90 percent of Amer-
ica’s children go to school in public 
schools. There are not enough vouchers 
and there are not enough private and 
parochial schools to offer enough 
choice to all of the students of this 
generation to get the education they 
need by alternatives. 

The bottom line is if 90 percent of 
America’s children go to school today 
in public schools, if we are going to 
have the workforce we need for the fu-
ture, but equally important, if we are 
going to have the skilled labor force we 
need, and much more important, if we 
are going to have young people who 
grow up to understand the obligations 

of citizenship, who have the capacity in 
an age of managing more information 
to be able to process the information 
and translate it into good civic activi-
ties, the acceptance of values, the ac-
ceptance of family responsibilities, the 
acceptance of community responsibil-
ities, then every student, indeed, better 
have the best of opportunities. 

I have joined with JOE LIEBERMAN, 
EVAN BAYH, MARY LANDRIEU, BLANCHE 
LINCOLN, JOHN BREAUX, TOM CARPER, 
and a host of Democrats in agreeing we 
have to change the dynamics of this de-
bate; that we need strict account-
ability; that we cannot put money into 
a school and allow it year after year as 
a consequence of some kind of reform 
to fail. But everybody in this institu-
tion knows there are countless commu-
nities in the United States of America 
that just cannot afford to do the ba-
sics. Property tax is what funds edu-
cation. Come to Lawrence, New Bed-
ford, or Holyoke, MA, or countless 
other communities in America where 
they don’t have the tax base, particu-
larly through the property tax, where 
people are on fixed incomes trying to 
hang on to a home and cannot afford 
higher property rates. In many States, 
there are limits on what can be raised 
on the property tax—mine among 
them. 

The question is, how do we provide 
adequate numbers of teachers to have a 
class size where a teacher can actually 
cope with children? How do we keep 
school doors open into the evening if 
the community can’t pay the 
custodians or the additional teachers 
or have remedial classes? How do we 
put in the technology if they can’t af-
ford to buy it? 

The bottom line is, we have put in 
place in this bill an enormous change, 
a sea change, in how we are prepared to 
try to encourage accountability, to en-
courage reform and encourage change. 
But we cannot do it if there isn’t an 
adequate commitment of resources for 
IDEA, the greatest burden we hear 
principals talk about in schools, to the 
capacity to be able to have a teacher 
for certain classes. We have some 
schools where 80 percent of the chil-
dren in the school do not have an alge-
bra teacher. Teachers are teaching out 
of field. 

Test students all you want, but if 
they do not get the fundamentals, they 
will be in deficit from the beginning. 

This is a choice for the Senate. Ei-
ther we fund education reform to the 
degree that will empower it to actually 
take place or we will invite an incred-
ible new round of cynicism. We will 
pass something and call it reform, and 
teachers and parents across the coun-
try will say: Thank God, reform at 
last. It is coming. But if you don’t em-
power them to be able to do it, you can 
see the next wave of discussion. It will 
be: The public schools have failed; they 
did not live up to the expectations. We 
gave them the opportunity, and they 
didn’t make it. Now it is alternatives. 

I am not going to buy into, as I think 
many of my colleagues will not buy 

into, a false equation of reform. We in-
sist there be adequate funding of those 
communities that simply do not have 
the ability to be able to make the dif-
ference. That is the best of what the 
Federal Government exists for in the 
sense we assert a national priority, 
something in the interest of everybody 
in this country—educating our kids, 
making sure they have values, making 
sure they are in safe communities, 
where they can grow up to full citizen-
ship. We share the capacity of our 
country to be able to guarantee that no 
child is left behind. 

In the budget that President Bush 
has presented, with only a 5 percent in-
crease in disadvantaged children’s 
funding, how can one possibly live up 
to that promise? This is not a political 
fight. This is not a political food fight. 
This is not just Washington somehow 
being the same. 

I respect President Bush’s effort to 
change the tone and be bipartisan. 
Right now, the only bipartisanship has 
been movement on our side of the aisle 
to consolidate the programs, to move 
toward a more sensible regime for ac-
countability. The question we are ask-
ing is, where is the bipartisanship on 
the other side of the aisle that moves 
toward us with respect to this critical 
element of funding? 

You can have accountability, but if 
you don’t have adequate funding to 
make it happen, it is a complete sham 
and waste of time. Likewise, we believe 
you can have a lot of money but if you 
don’t have the accountability, it is 
equally a sham and waste of time. If we 
are prepared to change the dynamic 
and provide this country with edu-
cation reform it deserves, we must be 
prepared to adequately fund the reform 
effort. 

I reserve the balance of my hour, and 
I ask unanimous consent I be per-
mitted to speak again within the hour, 
if necessary. 

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

The distinguished Senator from 
Maryland is recognized. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on the motion to proceed to 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, and I yield myself 15 min-
utes. 

I hope we will proceed. I intend to 
vote for the motion to proceed so we 
can get on the bill and get serious in 
the Senate about addressing the com-
pelling human needs that exist in 
America’s public schools. 

I believe education is the most im-
portant crucial rung in our Nation’s 
opportunity ladder. During the coming 
days, we will discuss how we can 
strengthen this opportunity ladder. 
The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act is only the first step. It sets 
the framework for reform, and also it 
will establish how we will address our 
public education. 

We do need reform in our public 
schools, and at the same time we need 
to have the resources to put the re-
forms into action. However, if we put 
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the reforms on the Federal law books 
but do not put the resources in the 
Federal checkbook, this will be a hol-
low opportunity. 

There are some on my side of the 
aisle who question whether we should 
embark upon testing. First, I stand 
squarely in the corner of supporting 
the concept of accountability. I also 
stand squarely in the corner of sup-
porting testing, but making sure the 
Federal Government does pay the bill. 

In the State of Maryland, we have 
had testing for more than a decade. 
Testing enabled us to provide an inven-
tory of where our schools were, what 
schools needed intervention and what 
type of intervention. 

I view testing like a CAT scan. It 
gives an inventory of where the prob-
lems might be and identifies other 
areas of potential problems. I believe 
we should proceed with testing and 
also aggressively fight for the re-
sources. At the same time, we should 
not hold up on getting an inventory of 
where we are. 

In keeping with this principle, I sup-
port six priorities for educational re-
form. One is something I am calling 
‘‘digital opportunity.’’ I know the Pre-
siding Officer is deeply troubled about 
the need to have more people educated 
in math, science and technology in 
order to meet our growing national se-
curity needs. The Rudman-Hart report 
clearly indicates we need to have chil-
dren technologically competent, not 
only for the new economy but also for 
the new security threats facing the 
United States of America. Issues such 
as cyberterrorism are an example of 
why we need to make the availability 
of educational technology a priority. 

I worked very hard to have a series of 
amendments creating digital oppor-
tunity. One, a national goal that every 
child be computer literate by the time 
they finish the eighth grade. I enjoyed 
bipartisan support on this issue in the 
committee and it passed. To make the 
goal a reality, I offered an amendment 
to make technology funds more robust 
and more effective. The BEST bill au-
thorizing $1 billion for education tech-
nology. 

The new technology block grant that 
President Bush is advocating is some-
thing I will support because it will 
mean the programs will no longer be 
scattered through the Department of 
Education. As we are dealing with the 
scattered problem, we also have to deal 
with the skimpy problem and make 
sure we have the funds for hardware, 
software, and teacher training. 

I know, also, we are not considering 
the e-rate in ESEA. Sometimes in leg-
islation the best thing we can do is do 
no harm. The Bush administration 
talked about eliminating the E-rate or 
consolidating the E-rate with ESEA 
technology programs. I am pleased 
that in our discussion with the White 
House they clarified the E-rate will be 
a subject of further discussion in the 
future. I am a big supporter of the E 
rate. I hope we do not change it. 

A weakness in the bill is that it fo-
cuses entirely on schools and not 
enough on the communities where chil-
dren learn. Everybody does not en-
tirely learn in school. Many people 
learn in structured afterschool activi-
ties and in the community. This is why 
I will offer an amendment on commu-
nity tech centers, to establish 1,000 
community tech centers, throughout 
the United States of America. That 
means that they can be run by non-
profits including the Boys and Girls 
Clubs, faith-based organizations, and 
Latino heritage organizations. Let’s 
get tech into the community. In some 
instances our children are in schools 
that are so dated they cannot be wired. 
We want to make sure our kids are 
wired for the future. 

We also need to focus on teachers, re-
cruiting the best, training the best, 
and retaining the best. I am pleased 
the education bill authorizes almost $3 
billion for teacher training. At the 
same time, we could use more. I believe 
we need at least $2 billion more for 
teacher training to bring them into the 
classroom and also to upgrade their 
skills. 

Another priority I believe we need to 
focus on is smaller class size. Everyone 
will tell you we do need smaller class 
sizes. I will be supporting Senator 
MURRAY’s effort to continue to try to 
hire 100,000 new teachers for our class-
rooms. 

Coming back to where children learn, 
I support structured afterschool activi-
ties. Children need structured after-
school activities where they can learn, 
have fun, and be safe. In many of these 
neighborhoods this is absolutely cru-
cial. 

Speaking of safety, this then takes 
us to school modernization. The aver-
age school in the United States of 
America is 42 years old. Many of them 
are crumbling. Many are dated. Some 
are even dangerous. We really need to 
work out how we can be a partner with 
State and local governments on the im-
provement of schools to modernize 
those facilities. 

The other area where we also need to 
keep our commitment is on funding for 
IDEA, the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act. The Federal Govern-
ment passed, some years ago, a man-
date that local school districts are sup-
posed to come up with individual edu-
cation plans for children who are dis-
abled. We promised them if they did 
that, they would get 40 percent of the 
cost from the Federal Government. 
Guess what. We only provide about 15 
percent. In Maryland it’s 9 percent. I 
believe we should keep the policy, but 
let’s really, now, meet that mandate. If 
over the next 3 years we could work 
every year to increase the funding for 
IDEA, the money would go right into 
the school districts. It would help the 
local communities. It would alleviate a 
lot of the financial pressure on the 
state and locals to serve our special 
kids, without us becoming the school-
marm or chairman of the school board 
in local school districts. 

These are the issues on which I look 
forward to working. I believe we can 
move the bill on a bipartisan basis. 
Let’s have reform with resources so we 
can have results. Those are the three 
R’s I want: Reform, resources, and re-
sults. Let’s get our kids and our coun-
try ready for the 21st century. We have 
made great progress in the past, and I 
know we can do so in the future. 

I yield the floor. I yield back any 
time I may not have consumed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to be recognized on 
the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. The minority has 16 
minutes 6 seconds remaining. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I listened closely to the eloquent 
comments of our colleague from Mas-
sachusetts this morning. It was his late 
brother, President Kennedy, in 1962, 
who said in a message to the 87th Con-
gress: ‘‘A child miseducated is a child 
lost.’’ 

Today, nearly four decades later, 
these words ring truer than ever. Far 
too many of our children, particularly 
poor and minority children, remain 
miseducated today despite efforts over 
the years to strengthen and reform 
America’s public schools. The latest 
tests by the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress, for example, 
showed that only 32 percent of our Na-
tion’s fourth graders were proficient or 
better in reading and more than one- 
third of the fourth graders read below 
basic minimum standards. That is un-
acceptable, especially today, when the 
consequences of such poor performance 
have never been greater. 

In this era of rapid technological 
change, business and industry require 
highly skilled, highly educated work-
ers. If we fail to improve our school 
systems, many of our young people will 
be locked out of well-paid jobs and de-
nied opportunities to succeed in a 
changing global economy. We cannot 
deny them that opportunity, nor can 
we deny this Nation the talent and 
skills it needs to grow and prosper. 
This 107th Congress must lead so no 
child is left behind. 

As for their leadership thus far, I 
wish to compliment many of our col-
leagues who have engaged in tough and 
bipartisan negotiations aimed at ensur-
ing that we adequately address our Na-
tion’s educational priorities. The ad-
ministration has proposed one plan, 
and some parts of it are very good. 
They are certainly in step with the re-
forms many of us have advocated in 
the past—particularly as I tried to ar-
ticulate in this last election cycle in 
Florida. But other parts of the admin-
istration’s plan are seriously flawed or 
are grossly underfunded. At the outset 
we must decide to put partisan inter-
ests aside and do what is right for our 
children. 

By the way, more than 90 percent of 
our children attend public schools. We 
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must debate and resolve the important 
issues that still separate us, keeping in 
mind our common goal of giving every 
child the opportunity to succeed, not 
only in school but also in life. 

The teachers and public schools in 
Melbourne, FL, along with my parents, 
gave me my start and instilled in me a 
lifelong love of learning. Public ele-
mentary and secondary schools gave 
me the opportunity to go on to college 
and to law school, and to serve in the 
Army and the Florida legislature and 
the U.S. House of Representatives. 
That public school education also al-
lowed me to serve as Florida’s State 
treasurer and as a member of the State 
cabinet, as a member of the State 
board of education, overseeing public 
education. Now I have the privilege of 
being here as a Member of the Senate. 

I am forever indebted to my teachers 
and to those schools. Those schools 
were good ones, located in a growing, 
prospering community along the east 
coast of Florida. I was blessed. As we 
know and as the recent reading scores 
demonstrate, not every child is that 
fortunate. Too many of them come 
from broken families, too busy putting 
food on the table to worry about the 
absence of books in their homes. Too 
many attend failing schools in failing 
neighborhoods, or crumbling schools 
with overcrowded classrooms. Too 
many have outdated textbooks, insuffi-
cient numbers of books to go around, 
and tired teachers who believe they 
lack the support they need. 

Thanks to economic growth and the 
fiscal discipline imposed by the Con-
gress, we now have a unique oppor-
tunity this session to help our States 
and local school districts address these 
problems. We have an opportunity not 
only to provide more of the financial 
help needed but also to ensure that 
those dollars help produce a better edu-
cation for our children. We must not 
squander that opportunity now. 

I am encouraged that the White 
House has emphasized education. I also 
am encouraged that progress has been 
made in the negotiations so that we 
can give the States and school districts 
greater flexibility on spending while 
also holding them more accountable 
for results. These are goals we all 
share. 

I am confident that we can resolve 
our remaining differences on this legis-
lation and work out the details on how 
best to achieve those goals that we 
share. But I am also convinced that the 
administration’s commitment to leave 
no child behind will be nothing more 
than an empty slogan unless we bolster 
it with sufficient resources needed to 
get the job done. Reform without re-
sources is not reform. 

In this regard, the President’s de-
mand for excessive tax cuts contradicts 
his pledge to do right by America’s 
schoolchildren. I believe that it would 
be reckless to risk a return to the an-
nual budget deficits that you and I, Mr. 
President, experienced in the 1980s and 
return to mounting national debt by 

committing this Nation to a tax cut 
that could overwhelm the projected 
surplus. It is a tax cut that is said to be 
$1.6 trillion, but in a real estimate of 
what it would cost in terms of deficit 
reduction, it is $2.5 trillion. It would be 
reckless to use the surplus for that in-
stead of investing any increase in Fed-
eral education over the next 10 years. 
The White House claimed its proposed 
budget would provide an 11.5 percent 
increase for education in the coming 
fiscal year. But the real increase would 
be half that amount, and could leave 
the States with unfunded mandates, 
something the Congress in 1995 vowed 
that it would never do—put unfunded 
mandates on the States. 

If we are truly to leave no child be-
hind, then we can do a whole lot better. 
We must do better. 

