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PROGRAM

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President,
with this request having now been
agreed to, the Senate will not be in ses-
sion on Friday, as I have announced.
On Monday, the Senate will convene at
1 p.m. with a period for morning busi-
ness. There will be no rollcall votes on
Monday. Rollcall votes will occur on
Tuesday afternoon and throughout the
remainder of the week as the Senate
begins consideration of the Patients’
Bill of Rights.

———

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
now ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing the remarks of Senators BYRD,
AKAKA, and WELLSTONE, the Senate
stand in adjournment as under the pre-
vious order.

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

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

THE ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act may be the
most important step we will take dur-
ing this Congress to affect what is
surely one of the most crucial interests
of the country—childrens’ education. I
have tried to devote appropriate atten-
tion and effort toward improving this
bill. That is because I have believed
since Committee consideration that it
contains significant flaws. At the same
time, we have improved the bill in im-
portant ways, and we have added sub-
stantial new commitments of federal
funds for education. In my view, these
improvements, plus the prospects for
further improvement in Conference,
outweigh my remaining serious res-
ervations about policy contained in the
bill at the present time. Therefore,
while I pledge to continue in Con-
ference to try to improve the policy
and to assure funding, I have voted in
favor of the bill today.

A number of weeks ago, I opposed
bringing this bill to the floor in the ab-
sence of some assurance that sufficient
resources would be provided to federal
education programs. That issue re-
mains among my deepest concerns and
considerations. Along with other im-
provements we have made since that
time, we have very substantially bol-
stered needed funding for federal edu-
cation—especially by including manda-
tory, full funding for the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act, IDEA.
This provision alone will mean over $3
billion for my state of Minnesota in
IDEA funds during the coming 10 years.
It will mean $153 million in IDEA funds
for Minnesota in fiscal year 2001.

The improvements must be balanced
against policy deficiencies—primarily
in the area of mandated tests and the
bill’s so-called ‘‘straight-A’s,”’” or ‘‘per-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

formance agreement,”’” provisions. My
view is that if we at the federal level
are going to insist on ‘‘accountability”
from states, districts, schools and stu-
dents, then we must be accountable to
the principle that every student should
have an equal opportunity to succeed.
That means we must sufficiently fund
the federal programs, such as Title I,
IDEA and others, that attempt to give
all students an equal chance. We all
know that not every student arrives to
school equally ready to learn. That is
why it really is impossible to separate
our presumption of holding schools and
students accountable on one hand,
from our own accountability to an obli-
gation to sufficiently fund housing, nu-
trition and Head Start efforts on the
other hand. We have not held ourselves
accountable on that measure. We have
avoided even debating this bill in that
context. But if we will not meet that
measure, and we have not, then we
must at minimum ensure that federal
education programs provide schools
and students an equal chance at suc-
ceeding before we impose account-
ability and tests whose stakes can be
very high.

My colleagues and anyone who has
listened to much of the debate on this
bill know that I have grave reserva-
tions about its annual testing provi-
sions. Indeed, I oppose those provi-
sions. I offered one amendment to re-
move the mandate for the tests if full
Title I funding is not provided. I then
cosponsored an amendment to allow
states not to implement the tests so
that they could utilize those funds in-
stead for other means of boosting stu-
dent achievement in the lowest per-
forming schools .

I continue to believe that federally
mandated annual testing of every stu-
dent is a mistake. If it is implemented,
I believe we will regret it. I say ‘‘if”’ be-
cause I hope the Senate will realize its
mistake before the year 2005, which is
when the first of these new tests would
be required. I still intend to attempt at
least to allow states to utilize the
newly mandated tests for ‘‘diagnostic”
purposes, rather than for the purpose
of meeting adequate yearly progress
targets. I hope that change can be
made in Conference. If I do not succeed
at that, I believe that we in Congress,
the states and the public may very well
reject these tests before they occur. I
think they are unneeded, unwanted and
most likely detrimental. The debate on
what is becoming a mania for testing is
just beginning.

