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of conference, we will see what hap-
pens.

But this is a very important bill. I
think people will have to look very
closely at what they want to do once
this bill comes out of conference.

I understand why they are not allow-
ing us to vote on that. It is simply be-
cause they don’t have the votes. But
you can’t win everything around here.
We are entitled to win once in a while.
Don’t simply take away our ability to
vote. That, in effect, is what is hap-
pening. It is really too bad. I hope
when the conference is held with Re-
publican Senators, they will see that.

We should be able to vote tomorrow.
We contemplated finishing this bill to-
morrow, Tuesday. That is what we had
contemplated. We have a lot of amend-
ments. The managers could agree to
some of those. Some of them simply
won’t come up. Of course, one of the
reasons there are a lot of amendments
by both sides, if they offer them, is in
effect to protect their sides in case
something comes up they don’t under-
stand.

I believed we could finish this bill to-
morrow. Having gotten nothing done
on Friday, and now nothing today, it is
really too bad. I don’t believe we will
be able to finish the bill on Tuesday.

Senator DOMENICI and I have worked
on the Energy and water bill for many
years. We have a good idea how quickly
that bill will move along. It is cer-
tainly not as big dollarwise as this bill,
but it is $25-plus billion. It deals with
issues that are important. The dif-
ference between our bill and the Labor-
HHS bill is that all of the money we
have in our bill is discretionary spend-
ing.

I hope we can get to that, move along
and get the appropriations bills done. I
hope we don’t have a situation where
we have nine bills in an omnibus bill.
We tried that. It wasn’t the best way to
g0. We had 11 bills in the omnibus bill.
We have nine bills we still have to ap-
prove.

I am disappointed the majority lead-
er has taken this tack. I hope after
meeting with colleagues this evening
there will be a change.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, speaking
purely on my own behalf but hopefully
reflecting some of the feelings of the
leader, we are terribly disappointed
that until the time is set exactly as the
time the Presidential candidates want
to have the vote, no other business can
happen in this Chamber. That isn’t how
this ought to work. We ought to be pro-
ceeding on other amendments. We
ought to be wrapping this thing up and
getting down to what evidently could
be the last vote. It needs to happen.

I am terribly disappointed the over-
time rule has been made into such a
political hot issue. It is a proposed
rule. The way rules work around here
is they get published so there can be
comments. There have been 80,000 com-
ments. This amendment doesn’t stop

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the rule. At this point, it stops the re-
view of those comments. The Secretary
of Labor can’t even look at the 80,000
comments to see if she made a mistake
in the rule.

It appears there are some concerns
about the rule and the way it is writ-
ten. But it can’t even be rewritten, if
this amendment passes. This amend-
ment takes away the right of the Sec-
retary to review those 80,000 comments
so changes can be made, if needed, to
the rule. That is how we do rules
around here.

To take the money away and stop
that process I don’t think is the right
way to do it. We have a process in
place. We even have a process for over-
coming the process. That is the Con-
gressional Review Act. If the Secretary
does not pay the attention needed to it,
we have the right to overturn the rule.
In fact, we have the obligation to over-
turn rules. That is why we did a Con-
gressional Review Act.

I hope we will let her go ahead and
read the 80,000 concerns and see what
changes need to be made, see what peo-
ple are thinking about the rule. Obvi-
ously, there are people with concerns. I
hope the rule can be revised to take
care of those concerns. It has not been
revised in 50 years. Tell me that busi-
ness has not changed in 50 years. Tell
me that employment has not changed
in 50 years. It has.

One of the provisions of this is rais-
ing the amount you have to be covered
by overtime from $8,600 to $22,000. That
needs to be done. People make a lot
more money now than in 1950.

I hope we can go ahead with the rule.
I hope we can go ahead with other
amendments as we have been doing for
the last week, setting aside amend-
ments so we can debate amendments.
All the amendments are still in a queue
and we still have to take care of those
amendments. It does not keep them
from being voted on but keeps them
just from being voted on in that nec-
essary order, although you can call for
regular order and put it right back in
the queue in the same place. It is pos-
sible to get votes. In fact, it is impos-
sible to avoid votes around here.

As stated, if there were a motion to
table, it could be brought up again.
There will be a vote. Now, whether the
leader gets to set the exact time for
the vote or whether the minority sets
the exact time for the vote evidently is
the question for debate. I hope we can
get past this little rift and move on
and cover some more amendments. I
was hoping we could have some votes
today so tomorrow we could finish up.
If we were going to finish anyway to-
morrow, we could finish early tomor-
row so we could move on to the other
bills. I hope that wedge will not remain
in there and we can make some
progress.

I yield the floor.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I know the
Chair wants to report the bill, but let
me say we did not want an exact time.
We put something in the proposed
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unanimous consent agreement. We just
said Tuesday. We thought it would be
better to do it after the party con-
ferences. Anytime Tuesday would be
fine with us.

I certainly understand the Congres-
sional Review Act. Senator NICKLES
and I wrote that. That is our legisla-
tion now in the law. It has been passed
and used several times, and it will be
used this week, also, on the TV owner-
ship. It is an important piece of legisla-
tion and one of the things I am very
proud I have been able to work on dur-
ing my tenure as a Member of Con-
gress.

I say to my friend, for whom I have
the greatest respect, the Senator from
Wyoming, we have worked together on
a number of issues on a bipartisan
basis. We recognize overtime has been
paid by virtue of a statute in this coun-
try for more than 50 years. We think
that is appropriate.