In my view, there is no higher pri-
ority than providing a first-rate edu-
cation for the children in our public 
school systems. Our Federal Govern-
ment, which now provides just 7 per-
cent of the money for all of our schools 
nationally, ought to provide a larger 
investment for school construction, for 
dropout prevention, for smaller and 
safer classes, for teachers who are both 
well trained and well paid, and for pro-
grams that assist children with pre-
school education and afterschool care. 

The amendments we adopted last 
month in our Senate budget resolution 
would strengthen the Federal invest-
ment in public education and children 
with disabilities by more than $250 bil-
lion over the next decade. We can also 
help failing schools succeed by 
strengthening our programs for dis-
advantaged children and targeting ad-
ditional Federal money to needy stu-
dents and to the poorest schools, some 
represented by the distinguished Sen-
ator who honors me with his presence 
here, the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia. 

Along with increased support, the 
education bill that Congress enacts 
this year should provide for greater ac-
countability. It should condition future 
help on academic performance stand-
ards set by the States and measured by 
testing students yearly and uniformly 
within each State. 

We also need to ensure that the 
States set meaningful standards and 
measure real progress. 

We can do all of this in part by using 
the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress tests of fourth and 
eighth grade students and as a way to 
audit the results of the yearly State 
reading and math tests that would be 
provided under this bill in grades three 
through eight. 

So the States do their thing, with 
their own accountability, but we then 
will have a national measure, a stand-
ard by which to compare the States 
with the National Assessment of Edu-
cation Progress test. This will then en-
able us to confirm that Federal dollars 
were well spent. 

Parents have an important role to 
play. They are entitled to timely re-

port cards from their school districts 
on the performance of their children’s 
schools, not just their individual 
child’s report card. If, despite our best 
efforts, a school continues to fail, they 
ought to have a choice so their kids are 
not trapped in failure. But when the 
Nation’s taxpayers are paying for it, 
the choice ought to involve public 
schools, and not private ones, if it is 
public school money. 

I believe our negotiations are on the 
right track for providing options for 
transfers to charter schools, magnet 
schools, or other schools within a dis-
trict, or for extra help from outside tu-
toring to summer school. 

I want to make sure that we don’t di-
vert public school tax dollars to pri-
vate schools through vouchers. We 
need to improve public schools that 
perform poorly. We don’t need to aban-
don them. As we make our schools and 
local school systems accountable, we 
also need to give them more control 
and greater flexibility to use the Fed-
eral funds in ways that better meet 
local needs. I believe that we can con-
solidate programs and cut bureaucratic 
strings without sacrificing those Fed-
eral initiatives that are an essential 
part of the solution. 

For example, we know that children 
learn better in smaller classes. Why in 
the world would we want to abandon 
our national commitment to reducing 
class size, to building new schools and 
renovating the old ones if we know 
that creates an environment in which 
children can better learn? We can do 
better. 

In February, I joined with 10 other 
Senators in introducing the Public 
Education Reinvestment, Reinvention, 
and Responsibility Act, which we call 
the three Rs. Its aim is to streamline 
the Federal role in education and 
eliminate some of the bureaucratic 
strings that hinder local school dis-
tricts. Its goal is to establish a clear 
national priority to ensure that every 
child has a chance at a quality edu-
cation. These priorities include—and 
let’s think about these; they are com-
mon sense—closing the achievement 
gap between poor and more affluent 
children; helping immigrant children 
learn English; improving teacher qual-
ity; reducing class size in the early 
grades; spurring innovative practices; 
and promoting choice within the public 
school framework. 

I am pleased that many of our pro-
posals are now embraced in the com-
mittee bill that is now pending before 
us. As our deliberations proceed, I will 
be fighting to ensure that they receive 
adequate funding. 

We must succeed in this endeavor. 
Failure is not an option. We cannot af-
ford to abandon our young people. In 
the long run, such failure would be far 
more costly than investing in quality 
education for all of our children. 

Let us make sure that no child is 
miseducated, and let us make sure that 
no child is lost. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia for being kind 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:02 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4142 May 2, 2001 
enough to be interested and to be on 
the floor as I present my maiden 
speech on education. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the distinguished Senator has ex-
pired. The time of the minority has ex-
pired. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from 
Florida may have 3 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair and thank the distinguished 
Senator from Florida for yielding. I 
thank him for the thoughtful remarks 
he has just made. I heard him as I was 
in my office, and I came to the floor be-
cause I knew I would hear something 
worth listening to. I gave some time to 
the Senator from Florida. I am very 
impressed with his dedication to his 
Senate duties, and I appreciate his love 
for the Senate. I am going to have a 
few remarks later concerning edu-
cation and our schools and this legisla-
tion. I will want to scan very care-
fully—perhaps it would not be scan-
ning—I will want to study very care-
fully the words of the Senator from 
Florida before I make my own re-
marks. 

I thank him for his contribution to 
the Senate and for his contribution to 
the debate on this extremely important 
subject. I look forward to reading his 
comments and hearing him from time 
to time. It is a pleasure to work with 
him. 

(Mrs. CLINTON assumed the chair.) 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 

President, just in the remaining mo-
ment, I say to the Senator from West 
Virginia what a tremendous role model 
he has been to all of us new Senators, 
including the Senator now presiding in 
the chair. What a tremendous pillar of 
historical example he has been in car-
rying forth the traditions of the Senate 
and imparting those traditions to the 
new Senators, and then in his vision 
for the future to keep alive those tradi-
tions. 

I have been so educated sitting in 
this Chamber listening to Senator 
BYRD bring in the history of the world 
to make his point on a particular argu-
ment in which he might be engaged. He 
recalls to mind, for me, the great ora-
tors who have been in this Chamber. 
Again, that is another part of he being 
a wonderful role model for all of the 
new Senators. 

So I am eternally grateful, and I am 
especially honored that he would think 
me worthy of coming and listening to 
my comments today on education. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator for his 
generous and overly charitable re-
marks. I thank him very much. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the next 

30 minutes of postcloture debate be 
equally divided between the majority 
and Senator HOLLINGS from the minor-
ity and that the time be deducted from 
each individual Senator as provided 
under rule XXII. 

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

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I 
am waiting for one of our Senators. In 
the meantime, let me again say how 
important it is that we move on with 
what we started to do in this Chamber. 
We have been working on the education 
bill now for a very long time. The com-
mittee has done a great deal of work. 
But we find ourselves now sort of post-
poning consideration of the bill. This is 
the third time I have been in this 
Chamber today to ask for another hour 
of postcloture activity. 

The time has come, certainly, for us 
to begin consideration of the bill, to 
begin to move forward, to begin to talk 
about those areas of disagreement, and 
to begin to offer the amendments that 
need to be considered. 

I think, clearly, this bill is one of the 
most important issues on which we will 
be working. We have talked for a long 
time about the need for accountability. 
We have talked for a very long time 
about the need for additional funding. 
We have talked a long time about the 
flexibility that should exist when we 
have Federal money going to local and 
State governments so that there can be 
enough changes made to allow for the 
differences that exist in communities. 
Certainly that is important. 

We have talked a lot about how we 
need to help teachers become more effi-
cient and more effective in that they 
are the most important aspect of edu-
cation. 

We have talked about parental choice 
so that students can move between 
public schools in the various commu-
nities at the choice of the parent. Cer-
tainly that is an important item. 

There will never be agreement on all 
these things among all of us, but cer-
tainly it is an issue with which we have 
to proceed. I look forward to that. 

Madam President, I yield the floor to 
my friend from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank the Chair 
and thank the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming for his leadership in 
this debate. 

Madam President, I will just take a 
few moments to again speak on the 
very important issue of education and 
the legislation we have pending before 
us, and to urge my colleagues to sup-
port the motion to proceed. 

I believe we have spent close to a 
week—perhaps more than a week— 
talking about education without hav-
ing yet taken a single vote on an 
amendment. 

I believe this issue is of such great 
importance that while we do not want 
to shortchange the amount of time we 
spend on this issue, and while we do 
not want to short circuit the process, 

we also do not want to become victims 
of the process. 

I saw last year where we spent weeks 
on the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, and where we had other 
items of important business that would 
interrupt the education debate, and 
where we would return to the edu-
cation debate, and while there was 
never a formal filibuster, the effect 
last year was to have a filibuster by 
amendment and by process, so that ex-
traneous amendments prevented us 
from ever getting a final vote on the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act and the reauthorization of this im-
portant bill. The losers, as always, are 
the American people and, more criti-
cally, the children of this country. 

I urge my colleagues to allow us to 
proceed with the bill. I know there are 
good-faith negotiations occurring on 
important subjects. I have been in-
volved in those. I think they are in 
good faith. I applaud the efforts that 
are ongoing. But we have spent a long 
time on this issue. The differences now 
are fairly small, whether it be in fund-
ing or whether it be in policy. It is 
critically important that we go ahead 
and proceed to consider the bill and 
begin the process of offering amend-
ments and debating this issue. 

The process of what occurred in the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee and the bill that was 
voted out of that committee, as well as 
the bipartisan policy agreements that 
have been reached through negotia-
tions, have produced, I suspect, 95-per-
cent agreement now on policy. In both 
of these instances—both the committee 
and the negotiated agreement—we 
have taken a tremendous step forward 
in education in this country and have 
made a tremendous move toward real 
educational reform. 

Let me mention a few of the areas. 
Let’s reiterate them again. We must 
have accountability in educational re-
form. To pour billions of dollars more 
into the Federal contribution to edu-
cate our children without requiring 
real accountability would not only be 
foolhardy but would be a waste of tax-
payers’ dollars. So we must have ac-
countability. 

The bill that is before us—the nego-
tiations and what has resulted from 
those negotiations—brings us real ac-
countability, and it transforms the 
way we have thought about account-
ability for the last 35 years. What it 
has been in the past has been asking 
the local schools, local education au-
thorities: Are you spending the money 
the way we prescribed that you spend 
it? That is what we have defined as ac-
countability. Did you fill out the pa-
perwork correctly? Did you cross the 
t’s correctly? Did you dot the i’s cor-
rectly? Did you spend it the way we 
prescribed you to spend it? 

Whether it made good sense locally 
or not, whether it was in the best inter-
est of the children or not, if it con-
formed with what we in Washington be-
lieved was the right way to spend it, we 
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said, then that is accountability. You 
have met the accountability require-
ments. 

We have changed that and gone in a 
whole new direction. We have said 
every child ought to be tested every 
year. We ought to know whether or not 
children are learning. We are taking a 
giant step away from how old are you, 
what grade should you be in, have we 
shuffled you through the system, to 
what do you know. 

I have heard the critics of testing and 
the testing proposals. Testing is by no 
means perfect, but I ask my colleagues, 
is there a better way to measure what 
children know? The answer is, of 
course, no. That is the best tool we 
have to know whether or not children 
are progressing academically, whether 
or not they should be moved ahead and 
promoted. That is very important. If 
you are going to have real account-
ability, you must not only measure 
through testing; there must be con-
sequences to those schools that are not 
teaching, that are not succeeding, that 
are not preparing their students to go 
out into the workplace and compete in 
this global economy. 

Under this bill, there are real con-
sequences for those schools that will 
not teach and will not change. Yes, ad-
ditional resources; yes, additional help, 
but in the end, if a school will not 
change and it will not teach and the 
children are being trapped in a school 
that is handicapping their future, then 
we say, in this legislation, there should 
be consequences to those schools. 

The best consequence, the best way 
you hold schools accountable is to en-
sure that parents have greater choices. 
Yes, after schools are given an oppor-
tunity to improve and to address the 
shortcomings of failing schools, and 
still they do not make the changes, 
then we would say parents should have 
the right to take those children and 
move them to the public school of their 
choice. I would prefer that the choices 
be expanded, but in the bill before us at 
least there is the expansion of parental 
choice in the sense that they can go to 
another public school. Competition is 
good in any sector in our economy. It 
is good in business and in education. 
The public schools will be better when 
that element of competition is in-
jected. 

The evidence is overwhelming, 
whether you look at Milwaukee, WI, or 
whether you look at the State of Flor-
ida, that where you have competition, 
you have improvement in the public 
schools. 

We recently heard from the Mil-
waukee superintendent of schools, the 
longest choice program in the Nation. 
His testimony was that the public 
schools in Milwaukee are better today 
because of the choice element, because 
parents of low-income children have 
the right to take those children and 
move them into a private, public, paro-
chial, or charter school where they 
have a whole range of options; that 
choice has made the public school sys-

tem better. We suggest in this legisla-
tion that real consequences mean 
greater parental choice. 

We also say that where a school will 
not change and will not teach, those 
parents should be able to find supple-
mental services to assist in the edu-
cation of their children. Parents should 
not be forced to sacrifice the future of 
their children because they happen to 
be in a school that will not make the 
academic investment in those children. 

We say, yes, if a parent has children 
who are in a school that after years 
does not improve and is still not doing 
the job, is still a failing school, the 
parents ought to be able to take those 
children to a Sylvan Learning Center 
or they should be able, with their title 
I dollars, to hire a tutor. They ought to 
be able to take that portion of the Fed-
eral contribution to local education 
and ensure that their children are not 
sacrificed in a failing system. 

Accountability is a huge part of the 
legislation that is before the Senate 
and that I hope we will begin voting on 
soon. 

A second aspect of this legislation is 
the consolidation that occurs. One of 
the frustrations of local educators for 
many years has been the plethora of 
programs that we have created at the 
Federal level, oftentimes well in-
tended, oftentimes with a very good 
purpose in mind, and frequently never 
funded by the Federal Government, 
just authorized without any funding. 
Sometimes when we question officials 
at the Department of Education about 
how many programs they have, it is 
very difficult to get a clear, unequivo-
cal answer. They simply don’t know 
how many programs are under their ju-
risdiction that have been created 
through the years, since the depart-
ment was established, authorized, some 
funded, some not funded, some having 
wilted away but still on the books. 
They don’t know how many programs 
there are. 

We know that while it has been re-
peated frequently during the debate on 
education that we contribute between 7 
and 9 percent of the local school’s 
budget from the Federal Government, 
we contribute about 50 percent of the 
paperwork with which local educators 
are required to comply. That is prob-
ably the best gauge of how many Fed-
eral mandates accompany that 7 to 9 
percent of the funding at the local 
level. 

What the President has suggested 
and what the committee has produced 
in the committee deliberations is a bill 
that consolidates this plethora of Fed-
eral programs into a more manageable, 
more simple stream of funding for the 
local schools. The funding is still there 
but, as a result, there is far greater 
flexibility than there has been in the 
past because we have consolidated 
these many programs. 

That is something that needs to be 
done. Local educators acknowledge 
that. Yes, every program has a con-
stituency. When we try to consolidate, 

to eliminate, we hear from those con-
stituencies. But let the educators of 
this country realize, there is no reduc-
tion in funding. In fact, the funding is 
dramatically increased in this legisla-
tion. 

The flexibility for local educators to 
use those resources in the area they 
feel is most essential for local edu-
cational reform is enhanced under this 
legislation. Whether that is class size 
reduction, hiring more teachers, 
whether it is tutors, school nurses, 
whether it would be a form of merit 
pay, paying the best teachers more, en-
hanced flexibility would be there for 
these local educators under this legis-
lation. So consolidation is a very im-
portant part of what we are doing in 
this education reform. 