We are making a significant mistake
in mandating these new tests on every
child, in every school, in every district
and in every state. In the current con-
text, it makes little sense. We have not
even begun fully to implement the as-
sessments we approved in 1994 with the
last ESEA reauthorization. Yet we are
moving to double those requirements
and to expand their scope to cover
every child in the country. We have not
had a chance to look at the effect of
those 1994 changes. Only 11 states have
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brought themselves into full compli-
ance with that law. From what we have
been able to look at, the evidence
seems to indicate we should be very
concerned about how these tests are
being implemented and what their ef-
fect is on student learning.

I would like to cite a few reports that
should send us a clear warning about
what we are about to do. The Inde-
pendent Review Panel on Title I which
was mandated in the 1994 Reauthoriza-
tion issued its report ‘“‘Improving the
0Odds” this January. The report con-
cluded that ‘“Many States use assess-
ment results from a single test—often
traditional multiple choice tests. Al-
though these tests may have an impor-
tant place in state assessment systems,
they rarely capture the depth and
breadth of knowledge reflected in state
content standards.” The Panel went on
to make a strong recommendation. It
said, ‘‘Better Assessments for instruc-
tional and accountability purposes are
urgently needed.”

I would also like to quote from the
National Research Council, as cited in
the Report ‘‘Measuring What Matters.”
This report was developed by the
strongly pro-testing Committee for
Economic Development. The report
says: ‘‘policy and public expectations
of testing generally exceed the tech-
nical capacity of the tests themselves.”

Everybody wants to find a way to ad-
dress the critical challenge of closing
the achievement gap. In people’s gen-
uine desire to do something about our
schools, I believe they have created ex-
pectations from these tests, that far
exceed what the tests can ever do. In
fact, Robert Schwartz, the President of
Achieve, Inc., the nonprofit arm of the
standards-based reform movement re-
cently said: ‘“Tests have taken on too
prominent of a role in these reforms
and that’s in part because of people
rushing to attach consequences to
them before, in a lot of places, we have
really gotten the tests right.”

In this rush for answers, the tests
have ceased their useful function of
measuring the reform and have become
synonymous with it. That is exactly
where this bill goes wrong and I believe
that the consequences will be destruc-
tive. I believe that in the not so distant
future, we will regret ever having done
this. In fact, I believe that by the time
these new tests are to go into effect,
many if not most of the Senators in
this body will have changed their mind
on this issue.

My concerns are many and I have
been over them before, but in sum-
mary, I am extremely concerned about
how too much testing can subvert real
learning. A Stateline News article from
last week reported that:

A yet to be released RAND study con-
ducted in North Carolina found that between
50 and 80 percent of the improvements in stu-
dent performance measured by tests are tem-
porary and fail to predict any real gains in
student learning.

RAND, which is one of the most re-
spected research institutions in the
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country, is not alone. A recent survey
of Texas teachers indicates that only 27
percent of teachers believe that in-
creases in TAAS scores reflect an in-
crease in the quality of learning and
teaching.

Much of this is due to the phe-
nomenon of teaching to the test. The
Committee for Economic Development,
a strongly pro-testing coalition of busi-
ness leaders, warns against test based
accountability systems that ‘‘lead to
narrow test based coaching rather than
rich instruction.” Test preparation is
not necessarily bad—but if it comes at
the expense of real learning, it becomes
a major problem. There is no question,
at this point, that teaching to the test
has become a problem. As an example,
the recent Education Week/Pew Chari-
table Trust study, Quality Counts
found that ‘‘Nearly 7/10 teachers said
instruction stresses tests ‘far’ or
‘somewhat’ too much. 66 percent also
said that state assessments were forc-
ing them to concentrate too much on
what is tested to the detriment of
other important topics.”

Beyond this detrimental phe-
nomenon, which has proven to be more
prevalent in low income communities,
there is significant evidence that, at
the very time we are trying to bring
more teachers into low income schools
and address a teacher shortage gen-
erally, the need to teach to the test
and to provide education based on rote
memorization and is driving people out
of the field.