If the President wants to change this,
he should change it by asking the com-
mittees of Congress to do that. We
could have hearings and go forward on
that basis. To have the President act
as if he is the king of this country and
just set rules any way he wants, we do
not agree with that. That is why the
men and women of this country are
really upset and why we had 80,000
comments.

The Senator from Wyoming and I are
not going to make that decision. We
are not in a position to do that. We are
here representing others. I appreciate
the courtesy of the Senator from Wyo-
ming this afternoon, as always.

——————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, leadership time is
reserved.

———————

LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2004

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 2660, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 2660) making appropriations
for the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2004.

Pending:

Specter amendment No. 1542, in the nature
of a substitute.

Byrd amendment No. 1543 (to amendment
No. 15642), to provide additional funding for
education for the disadvantaged.

Akaka amendment No. 1544 (to amendment
No. 15642), to increase funding for the Excel-
lence in Economic Education Act of 2001.

Mikulski amendment No. 1552 (to amend-
ment No. 1542), to increase funding for pro-
grams under the Nurse Reinvestment Act
and other nursing workforce development
programs.

Kohl amendment No. 1558 (to amendment
No. 1542), to provide additional funding for
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the ombudsman program for the protection
of vulnerable older Americans.

Kennedy amendment No. 1566 (to amend-
ment No. 1542), to increase student financial
aid by an amount that matches the increase
in low- and middle-income family college
costs.

Dodd amendment No. 1572 (to amendment
No. 1542), to provide additional funding for
grants to States under part B of the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act.

DeWine amendment No. 1561 (to amend-
ment No. 1542), to provide funds to support
graduate medical education programs in
children’s hospitals.

DeWine amendment No. 1560 (to amend-
ment No. 1542), to provide funds to support
poison control centers.

DeWine amendment No. 1578 (to amend-
ment No. 1542), to provide funding for the
Underground Railroad Education and Cul-
tural Program.

Harkin amendment No. 1580 (to amend-
ment No. 1542), to protect the rights of em-
ployees to receive overtime compensation.

Mr. ENZI. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I be able to speak
as in morning business.

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

OVERTIME PAY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, America, of
course, is the land of opportunity.
Americans know that if we are willing
to work hard, we can realize our
dreams.

Hard work has built America. Hard
work is what has enabled generations
of us to own a home, make a stronger
community, and give our children a
good education.

Americans have always been willing
to work hard to reach their goals, and
they are working longer hours today
than ever before. About one-third of
the labor force regularly works longer
than a 40-hour week, and 20 percent
work longer than 50 hours.

Fifty years ago, we established the
principle of overtime pay which came
as a result of passing the Fair Labor
Standards Act. Basically, one of the
provisions of that act was the estab-
lishment of overtime pay rules, and it
was for those who work more than 40
hours a week. This principle recognized
that the normal workweek would be
five 8-hour days. This principle recog-
nized the value of hard work and re-
warded those who worked the hardest.

Families who work hard depend upon
overtime pay. For the families who
earn overtime, it makes up one-fourth
of their total salary.

Having said all this, I can’t under-
stand, as I indicated earlier today, why
the President is proposing to change
the rules on overtime pay. What this
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legislation we would like a vote on
does is prevent the President from
changing the rules as to the number of
people who are on overtime; that is, he
cannot lower the number of people on
overtime. The rules could increase the
number but he could not lower the
number. That is simply what the
amendment does.

The President’s proposal would elimi-
nate overtime wages for 8 million
workers, among whom would be nurses,
firefighters, police officers, flight at-
tendants, preschool teachers, cooks,
secretaries, and fast food shift man-
agers.

The proposal would amount to a pay
cut for those hard-working people and
others. It would mean fewer jobs be-
cause companies would simply force
their employees to work longer hours
without paying overtime instead of hir-
ing new workers. In the current eco-
nomic situation, when millions of
Americans are out of work, it doesn’t
make sense to do something that will
stifle the creation of new jobs.

Even for the workers who would still
qualify for overtime, this is a bad rule.
Why? Because big companies will just
force the overtime-exempt workers to
put in longer hours and cut the hours
of those who qualify for overtime.

The rule is bad for so many reasons.
It punishes working families by cutting
their pay, it prevents the creation of
new jobs, and I think it dishonors hard
work, which is one of the things that
made America great.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are
presently on the Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education appro-
priations bill which is the funding bill
for next year for all three of those De-
partments plus others—NIH, for basic
medical research, and for a number of
other independent type agencies, li-
braries, and things such as that.

Perhaps the biggest part of this bill
in terms of where we ought to focus
our energies and our attention is in the
area of education. We know that with-
out a good education, our hopes for the
future of this country are much dim-
mer if we do not provide a class 1,
world class education for all of our
kids. Our future will be bleak indeed if
in fact we start leaving some kids be-
hind.

Thus, when the President talked a
couple years ago about his proposal to
leave no child behind, that sounded
like something we could support and
move ahead on because we do not want
to, nor can we afford to, leave any chil-
dren behind.

Now that we are here this week after
Labor Day, it is back to school time.
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Back to school time means one thing:
More claims from President Bush that
he is serious about leaving no child be-
hind.

When the President signed the No
Child Left Behind Act nearly 2 years
ago, he promised to give schools the
money they need to improve. He said:

We are going to spend more money, more
resources, but they will be directed at meth-
ods that work.

Most people probably believed him. I
know I did. There were long negotia-
tions. I also serve on the authorizing
committee that worked out the agree-
ments with the White House on the No
Child Left Behind Act. One of the
major reasons I voted for it was that I
trusted the President. I took him at his
word that in fact we were going to have
the resources.