Then what I hope comes out of the 
ongoing negotiations is a form of the 
President’s proposal regarding charter 
States. This was a bold initiative that 
President Bush campaigned on and 
spoke eloquently about and that has 
been whittled down and whittled down 
and diminished and deluded, but there 
is a form of it still remaining. We are 
talking about perhaps seven States as 
a demonstration project with perhaps 
25 local educational authorities or 
school districts that would be given the 
option of applying for this new status 
created called charter States. In last 
year’s deliberations, we called it the 
Straight A’s Program. 

The concept is we will give States 
broad new flexibility to consolidate 
streams of funding and to make local 
education reforms in exchange for 
strict accountability standards. 

The concept of charter schools has 
for years been used successfully across 
the country. That is why they are in-
creasing in number. We say to a char-
ter school: You have a waiver in effect 
from local and State education require-
ments in exchange for results we ex-
pect from what you are doing in that 
charter school. If it works at the local 
school, why shouldn’t it work if we 
give States, the laboratories of democ-
racy, that kind of flexibility. So States 
would be given a new element of free-
dom and flexibility in exchange for a 
performance agreement with the De-
partment of Education and the Sec-
retary of Education as to what they in-
tend to accomplish and how they in-
tend to accomplish it and ensuring 
that there is going to be increased an-
nual yearly progress. 

That is a good deal for schools; it is 
a good deal for States; and it is a good 
deal for the American people. There 
will be a little bit of that proposal that 
survives so that a few States can apply, 
and a few States will be willing to try 
it, to break out of the old mold. The re-
sult will be an example that a lot of 
other States will want to try in the fu-
ture. 

I commend the President for his 
strong emphasis upon early childhood 
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education and particularly his empha-
sis upon reading programs, his willing-
ness to triple funding for reading pro-
grams. So often the tragedy of shuf-
fling children through the system all 
begins in kindergarten and first grade 
and second grade, where the foundation 
is not adequately laid. The President’s 
emphasis upon reading is to be com-
mended and is an important part of 
this legislation as well. 

One aspect that I and my staff have 
been involved in, that will not get a lot 
of attention but is going to be a very 
significant step, is the change that is 
made in the bilingual education pro-
gram. 

Historically, that has been a com-
petitive grant program. Many States 
that have had growing minority popu-
lations—particularly—in the State of 
Arkansas, with a growing population 
have received almost nil under the cur-
rent system. Because of the changes 
made in the legislation, we will not 
only have increased funding nation-
wide, but we will have a formula that 
will benefit many of these States such 
as Arkansas and Alabama, and many of 
the rural States that have fared so 
poorly under the past approach on bi-
lingual education. In addition, there 
will be emphasis—in fact, a require-
ment—on teaching English in these 
programs. 

This is a huge step in the proper di-
rection of reform. I know my colleague, 
Senator BOND, is on the floor. I am 
anxious to hear what he has to say on 
this subject. Senator BOND has been in-
volved in education for years. 

I will conclude by addressing an issue 
that we have heard repeatedly on the 
floor, and we are going to hear a lot 
more about it in the next couple weeks, 
and that is the issue of spending. For 
those who say this is an unfunded man-
date upon the States, for those who say 
it is unconscionable to do education re-
form without fully funding the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act, I 
just say: Where have you been? This is 
the first time that the Republican Sen-
ate, with a Republican Congress and 
with a Republican President, has had 
an opportunity to reauthorize the 
ESEA. Historically, with a Democrat 
President and Democrat Congress, the 
funding increases when ESEA has been 
reauthorized, have been between 5 and 
6 percent. So to demand that the only 
way you will support education reform 
is if there is a full commitment to 
funding ESEA for the next so many 
years is really disingenuous. 

The President has made a strong 
commitment to dramatic increases in 
education funding—in fact, more than 
in any other Cabinet department—and 
has been willing to move even higher 
on those numbers in the negotiation 
process across the aisle. 

So I just plead with my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle that we not 
allow a bogus debate on funding to dis-
tract us from the very important task 
of giving the children of this country 
and the families of this country the 

kind of education reform they deserve, 
and that will truly put meaning behind 
what has become a very popular 
phrase—‘‘leaving no child behind.’’ We 
are leaving them behind today. We 
have an opportunity to leave far fewer 
behind. Every child can learn if given 
the opportunity and the expectations. 

This legislation, through account-
ability and flexibility, testing require-
ments, through increased funding, does 
many good things in moving us in the 
right direction toward greater edu-
cational opportunity for every child in 
America. I hope that we get on with it, 
get on the bill, and pass the bill and 
send it to the President, who has been 
a dynamic leader on education reform 
in this country. 

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

ator from Missouri is recognized. 
Mr. BOND. Madam President, I know 

I am out of order, but I do not see a 
representative from the other side. I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
allowed to proceed out of order for up 
to 8 minutes. 

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

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I rise 
today to support President Bush’s edu-
cation initiative and S. 1, the Better 
Education for Students and Teachers 
Act. As a new member of the Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee I have been involved in the tre-
mendous bipartisan progress that has 
been made in Congress thus far on pub-
lic education reform. I look forward to 
the swift conclusion of the debate, the 
signing ceremony that will take place, 
but most importantly—the improve-
ments to public education that will re-
sult to ensure that ‘‘no child is left be-
hind.’’ 

It is obvious that the American pub-
lic places improvement of our public 
education system as a top priority. 
Parents and communities are aware of 
the same statistics that have been pro-
vided to us. Our children are not read-
ing at the basic level. Too many stu-
dents never graduate from high school. 
U.S. students lag behind too many 
countries in science and math. Our 
higher education institutions are 
spending too much money on remedial 
education and businesses have to spend 
billions of dollars teaching their em-
ployees what the schools did not teach 
them. 

I believe there is agreement that edu-
cation, while a national priority, is a 
responsibility and obligation of the 
state and local communities. The edu-
cation of our children has always been 
carried out and implemented at the 
local level. The American public is in-
terested in the debate here in Wash-
ington, but they understand what real-
ly matters is what takes place in the 
schools and classrooms around the 
country—not the Senate or House 
floors. 

The decisions that are going to im-
prove children in a particular school 
district are going to be made by the 

teachers, parents, school board mem-
bers, and administrators who know the 
names of the children, know their prob-
lems, know their opportunities. 

Every single one of us have a vested 
interest in the success of today’s gen-
eration and future generations of 
youth in this country. Therefore, we 
have a vested interest in the improve-
ment of our public education system. 

For many decades Congress has de-
bated numerous education issues, in-
cluding the federal role and federal 
funding. Even after the completion of 
this specific debate, discussions and de-
bates will continue. The debates con-
tinue because we are constantly seek-
ing ways to improve upon our public 
education system. 

However, we must be careful. One of 
the main reasons that I support Presi-
dent Bush’s plan and S. 1 is because it 
streamlines and consolidates many of 
the countless individual education pro-
grams that exist. We have all read the 
reports and have heard several col-
leagues talk about the 760 education 
programs scattered throughout 39 dif-
ferent federal agencies. According to 
the Education Commission of the 
States, ‘‘In the 1999–2000 budget, the 
federal government spent almost $44 
billion on elementary and secondary 
education programs. This funding was 
spread across 35 different education 
programs in 15 different federal depart-
ments.’’ 

All the programs that exist today 
were started with good intentions. 
Some I have advocated and numerous 
others I have supported. All along, all 
of us have tried to do the right thing. 
But—what have they gotten us? 

Today, our good intentions have got-
ten us burdensome regulations, un-
funded mandates, and unwanted med-
dling. Parents, teachers, and local 
school officials have less and less con-
trol over what happens in the class-
room. The myriad of federal education 
programs make the jobs of our school 
administrators and teachers harder 
than they should be. Teachers are 
taken of the task of teaching, pre-
paring lesson plans, taking on after 
school student activities and instead 
are researching for grant opportuni-
ties, reading regulations, preparing ap-
plications, filling out paperwork re-
quirements, complying with cum-
bersome rules, and reporting on how 
they spend the little federal funding re-
ceived. We even have teachers and ad-
ministrators that decide that the little 
extra federal funding is not worth the 
time and effort that it will take to 
apply and comply so they do not even 
bother with the process. Instead of em-
powering parents, teachers, and local 
school officials we have empowered the 
federal government and bureaucrats. 

We have slowly eroded the oppor-
tunity for creativity and innovation on 
the local level and have established a 
system where supposedly the Olym-
pians on the hill know what is best for 
the peasants in the valley. 

Knowing where we now are, how can 
we afford to keep spending our federal 
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education dollars in the same way we 
have been doing for years if it is not 
simulating academic success for our 
children? We can’t. Not only will I not 
stand for it, but parents, teachers, 
school boards, communities, and busi-
nesses cannot afford to stand for con-
tinued lackluster performance and fail-
ure in some cases. 

The President’s education plan and 
S.1 are huge steps in the right direc-
tion recognizing that the answer to im-
proving public education does not lie 
within the Halls of Congress or in the 
granite buildings of the downtown 
Washington education establishment. 
As an editorial from one of my 
homestate newspapers, the Southeast 
Missourian stated, ‘‘The answer to fix-
ing America’s educational woes rests 
with individual school boards and pas-
sionate educators. The bureaucrats 
must reduce the red tape and mandates 
that are strangling our schools. Give 
those who know best the time, talent 
and incentives to finally fix public edu-
cation.’’ I agree with what the South-
east Missourian said. 

The President’s proposal and S. 1 
stress high academic achievement for 
all students so the achievement gap 
that exists will erode. The legislation 
stresses the importance of literacy and 
making certain our children can read. 
We know that reading is a basic, essen-
tial, and fundamental tool for personal 
growth and self-sufficiency. Reading 
provides the foundation for all other 
learning and eventually for productive 
employment. Accountability, as well as 
flexibility, are incorporated in the 
Bush plan and S. 1 to ensure that the 
needs of the individual child and school 
can be addressed while also ensuring 
that our tax dollars are resulting in 
academic success. Finally, one of the 
most important aspects from my per-
spective—advocation for increased pa-
rental involvement. It is very simple 
and well documented. Children whose 
parents are involved in their education 
from the very beginning are more suc-
cessful in school and score higher on 
tests. Parents are a child’s first teach-
er, and we can do things to help them 
be better teachers. 

Parental involvement, especially as 
it relates to early childhood education, 
is something that everyone has heard 
me talk a lot about, and they are going 
to hear more about it. 

There is bipartisan recognition that 
we must try something new to improve 
our public education system. My dear 
friend and colleague, the Senate leader 
from the other side of the aisle, Sen-
ator BYRD, said the following on the 
Senate floor in the 105th Congress: 

. . . when one goes the last mile of the way 
and concludes from what he sees, from what 
he hears, and from what he reads, concludes 
from analytical reports about public edu-
cation that we are not doing well, that there 
is something working, then it seems to me 
that, in the interest of the public schools 
system, we may have to try a little different 
approach, else the confidence of the Amer-
ican people in that system and the support of 
the American people for that system are 
going to erode. We see that happening. 

From all the newspaper articles, tele-
vision reports, letters to the office, et 
cetera, we know that the American 
people want more, demand more, and 
deserve more when it comes to public 
education. Let’s put partisan rhetoric 
aside, let’s move past the squabbling, 
and let’s move forward on our common 
goal. Let’s get on with our business. 
Let’s have our votes. We want to be a 
positive contribution to educating our 
children for a lifetime of achievement. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the next 30 minutes of 
postcloture debate be equally divided 
between the majority and minority 
parties and the time deducted from 
each Senator as provided under rule 
XXII. 

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

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I rise to speak again on the education 
bill that I hope will be before the Sen-
ate very shortly. We have been talking 
about this bill off and on for 2 weeks. It 
is time for the Senate to get down to 
the real debate. 

Let us bring the bill forward, propose 
amendments, let everyone have their 
say, and send a bill to President Bush 
he can sign. We have the opportunity 
in this debate to change the course of 
public education in this country, and I 
believe it needs changing. 

We have seen year after year, in the 
last 25 years in this country, more 
spending going into public education 
from the Federal level but not im-
provements in the overall education of 
our children. I do not think throwing 
more money at education is the only 
answer. We are going to put more 
money into education, but we are going 
to do it in a reformed education sys-
tem. In fact, we need to shake up the 
system. 

We have some very good public 
schools in our country, but we don’t 
have a uniform standard of public 
schools where we can say all of them 
meet the test of giving every child the 
chance to reach his or her full poten-
tial with a public education. That 
should be the standard. We must be 
able to help each individual child learn 
in the best way that child possibly can, 
if that child is going to reach his or her 
full potential. That is exactly what we 
are trying to do with the bill we hope 
to bring up soon. 

I will talk about a couple of amend-
ments I want to include in the bill that 
are not included now. One is to help 
bring more good teachers into the 
classroom. Every Member knows of a 
teacher shortage in a public school in 

their area. Rural schools have prob-
lems, urban schools have problems get-
ting qualified teachers in some of the 
core subject matters, and especially 
math and science are lacking in quali-
fied public teachers. 

We are trying to add some creativity 
into the process by giving incentives to 
school districts to bring more people 
into the teaching profession. We must 
be a partner with the States. It is the 
States that set the salaries and the 
benefits and the hours for the teachers. 
That is first and foremost what needs 
to be improved. I don’t know of one 
public school teacher making enough 
money—not one. Not even in our best 
public schools are teachers making 
what they are worth. Our teachers 
should be making what our major cor-
porate CEOs are making. What they 
are doing is more important than what 
any corporate CEO could possibly do. 
They are determining if our democracy 
is going to stay intact. We should pay 
them more. Most States are trying to 
do that. 

My home State of Texas is in its leg-
islative session now and they are look-
ing for ways to augment what teachers 
are paid, as well as benefits for teach-
ers. I imagine most States are trying 
to do it because I think we all agree, 
public school teachers are not being 
paid what they are worth. 

We can do more at the Federal level 
where we can’t set the salaries and we 
can’t set the hours and we can’t set the 
school days. We can be creative. We 
can reach out, and we have done so, as 
in the Troops to Teachers Program 
which would go for the many wonder-
fully qualified military personnel who 
are retiring, sometimes at the age of 
40, 45. They are looking for a second ca-
reer. We want them to go into teach-
ing. Many of them have skills where 
there are teacher shortages. 

For instance, a military person is flu-
ent in French, Spanish, Chinese, or 
Japanese. We have schools all over our 
country that cannot teach these 
courses because they don’t have quali-
fied teachers. We are offering incen-
tives for alternative certification to 
get those people into the classrooms in 
their areas of expertise, although they 
don’t have educational certification or 
educational degrees. 

Someone has a math degree, but they 
didn’t get an educational degree. How-
ever, they are very qualified to teach 
math. Why not give them an incentive 
to come into the classroom and teach 
the area in which they are expert? 

My amendment will be called careers 
to classrooms. It is modeled after the 
Troops to Teachers Program. It says to 
a retiree of a computer firm, perhaps 
one of the wonderfully successful com-
puter firms that has done well and the 
person can retire at the age of 40, 45, 50, 
or 55, if they would like to do some-
thing else, they are not ready to retire, 
why not encourage them to teach com-
puter skills to our young people in the 
classroom by offering an incentive for 
an alternative certification for that 
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teacher to be able to come into the 
classroom with a minimum of hassle, a 
minimum of bureaucratic red tape. 
Let’s break the red tape. Let’s get the 
qualified people into our classrooms, 
targeting the schools that have teacher 
shortages—rural schools and urban 
schools. 