This is tragic at a time when we face
an acute teacher shortage and we know
that the single most important factor
in closing the achievement gap be-
tween students is the quality of the
teacher the students have. Both Linda
Darling Hammond and Jonothan Kozol
have addressed this issue when speak-
ing to the Democratic Caucus. As
Kozol said: ‘“‘Hundreds of the most ex-
citing and beautifully educated teach-
ers are already fleeing from inner-city
schools in order to escape what one
brilliant young teacher calls ‘‘Exam-
ination Hell.” I would like to quote
from an article from today’s New York
Times that addresses this specific
issue. The article explained: ‘‘In inter-
views over the last month many fourth
grade teachers questioned why they
should stay in a job that revolves
around preparation for new state
exams . . . Principals say that they
cannot Kkeep experienced teachers in
fourth grade or transfer them there.”

It would be remiss to talk about this
issue without also addressing the fact
that these tests are not perfect instru-
ments. No one put it better than the
strongly pro-testing Committee for
Economic Development. These business
leaders concluded that ‘“‘tests that are
not valid, reliable and fair will obvi-
ously be inaccurate indicators of the
academic achievement of students and
can lead to wrong decisions being made
about students and schools.”

For example, a study by David
Rogosa of California’s Stanford 9 Na-
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tional Percentile Rank Scores for indi-
vidual students showed that the
chances that a student whose true
score is in the 50th percentile will re-
ceive a reported score that is within 5
percentage points of his true score is
only 30 percent in reading and 42 per-
cent on ninth grade math tests.

Rogosa also showed that on the Stan-
ford 9 test ‘‘the chances, . . . that two
students with identical ‘real achieve-
ment’ will score more than 10 per-
centile points apart on the same test”
is 57 percent for 9th graders and 42 per-
cent on the fourth grade reading test.

We have to take such error very seri-
ously if we are attaching consequences
to the test results for students and
schools. If we do not, and we continue
to over rely on a single, less than accu-
rate test, our ability to fairly imple-
ment any type of accountability is in
jeopardy.

When we rush to get them done and
rush to attach stakes to them, we are
ignoring the admonition of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences that our
expectations for tests should not ex-
ceed their technical capacity. One of
the most troubling quotations I have
read in this regard is a quote from
Maureen di Marco, Vice President of
Houghton Mifflin company whose sub-
sidiary, Riverside Publishing, is one of
the major test publishers. She was
cited in the Washington Post as saying
that the Industry can only handle the
Bush proposal as long as states make
up the difference with off the shelf, na-
tional achievement tests that are
mostly multiple choice and can be
scored electronically. This would be de-
structive and take us in the opposite
direction from where we must be going
in terms of accurate, quality testing.
Such tests are usually not aligned with
standards and most often do not meas-
ure the depth of student knowledge or
student reasoning. In fact, the Stan-
ford-9, the test studied by Rogosa, is
just this kind of test, that the compa-
nies are telling us we will have to rely
on.

H. D. Hoover, one of the authors of
the Iowa Test of Basic Skills and in-
coming president of the National Coun-
cil on Measurement in Education said
in a recent article that ‘‘there is one
heck of a capacity problem’ when it
comes to meeting the testing require-
ments in this bill. So again, in this
context, I fail to understand why we
are rushing ahead with these new re-
quirements. Why can we not at least
wait until states have the knowledge
and the opportunity to get the tests
they have right before we move on to
doing so many more. The Committee
for Economic Development report
clearly states ‘‘there is more work to
do in designing assessment instru-
ments that can measure a rich array of
knowledge and skills embedded in rig-
orous and substantive standards.”” Be-
fore we rush ahead, let’s meet that
challenge.