In the No Child Left Behind Act, we
made a major departure from what we
had been doing in the past in terms of
Federal funding for elementary and
secondary education. This was the big-
gest mandate ever put upon local pub-
lic schools by the Federal Government.
The biggest mandate ever put on our
local public schools by the Federal
Government was Leave No Child Be-
hind.

So I believed then, and I believe now,
that if we are going to mandate certain
performance levels for our schools, and
we are going to penalize these schools
for failing to make adequate yearly
progress—if we are going to do that—
then we must, by all rights, give them
the money they need to meet these
mandates and to improve.

President Bush seemed to agree. We
took him at his word. But ever since he
signed that law, the President’s record
on education has been long on spin and
woefully short on spending. Saturday
was a characteristic example of what I
am talking about. The President used
his radio address on Saturday to boast
about how much funding he has pro-
vided for schools since he became
President. He said—and again I quote;
this is an exact quote from his radio
address on Saturday—

My budget for next year boosts education
funding to $53.1 billion, an increase of nearly
$11 billion since I took office.

Keep these figures in mind: $53.1 bil-
lion, his budget for next year; and he
says: ‘“‘an increase of . . . $11 billion
since I took office.”

Well, first, the statement is factually
correct. The education budget has in-
creased $11 billion during the Bush ad-
ministration. And it is factually cor-
rect that next year’s budget does call
for $53.1 billion. But let’s take a look
at those two. The $11 billion increase
during his administration has taken
place, but no thanks to President Bush.
The budgets increased $11 billion be-
cause Democrats in Congress insisted
on it over the White House’s strong ob-
jections. It is like I was saying last
week about the weather, it has rained
a lot around here during President
Bush’s administration, sometimes it
has been hot during his administration,
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sometimes it has even snowed during
his administration, but his administra-
tion did not actually have anything to
do with the weather.

The same thing with education fund-
ing: President Bush deserves as much
credit for the recent education funding
increases as he does for the weather
outside. This chart will explain what I
mean.

In fiscal year 2001, the last budget of
the Clinton administration, education
funding was at $42.2 billion. The next
year, President Bush’s first year, in his
budget he asked for an increase to $44.5
billion. That would be about an in-
crease of $2.3 billion.

Now, at the end of the day, at the end
of the year, the actual funding went up
to $49.9 billion. Why? Did President
Bush come down here and ask for more
money? No. Education got up to $49.9
billion because we Democrats insisted
on it during the negotiations for the
No Child Left Behind Act. We said, if
you are going to have these mandates,
let’s get the money in there. And since
the President wanted to get votes for
his bill, he agreed. But he never asked
for it. We insisted on it. So the next
year we went up to $49.9 billion.

Now, the next year, President Bush
asked for $50.3 billion. That was an in-
crease of only $400 million from the
previous year, seven-tenths of 1 per-
cent. That is what he asked for. That is
all he asked for. Again, we got it up to
$53.1 Dbillion. Again, why? Because
Democrats insisted on it. We fought for
it hard. We fought for it on the floor of
the Senate, and we got it up to $53.1
billion.

Now, the real kicker is this: In his
radio address, the President said:

My budget for next year boosts—
—“boosts,” ‘“boosts’’—
education funding to $563.1 billion. . . .

Mr. President, we are already at $53.1
billion. You have asked for $563.1 billion
for next year. That is not a boost. That
is the same as we spent last year.

Well, actually I want to be factually
correct. His budget would increase
funding by $26 million, .05 percent over
last year. It is such a minuscule
amount it does not even show up on a
chart.

As I said before, it is true education
spending has risen $11 billion during
the Bush administration, but President
Bush has only asked for $2.7 billion of
that $11 billion. All the rest resulted
from Democrats here in Congress push-
ing for and fighting for increased edu-
cation funding. So I wanted to make
that record clear.

Now, what is more, the President is
trying to take credit for these edu-
cation increases at the very same time
the White House, this President, is
working to defeat Senator BYRD’S
amendment, one of the pending amend-
ments on this bill, that would fully
fund title I at the fiscal year 2004 au-
thorized level. The title I program is
the key to the success of No Child Left
Behind because title I helps the stu-
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dents who need the help the most, the
millions who are now being left be-
hind—Ilow-income, poor kids, kids from
low-income areas. It is the program
also, under the No Child Left Behind
Act, that will hold schools accountable
for improving student performance. So
title I is a program that has been in ex-
istence for a long time, and it funnels
Federal funding to those most in need,
the kids who are now being left behind.

In the No Child Left Behind Act we
put in there the mandates that will
hold schools accountable, that will pe-
nalize schools if they do not improve
student performance.

President Bush and Members of Con-
gress spent a lot of time negotiating
over how much money was needed year
by year for title I. This was part of the
negotiations process when we passed
No Child Left Behind. What we settled
on was a figure of $18.5 billion for fiscal
year 2004. That is the second year after
the law went into effect. That is the
authorized level.

Unfortunately, the bill before us pro-
vides $12.35 billion for title I. That is
the amount requested by President
Bush. Again, some on the other side
want to play games with the numbers.
They argue title I funding has risen by
$2.9 billion during President Bush’s ad-
ministration, again, as if the President
deserves the credit for it. The fact is,
President Bush requested only $1.3 bil-
lion of the $2.9 billion title I has in-
creased between 2001 and 2003. Again,
the only reason title I increased more
than he asked for was we Democrats
here in Congress insisted on it.

Again, this chart shows the story. In
fiscal year 2001, title I got $8.8 billion.
In fiscal year 2002, the President re-
quested a minuscule increase of just
$300 million to $9.1 billion. The author-
ized level was $13.5 billion. Again, we
Democrats in Congress fought hard,
and we got it up to $10.35 billion.