My careers to classrooms amendment 
will be just such an incentive that we 
hope will reach out to more teachers or 
more potential teachers and bring 
them into the classroom and enrich the 
experience of the young people in the 
classroom. 

The second amendment I am plan-
ning to offer, along with Senator 
SUSAN COLLINS, with the help of Sen-
ator BARBARA MIKULSKI and others, is 
the single sex option for public schools. 
I believe if our public schools are going 
to compete, we are going to have to 
give every option to parents. Many par-
ents can afford to send their children 
to private schools. So they have their 
young girl attend a girls’ school, or 
their boy attend a boys’ school. 

However, if you go to public schools 
or you cannot afford to send your chil-
dren to private schools, you probably 
don’t have that single sex option. It 
has proven, time and time and time 
again, some young people at certain 
ages, usually in that junior high school 
to high school age range, and not later 
than elementary school, some young 
people do so much better in a single sex 
atmosphere. It was found girls do bet-
ter in math in a single sex atmosphere 
in those age levels. It was found that 
rowdy boys do better in a single sex at-
mosphere, particularly in an urban set-
ting. 

Why not allow parents the options? 
We are not talking mandate. Many par-
ents prefer to have their children in co-
educational schools. Some parents 
might want to give a special needs 
child that single sex atmosphere. They 
can’t afford to send their children to 
private schools, so why not let them 
have the option of going to their school 
board and saying they would like to 
have a single sex math class in the 
fifth grade in the elementary school. 
Why not give them the option? We 
want to take away the barriers being 
put in front of the parents, putting 
schools in fear they may be sued if 
they have a single sex educational op-
portunity. 

There would be a requirement for a 
comparable opportunity for young peo-
ple of the other sex. That is fair. We 
want that to be allowed, also. 

We want to offer all the options a 
parent could possibly have if the par-
ent had the opportunity to go to paro-
chial schools or private schools for 
their children. We want those options 
to be available in public schools. I will 
offer the single sex amendment to this 
bill because I want to grow the oppor-
tunities; I don’t want to kill them. I 
want public schools to be the best. 

I always like to proudly say I am a 
total product of public schools. I grew 
up in a small town of 15,000. I went to 

public schools. I graduated from the 
University of Texas and the University 
of Texas Law School. I want every 
child to have the same opportunity I 
had. I want every child to be able to go 
to public school and compete in any 
arena. I have competed in debates, I 
have had opponents who have had a 
wonderful Harvard education, and I 
won. I couldn’t have done that without 
the quality public education. 

I want every child to have the same 
opportunity I had so that young people 
with private school degrees and public 
school degrees will have the equal op-
portunity to reach their full potential. 

Madam President, the choices are 
what make our country great. The 
basis we must provide is quality public 
education. I am excited about the op-
portunity to reform education, and I 
am excited about the President’s plan. 
I am excited about what Congress will 
be able to do to make sure that future 
generations have the quality public 
education that has been the foundation 
of our democracy. That is what I want 
for every child for the future in our 
country. 

I hope we can get on to the bill. I 
think it is time. We have talked about 
policy and all the priorities that we 
have for a long time—about 10 days 
now. It is time for us to start amending 
this bill and going forward so we will 
have the winds of change in this coun-
try in public education. I urge my col-
leagues to come together and make it 
happen. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent 
I may speak notwithstanding the pre-
vious agreement. If someone from the 
other side of the aisle arrives to the 
floor, I will yield. 

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

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I rise 
to continue our discussion as we pre-
pare to bring to the floor a very impor-
tant bill that I believe realizes the 
dream of the President of the United 
States, his campaign pledge, the vision 
he has put forward of dramatically 
shaping and reshaping and modifying 
and changing Washington and the Fed-
eral Government’s role in education. 

We are at a unique time. I believe 
never before in this body, at least in 
the history of the last 35 years since 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act was first enacted, have the 
American people, and their Representa-
tives on both sides of the aisle, been so 
focused on education, kindergarten 
through 12th grade, and the reform of 
education so that we truly leave no 
child behind. 

With that attention and that focus, 
come great expectations. I believe as a 
Congress we must seize that oppor-
tunity. We must work together, both 
sides of the aisle, to work with the 
President of the United States and 
take advantage of that opportunity to 
creatively improve how the Federal 
Government addresses education and 
to answer the question: What is the ap-
propriate Federal role and how can we 
best leverage that Federal role to leave 
no child behind? 

I spoke a little bit to that point yes-
terday. It was to get Washington out of 
the business. Remember, of the total 
amount of money spent on education 
for K–12 in this country, only 7 percent 
comes from the Federal Government— 
from the taxpayer, I should say, 
through the Federal Government. 

In my mind, it means we need to 
change that Washington role from one 
of regulator to one of education inves-
tor—to invest in education and to regu-
late only to the degree that we accom-
plish that goal of reducing the achieve-
ment gap, of boosting the academic 
achievement of all children to make 
them more ready for the world they in-
herit. It comes down to the concept of 
allowing innovation and creativity to 
address the problems we have identi-
fied and then coupling the freedom to 
innovate and create, the freedom to 
teach with measurable results, which 
clearly is a Federal role, to couple 
whatever requirements and assess-
ments we place, mandates—yes, man-
dates—that we place in terms of test-
ing and assessing that we attach to 
freedom and flexibility, to have those 
measurable results. 

We must continue, I believe, to cut 
the redtape, to cut the unnecessary bu-
reaucracy that has resulted from a lit-
any, a myriad of programs that were 
all well-intended. They were Federal 
programs passed in this body over the 
last 35 years, but they have resulted in 
a complex network of overlapping re-
sponsibility in terms of the target pop-
ulation: excessive and confusing bu-
reaucracy, and paperwork. We need to 
get rid of the overly prescriptive Fed-
eral mandates on the Federal role in 
education, those mandates put on the 
floor, taken through the legislative 
arena, and imposed on our commu-
nities. I believe it is our opportunity 
today to cut that red tape and remove 
those overly prescriptive mandates. 

I think the result of our discussion 
and debate on this bill, once we are al-
lowed to bring it to the floor, will re-
sult in innovation, in creativity, all of 
which will translate, again, to leaving 
no child behind. 

One aspect of our bipartisan discus-
sion of the last 3 months that I look 
forward to talking more about at the 
appropriate time is what is called 
Straight A’s, the Academic Achieve-
ment for All Act. That is why it is 
called Straight A’s, which really in a 
demonstrable, optional way allows for 
a consolidation of a lot of the programs 
that we have inherited—given that 
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consolidation of programs in funding 
all the way down to the State or down 
to the district—and allows those funds 
to be used but attaches them to demon-
strable, measurable results of academic 
achievement. 

This is, again, a demonstration pro-
gram that hopefully will allow up to 
seven States to participate. They will 
have what is called a performance 
agreement. In that performance agree-
ment with the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Education and the administra-
tion, there will be high standards, high 
accountability, measurable results 
coupled with freedom, with consolida-
tion of programs so we can, with a per-
formance agreement, link, to the max-
imum extent possible, flexibility and 
freedom to innovate with measurable 
results. 

I see we have other Members on the 
floor. As I said, by unanimous consent 
I will be glad to yield the floor at this 
juncture and look forward to coming 
back and continuing a discussion of 
what is in the underlying bill as well as 
what I hope will be added to the bill 
over the course of the day as the lan-
guage becomes available. 

Madam President, I request recogni-
tion to briefly speak on behalf of the 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. LIN-
COLN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the next 60 
minutes of postcloture debate be equal-
ly divided between the majority and 
the minority parties and the time be 
deducted from each individual Senator 
as provided under rule XXII. 

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

The Senator from Connecticut is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I thank my colleague from Tennessee. 

Madam President, I rise today to 
speak about the landmark educational 
reform bill and plan we are currently 
debating, and in fact are currently ne-
gotiating, a plan that, I think, if it 
reaches its proper drafting conclusion 
and, most importantly, is adequately 
funded, will spur bold changes and in-
novations in our public schools and 
will ultimately help improve the qual-
ity of education for every child in Con-
necticut and every child in America. 

It is premature at this moment to 
talk about this comprehensive legisla-
tion with total certainty and in all of 
its details, so I intend to make a fuller 
statement about the bill once the nego-
tiations are complete. But I did want 
to come to the floor today as we work 
out the final pieces of this complicated 
policy puzzle to offer both a few con-
gratulations and a few concerns about 
what I would call this important near 
agreement on reauthorization of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. 

Let me start by saying how encour-
aged I am about the process we have 
followed for formulating this plan to 

reauthorize ESEA and its prospects for 
stirring a real revolution in our public 
educational system. 

The discussions we have had over the 
last several weeks involving Senate 
Democrats and Republicans and the 
White House have been a model of how 
this place should work. There has been 
civility. There has been healthy de-
bate. There has been disagreement 
from time to time. But there has also 
ultimately been a shared sense of com-
mon purpose. We have had our dis-
agreements—some of them profound— 
but the Members and our staff have ne-
gotiated in good faith and with good 
will. In doing so, I think we have dem-
onstrated that we can find common 
ground on a consequential issue and 
move this country forward as we do so. 
This can be a real breakthrough given 
some of the rancor and division that 
have plagued the education debate too 
often in recent years. 

I commend our leaders, my col-
leagues from both parties, the Presi-
dent, and representatives from the 
White House who participated in these 
negotiations. I think we all want to re-
alize the same goal, which is the best 
public educational system in the world. 
We all understand that today we have 
significant challenges ahead of us if we 
are going to achieve that goal. 

We all want to close the persistent 
achievement gap separating the haves 
in our society from the have-nots. That 
is by far the biggest hurdle I think we 
have to overcome. We all want to de-
liver on the promise of equality and op-
portunity for every child. We all want 
to increase the supply of highly skilled 
workers, which we all know is critical 
to our future economic competitive-
ness and the long-term prosperity and 
security of this Nation. Now, through 
the reforms in this bill, we are not just 
talking the same points of principle; 
we are actually walking the same path 
to progress. 

I am particularly encouraged and 
gratified that a number of the ideals 
and ideas that Senator BAYH and I and 
so many other Members of the new 
Senate Democratic coalition have been 
advocating for the past few years 
through our three R’s reform bill and 
that so many of these ideas presented 
by the distinguished occupant of the 
Chair, and other colleagues, are re-
flected in the historic agreement on a 
core bipartisan amendment to ESEA 
that we are very close to achieving. 

As some of my colleagues know, we 
started out with the three R’s bill with 
the new vision of education policy, one 
that focuses not on progress but on per-
formance, not on rules and regulations 
but on results, not so much on what we 
put into the system, although obvi-
ously that is important, but ultimately 
on the real test, which is what we get 
out of the system. What are the re-
sults? How well are our children being 
educated? 

We drew up a reform blueprint that 
translates these principles into poli-
cies, calling for increased investments 

to help our public schools, help every 
child learn at a high level, for greater 
flexibility to allow the local educators 
to decide, as they know best, how best 
to spend their Federal dollars to meet 
the specific needs of their students, and 
also to encourage innovation and ex-
perimentation with different edu-
cational reform models at the local 
level. 

We have in this bill stronger account-
ability. That is the way we test the re-
sults. That is the way we make sure we 
are not giving up on any child in Amer-
ica and that we are going to take them 
to the highest level their God-given po-
tential gives them to achieve in edu-
cation. That is particularly true of 
low-income and minority students. We 
propose this new equation, which we 
call invest in reform, and insist on re-
sults, as a possible bridge to a bipar-
tisan compromise. 

Last year, President Bush went 
across a bridge of his own and em-
braced some of those same goals and 
values and articulated a similar reform 
plan for realizing them, and for encour-
aging and accelerating the growing 
movement in many States towards 
standards and accountability—focus on 
results. What are our children learn-
ing? 

This year, the President made that 
plan a legislative priority and signaled 
his seriousness not just on the subject 
of education but on the kind of edu-
cational reform that is embraced in our 
three R’s bill. 

It was focused on transforming the 
Federal Government into a catalyst for 
change, on demanding results, and on 
no longer tolerating failure, so that 
this bill, about which we are now de-
bating a motion to proceed and around 
which negotiations are continuing and 
coming ever closer to a bipartisan 
agreement, builds on that common 
ground we have forged on those critical 
innovative ingredients to the recipe of 
reform. 

The centerpiece of the three R’s plan 
and of the President’s blueprint was a 
tough new accountability system that 
would reward States in making real 
progress in meeting high standards 
while sanctioning those that did not 
and would require local districts to 
take strong remedial action to fix 
chronically failing schools. 

We are not going to sit back and let 
schools continue to fail to educate our 
kids. We are not going to continue to 
push kids ahead from one grade to an-
other just because a year has passed, 
regardless of whether the school has 
taught them anything or whether they 
have made progress. 

This is a system that tracks the pro-
gressive reform that State leaders 
around America, including my own 
State of Connecticut, have already im-
plemented. It has proven effective. 

I will say that in the negotiations 
that have gone on over the last few 
weeks, we have had some differences on 
how to set those standards for judging 
performance, which is to say, How do 
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we define progress for our students? 
How do we strike the right balance be-
tween truly holding schools and States 
accountable for raising academic 
achievement, and particularly closing 
the achievement, without setting the 
bar so high that we end up grading 
most schools as failing? 

We have worked through those prob-
lems over the last few weeks. 

I want my colleagues to know that 
we have reached an agreement cer-
tainly on policy on a reasonable and re-
alistic middle ground. That agreement 
is now being drafted. Hopefully, we will 
have the opportunity to present it in 
this Chamber before very long. But it 
is a significant, real, and hopeful agree-
ment. 

While I would have liked, in some 
ways, to have made the provisions 
stronger, I have not given up hope of 
enhancing them in our discussions with 
the House. I do think this agreement is 
suitably explicit and demanding, as 
well as suitably fair, and will achieve 
our goal of driving real change and 
bold reform. I hope soon to be able to 
share the details of that agreement 
with our colleagues. 

But as much as I appreciate this sig-
nificant bipartisan achievement, I re-
main deeply concerned—as I believe al-
most all my colleagues on this side of 
the aisle do—about one missing, indis-
pensable ingredient to the recipe for 
genuine educational reform in Amer-
ica, and that is investment. It is clear 
to us that these reforms will not work 
without a significant increase in re-
sources from the Federal Government. 

To date, the Federal Government 
supplies only about 7 cents of every 
dollar spent on public schools in Amer-
ica. Under the President’s current 
budget, we will not provide much more 
than that. Some would go a step fur-
ther and suggest we may, in fact, be 
setting up schools and children to fail 
if we do not back up the new demands 
for results that are in this bill—which 
we all agree are critically important— 
with new dollars to meet those de-
mands. If that becomes the case, then 
we do not have a system of genuine ac-
countability; we have a system that 
sets standards and does not help the 
local school districts meet those stand-
ards. 

We clearly recognize, of course, that 
money alone will not solve the prob-
lems plaguing our public schools. 
Money will not spur innovation and 
lasting reform, and it will not stream-
line inert and inefficient bureauc-
racies. Money will not set high stand-
ards and hold schools responsible for 
meeting them. 

That is why we New Democrats 
pushed so hard in this bill to shift our 
Federal focus from process to perform-
ance, to streamline duplicative and in-
effective programs, to accentuate the 
freedom of local teachers to innovate— 
they are the heart of our whole edu-
cational system—to have principals 
enact reforms, superintendents to set 
new standards, and try new, bold ideas. 