But I would not be being intellectu-
ally or personally honest if I did not
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say that even if we had the most per-
fect assessments, I still would have sig-
nificant concerns with the use of tests
to compare all students and to punish
schools because we have still done so
little to ensure that every student has
the same opportunity to do well on
those tests. That concern runs as deep
as any I have. It is a fairness question.
There are few bills we will face this
year where the policy proposals and
the funding that must back up the pro-
posals are so inextricably linked. With-
out giving more resources to low in-
come schools so they can develop the
capacity to help their children do well,
we will only set up children to fail. In
punishing these students and these
schools for their poor performance, I
am afraid that we are too blindly con-
fusing their failure with our own. It is
in fact, a failure for policy makers to
close our eyes to the resource starved
schools in our urban and rural areas. It
is a failure to think that by testing
alone we can reverse years of neglect
and deprivation.

A study of the Florida accountability
system proves this point starkly. The
study found that ‘‘for every percent
that poverty increases, the school’s
score drops by an average of 1.6
points.” He showed that the level of
poverty in a school in Florida predicted
what the school’s achievement score
would be with 80 percent accuracy! Not
one of my colleagues should be sur-
prised by this.

Tests have their place, but they also
have their limits. They can not give a
kindergartener the early childhood
education that his or her parents could
not afford to provide. They can not
hire a good teacher, they can not re-
duce class size, they cannot buy stu-
dents’ books and they cannot fix the
heater in a school in Minnesota in the
winter. Until we give every child these
critical tools to do well, the tests will
measure less a child’s potential and
more the accident of his birth.

My concerns with this bill are many,
and they remain deep. But I also recog-
nize that there is room for improve-
ment and that the bill as it stands has
many strengths. I very much appre-
ciate the work that I and my col-
leagues have had the opportunity to do
to improve this bill. I would like to
highlight just a few of those improve-
ments.

In the area of testing, I want to
thank my colleagues for their support
for three amendments that I worked
very hard on and that I think will go
far to ensure that we have high quality
tests that are not abused. In ensuring
the proper use of tests, we move to en-
sure that tests most accurately meas-
ure how students learn, not what they
have memorized. We can more accu-
rately see what it is that students have
actually been taught. We can get a bet-
ter picture of what students need and
how they can best be helped.

The first is the amendment I intro-
duced that would ensure that states
show that their assessments are in
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compliance with the National Stand-
ards on Educational and Psychological
Testing and that their assessments are
of adequate technical quality for each
purpose for which they are used. The
amendment also would provide $200
million in grants for states to improve
their assessments so that they are of
the highest quality and are state of the
art in terms of most accurately meas-
uring the range and depth of student
knowledge.

These higher quality tests and fairer
uses of tests are needed because low
quality tests can lead to inaccurate as-
sessments which do not serve, but rath-
er subvert, efforts at true account-
ability and high standards. Further, if
we want to avoid the negative out-
comes that the wrong kind of testing
can bring, such as teaching to the test
and teachers leaving the field, we have
to be sure that assessments measure
students’ depth and creativity. We
have to measure what students have
actually been taught and we have to
measure student progress not just in a
single point in time, but over time and
in multiple dimensions. In doing so,
teachers will not futilely train their
students but rather will engage their
students, and challenge them and ex-
plore with them their diverse talents.
That way students will gain a deeper
more enduring knowledge that trans-
lates to all different contexts and is
useful when confronting all different
challenges. This amendment will move
us strongly in the right direction.

The second amendment would
achieve the same effect as the first.
This amendment took the incentive
bonus grants that the bill included,
which would have rewarded states for
completing their assessments as fast as
possible, and instead awarded the bo-
nuses to states that develop the most
high quality assessments. This way we
will be able to incentivize states to
move in the direction of developing the
most effective assessments that lead to
better teacher and learning.