Some on the other side have said,
well, the Democrats ran the Senate for
fiscal year 2002, and they didn’t fund
title I at the authorized level. Well,
that is true, but remember, we only
controlled the Senate, we did not con-
trol the House, and we did not control
the White House like the Republicans
do now, and we managed to get more
for title I than the President requested.

In fiscal year 2003, the year we are in
right now, the DPresident requested
$11.35 billion for title I, when the au-
thorization level had risen to $16 bil-
lion. Again, thanks to Democratic
pressure here in Congress, we got it up
to $11.7 billion.

Now for fiscal year 2004, the Presi-
dent has requested $12.35 billion, $6 bil-
lion short of the authorized level of
$18.5 billion.

People have said: That is the author-
ized level. We hardly ever fund to the
authorized level.

In most cases that is true. But in this
case, we have a different situation. We
have mandates. Schools, you have to
do this, this, this. You have to meet
annual yearly progress of this, this,
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and this. We have now mandated it. We
never did before. And, in the negotia-
tions on No Child Left Behind, we
agreed on these figures: $13.5 billion for
2002, 16 for 2003, and 18.5 for 2004, and so
on. So this is not just like something
else. This is the biggest Federal man-
date ever on our public schools.

The biggest part of No Child Left Be-
hind is title I, and the President has
shortchanged it by over $6 billion this
next year. I think we need to help
President Bush keep the promise he
made when he signed the No Child Left
Behind Act by approving Senator
BYRD’s amendment. The Byrd amend-
ment, more than any other, will show
the Nation how serious we are about
leaving no child behind. Do we give the
schools the money they need to im-
prove? Or do we just give them a bunch
of mandates and hang them out to dry?
That is what is at stake with the Byrd
amendment.

I emphasize, the Byrd amendment is
not just about dollars. If you want to
hire good teachers, it takes money. If
you want to reduce class sizes so teach-
ers can teach, it takes money. This
Byrd amendment would provide enough
funding to hire more than 100,000 high-
ly qualified teachers for the students
who are at most risk of being left be-
hind. That means over 2 million dis-
advantaged students would be taught
in smaller classes. They would receive
the full range of instructional services
called for under the No Child Left Be-
hind Act.

In his radio address on Saturday, the
President said:

Schools are getting the Federal resources
and help they need to improve.

I am sorry, Mr. President. That is
factually incorrect. They are not get-
ting the Federal resources. They are
not getting what you promised 2 years
ago when you signed this bill into law.
So I say let’s help the President keep
his promise. I urge my colleagues to
support the Byrd amendment when it
comes up for a vote. All we are asking
for is $6.2 billion to get it up to the au-
thorized level.

The President says he doesn’t have
the money for that. We have this huge
deficit. We don’t have the money to get
out to these schools to fully fund this.
We don’t have the money.

Last night when I turned on my tele-
vision set to watch the President ad-
dress the country, he said he is going
to send up a supplemental appropria-
tions request for $87 billion for recon-
struction in Iraq and Afghanistan—
mostly Iraq. We had an earlier bill this
year that was $79 billion, of which $70
billion was for Iraq and Afghanistan.
So 70 and now 87; in the space of 6
months this President has asked us to
take taxpayers’ dollars and put $157
billion into Iraq and Afghanistan. And
we don’t have $6 billion to leave no
child behind, the poorest kids in the
poorest areas, the low-income areas.
We don’t have it. Somehow we don’t
have that.

Mr. Bremer is talking about rebuild-
ing schools in Iraq. They are going to
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rebuild schools or build schools. I don’t
think we bombed schools in Iraq.
Maybe we are going to build new
schools. I don’t know. What about the
schools here in America? What about
our kids here who are being left be-
hind?

One hundred fifty-seven billion dol-
lars? At the beginning of the Iraq war,
the Department of Defense estimated
we were going to be spending about $2.2
billion a month after the war. In June,
that went to $3 billion. As of July, they
said they were spending about $3.9 bil-
lion a month in Iraq, and another $1
billion in Afghanistan. Well, if I am not
mistaken, there are 12 months in a
year. If we assume that is the end of it
for the whole year, 12 months, $87 bil-
lion, it seems to me that comes down
to more than $7 billion a month. And
they told us earlier it was going to be
$2.2 billion for Iraq, and going down
quickly. And now it is up to $6 billion
in Iraq and $1 billion in Afghanistan, if
we assume they are not going to ask
for any more. And I would not make
that assumption. So in 1 year, $7 bil-
lion a month for Iraq and Afghanistan.

In February, the administration said
Iraq’s oil reserves would help shoulder
much of the burden for its own recon-
struction. Mr. Wolfowitz said on April
6:

There are enormous resources available
from other sources than just the American
taxpayer to help the Iraqi people in recon-
structing their country. And the oil revenues
of Iraq now for the first time in decades will
be dedicated to the welfare of the Iraqi peo-
ple.

Well, it sure looks like the American
taxpayer is footing the bill to me. I
don’t know when those oil drills are
going to start coming back again and
when we are going to start making
money off that. Right now it is the
American taxpayer.

My point is, for Iraq and Afghanistan
they have asked for $157 billion in 6
months. Yet we can’t fund title I. That
doesn’t make sense to me at all. We
should have—we do have the resources.
Quite frankly, if we don’t meet those
needs and if we don’t fund No Child
Left Behind, then obviously children
are going to be left behind. And they
are going to be the kids of the poorest,
low income, because their schools will
not meet the annual yearly progress
reports, the mandates that are out
there. We are going to lose teachers be-
cause schools won’t be able to pay
them what they are worth. Yet we are
going to ask the American taxpayer to
keep coughing up money for this quag-
mire that we are in now in Iraq.