That is why we pushed so hard to rec-
ognize that we cannot have more blue 
ribbon schools without less redtape. 
And not least of all, that is why we 
who advanced the three R’s bill decided 
that imposing real consequences on 
schools and districts that chronically 
fail to educate disadvantaged children 
is a necessary and critical element of a 
true educational reform proposal. 

But we also recognize that money is 
a crucial part of the equation. We sim-
ply cannot expect States and local dis-
tricts to improve the quality of teach-
ing and reduce class size to help every 
child—for instance, an immigrant child 
to master English, to reconstitute 
chronically underperforming schools, 
and in particular to end the national 
disgrace of having African American 
and Latino American children reading 
and doing math, on the average around 
our country, at a level that is substan-
tially below their fellow students in 
America’s schools—if we do not sub-
stantially increase our investments in 
our public schools. This is something 
most Americans recognize, which is 
why there is overwhelming support for 
significantly increasing our national 
investment in education. 

At home, in conversations I have had 
with people in Connecticut, and from 
public opinion surveys I read about 
American attitudes, it is clear that the 
American people put education at the 
top of their priority list, and sensibly 
so. The American people know you can-
not bring millions of children, particu-
larly low-income children who cannot 
read, up to grade level on the cheap. It 
cannot be done. 

Consider a few specific examples, 
such as teacher quality. The reality is 
that we must hire, train, and ulti-
mately retrain about 2 million new 
teachers over the next several years—2 
million new teachers over the next sev-
eral years. 

The reality is, 95 percent of urban 
school districts are experiencing a 
shortage of qualified math and science 
teachers and that 50 percent of new 
teachers quit high-need schools during 
the first 3 years of their teaching 
there. 

The reality is, educational reform 
will not succeed if we do not provide 
every child with a good teacher. Many 
people in our society do important 
work, but no one in our society today 
does more important work than a good 
teacher. We learned that lesson in Con-
necticut, which has invested millions 
of dollars—tens of millions, hundreds 
of millions—over the last several years 
to raise teachers’ salaries, to attract 
and train high-quality professionals, 
and develop a nationally recognized 
mentoring program to nurture young 
teachers in their early years in the pro-
fession. That has produced, I am proud 
to say, one of the best teaching forces 
in the Nation. In turn, they have 
helped to produce consistently high 
scores by Connecticut students on na-
tional education tests. 

The bill we are working on will push 
all of America in all of America’s 

school districts to take similarly 
strong steps to strengthen the quality 
of their teaching force, setting a firm 
goal of having all teachers in the high-
est poverty districts highly qualified 
within 4 years. But reaching that 
benchmark is clearly going to take a 
significant increase in funding for re-
cruitment, retention, and professional 
development. We have an obligation— 
since we are making these demands on 
the local school districts and on the 
schools and on the teachers—to help 
States meet those high standards by 
giving them adequate financial re-
sources to do so. 

Also, consider title I, the heart of our 
traditional Federal focus on disadvan-
taged children. Here again, the distin-
guished occupant of the Chair, the jun-
ior Senator from Arkansas, and I have 
talked often about this problem. It is 
real, from the cities of Connecticut to 
the cities and towns of Arkansas. The 
reality is that one-fifth of urban and 
rural districts, with 50 to 75 percent of 
their students living in poverty, re-
ceive no title I funding today. It is 
hard to believe. 

Title I was a program established 35 
years ago to help disadvantaged kids, 
low-income kids. Yet today, I repeat, 
one-fifth of urban and rural districts, 
with 50 and 75 percent of their students 
living in poverty, receive no title I 
funding. That is, in good part, because 
we do not target those dollars well 
with the formulas we are using today. 
That is a shortcoming we are working 
very hard to fix in these negotiations 
that are ongoing. But it is also because 
we are not providing the resources— 
enough money—to fully serve dis-
advantaged children and carry out our 
responsibilities under the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. 

According to independent estimates, 
it would take $17 billion to fully fund 
title I, an increase of about 100 percent 
above current funding levels. That is 
an annual number. 

The accountability system we are 
working on now will help make title I 
a much more effective program for kids 
in high-poverty districts—whether 
they live in Connecticut, Arkansas, or 
anywhere else throughout America— 
requiring States and local districts to 
turn around chronically underper-
forming schools, empowering parents 
whose children are trapped in those 
failing schools with new choices and 
new options to help their kids get a 
better education, sanctioning States 
that do not make progress in raising 
the academic achievement of disadvan-
taged students, and closing the gap be-
tween the haves and the have-nots. 

Again, we cannot expect those inter-
ventions to succeed, those choices to be 
meaningful, or those sanctions to be 
fair if we do not invest in reform while 
we are insisting on results. That means 
infusing title I with substantial in-
creases in funding. 

Unfortunately, the Bush administra-
tion has to date been unwilling to 
match their commitment to reform 
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that we are so near agreement on with 
commensurate resources on which we 
are still some distance from agree-
ment. The President’s initial proposal 
for ESEA programs included only a 
$700 million increase for the next fiscal 
year and less than $500 million for title 
I. In the last few days, the White House 
has increased that now to a total num-
ber of more than $2 billion. But this 
counteroffer is still far from sufficient 
to meet either the needs we have iden-
tified or the demands we will place on 
America’s schools with this legislation. 

That is particularly hard to justify 
when we know that we are projecting a 
$200 billion surplus for next year, $69 
billion of which apparently will be 
spent on the President’s tax plan. That 
is almost 35 percent of the projected 
surplus next year for the tax plan and 
a little more than 1 percent for addi-
tional funding for education. 

We can do better. Hopefully, to-
gether, as we have come some substan-
tial distance on most of the critical 
policy issues facing American edu-
cation over the last several weeks in 
our bipartisan negotiations, we can 
similarly close the gap when it comes 
to our remaining disagreement on re-
sources to make reform real. 

In the same spirit in which we have 
negotiated this agreement to insist on 
results, we appeal today to the Presi-
dent to join us in investing in reform. 
We have a unique opportunity at this 
moment, and we cannot afford to let it 
slip away. The truth is, we can afford 
to give every child in America a qual-
ity education. That is our responsi-
bility and, if we do it right, that will 
guarantee that our future is brighter. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
wonder if the Senator would be good 
enough to yield for a question. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I certainly would. 
Mr. KENNEDY. First of all, I com-

mend the Senator for an excellent pres-
entation and, more importantly, for all 
of his good work in the past weeks in 
helping move the process along and for 
the work that has been done in the 
past. 

As the Senator spoke, one of the 
points he underlined was the need for 
additional funding. As we understand 
funding, for the Senator from Con-
necticut and myself, we are talking 
about investments. We are talking 
about investing in children and in their 
future and our Nation’s future. The 
Senator has made that case very effec-
tively. 

I join with the Senator from Con-
necticut in the importance of devel-
oping the kind of blueprint which has 
been developed which we believe can 
really make a difference if it reaches 
out to the children who are out there 
who need the assistance. One of the 
major struggles and one of the major 
battles has been over funding. 

Yesterday, we saw the President and 
our Republican friends make the an-
nouncement on the budget for this year 
and projected over future years. In that 
budget, the negotiators found $1.35 tril-

lion in tax cuts over the next 11 years. 
Yet they declined to find the funding 
which would be necessary to support 
the amendment of our colleague and 
friend, Senator HARKIN. 

As my colleague remembers, Senator 
HARKIN, during the budget debate, ini-
tiated an amendment that was passed 
with strong bipartisan support for $250 
billion for education over the life of 
the budget. That virtually disappeared 
in these negotiations. That cannot be 
found. The position of the Senate, 
which was bipartisan, and the major-
ity, is virtually eliminated. 

I find it difficult. In looking over this 
budget and consulting with members of 
the Budget Committee and asking 
them whatever happened to it, it just 
disappeared. It virtually was elimi-
nated. In that was the funding, as the 
Senator remembers, for the expansion 
of Head Start Programs. It had funding 
in terms of increased funding on title I. 
It had additional programs in terms of 
child care support, the block grant pro-
gram, other programs that were tar-
geted on children and needy children. 

We have been told in these conversa-
tions that we have had with the admin-
istration: We are prepared to give some 
funds, some additional funds for title I, 
but we are unable to make a commit-
ment in future years. 

I notice in those budget figures that 
came out from the Budget Committee, 
they are prepared to list for million-
aires what the reduction of their inher-
itance tax will be in the year 2011. Here 
we have, for the wealthiest individuals, 
a very clear roadmap about how their 
taxes are going to be reduced in 2011, 
but we can’t get the administration to 
commit that over the next 4 years they 
are prepared to allocate sufficient 
funds so that the benefits of this bill 
will reach the children who are quali-
fied to benefit from the program. 

Is the Senator from Connecticut 
troubled by that development? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Responding, if I 
may, to the Senator from Massachu-
setts, this Senator certainly is trou-
bled by that. 

Let me say, before I respond directly, 
what a pleasure it has been to work 
with the Senator from Massachusetts 
on this bill. There is not a better law-
maker/legislator in the literal meaning 
of that word in this Chamber than the 
Senator from Massachusetts. I have 
seen his talents, his persistence, his 
knowledge, and his great skill as an ad-
vocate at work. I have actually enjoyed 
the experience. 

I thank him for his leadership. He 
has been responsible for successive ad-
vances in the quality of life in our 
country, particularly for our children. 
If we can bring this one to a conclu-
sion, it will be yet another extraor-
dinary accomplishment that he has led, 
working not just with members of this 
party but across the aisle and, in fact, 
with the White House. 

The numbers the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts cites are troubling to me. 
They are particularly troubling today, 

as the two of us have said, because we 
have essentially reached agreement on 
the core issues relating to this bill. Our 
staffs are drafting and we will meet 
again later in the day, but this is a 
substantial accomplishment. It shows 
that we have common purposes, and we 
can reach common ground across party 
lines, across Pennsylvania Avenue, be-
cause what is on the line here is the 
well-being of our children and the fu-
ture of our country. 

All of these agreements we have now 
reached and are drafting are just not 
going to mean anything much unless 
we help the States and local govern-
ments and school districts meet the ad-
ditional responsibilities we are placing 
on them through this bill. 

The Senator from Massachusetts has 
spoken about the amendment to the 
budget resolution introduced by Sen-
ator HARKIN, our colleague from Iowa. 
It passed with bipartisan support. It 
took over $200 billion from the tax 
plan, used it to pay down the debt, 
took a similar amount, over $200 bil-
lion, and asked that it be invested in 
education. This expresses the concern 
across the aisle here in the priority 
placed on education. 

In that amendment, as I read it, over 
the 10 years there was approximately 
$100 billion of that money that was to 
go through the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act that we are con-
sidering now, about $50 billion there for 
the first 5 years which we are consid-
ering as part of this authorization; 
therefore, $10 billion a year. That is 
what was voted by this Senate in a bi-
partisan vote. 

Here we are with the President say-
ing to us that the most he can do at 
this point, as I understand it, is some-
what over $2 billion. And while so 
much more next year—$69 billion—is 
being put into the tax cut, 35 percent of 
the projected surplus in the tax cut, 1 
percent is in education. I agree with 
the Senator. It doesn’t make any sense 
to say we can’t make a long-range 
commitment to the children of Amer-
ica for their education, but we can, in 
the budget resolution, somehow make 
a long-range commitment to the 
wealthiest taxpayers who, if I may say 
so personally, don’t need the help as 
much as the children of America. 

So the Senator is right. I say, again, 
when you think about the plenty that 
we have available to us, when you 
think about the strong economy we 
have had for the last several years, and 
the restraint we have shown at the 
Federal Government level that pro-
duces these extraordinary surpluses 
ahead, the likes of which we have never 
seen before, this all comes down to pri-
orities and choices. How do we want to 
invest this money? 

I say proudly, with the Senator from 
Massachusetts, who has been the lead-
er, we want to invest it in our chil-
dren’s education. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the 30 minutes al-
lotted to the Democrats has expired. 
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The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I want 

to take the next 7 or 8 minutes to com-
plete the remarks I had begun 30 or 40 
minutes ago. It really boils down to 
this whole theme of a change, a change 
in the Washington approach to edu-
cation, from kindergarten through 12th 
grade. That is very much what I be-
lieve the underlying bill is all about. 
We recognize that 35 years and $125 bil-
lion later, we have failed to accomplish 
the original goal of the 1965 Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act. We 
have not met that goal, that is we have 
not reduced the achievement gap be-
tween the served and underserved, or 
the advantaged and disadvantaged, and 
we want to accomplish that, working 
together in a bipartisan way, under the 
leadership of President Bush and the 
principles he has laid out. 

An important element of the Presi-
dent’s plan is flexibility based on local 
identification of the problems and 
challenges facing schools today, cou-
pled with strong accountability—ac-
countability for the taxpayer dollars 
that are being invested, accountability 
in exchange for the freedom that we, 
through this legislation, will give local 
schools, teachers, school districts, 
communities and States in return for 
measurable results. 

As I mentioned, we must cut the red 
tape and get rid of the overly prescrip-
tive regulations, which we know have 
not worked. We must change the Wash-
ington approach, and transform the 
Federal role from that of education 
regulator, which has not worked, to 
education investor, because we are in-
vesting in education, in policies that 
we know are successful, in programs 
that work. We must not reward pro-
grams that don’t work by investing in 
them further. 

Education investor versus education 
regulator. To me that’s what it’s all 
about. 

One element of our education invest-
ment plan is a piece of legislation 
called Straight A’s. The formal name, 
of course, is the Academic Achieve-
ment for All Act—a lot of A’s in there, 
which is why we call it Straight A’s. 
That is an easy way to remember what 
it is all about. 

Ultimately, Straight A’s addresses 
the fact that we know there is exces-
sive regulation out there—well-in-
tended, but excessive. It addresses the 
fact that we know there are and hun-
dreds of programs, again well-intended, 
but programs that straitjacket our 
teachers to the point that they can no 
longer teach because they are spending 
all their time complying with federal 
law. Rather than teaching that indi-
vidual child face-to-face, they are 
doing paperwork. 

Straight A’s will free them up of that 
red tape, get those regulations off their 
backs, so they can do what we want 
them to do, what we’d like to hold 
them accountable for doing: teaching 
our children. Yes, it’s what they want, 
but more importantly, its what our 
children need and deserve. 

Today they do not have that flexi-
bility. 

Straight A’s is an optional program. 
There is no school district that must 
participate in this demonstration 
project if it chooses not to. That is the 
way it is outlined and presented in the 
bill. It is an optional program, limited 
to just seven States. Even if there is a 
great demand, we will limit it to seven 
States. Personally, I would like to in-
crease the number of participation 
states, but in negotiations we decided 
that as many as seven States would 
have the option of being freed from reg-
ulations if they agree to be held ac-
countable for strong, measurable re-
sults. 

Straight A’s is not a block grant. We 
hear that, and it scares people. Block 
grant means when you give money to a 
group of people en bloc instead of hav-
ing a hundred different programs and 
saying the money has to be used for a 
computer or software or to hire an-
other teacher. The idea is to give that 
money in the aggregate. This is not a 
block grant program. It is a perform-
ance grant, linked to results. There is 
strong accountability. It is not just 
giving the money away. I think we 
have done that for too long. If you look 
at the last 35 years, we have spent 
about $120 billion. And for that $120 bil-
lion we neither received nor demanded 
results. 

What I think is great about this bill 
is that it provides both local control 
and flexibility. Local folks receive the 
funds, they are held accountable for re-
sults, but how they use those funds is 
up to them. 