The third was an amendment that I
offered and which passed in the Com-
mittee that authorized an in depth
study, conducted by the National Re-
search Council, to address the impact
of high stakes tests on individual stu-
dents. I do not think there is a greater
abuse of a test than to use it as the
sole determinant of whether a student
will be promoted or graduated. The
Professional Standards on Educational
and Psychological Testing, the Na-
tional Research Council and virtually
every major education and civil rights
group agrees with this, yet states and
districts persist in this practice. This
amendment would look at this practice
to determine what are its affects on
students, teachers and curriculum.
This study would serve as a guide for
policy makers so they can understand
better how tests can be used as a posi-
tive tool in children’s education.

But beyond the testing provisions,
other key improvements were included.
None may be more important than the
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inclusion of the Harkin amendment
which would provide full mandatory
funding for IDEA.

The fact that we have finally decided
to live up to the commitment we made
too many years ago to fully fund the
federal share of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act is perhaps
the greatest improvement of all. For
too long we have shirked this responsi-
bility and for too long children with
disabilities have not received the serv-
ices they need. We assume the respon-
sibility to educate children with dis-
abilities because it is their constitu-
tional right and it is their moral right.
But we must never forget that we also
educate these children because we
know that if given the right opportuni-
ties, the vast majority of them can suc-
ceed. Passage of this amendment helps
make sure that children with disabil-
ities are not pushed aside, that they
get the services they need and that
they have the opportunities to do well.
With those opportunities, so many
children can do well they do better
than well. They excel.

Beyond this most important, most
deeply rooted issue is that the program
has created a significant, debilitating
burden on states and districts when it
is our responsibility, not theirs, to pro-
vide a large portion of the funding for
these critical services to children with
disabilities. While states have a con-
stitutional mandate to provide equiva-
lent educations to students with spe-
cial needs, they do not have the finan-
cial resources to do so. It is shameful
that for so long, the federal govern-
ment has not lived up to its promise to
provide its share of that funding. And
it is with great relief and happiness
that this funding, which so many of us
have pushed for for years, is one step
closer to being realized. This amend-
ment will bring more than $3 billion in
IDEA spending to Minnesota. This
would make a real difference for chil-
dren with disabilities and all children
in the state. I am grateful to Senator
HARKIN for his leadership on this issue
and I believe that mandatory full fund-
ing for IDEA will make a world of dif-
ference for so many of our nation’s
children. I very much support this part
of the bill.

Another critical area is the area of
teacher quality. I am particularly
pleased that the Senate has adopted an
amendment that I introduced with
Senators HUTCHISON, CLINTON, DEWINE
and KENNEDY to establish a national
Teacher Corps program to help states
and districts recruit teachers into the
nation’s highest need schools. The
teacher shortage we face amounts to a
crisis and the problem is most acute in
high need urban and rural schools.
Even though research shows that the
most important factor in student
achievement is the quality of the
teacher, the rates of underlicensed
teachers in urban schools is twice that
of the nation as a whole and in low in-
come areas, 50,000 under-prepared
teachers are hired each year. The pas-
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sage of this amendment represents a
national commitment to address this
very severe barrier to learning.

I want to particularly applaud the
work of Senator KENNEDY, who has
fought more than anyone in the area of
teacher quality. Senator KENNEDY in-
cluded key provisions that would en-
sure that within five years, only highly
qualified teachers are hired in high
poverty schools. No one has worked
harder on the issue of high quality
teachers than Senator KENNEDY. When
we think about closing the achieve-
ment gap between low and high income
schools, this provision is essential.
Several studies have shown that if poor
and minority students are taught by
high quality teachers at the same rate
as other students, a large part of the
gap between poor and minority stu-
dents and their more affluent white
counterparts would disappear. For ex-
ample, one Alabama study shows that
an increase of one standard deviation
in teacher test scores leads to a two-
thirds reduction in the gap between
black-white test scores.