A lot of people have said: This isn’t
Vietnam.

I am one of those who lived through
Vietnam. I was in the military during
the Vietnam war. This may not be
Vietnam, but, boy, it sure smells like
it. Every time I see these bills coming
down for the money, it is costing like
Vietnam, too. No one wants this coun-
try to be vulnerable to terrorists. We
want to take all reasonable diligent
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steps that may be necessary to protect
the American people. That is the duty
of the Commander in Chief. But the
Commander in Chief, being an elected
person, also has to be accountable for
how he has gone about ensuring the se-
curity of the American people. At what
cost? At what impact on our society?

So the President has to be held ac-
countable for this. I don’t pretend to
have all the answers for what ought to
be done in Iraq or Afghanistan, but I do
know something—that if we as a na-
tion decide to go it alone in the world
in anything—but especially in the war
on terrorism—if we decide to go at it
alone, in our way and only in our way,
without the concurrence of and the
help and support of our allies, old and
new, and of our friends in democratic
countries around the world, then I
think that two things will happen. One,
we will not address the scourge of ter-
rorism as fully and all-encompassing
away as it needs to be done—globally—
because we are going to need the help
of other countries in finding terrorists,
locating them, breaking up their cells,
giving you advance warning and giving
themselves advance warning. That will
be the first. We will do it in a military
rifle-shot-type of manner. You may ac-
complish something for a little bit but
that doesn’t wipe out the terrorist net-
work or the nests. That is the first re-
sult of our going it alone. The second
result is what is quite obvious right
now—the American taxpayer will foot
the bill for everything.

Those are the two things I see hap-
pening right now in the world. So I
think it is time to have an accounting.

Quite frankly, I think it is time we
begin to reach out to other nations—
our friends and our allies—to enlist
their aid and support, and to vow that
never again are we going to go march-
ing off with just the word of the Presi-
dent of the United States. The threat
of terrorism is not just at us; it is at
people all over the world. It is not just
up to our President—any President—to
decide when and how to go after these
terrorists. It is up to us globally. It is
up to the United Nations. It is up to
NATO, our allies and us working to-
gether to decide how and when to go
after these terrorists.

I say this because in this bill now
there is a shortage of funding for edu-
cation, for health care, for medical re-
search. We are even shortchanging the
National Institutes of Health on med-
ical research. I think Senator SPECTER
will have an amendment later on that,
which I will support. But we are told
we simply don’t have the funds. But we
do have $157 billion for Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. Well, it is all a matter of
priorities. I think we have to get our
priorities back in order.

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
heard my distinguished colleague, Sen-
ator HARKIN, talk about the funding on
Iraq and the war on terrorism, and I
agree with him about the desirability
of involving other nations. I believe the
President is trying to do just that right
now at the United Nations.

The decision to authorize the use of
force was a tough decision back on Oc-
tober 11 of last year. The vote was 77 to
23. I don’t want to, if avoidable, get
into an extensive discussion about
members of the Democratic Party who
supported that authorization but they
were considerable. It was a very sub-
stantial vote, with more than three-
fourths of the Senate voting in favor of
the use of force. I supported the use of
force and the objective of deposing an
authoritarian dictator who had com-
mitted brutal acts against humanity,
murdering tens of thousands, really
hundreds of thousands, of his own peo-
ple.

Saddam Hussein conclusively had
weapons of mass destruction in Decem-
ber of 1998, and there was never an ex-
planation as to what he did with them.
He had chemical weapons. He used
them in the Iran-Iraq war. He used
chemical weapons against the Kurds.
He had bioterrorism. Now there are ef-
forts to establish a democracy in Iraq
and it is very difficult, admittedly, to
secure law and order and maintain the
peace there. The President is reaching
out to other countries with the U.N.
resolution, and I think the prospects
are good that there will be a resolu-
tion.

It is difficult to deal with the French
and Germans. The French have always
been difficult when it comes to a mat-
ter of U.S. leadership. The French
backed out of NATO militarily decades
ago. Behind the French and German
opposition is an eye on the Iraqi oil. I
think Russia will come along. I think
China will not object. I think we will
have a U.N. resolution and we will have
a chance to get Muslim countries,
Pakistan and Turkey, in and give more
confidence to the Arab world and a
broader base, perhaps ultimately in
Egypt and other countries. We are
working on that.

If we can establish a democracy in
Iraq, it will go a long way toward
changing the complexion and face of
the Middle East. I think there have al-
ready been significant changes in the
attitude of Iran and other Arab coun-
tries with the tremendous demonstra-
tion of military power that the United
States put on in winning the war so
rapidly. And now the harder part, as it
has eventuated, is to secure order in
Iraq and move it toward democracy.

We will have to wait and see the spe-
cifics of the President’s proposal, and I
will be interested in the vote of the
Senator from Iowa and others. It will
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not be an easy vote to put up very sub-
stantial sums of money in Iraq but it
will not be easy either way.

The President is saying we have to
stay the course, and I believe there is a
very strong presumption in support of
what the President will want to do as a
matter of executive leadership when he
comes forward with the specification as
to how much money he wants and what
he wants to use the money for.

We will see. It is certainly true that
at any time on the budget of the
United States, whether President Clin-
ton, President Reagan, the first Presi-
dent Bush, the current President Bush
or President Carter is in the White
House, if either Democrats or Repub-
licans did not spend money on defense,
we could spend more money on edu-
cation. There is no doubt about that.