Teachers in a classroom know what 
they need. Is it a piece of software? If 
so, they can use the money for that. Is 
it a new computer? If so, they can use 
the money for that. Smaller class size? 
Those things are best determined by an 
individual school or perhaps an indi-
vidual subject area of a school. Why 
should we be dictating that from above 
when local schools, teachers or parents 
can make those decisions and partici-
pate in the process? 

It might be that this money could be 
used for reducing class size or improv-
ing technology, or hiring better teach-
ers. I can also be used for teacher de-
velopment. If, for example, a teacher 
does not feel qualified to teach in a 
certain area, that money, available for 
the first time, can be used for teacher 
development, to ensure that every 
child in this country is given the op-
portunity to be in a safe classroom, 
drug-free classroom, with an excellent 
teacher at the head of that class. 

So, this is not a block grant, it is a 
performance agreement. Account-
ability is part of that agreement, it is 
written in. You will hear a lot about 
accountability, accountability and 
high standards, because we all feel very 
strongly that boosting student achieve-
ment, reducing that achievement gap, 
is the essence of accountability meas-
urement. 

For this increased flexibility we have 
built even higher standards of account-

ability. We have very specifically ad-
dressed the idea of targeting both for 
the title I component and the title II 
component. An element of targeting is 
written into the bill, and the dem-
onstration project, to ensure that the 
money goes to the people who need it 
the most. 

Today, States, localities, and school 
districts are the engines of change. Not 
Washington. We are locked into a sys-
tem where change is not allowed. That 
is the sort of reform I am very hopeful 
we will be able to debate and put for-
ward. We want to support that engine 
of change that is going on in States all 
across America. We want to encourage 
it, make it possible, because there are 
teachers out there who care, who want 
to teach, who will teach, if we get rid 
of the bureaucracy. 

We have parents who care, nobody 
cares more about children than par-
ents. But right now, they have little in 
the way of choice, very little power to 
direct resources. We talk about supple-
mental services and how important 
they are so parents can have some ele-
ment of choice, some way to direct 
their taxpayer dollars in a direction 
that will benefit their children. 

This is very different than the cur-
rent system. That system over the last 
35 years, involved always thinking up 
new programs, and funding those pro-
grams—usually inadequately—hoping 
it would do some good. So that now we 
have hundreds of programs each with 
their own bureaucracy, each their own 
requirements, each inadequately fund-
ed, and all of which have resulted in 
the failure we see today. 

I just want to share with my col-
leagues what the Chicago school sys-
tem officials—again, this is not par-
tisan—reported to the task force on 
education that we conducted in the 
Budget Committee under the leader-
ship of Senator PETE DOMENICI. Those 
officials from the Chicago school sys-
tem extolled the virtues of flexibility 
and credit much of the success they 
have seen in Chicago to this increased 
flexibility. I quote: 

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. 

It makes sense. People at the local 
level can best identify those needs. So 
we need to free up, get rid of those un-
necessary regulations which have tied 
their hands, that have prevented them 
from boosting student achievement and 
reducing that achievement gap. 

We will have time, hopefully, in the 
next several days to continue the dis-
cussion of this concept of flexibility, 
accountability, and local control. I ap-
preciate the opportunity to share with 
my colleagues this concept of Straight 
A’s which will be a part of the under-
lying agreement by allowing greater 
flexibility, coupled with those demands 
of achievement. 

Washington will become, not the edu-
cation regulator, but the education in-
vestor. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 

I thank the Senator from Tennessee for 
his leadership in the area of education. 
We do have an opportunity to reform 
the system. What Senator FRIST was 
discussing on the issue of account-
ability is the key. We can pass all the 
laws in the world. We can pass all the 
regulations that fill the books, but if 
we do not have accountability, it will 
not work. 

We know that because it has not 
worked so far. We have poured in more 
money. We have tried to give man-
dates; we have given them red tape; we 
have given regulations; but that has 
not helped. 

What we need to do is have account-
ability. We need parents, teachers, and 
principals to work together to deter-
mine what is best in any particular 
area. Then we need to test to see if it 
is working, not so we can point fingers. 
We need to test so we can identify 
weaknesses and strengthen those weak-
nesses. That is the difference. 

We have 15 more minutes of our time, 
but I understand the Democrats would 
like to start a little early. I ask Sen-
ator SESSIONS to take up to 10 minutes, 
and then we will allow the Democrats 
to take the rest of the time until we 
determine the next amount of time 
that we will have on the subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
appreciate the opportunity to speak. I 
thank the Senator from Texas for her 
steadfast leadership and commitment 
to education. She has been a stalwart 
on these issues and cares about them 
deeply. 

I also appreciate the leadership on 
the Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee of Dr./Senator BILL 
FRIST of Tennessee. He is one of the 
champions for doing something dif-
ferent this time. 

Yes, we have the largest increase in 
spending percentagewise in education 
than any other budget item, but that is 
not what is so special about our edu-
cation debate today. 

Our debate today is about children. 
Our debate today is about making sure 
what we do furthers not just a system 
that has not been as effective as it 
should be, but actually furthers learn-
ing. That magic moment in a class-
room when a child and teacher come 
together and learning occurs is what it 
is all about. Nothing else really counts. 

When you visit schools as I have for 
the last year, 25 or more schools 
around the State, and talk to teachers, 
principals, and superintendents, and 
you hear them express their deep frus-
tration at the burdensome strings that 
are attached to the Federal Govern-
ment’s education funding. The Federal 
Government only makes up about 10 
percent of education spending—90 per-
cent of it is funded by the State, and 
well it should be. States have always 

been the primary engine of education 
in America. The Federal Government 
does not need to take over. 

I do not think there is anyone who 
will stand up and defend a major, mas-
sive Federal takeover of education in 
America, but we are paying a substan-
tial sum of money. We spend $125 bil-
lion improving the education of low-in-
come children, trying to narrow the 
gap, and it has not worked. 

What do you learn when you talk to 
the teachers and principals? They are 
frustrated. They tell me the paperwork 
is substantial; the regulations are bur-
densome; the money they get can only 
be used for certain programs which 
may not be programs they need in 
their school, and they cannot use the 
money for things they think are impor-
tant and would improve learning in 
their school system. 

They tell me the Federal Govern-
ment—and I spend a lot of time dealing 
with this issue—is creating mandates 
under IDEA. School officials are not 
able to discipline children with disabil-
ities who are disrupting a classroom. 
They must keep them in the classroom 
day after day, even though the child is 
not benefiting from being in the class-
room and even though that child is dis-
rupting the other children in the class-
room. 

I started in recent months to ask 
teachers, Which would you rather do: 
Take the 10 percent from the Federal 
Government or let them go away and 
run the schools the way you want to 
run them? 

You would be surprised how many 
say: Take your money and leave us 
alone. That is shocking. I am not sure 
they really meant that, but their hands 
went up when I asked that question. It 
reflects a deep frustration that we are 
not being good partners in this deal. 

How do these programs come about? 
How have we ended up with 700 Federal 
education programs in America? It is 
something like this: Some State devel-
ops a good idea for an education pro-
gram. A Senator or Congressman hears 
about it. He thinks it is popular and 
would be popular back home if he au-
thored a bill to fund that kind of pro-
gram around the country, and program 
after program gets adopted over the 
years. 

Some are good, some not good. Some 
may have been good 15, 20 years ago, 
but are not good today. Some of the 
programs are successful, and my col-
leagues have to understand that some 
of those special programs were success-
ful because the teacher who ran it was 
special, and they could make certain 
things happen in a way that cannot be 
replicated with a teacher who does not 
have that passion to run that par-
ticular program. So we created all 
these systems. 

We send the money and say: You can 
only use it for this science instruction, 
this reading instruction, this math in-
struction. It has burdened our school 
systems and has not created as much 
good will as we would like. 

I believe our legislation today is a 
big step in the right direction. This 
legislation is designed to provide a way 
to give schools more money with less 
strings in return for accountability. 

Many Senators have talked about ac-
countability. It seems to me they have 
a misconception of what account-
ability actually is. They seem to think 
accountability is when somebody 
spends Federal Government money pre-
cisely, exactly as written in a rule 
book. They think that if they spend it 
that way, that is accountability, even 
though learning has not been improved 
one bit. 

The growing consensus, I think, is bi-
partisan. Our bill came out of the com-
mittee almost unanimously. We believe 
accountability means finding out if the 
children are learning. Have they bene-
fitted from the instruction or are they 
falling behind? We must look at those 
test scores and make sure they are 
brought up to speed. We must ask what 
can be done, at the earlier grades, to 
identify when children are falling be-
hind? We must not let even one child 
fall behind. 

When the Secretary of Education, Dr. 
Paige, was in Houston, he doubled the 
number of students passing the basic 
Texas proficiency test. Dr. Paige says 
if you love children and care about 
them, you will test them and find out 
if they are keeping up. If they are not, 
and you love them, you figure out a 
way to help them do better. He did that 
in Houston. Some say he got a lot of 
extra money to administer these tests, 
but he did not. The third or fourth year 
he picked up bit extra, but in 5 years 
he doubled the test scores mainly 
through changes in policy by doing 
things differently, with the passion to 
achieve. If schools in his system were 
not conforming, he confronted them, 
and fixed them. He did not let continue 
to fail. 

In Alabama we have an excellent 
State superintendent of education and 
some wonderful schools and magnifi-
cent teachers. The new superintendent 
believes in testing. He has been testing 
for some time, and test scores are mov-
ing upward. Some say the tests in Ala-
bama may be the most difficult in the 
Nation. Students cannot get a degree if 
they do not pass the basic proficiency 
test, and the test scores are moving up. 
If a school allows children to move to 
a higher grade without learning, the 
State superintendent can take over the 
school system and fix it. The State is 
putting a lot of money into this test-
ing, and we need to know it is being 
spent well. 

Let’s get out of the business of 
micromanaging schools. Let’s make 
sure progress is being made, that chil-
dren achieve, that the school system is 
not leaving children behind, that they 
are not being abandoned, are not given 
up on. Because when children reach the 
ninth grade, still unable to read, un-
able to do basic math, they drop out of 
school with no prospects for any good 
economic future. 
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We can do better. Every child may 

not be able to handle advanced mathe-
matics and the high sciences, but most 
children are able to do the basic read-
ing, writing, and mathematics nec-
essary to be successful in America 
today. 

Some complain about tests, calling it 
punishment, a way to categorize or 
stigmatize a child. I don’t see it that 
way. Neither does Dr. Paige who be-
lieves it is part of a good education. 
The way to teach is to find out how 
children are learning and progressing. 
When we know what they need, we can 
do it better. I think it is the right 
thing to do. 

First, we want the States to conduct 
the tests. We encourage them to de-
velop tests that fundamentally are fair 
and objective. If a test focuses on basic 
reading, basic math, basic science, and 
students are tested on those things, 
how can anyone complain if a teacher 
teaches to the test? Isn’t that what we 
want? Don’t we want to make sure that 
the basics are not being overlooked in 
the classroom? 

I am excited about the possibility 
today that, across the Nation, we could 
achieve a fraction of the progress that 
our Secretary of Education achieved in 
Houston. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

The distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama mentioned Rod Paige was the su-
perintendent of schools in Houston be-
fore he became Secretary of Education. 
What struck me most about Rod 
Paige’s attitude was that he wanted 
testing. He wanted parents to have a 
choice. He wanted parents to be able to 
send their children wherever they 
thought they could get a better chance. 
He was open to it. Because he was 
open, the public schools ended up win-
ning the competition. More students 
came into public schools rather than 
into private schools because he said, I 
want parents to have the freedom. 

He has had the experience at the 
grassroots level. He is not somebody 
reading about it out of the book. He 
has been there. He had a troubled 
school system, and he turned it around 
by seeking creativity, by seeking open-
ness, by seeking choice, by seeking 
more opportunities for parents, be-
cause he wants parents to know they 
are getting the very best chance for 
their children. 

That is what struck me about Rod 
Paige’s style of leadership. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I agree. That is pre-
cisely the way I feel. To hear him talk 
with such compassion and concern and 
determination was exciting. 

His advice was, ‘‘[If we don’t care 
about a child, we will let them just go 
along and we won’t find out if they are 
falling behind.]’’ What happens if we 
don’t test? A child will be left behind. 

He deeply believes in President 
Bush’s vision that no child should be 
left behind. The Houston example is 
perfect. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I ask unanimous 
consent the period for postcloture de-
bate be extended until 4:40 p.m. with 
the additional time equally divided be-
tween the majority and the minority 
parties, and the time be deducted from 
each individual Senator as provided 
under rule XXII. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss the importance of 
adopting legislation to expand and im-
prove the Federal Government’s com-
mitment to education. In my view, 
there is no more important issue before 
the Congress than how we deal with 
education. As our economy becomes in-
creasingly global, based on high tech-
nology, its future is increasingly de-
pendent on the quality of our work-
force. 

The better our educational system, 
the stronger our economy and our Na-
tion will be. That is why as a nation we 
should make education our number-one 
priority. 

Let me begin by saying our current 
educational system, while it has many 
faults, does have real strengths. Today, 
throughout our Nation, dedicated 
teachers are working long, hard hours 
to educate our children. Often they get 
little public recognition and acknowl-
edgment for their contributions. Al-
most always, they are paid much less 
than individuals educated similarly 
can earn in the private sector. I know 
because my mother was a teacher for 30 
years, my wife for 7. 

We have an incredible commitment 
to teaching from folks across the coun-
try. We should start this debate on 
education by saying thank you to these 
teachers. They deserve our apprecia-
tion and our support. 

Of course, while our Nation is fortu-
nate to have so many dedicated and 
selfless teachers, the fact remains our 
educational system still has serious 
problems. Too many of our schools are 
dilapidated, ill-equipped, and unsafe. 

During the recent recess I visited 
schools in Jersey City, NJ, that were 
100 years old or older. There are still 
too many children in too many classes 
that are not up to the latest standards. 
Too few schools are at the cutting edge 
of new technologies and new ap-
proaches, and mediocrity continues to 
be tolerated in too many of our school 
systems, without the accountability 
necessary to improve performance. 

Some have suggested that local 
school boards should be left alone to 
solve these problems on their own. I 
disagree. I do support local control of 
education. It is fundamental in Amer-
ica. But local control does not mean 
much if you don’t have adequate re-
sources within your control. And it’s 
not enough to leave the problem to 
states, which can pit urban areas 
against suburban communities—a fight 
with no winners. 

Common sense makes clear that a 
property-tax-based financial system for 
our public education leaves unequal 
education rampant in our society. 

No, if we are serious about education, 
we need to make it a national priority. 
We need to ensure that our national 
government plays an active and aggres-
sive role, making sure every child has 
access to quality public education. 

Our public schools can not assure 
equal outcomes in life, but they should 
provide equal opportunity. 

I am optimistic that we can make 
that happen, and that we will soon pass 
a strong bill that addresses the most 
serious pressing issues facing education 
today. I thank Senator JEFFORDS, Sen-
ator KENNEDY, and the many other 
leaders in the Senate for their tremen-
dous bipartisan efforts to ensure we 
have an exceptional bill. These are true 
leaders, making sure our children come 
first. I want to do what I can to help 
ensure their efforts are rewarded with 
passage in the Senate. 

Today, I would like to take a few 
minutes to discuss some of the most 
important issues that I hope we will be 
addressing in the debate ahead. 