Finally, parent involvement is an
area in which I believe the bill has seen
substantial improvement. Parent in-
volvement is one of the most impor-
tant parts of any child’s education.
When families are fully engaged in the
educational process, students have:
higher grades and test scores; better
attendance and more homework done;
fewer placements in special education;
more positive attitudes and behavior;
higher graduation rates; and, greater
enrollment in post-secondary edu-
cation. For this reason, I am grateful
for the inclusion of my amendment to
establish local, community based par-
ent involvement centers to help the
lowest income communities and the
communities like the Hmong commu-
nity in Minneapolis and St. Paul where
parents, because of language and cul-
tural barriers, are most isolated from
their children’s educational experience.
Senator REED’s leadership on parent
involvement has brought the issue to
the forefront and his work has helped
ensure that the benefits brought by
greater family involvement in edu-
cation would extend to all families.

In conclusion, there are many impor-
tant issues with which we grapple in
the U.S. Senate. But, my colleagues, I
truly feel that there is nothing more
important than the education of Amer-
ica’s children. The opportunity to im-
prove America’s public education was
one of the key factors that drove me to
become a public servant and to run for
election to this body nearly a dozen
years ago. I am proud of the work I
have done with many in this body on
education at all levels in this country.

It is that passion to improve public
education that is the reason that at
many points during the last several
months, as we moved to this point on
the reauthorization of ESEA, I have
been deeply frustrated. And, it is the
reason that I am frustrated with this
bill today. For all the reasons that I
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have laid out earlier, I truly feel that
in many ways we are missing a tremen-
dous opportunity to take a significant
step forward in bettering America’s
education system.

At the time of the final vote in our
committee mark-up, I voted to send
the bill forward to the full Senate. I
was deeply conflicted about my vote at
that point. However, along with several
of my colleagues on that committee, I
did so with the message that, as the
process continued, the expansion of re-
sources committed to education must
come to match the elevation in our ex-
pectations about our schools’ perform-
ances. On the Senate floor we have
made a huge step forward in achieving
that goal with the mandatory funding
for the IDEA program. The inclusion of
mandatory IDEA funding has gotten us
part of the way there on the commit-
ment of resources that was vital, in my
mind to match the dramatic increase
in testing required by an act that con-
fuses educational accountability with
standardized testing.

But, beyond this, we still have to
make sure, that along with the passage
of the Dodd-Collins Amendment on
Title I, the Kennedy Amendment on
Teacher Quality and the Boxer amend-
ment on after school—there will be an
adequate appropriation to match the
authorization levels so we can truly
help those students who are already so
far behind where they should be. With-
out that, this bill will not work.

While this is a vote on the final pas-
sage of this bill in the Senate, we all
know that much work remains to be
done on this bill. Whether it is in test-
ing or funding or defining adequate
yearly progress, I think that most peo-
ple on this side of the aisle know that
this bill has a long way to go. I am
committed to remain deeply involved
in that important work that must be
done in the weeks ahead. Therefore, 1
will vote ‘‘yes’ today with perhaps the
deepest ambivalence I have ever felt on
a vote during my years in the United
States Senate and with a message simi-
lar to the one I laid out when I voted to
send this bill out of committee.

In particular, in the weeks ahead, as
the Conference Committee does its
work, I will continue to fight to
strengthen the fairness and quality of
the assessments that will be a part of
the final bill. Specifically, I will con-
tinue to work toward an effective com-
promise. That compromise was in-
cluded in an amendment which I filed
and was prepared to put forward today.
I decided that it would be more produc-
tive for me to wait until another day
to offer that proposal. That amend-
ment would keep in place the assess-
ment system used for determining
whether schools are achieving adequate
yearly progress that was included in
the 1994 reauthorization but has yet to
be fully implemented. And, it would
allow the annual testing to move for-
ward. But, it would allow states and
schools to use those additional annual
tests only for the diagnostic purposes

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

for which experts in the field of edu-
cational assessment say is their most
appropriate use. That is, rather than
being attached to sanctions for schools
or individuals, assessments are best
used to diagnose the academic
strengths and weaknesses of individual
students and to help them improve.
Testing has a role in the educational
system, but it should be used primarily
to achieve what should be our ultimate
goal: Helping our students live up to
their true intellectual potential.