We have a budget. It is a large budg-
et. It is $2,200,000,000,000. So we make
allocations. We allocate so much for
various areas. When the argument is
made that President Bush should not
be given credit for increases in the edu-
cation budget, I think that simply be-
lies the facts.

The support for President Bush is
really present in the request he has
made on the budget, and when the
budget for the fiscal year was at $40
billion for 2001 and the first request
was made by President Bush, he asked
for $44.5 billion. The next year, 2003, he
asked for an increase to $50 billion.
This year, the administration’s request
is for $563 billion, slightly in excess. So
from the 2001 budget, which was the
last year of his predecessor, to this
year, 3 years, there has been a 33 per-
cent increase.

If we take a look at the first 3 years
of President Clinton, or the 3 years
from fiscal year 1996, when the budget
was $26 billion, through 1999, it went up
to $32, a 23 percent increase. If we take
the 3 years from 1998 through 2001, from
$29 billion to $40 billion, there is a 33
percent increase.

There has not been any characteriza-
tion that President Clinton short-
changed education, and I think simi-
larly there ought not to be the accept-
ed argument that President Bush has
shortchanged education.

When it comes to the question of
money for title I, I think it is fair to
note—and I called attention to these
facts when Senator BYRD offered this
amendment last Tuesday—that when
the Democrats controlled the appro-
priations process in the year 2001, look-
ing for the 2002 budget, the authoriza-
tion for title I was $13.5 billion. The ap-
propriation made by the Democrats
was  $10,350,000,000, or $2,950,000,000
under what the authorization was. It is
well known that the authorizations are
characteristically much higher than
the appropriations.

When the argument is made that the
authorization for title I is $6 billion
higher today than the appropriation re-
quested by the President, that is right
in line with what was done when the
Democrats controlled the appropria-
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tions process for fiscal year 2002 on the
authorization bill, which passed on De-
cember 18, at $13.5 billion, and the ap-
propriations bill which passed 2 days
later, on December 20, at $10.35 billion.

So I believe there has been a recogni-
tion of the education needs. It is my
hope that we will spend more time
talking about the substantive needs of
schoolchildren than the issue of at-
taching political blame.

It is my hope that we can move
ahead with the completion of this bill.
Last Wednesday and Thursday, we were
talking about compiling a list, a list
has not been compiled, and there was
also talk about having a vote on the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Iowa on overtime pay with a re-
quest by the Democrats that the vote
be scheduled for Tuesday. We were try-
ing to work toward that objective. At
least in the early stages of that discus-
sion, they were not tied together, as I
recollect the discussions. Senator HAR-
KIN and I have very infrequently dis-
agreed. I cannot remember any dis-
agreements on the facts. If we do have
different recollections, we are usually
very gentle about it and do not press
the point on what could be misunder-
standings.

I see we are heading for a tough
stalemate that is going to boil down to
what occurs from time to time as to
who is running the Senate, to put it
bluntly. Is there a Republican majority
leader or is it a majority leader in
name only? I would very much like to
work it out.

I must say I am not pleased to have
to arrange the Senate schedule around
the availability of Senators who are
running for President. I have consider-
able sympathy for Senators who run
for President. There are three Senators
in the Chamber today, plus the Chair,
and two of the four have run for Presi-
dent. So it is a matter where it is not
uncommon for Senators to run for
President.

In one of the first columns I read by
John Kilpatrick when I came to the
Senate after the 1980 election, he
wrote—I thought it was in jest but I
think he was serious—that when some-
body rises and addresses the Chair of
the Senate and says ‘“‘Mr. President,”
35 heads turn, which is the way the
Senate operates.

It is a little disconcerting, to be mild
about it, to have to arrange our sched-
ule on voting for when the aspirants
are in town. I am not unaware that if
any one Senator wants to start to talk,
the Senate will not conduct any other
business and we could go to regular
order. I have examined the procedures
and we could vote on the Byrd amend-
ment on a motion to table, which
would not get us too far. We could vote
on another amendment on a motion to
table. We have to have unanimous con-
sent to set anything aside. We had
hoped to vote this afternoon on a series
of amendments.

I received a call this morning, when I
was in Pittsburgh—I have a day job in
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Pennsylvania—from the floor leaders,
and it appeared we would not be able to
vote this afternoon and we should
make that known so that people would
not be rushing back to an empty Sen-
ate Chamber without any votes.

Let me inquire, if I may, through the
Chair, to my learned, distinguished,
eminent colleague from Iowa, what are
we going to do about our schedule?

Mr. HARKIN. Well, if the Senator
will yield without losing his right to
the floor, I will try to respond to his
question about the schedule. I do want
to respond also to my friend’s earlier
comments on education funding, but I
will do that when I get the floor in my
own right.

To respond to the inquiry about the
schedule, I say to my friend from Penn-
sylvania, there are two observations on
who is running the Senate. The Senate
right now is 51 Republicans, 48 Demo-
crats, and 1 Independent. The Inde-
pendent, Mr. JEFFORDS, caucuses with
the Democrats, although he maintains
an independent status. So it is not the
case where we have a dictatorship. It is
a case where the Senate is very closely
divided and where there should be a
comity in which people work to-
gether—as the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania and I have done for 13 years, by
the way, I would note for the record—
in terms of accommodating and trying
to reach reasonable accommodations
on votes.