First, let me mention some of the 
areas in which I think most of us 
agree. For example, I think we all 
agree that we need to promote parental 
involvement in education. It is com-
mon sense. That means giving parents 
more information about their chil-
dren’s schools, and giving them in-
creased options in choosing among pub-
lic schools. That is the right thing to 
do, and I am glad these ideas have 
broad support. 

I am also glad that we generally 
agree about the value of promoting lit-
eracy. President Bush—and I com-
pliment him for this—has proposed $1 
billion annually for a reading first bill, 
and I applaud him for that. We need to 
make sure appropriations follow the 
authorization. We need to make sure 
we put our money where our mouth is, 
so we ensure that all children can read 
by the end of the third grade. 

Another area of broad agreement is 
the need to improve teacher quality. 

A good teacher is probably the most 
important single factor in the quality 
of a child’s education. We can do every-
thing else right, but if we do not have 
excellent teachers, the educational sys-
tem just will not be top drawer. 

That is why it is critically important 
that we provide real resources to at-
tract and retain quality teachers, and 
to help teachers develop their skills 
and create a career of teaching our 
children. 

Unfortunately, there is a lot of work 
to do in this area. Last year, schools in 
high poverty areas hired 50,000 unquali-
fied teachers, and only 39 percent of 
teachers in these areas have an under-
graduate major or minor in the pri-
mary field of instruction. That is not 
acceptable. And I am grateful that col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle seem 
to agree. 

Unfortunately while there is much 
about education with which we can all 
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agree, there are also some areas of dis-
agreement. 

I’m especially concerned about the 
need to reduce class sizes. In my view, 
it is abundantly clear that smaller 
classes are better for children, and we 
have made progress in recent years. 
But we have not gone far enough. 

That Jersey City school I visited, the 
average class size was 29—29 children. 
No one believes that is the right size to 
make sure that you have quality edu-
cation going on in the classroom. 

It is abundantly clear that smaller 
classes are better for children and we 
have made some progress in recent 
years, but we have not gone far enough. 

The Bush administration in my view 
is walking away from the class size ini-
tiative. In my view, that’s a serious 
mistake. I look forward to working 
with Senator MURRAY and my other 
colleagues to secure approval of an 
amendment to reduce class sizes later 
in the debate. We ought to move that 
down to 18 per class. 

I am also disappointed that the ad-
ministration has failed to address one 
of the most compelling needs in edu-
cation: the need to modernize our 
schools. Mr. President, 14 million chil-
dren now attend schools that need 
major renovations, like fixed heating 
and plumbing systems. Nationwide, 
school construction needs total more 
than $127 billion. The problem is worse 
in our cities, where two-thirds of the 
schools—serving 10 million students— 
report problems. In my State of New 
Jersey, 87 percent of schools report a 
need to upgrade or repair a building; 
one in six say that the effort will re-
quire between $1.7 million to $30 mil-
lion. The average age of all New Jersey 
school buildings is 47 years, compared 
to the national average of 35 years. 
That is why in New Jersey, we have 
begun a $12 billion funding program to 
modernize our schools. I believe the 
Federal Government should be a part-
ner in that effort. 

Despite the size of these needs, the 
Bush administration is proposing to 
eliminate virtually the entire school 
construction program that means high-
er taxes at the local level. That would 
be wrong. I look forward to working 
with my colleagues to protect the pro-
gram, and increase our commitment to 
school modernization. 

We have heard a lot of rhetoric lately 
about the need to ensure that no child 
is left behind, and about the need for 
school reform. But, at least until now, 
Congress simply has been unwilling to 
put our money where our mouth is. 
Whether we do now may be the most 
important issue of all. 

There may be broad support for in-
creased testing in our schools. But it 
does no good to diagnose a problem if 
you lack the resources to treat it. 

I have heard in the last few hours 
that even in the conference committee 
on the budget we have now dropped the 
Harkin amendment, putting $225 bil-
lion over 10 years into supporting our 
school system. This is a mistake. We 

need to put money where we want our 
priorities to be—and our children 
should be that. 

If we want to reform schools, we need 
to provide them with real resources. I 
would highlight, in particular, the title 
I program, which focuses funds on 
areas with the greatest needs. Title I 
can and should be the real engine for 
reform. Yet today we are meeting only 
one-third of related needs. And that is 
just not good enough. My own State 
struggles to cover the costs of imple-
menting parity in education for the 
school children in our Abbott Dis-
tricts—urban districts, the economi-
cally deprived. Especially given our 
historic surpluses, is not the time to 
leave behind the children from low-in-
come families who need our help the 
most. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues to dramatically increase 
our commitment to the critical title I 
program. 

I also want to take a few moments to 
discuss an issue of particular interest 
to me: teaching students the basic 
principles of financial literacy. 

Unfortunately, when it comes to per-
sonal finances, young Americans do 
not have the skills they need. Too few 
understand the details of managing a 
checking account, for example, pre-
paring tax returns or using a credit 
card. A recent survey by the non-profit 
JumpStart Coalition for Personal Fi-
nancial Literacy revealed the extent of 
this problem, finding that only 36 per-
cent of surveyed high school students 
could correctly answer basic personal 
finance questions, and only 33 percent 
of students believed that financial 
issues strongly impacted their daily 
lives. 

In my view, it is time to make sure 
that our education system teaches our 
children all the skills they need, in-
cluding the fundamental principles in-
volved with earning, spending, saving, 
and investing. 

These skills will help them stay out 
of debt and maintain a good credit 
record, save money for the future, and 
negotiate an increasingly exceedingly 
complex financial system. 

I filed an amendment that would in-
clude financial education in S. 1, and I 
am very fortunate to have the support 
of my colleagues, Senators ENZI and 
AKAKA. I am hopeful that, working to-
gether, we can ensure that our next 
generation is prepared to meet the 
challenges of the new economy. 

In conclusion, I again thank Senators 
JEFFORDS and KENNEDY for their re-
markable leadership on this legisla-
tion. I look forward to working with 
them and with colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to make a real commit-
ment to education in the legislation 
before us. 

But we must put resources with re-
form. The stakes couldn’t be higher be-
cause the future of our children and 
our Nation depends on it. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, many 
in the Senate today have not seen that 
much participation with respect to the 
education debate. I have found out 
after 30-some years up here that you 
have to direct your attention to where 
you can do the most good. I am not on 
the Education Committee. 

Let me qualify. No. 1, 50 years ago I 
wrote a 3-percent sales tax for public 
education in the State of South Caro-
lina. We were trying to play catchup 
ball with our sister State, North Caro-
lina. They had passed theirs in 1936, 
some 14 years ahead of us. They were 
getting the industry in, and we were 
getting no investment whatsoever. 

Right to the point, if somebody 
wants to attract an industry, don’t tell 
me about the taxes, the highways, the 
climate, the rivers, the availability of 
water and that kind of thing. Get your-
self good school buildings and a school 
system. 

So I venture to say of the six-person 
committee that I headed up, five lost 
the election right after that. 

But be that as it may, no one has put 
in to repeal that particular measure. It 
has been a saving grace in the sense 
that not only is it 3, but we have now 
increased it to 5 percent, and we have 
embellished it with technical training. 

I immediately started to work the 
week after I was elected in 1948. The 
superintendent of the schools in my 
hometown said, FRITZ, I want you to 
get in the car and I want to show you 
something. We went across the river on 
the bridge on Christ Church Parish 
Road, and there was a big square build-
ing of just one story with four sides 
and a roof and a pot-bellied stove. It 
was November. There was a class in 
one corner, a class in another corner, a 
class in the third, and a class in the 
fourth corner, and one teacher. 

Those were the schools we had at 
that time for minorities in South Caro-
lina. I have this to say for those who 
weep and wail about the past 36 years, 
I have been putting money into edu-
cation for the past 50 years and it’s 
still not enough. 

Yes. I started an equalization of fa-
cilities with that sales tax. But we 
have yet to perform the sort of catchup 
where we provide schools in rural 
areas, and those we have abandoned 
within the city, with equal facilities as 
those in the wealthier suburbs. 

I came to Washington with that bone 
in my craw, as the saying goes, and I 
put in a revenue-sharing plan. But in 
taking the plan around, I found that I 
couldn’t put it in just for education. 
That is what I was intent upon. If you 
can single out and target the program, 
I thought you could get the support. 
But I was told no, you couldn’t get the 
support unless you could get it back to 
the States for general purposes. They 
did not suffer the ills and needs of my 
great State of South Carolina. 

So I put in on February 1, 1967, the 
first revenue-sharing bill, later abol-
ished in the 1980s, interestingly, from 
the standpoint of Howard Baker who 
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led the abolition, or repeal. He said we 
were just financing the Government 
and we should send money back to the 
Governors so they could take the 
money and do with it what they want-
ed. So we were financing our opposi-
tion. We weren’t financing education. 
We were financing our own education. 
We learned the hard way. So we did 
away with revenue sharing. 

The next thing I got into was a tui-
tion tax credit. I can see the distin-
guished Senator from New York now 
talking about his Boston Latin school. 
I had the assistance of the Senator 
from Arkansas, Kaneaster Hodges. We 
fought that particular diversion of 
funds from public schools to private 
schools, and thereupon they fought the 
institution, the Department of Edu-
cation. We, along with President Car-
ter, established the Department of 
Education. They wanted to, by gosh, 
avoid and oppose the Department of 
Education. 

Then I have been on the floor, of 
course, with the vouchers and trying to 
force those. But I had not paid good 
enough attention to the testing and ac-
countability debate until I started lis-
tening to the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota, Mr. PAUL WELLSTONE, 
and now I know we have to fight. He 
knows of what he speaks. He is not 
talking about the pollster thing. That 
is the thing I resent and resist around 
here, this entire operation—that it’s 
pollster driven. The cardinal rule of the 
pollster is: Never take a position that 
divides the voters. Don’t say you are 
for chairs and desks. Don’t say you are 
against them. Say I am concerned 
about these chairs and desks; they 
trouble me. All the Senators are run-
ning around, and they are all troubled. 
That is the nonsense we are engaged in. 

But I take a poll, and everybody is 
for tax cuts. We have forgotten from 
whence we came. I am completely ab-
solutely opposed to the budget settle-
ment of $1.235 trillion, plus the stim-
ulus $1.35 trillion, because I believe in 
paying down the debt, not increasing 
it. 

But the polls do not do that. They 
ask you if you are for a tax cut, but 
they do not tell you we are spending 
surpluses that do not exist. I will bet 
anybody any amount of money, with 
any odds, that we will end this fiscal 
year with an increase in the national 
debt. We have done that each year, 
since Lyndon Johnson was President, 
for the last 30 years. 

But now comes education, and it is 
polled also: Accountability, account-
ability. Here is the crowd that says: We 
want to find out what is wrong. Heav-
ens above, they come to government as 
if it begins with them. 

Senator WELLSTONE is really fighting 
the fight for the youngsters of Amer-
ica, for the economic strength of Amer-
ica, and for its defense. The best de-
fense is an educated citizen. Do not 
give me all the toys—the Osprey: 
Jump, move forward, jump around, get 
in it, and kill everybody who gets in it. 

I am not for these toys. I am for edu-
cation. That is the best defense. 

Give me $225 billion; give me the Har-
kin amendment. That is what I want. 
Give me the moneys to flesh out these 
programs that have worked. But they 
come and say the programs have not 
worked. It is ignorance. 

I say to Senator WELLSTONE, the 
Governors met in 1988. The distin-
guished Governor from Arkansas got 
together with another Governor, a Re-
publican leader at the time, and they 
founded, so to speak, Goals 2000. But 
President Bush would not put it in. 
Then when President Clinton got here 
to put it in, they fought it. 

So I begin to wonder when they say: 
We don’t know how the schools are per-
forming. Ha, they fought the Depart-
ment of Education. They fought to pri-
vatize all the public money for public 
schools with vouchers, charter schools, 
tuition tax credits, any way they 
could, to destroy the public support for 
public schools. And they come now and 
say they don’t know, when they fought 
Goals 2000. 

We had testing in the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act in 1994. 
They act as if we haven’t heard of test-
ing. We have testing coming out of our 
ears. But the polls say: Accountability; 
discipline, discipline, yes. 

I say to the Senator, in relation to 
that discipline, I remember the mother 
who sent her little boy to school with 
a note for the teacher. It said: Dear 
teacher, my boy Ivan is very sensitive. 
If he misbehaves, slap the child next to 
him. That is punishment enough for 
my Ivan. 

They say: Discipline, yes. I am for ac-
countability. We are going to find out. 
Don’t give me that stuff. Bug off. As 
my grandchildren say: Get a life. 

We provide $7 of every $100 spent—or 
7 cents for every $1 spent—on edu-
cation. We act as if we have invented 
education and all of a sudden we are 
going to do something about it. One 
way or the other, we are not going to 
do much. But what we do that is work-
ing ought to be allowed to continue. 

Specifically, we have the women’s, 
infants, and children’s nutrition pro-
gram, which is not part of the edu-
cation budget, but it is an important 
part of education. I worked with Sen-
ator Humphrey from Minnesota, a 
state where I worked on and wrote a 
book on hunger. I got with him, and we 
put in the women’s, infants and chil-
dren’s program. You have 21 billion 
brain cells, and I have 21 billion brain 
cells, and 17 billion of the 21 billion 
brain cells have developed in the first 5 
months in the mother’s womb. Without 
the proper nutrition in relation to the 
protein and the synthesis of the nerve 
cells during those first 5 months, there 
can be as much as 20 percent less cel-
lular development when that child is 
born, causing what we call organic 
brain damage. The child can’t function, 
can’t assimilate. That has everything 
to do with their education, and yet 
WIC is not adequately funded to meet 
the needs of all those who are eligible. 

They want to know what works. We 
have had mathematical studies con-
ducted about the benefits of title I for 
the disadvantaged. For every dollar we 
put in title I, the Government and soci-
ety reap $7. For Head Start, it is $4. 
That works. 

We are going to have this testing to 
find out who is failing and who is suc-
ceeding, but we are not testing the 
school building, we are not testing the 
principal, we are not testing the school 
board, we are not testing, really, the 
pupil. 

As my distinguished colleague from 
Minnesota says, we are testing wealth. 
Why? Because the wealthy student— 
the one who starts his education in a 
good pre-school and has books read to 
him, and everything else of that kind— 
by the time he’s tested in third grade, 
he has had 6 years of schooling. With-
out these advantages, a child has only 
three years of schooling coming into 
the test. So you are testing wealth. 

The Senator from Minnesota has edu-
cated this Senator. He has really got-
ten into things that mean something 
to this body and this country. We are 
about to go the way—as I am convinced 
we are running up the national debt, 
and we have interest costs of $1 billion 
a day—of hollering surpluses, sur-
pluses, surpluses, when we have defi-
cits, deficits, deficits. That is their way 
of getting rid of the Government. And 
this is their way of getting rid of public 
education—anything to get rid of pub-
lic education. 

We have not really equipped our mi-
nority teachers, and yet they have out-
standing schools here, there, and yon-
der. And then we have very poor ones. 
We know. I read in the morning paper— 
I do not have to wait to pass this bill— 
about schools that are practically 
closed. So they are going to take the 
test. And what are we going to find 
out? What we already know. It is like 
taking a fellow who can’t swim, who is 
drowning 100 yards offshore, and throw-
ing him a 50-yard lifeline. We haven’t 
made it all the way for Head Start, for 
title I, for all of these measures. And 
then we are going to have the test to 
see whether he can swim, while the 
poor fellow drowns. No. We ought to be 
realistic and look at what we know is 
there. 