I will also do everything I can to
fight for the retention of the IDEA
amendment in the Conference Report
and for other funding increases for
Title I, Teacher Quality, after school
and other key programs.

It is because of this desire to fight
and because I see so much room for im-
provement that I am choosing to stay
engaged in this process and I am voting
yes. I believe we can do much, much
more.

After today, however, there will be
one remaining vote on this bill—on the
bill that comes out of the Conference
between the Senate and the House. My
vote at that time will be based on the
considerations I have outlined above. It
is my sincere hope that the provisions
in the bill related to the quality, fair-
ness and appropriate use of tests will
be stronger in the conference report
than in this bill. There must also be an
iron-clad commitment of resources to
assist disadvantaged students in their
educational opportunities. Finally, the
bill must ensure full funding for the
federal government’s commitment to
its share of our special education stu-
dents’ education. But, today, with deep
ambivalence, I have voted ‘‘yes’” on
this bill with hope that we can con-
tinue to improve it and the education
of America’s students.

Again, I want to congratulate the
Senators who supported this bill. I
voted for it with a considerable amount
of ambivalence. Making the IDEA pro-
gram mandatory is hugely important
to Minnesota and other people in the
country. There were amendments on
testing, and on recruitment of teach-
ers, and dealing with parental involve-
ment that I am proud of, which I
worked on along with others who were
a part of this bill.

When it goes to conference, I get to
be in the conference committee. I am
going to fight to make the testing di-
agnostic, without high-stakes con-
sequences. The money needs to be
there in appropriations. If we don’t get
the money for title I, if we are not able
to make some of those changes, I may
well vote against the conference report
when it comes back to the floor. For
right now, I want to keep on fighting.

I yield the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

————

IN DEFENSE OF FATHERS

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, re-
cently there has been a spate of arti-
cles regarding the increase in the num-
ber of single parent homes, based upon
the latest census data. Last month,
Newsweek’s cover story was ‘‘The New
Single Mom: Why the Traditional Fam-
ily is Fading Fast, What It Means for
Our Kids.” The number of families
headed by single mothers has increased
25 percent since 1990, to more than 7.5
million households. Although divorce
and widowhood certainly contribute to
this figure, the number of out-of-wed-
lock births has run at about one third
of all births for the last decade, com-
pared to 3.8 percent of all births in 1940.

Let me say that again. The number
of out-of-wedlock births has run at
about one-third of all births for the
last decade, compared to 3.8 percent of
all births in 1940.

Not all single parent households are
headed by women. The number of sin-
gle fathers has also increased, to just
over 2 million families. Nevertheless,
what I found most striking about the
articles I read was the apparently
growing trend of women who choose for
whatever reason to put off marriage,
but who still decide to go ahead and
have children, whether by birth or
adoption. The thinking seems to be:
Don’t settle for less than Mr. Perfect,
but if the biological alarm is ringing,
don’t put off having children, either.
As Father’s Day approaches, I do wish
to say a few words in defense of men,
particularly men in the role of father.

Men are not perfect. I found that out
at the beginning of the human race.
Most will never be ‘““Mr. Perfect.” I will
be the first to admit that. Many men
squeeze toothpaste from the middle of
the tube and many men do not always
put the cap back on the toothpast tube.
Men have been known to drink from
the milk carton before putting it back
in the refrigerator. Some men cannot
seem to find the dirty clothes basket
for love nor money, and a few mis-
creants leave their dirty clothes tan-
gled in inside-out knots. Men com-
monly are assigned the once-a-week
‘glory’ jobs like taking out the trash
and mowing the lawn, leaving the daily
burden of cooking, cleaning, laundry,
and getting kids ready for school to
their wives. This I hear from women on
my staff, and it can be readily verified
by asking any married woman within
earshot. Fathers do not do their fair
share of changing diapers, getting up in
the middle of the night, reading bed-
time stories, helping with homework,
driving kids to sports practices and
games, or shopping for school clothes.
From this litany, one might suppose
that women who elect to have children
without the burden of also caring for a
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