I say to my friend from Pennsyl-
vania, I mentioned last week I was
going to offer an amendment on over-
time. It was no secret. I read it into
the RECORD. It was not my side, nor
was it this Senator’s decision, saying
that we would only have two votes on
Friday morning and then go home. We
could have stayed Friday and voted. It
was not this side or this Senator’s deci-
sion to have one vote on Monday and
then later cancel it and not even have
any votes on Monday.

The Senator from Pennsylvania
knows as well that on Fridays there is
a vote or two in the morning, every-
body takes off, and then we have
maybe a vote at 5 or 5:30 on Monday—
what we call a bed check vote. It was
this Senator’s judgment that most of
the votes—and we have a finite list of
amendments for this bill, I say to the
Senator. We agreed. Senator REID, our
assistant leader on this side, got a fi-
nite list of amendments, which is very
important because that tells us we can
bring closure to this bill.

So it became clear that the big vot-
ing day was going to be Tuesday. Ev-
eryone is going to be here. It will be a
long day. We can wrap up. We can have
a whole series of votes on Tuesday,
maybe bring this bill to a close by
Wednesday—certainly Thursday at the
latest.

I say further to my friend from Penn-
sylvania that the record shows that in
the last several years about the aver-
age length of time spent on this bill,
whether it has been in Democratic
hands or Republican hands, has been
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about 5 to 7 floor days because this is
such a big bill. There is a lot in it.
There are a lot of amendments, and
usually a lot of debate on different as-
pects of this bill. So it would not be un-
usual for this bill, under the leadership
of my friend, and very good leadership
I might say, that we would be on the
Senate floor for 5 or 6 days on this bill.

We were on it Wednesday. We had no
votes Tuesday—again not our decision.
The decision was made by the majority
leader that we would not vote on Tues-
day. We were on it Wednesday and
Thursday. That is 2 days. We had two
votes on Friday. Today, we are here
talking but no votes. So Tuesday and
Wednesday, that would give us about 5
legislative days that we would be on it.
We can probably finish this bill by
Wednesday night, I say to my friend
from Pennsylvania.

So that is the schedule. I am not
holding up anything. We couldn’t vote
today anyway. We couldn’t vote on
anything. The majority leader made
the decision that we were not going to
have votes on this bill today.

When I heard that, I said, OK, I am
going to offer my amendment, and I
will object to going off of my amend-
ment for anything else until we vote on
it because we can vote on it first thing
tomorrow morning. We can come in to-
morrow morning and vote on it, or to-
morrow afternoon we could vote on
this amendment. We will vote on it.

I did not mean to go on. I yield.

Mr. SPECTER. It was my under-
standing the Senator took the position
Friday morning there would not be any
unanimous consent to setting aside the
pending amendment until there was an
agreement to vote on the amendment
of the Senator from Iowa on overtime
pay on Tuesday.

Mr. HARKIN. That is true.

Mr. SPECTER. That was on Tuesday.

Mr. HARKIN. That is true.

Mr. SPECTER. So this morning when
the floor staff was considering the mat-
ter, in the absence of any agreement to
set aside the Harkin amendment so we
could vote on other matters or take up
other matters, it was not possible to
do.

There is not agreement on this side
of the aisle to give a time certain. My
view is to do so, as a matter of comity.

Mr. HARKIN. I agree. I appreciate
that. I appreciate that.

Mr. SPECTER. As a matter of power,
in other contexts, in prior avocations,
there were stronger terms which were
used as to the situation. But I would
call it concessions of power. That is a
nicer characterization than others
might be.

But anger flares around this place
pretty fast. There are a hundred Sen-
ators. This Chamber is barely big
enough to contain the egos when peo-
ple are calm, let alone when tempers
flare. Right now there is a lot of flare
over here, although you can’t see it.

Mr. HARKIN. I have a hard time see-
ing it over there.

Mr. SPECTER. The other 49 Repub-
lican Senators are not here. But in
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absentia. They are flaring, invisible
flares all around the Senate Chamber.

So we are heading for a tough time,
I am afraid.

Mr. HARKIN. Will my friend yield for
a question?

Mr. SPECTER. I do.

Mr. HARKIN. I don’t understand why
there is a flareup. This bill, we are
moving ahead on it. Wednesday and
Thursday we had good debates. We had
amendments. We voted. We brought up
amendments, most on our side. I think
there were a couple on the Republican
side that came up.

I don’t know why there should be a
flareup. We have the amendments
pending. We said let’s set a time to
vote on it. We can move ahead. That is
the sort of comity you work out. We
will work out a time. We know we are
going to vote on it, so let’s find a time
that is agreeable. In fact, in the well
Thursday night, I thought there was an
agreed-upon time, for the afternoon,
for two. I said that is fine; I don’t care.
Then when I came in Friday morning,
I found out that had been blown out of
the water—not by our side but by the
Republican side.

Mr. SPECTER. If the Senator from
Iowa will yield, there is a flareup be-
cause some people on this side of the
aisle think they are being dictated to.
I heard the terrible word
‘“blackmailed’” used in the Senate
cloakroom, and I rushed out of the
cloakroom. I didn’t want to be subject
to listening to that kind of language.
But there is a feeling that we are being
told what to do.

I do believe it is accurate and fair to
say that when the Senator from Iowa
and I, and the Senator from Nevada
and I, were negotiating on the list,
that it was a sea change to say we are
not going to go ahead with the list and
we are not going to go ahead with the
Dodd amendment Friday morning. The
Senator from Connecticut was waiting
to give the amendment unless we have
a commitment from Republicans on
voting on the Harkin amendment on
overtime pay on Tuesday. That was the
proposition.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield
on that point?

Mr. SPECTER. I do.