I campaigned all over the State of 
Texas. I have never forgotten it. It was 
not the ‘‘best little whorehouse in 
Texas,’’ it was the best little poor-
house—poorhouse. The Rand Corpora-
tion agreed last year that Texas had 
failed to improve on key education 
points. I can get into that debate on 
schools, but it isn’t the point here. The 
point is, we do not want to really find 
that 20 percent or a third of our schools 
are failures. You do not have to admin-
ister a test to see what the good 
schools are doing. 

So what are we going to do about it? 
What are we going to do about it? Mr. 
President, nothing. We are going to 
talk. We are going to speak to the polls 
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and say in the campaign: I was for ac-
countability. I am for accountability 
and I voted for testing. 

The Senator from Minnesota and 
some of us others are going to have an 
extended debate on this issue. We have 
to educate our colleagues and get the 
support to kill the so-called account-
ability in its crib, the accountability 
they refused in Goals 2000 and earlier 
with the testing in the 1994 act. Now 
they act as if they have a discovery to 
identify the problem—hit-and-run driv-
ing. 

Yes, accountability, accountability, 
accountability. Ask them about the 
Patients’ Bill of Rights. There are too 
many lawsuits when you bring a suit to 
get accountability. No, no, we are not 
for accountability. We have too many 
lawyers. Get rid of the lawyers. That is 
also in the polls. Kill all the lawyers, 
said Shakespeare in Henry VI. Ac-
countability. 

Unfunded mandates, where are they? 
They were jumping all over the place 7 
years ago on unfunded mandates. Now 
they are pell-mell down the road. For 
what? The President has put in $320 
million to cover an estimated $2 to $7 
billion in costs over the 4-year testing 
period. I am concerned that the states 
will have to pick up a substantial part 
of that cost. 

We had the Governors. We had the 
local people say, heck, we know, we are 
there. It is amazing to me the distin-
guished President, who had been a Gov-
ernor, acts as if he never has been in 
government before. He would know 
that this would hackle every Governor, 
every school board, every school super-
intendent, every principal. They know 
about testing. They are trying to get 
the money. But, no, we have account-
ability. We have unfunded mandates 
now, and right on down the road with a 
program that can’t possibly work. But 
it is only going to highlight the need, 
they say, for vouchers. 

The Senator from Minnesota has an 
amendment that fleshes out a program 
that works; namely to fully fund Title 
I before we proceed with a testing man-
date. You have to teach the course be-
fore you give the exam. The U.S. Con-
gress has not taught the course. We 
haven’t given students, in many in-
stances, the building. We haven’t given 
them the professional classroom teach-
er. We haven’t given them the right 
size class so that they can get the 
teacher’s attention. We haven’t given 
them counselors, and they need coun-
seling. We haven’t given, of course, the 
different courses and other assistance 
that we have all found, from time to 
time, is very necessary. So we haven’t 
taught the course, but we are going to 
give them the exam. We are going to 
have accountability, and we are going 
to puff and blow and walk all around 
on the political stump saying: I was in 
Washington and I told that Washington 
crowd that we had to have account-
ability. 

I want them to come with the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, because that is 

what we have in the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights, some accountability. If they 
absolutely step aside, if they engage in 
malicious and reckless conduct, mal-
practice, then we can bring the suit. 
That makes them accountable. But, no, 
they are opposed to that kind of thing. 

If the test shows schools are failing, 
we are not going to put up the billions 
to improve schools. Instead, they are 
going to put on a full course drive for 
vouchers to $1,500. What is that going 
to do? 

The real need is to get teachers’ pay 
up. If I were king for a day—I ran for 
the Presidency on this back in the 
1980s—they laughed but it is still just 
as efficacious—I would increase teach-
er pay, because that $36,000, the aver-
age pay of a teacher in South Carolina, 
doesn’t do the job. 

But I go across the stage having 
made a graduation speech, and stu-
dents approach me and say: Senator, I 
wanted to get into teaching, but I 
couldn’t save enough money with the 
pay to send my kids to college. We 
have a lot of dedicated teachers in the 
classrooms and a lot of great schools, 
but we are missing out on bringing in 
the feedstock of that professional 
teacher because we are not paying 
enough. We are doing it on the cheap. 
We are doing it on the cheap, and we 
know it. 

But we are going to tinker around. 
We are going to have reading. We are 
going to have math and science, and we 
are going to have the size of the class-
room. And we are going to build an-
other building, and we are going to toy 
around with it to try the hit-and-run 
drive, to identify with the problem but 
not solve it. 

Begin at the beginning. Somehow 
let’s get some revenue sharing with the 
teacher out in that rural school or 
combat pay for the inner-city class-
room teacher. They deserve combat 
pay trying to keep law and order and 
act as a parent at the same time. The 
role of a teacher is just almost unable 
to be performed in the sense that 
teachers can’t get around to teaching 
because of the other particular duties 
at hand. 

I will have plenty more to say when 
this measure comes up about account-
ability. Please spare the Senator here 
from all of these expressions, the poll-
sters. Has anyone ever heard of a poll-
ster being elected to anything? If they 
can find me a pollster who has been 
elected to office, I would like to find 
one. A pollster has never experienced 
anything. 

Here are some expressions. We have 
to give the child ‘‘a real chance.’’ We 
want to ‘‘find out what works’’ and so 
forth like that. We need to ‘‘increase 
flexibility.’’ We need to ‘‘reduce bu-
reaucracy.’’ We need to ‘‘empower par-
ents.’’ Come on. Don’t give us all of 
that. Parents are working day and 
night and the child is home and nobody 
is helping him with his homework. And 
we know it. We don’t need a test to 
prove it. Let’s get away from all of this 

gamesmanship and polling politics and 
really do something for public edu-
cation in the United States. 

If they want a starting point, our dis-
tinguished friend from Massachusetts 
has led the way and held the line on 
public schools for the years I have been 
up here. I have been glad to associate 
with him. 

But I can tell you here and now, this 
is dangerous to come in and start, 
under the auspices of accountability, 
testing from the third to the eighth 
grade every student in all of America. 
They are going to create the very cost 
and the bureaucracy they want to get 
rid of and waste money that is needed 
for teachers’ pay. The ultimate is, of 
course, finding out that there are a lot 
of schools in need, and we know where 
they are, and we are trying to get as-
sistance to them. I saw it 50 years ago 
when I put in a county-wide millage for 
a school in Awendaw. You put in 100 
mills property tax in that rural area, 
and you couldn’t build a lunchroom, 
much less a school. So as chairman of 
the delegation, I put it in. 

So don’t give us these nebulous state-
ments of flexibility and empowerment 
and all these buzz words around here. 
Let’s give us some education and test 
the Senate. That is where we ought to 
have a test. Find out if we have passed 
the test first. Have we really fleshed 
out the women, infants, and children’s 
program? Have we really fleshed out 
and supported 100 percent Head Start. 
Have we really financed title I for the 
disadvantaged? Have we built school 
buildings so that students can learn 
without the ceiling falling in on their 
heads or freezing to death? Have we 
done that? Give us the test first. Find 
out what we have done. 

Or have we regarded what we have al-
ready known to be the case, what the 
Governors have come in with, Goals 
2000? Have we responded to the test 
that we prescribed with the flexibility 
they said they wanted? In 1994, they 
wanted the States to be able to decide. 

Have we passed that test? Give us a 
flunking grade, a zero—except for the 
Senator from Massachusetts, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, the Senator from 
Iowa, and some others, such as the 
Senator from Connecticut, Mr. DODD. 
They have been out here working for 
education. But there are only a handful 
of them who can pass the test if given 
to the Senate itself. That is what I 
want to see. Cut out the pollster’s 
gamesmanship and the campaigning 
and let’s think not of our needs to be 
reelected, but the needs of the country 
to prosper and survive. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BYRD. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

understand our time would start in 
about 10 minutes. I am going to yield 
time to Senator BYRD, the time up to 4 
o’clock, and then we will reclaim our 
time because we have speakers coming 
at 4. So such time as he may consume, 
until 4, I yield to Senator BYRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Texas yield time from 
the Republican side to Senator BYRD 
until the hour of 4 p.m.? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I yield up until 4 
o’clock to Senator BYRD, but I would 
not want it to come from the Repub-
lican time if others come and want to 
speak on the Republican time. 

Mr. BYRD. If the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas will yield, may I sug-
gest that I only take—I think we have 
5, 6 or 8 minutes—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is 71⁄2 
minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. May I suggest that I take 
that amount of time now and make a 
few remarks about Bob Schieffer. Then 
I will wait until 4:30. I could have more 
time at that point, as I understand it. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Yes, that is cor-
rect. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator for 
her efforts to accommodate me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

f 

BOB SCHIEFFER’S TENTH ANNI-
VERSARY AT ‘‘FACE THE NA-
TION’’ 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this 
evening, politicians, celebrities, and 
newscasters alike will gather to honor 
one of the most trusted reporters in 
Washington; namely, Bob Schieffer of 
CBS News. Bob Schieffer has gained a 
reputation as a man of integrity, an 
honest man, a man who holds fairness 
and the truth in the highest regard. 

Nothing better can be said about a 
politician, and certainly nothing better 
can be said about a news reporter. I 
will say that again about Bob 
Schieffer. Mr. Schieffer has gained the 
reputation as a man of integrity, an 
honest man, a man who holds fairness 
and the truth in the highest regard. We 
will remember that Plato, while vis-
iting with Hiero, was asked, ‘‘Why have 
you come here?’’ Plato said, ‘‘I am 
looking for an honest man.’’ So we 
have one here—a man of integrity, an 
honest man, a man who holds fairness 
and the truth in the highest regard. 
Now that is saying something in to-
day’s world. That is saying something 
about a news man. 

Bob Schieffer is a Texan who started 
in journalism as a reporter for the Fort 
Worth Star-Telegram. He moved on to 
a local television station and then to 
CBS. For 20 years, Bob was the net-
work’s Saturday evening news anchor. 
For the past decade, he has hosted 
‘‘Face The Nation’’ on Sunday morn-
ings. He has called Sunday mornings 
the smartest time period on television, 
saying, ‘‘It is the last place on tele-
vision where people can lay out their 

ideas about things and discuss them at 
length.’’ 

Well, if Sunday morning is the 
smartest time period on television— 
that is what Bob Schieffer says it is— 
I say another reason for that would be 
that it is Bob Schieffer’s time when he 
is reporting to the Nation. He decries— 
as do I—the 30-second sound bite that 
has replaced the true interaction be-
tween voters and public officials. One 
reason I decry it, of course, is I am not 
very good at it. A 30-second sound 
bite—it takes me about that long to 
say hello or good morning. 

Sitting in the anchor chair at CBS is 
a high responsibility, a high responsi-
bility, an important responsibility. It 
was the chair from which Roger Mudd 
and Walter Cronkite would report 
every night. It was the chair in which 
Edward R. Murrow—perhaps the grand-
father of in-depth, thorough television 
reporting—hosted ‘‘CBS Reports’’ and 
‘‘Person to Person’’ and ‘‘See It Now.’’ 
Edward R. Murrow set the standard. 
Bob Schieffer excels at meeting that 
standard. 

There is no obstacle that cannot be 
overcome by the vigorous mind deter-
mined to follow truth. That seems to 
be the philosophy that guides the work 
of Bob Schieffer. He follows the truth. 
He has a vigorous mind, and he follows 
the truth, he keeps after it. He does 
not invent the truth. There is a dif-
ference in following and pursuing the 
truth and attempting to invent it. Bob 
Schieffer does not invent the truth, he 
asks the questions. He asks the ques-
tions, but he does not assume the an-
swers. He listens and, from the answers 
he receives, we all then learn. 

Bob Schieffer once told an audience, 
‘‘Your trust is the greatest honor I can 
receive.’’ Now that says it all. I am not 
a news man, but if I were a news re-
porter, it would seem to me that that 
would be the pith, the crux, the milk in 
the coconut. ‘‘Your trust is the great-
est honor I can receive.’’ We know 
that, as a general rule, the people of 
America do not trust news people. 
They do not trust news reporters. They 
do not trust the news media. They do 
not trust politicians. So Bob Schieffer 
said it well when he said, ‘‘Your trust 
is the greatest honor I can receive.’’ He 
can speak for me as a politician on 
that line also. The trust of the people, 
he says, is the greatest honor he can 
receive. That trust is well earned. 

I congratulate Mr. Schieffer on his 
decade of service at ‘‘Face the Nation,’’ 
and I look forward to watching him for 
many years to come. He is a man I 
trust. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I, 
again, thank the Senator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from West Virginia. 
I so appreciate the remarks he made 
about my friend, Bob Schieffer, and 
‘‘Face the Nation.’’ I, too, have known 
Bob Schieffer for a long time. He grew 
up in Fort Worth, TX. His brother and 
I served together in the Texas Legisla-
ture. I have known him and his family 
for a long time. 

There is not a more principled, fair 
person in the entire news media than 
Bob Schieffer. I certainly appreciate 
the kind remarks made by the Senator 
from West Virginia. I know Bob 
Schieffer is very happy tonight, cele-
brating the anniversary of ‘‘Face the 
Nation.’’ He has taken it to new 
heights just by being a person who is 
trusted and respected by the American 
people. Both Presidential candidates 
choosing Bob Schieffer to be the mod-
erator of a debate shows he is well re-
garded by Republicans, Democrats, and 
Independents throughout our country. 

f 

BETTER EDUCATION FOR STU-
DENTS AND TEACHERS ACT—MO-
TION TO PROCEED—Continued 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to talk about the education bill 
that is so important to all of us. We are 
hopefully very close to agreement on 
bringing the bill before the Senate. 

We are all a little frustrated because 
we have been waiting for the bill for 
about 10 days. There have been a lot of 
negotiations. 

There are some very key issues that 
need to be discussed, and I hope they 
will be discussed in the open. I hope 
they will not be negotiated away. Re-
form is the key to success in education. 

We are going to spend more money 
on education. In fact, President Bush 
has put forward a budget that provides 
an 11.4-percent increase in spending in 
education. That is warranted because 
we do need to add emphasis to certain 
areas of public education. 

What is going to determine success 
or failure is whether we reform our sys-
tem, whether we make it accountable, 
whether we give parents the ability to 
know what their children are doing and 
how they are doing. If a child comes 
home with A’s or B’s and is promoted 
to the next grade, and you, as a parent, 
find out 5 years later the child did not 
read at grade level, that is a failure in 
the system. 

If a parent does not have the tools to 
find out if there is a weakness in the 
child’s education, the parent is at a 
significant disadvantage, and the child 
is doomed forever. 

We need to make sure parents have 
the knowledge of how a school is doing. 
A lot of people say we should not have 
tests. If we do not have tests, how will 
we have a benchmark? How will we 
know where the weaknesses are? 

If we have tests, even if the test is 
not perfect, it will show a red flag and 
we will see the weakness. We can deter-
mine if the test is not right, if the fail-
ure is not real. At least we will check 
on it to make sure, but most of the 
time the failure is real. 

If we catch the failure at third grade 
instead of eighth grade, we will save 
that child’s future. We will save that 
child’s productive life because we can 
make sure that every child can read at 
grade level in the third grade. If we do 
that, then every child will have the 
chance to absorb the rest of his or her 
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