Mr. HARKIN. Thursday night—you
don’t have to take my word for it. We
were in the well with the majority
leader——

Mr. SPECTER. I will take your word
for it.

Mr. HARKIN. The minority leader on
our side, Senator REID. I was involved
in the discussion. We were just talking
about moving ahead and getting a vote
on this amendment on Tuesday.

I wouldn’t say that hands were shak-
en and it was agreed, but someone said
3 or 3:15 on Tuesday. I said—someone
said that to me. I didn’t say that—I
said, fine, OK, let’s work it out. We will
have a time on Tuesday we can work.

The Senator is right. Some of this
does have to do with the fact that
there are a number on our side running
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for President. We know that. They
have been out. But everyone is going to
be here tomorrow. The point is, not ev-
eryone is here today, Monday, not even
on your side or our side, but everyone
is going to be here tomorrow; so that
Thursday night there was sort of a gen-
tlemen’s agreement—the assistant
leader was there, too—that we would
set a time on Tuesday to vote on this.
That is the kind of thing we work out
here.

If I could just finish? Then, when we
come in Friday, I find that has been
yanked away from us, that we can’t
have a time agreed upon to vote.

That is when this Senator decided, I
am going to lay down my amendment
and I am going to object to going off it
until we get some kind of agreement
worked out. It is not blackmail. It is
just trying to move this process for-
ward.

Mr. SPECTER. If the Senator will
yield—I think I still have the floor, but
in any event I will make the next
statement. I think we were heading to
a situation where we would have
worked out a Tuesday vote had there
not been the sea change with the ar-
ticulation of your position, the Senator
from Iowa, about not going ahead un-
less there was a commitment. We were
talking about it and we were working
on it, but one of the great problems we
have to avoid around here, so the so-
called cooler heads will prevail, is try-
ing to get it in concrete, trying to get
it worked out so we can move this
process along.

Here we are, 3:30 on Monday after-
noon, and it looks to me it is very dif-
ficult to iron out this issue at this
time.

Mr. HARKIN. If my friend will yield
further, I say why not? Tomorrow ev-
eryone is going to be here. If you want
to agree on a time, you and I could
agree on a time. I don’t care. Everyone
is going to be here tomorrow. We will
agree on a time and we will move for-
ward. There is no reluctance or resist-
ance on our part to doing that. I don’t
know what the blocking is.

Mr. SPECTER. If the Senator would
yield—as our expression goes.

Mr. HARKIN. You have the floor.

Mr. SPECTER. If the Senator from
Iowa would agree to set aside his
amendment, he and I could agree on
that and in the absence of objection we
could then proceed with other amend-
ments.

Mr. HARKIN. I would be glad to set it
aside. I would be willing to agree on a
time tomorrow and set it aside.

Mr. SPECTER. I am saying agree to
setting it aside without agreeing to a
time tomorrow.

Mr. HARKIN. What happens to the
amendment? Will the Senator abso-
lutely assure me if I set it aside that
we will vote on this amendment tomor-
row afternoon?

Mr. SPECTER. I do not have that au-
thority to make that assurance, as I
think the Senator from Iowa knows.

Mr. HARKIN. Well, there you go.
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Mr. SPECTER. I think we have aired
it thoroughly. We will try to see if the
world’s greatest deliberative body can
undertake some deliberation. I yield.

Mr. HARKIN. I say to my friend, we
will work it out. I am sure it will be
worked out.

Mr. SPECTER. I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I know
my friend from Louisiana wishes to
speak. I want to take a couple of min-
utes to respond to the remarks of my
friend from Pennsylvania about the
education bill.

I am constrained to, once again,
point out some facts, as I did with this
chart. I want to hold it up again. Per-
haps my friend wasn’t on the floor
when I held this chart up before. This
is education funding from fiscal year
2001 to fiscal year 2004. In his radio ad-
dress on Saturday, President Bush was
boasting about the fact that he had an
$11 billion increase in funding in his ad-
ministration. That is true. It went
from $42 billion to $563 billion. That is
$11 billion. But no thanks to him.

As I pointed out before, in fiscal year
2001 it was $42.2 billion, and in 2002
Bush asked for $44.5 billion—a very
slight increase.

In negotiations with the President on
the No Child Left Behind Act, Demo-
crats insisted and got it up to $49.9 bil-
lion. The next year President Bush
asked for $50.3 billion—a $400 million
increase, a .05-percent increase.

We Democrats fought hard and got it
up to $563.1 billion. Now the President
said in his radio address that he has a
boost in education funding for next
year. As I pointed out, this year it is
$563.1 billion, and he asked for $53.1.

Those are the facts. Facts are stub-
born things. You can have all the rhet-
oric and dress up your words but facts
are stubborn things. The fact is, of the
$11 billion increase for funding in edu-
cation since this President came to of-
fice, the President has only asked for
$2.7 billion of that increase. That is the
fact. Facts are very stubborn things.

My friend from Pennsylvania dresses
it up. But as we say in Iowa, you can
put an apron and a pink ribbon on a pig
but it is still a pig. You can dress this
up in all kinds of fancy language. Quite
frankly, we are leaving education fund-
ing behind.

I wanted to, again, bring out the
facts and make sure that people had
the facts in education funding and why
we need to get the Byrd amendment
agreed to on title I.

Again, when we negotiated No Child
Left Behind, the President and the
Congress agreed on these funding levels
for title I. Now we are $6 billion less
than what we agreed upon earlier.

Facts are very stubborn things.

That is why we need to adopt the
Byrd amendment.

I thank the Senator from Louisiana
for her patience. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
come to the floor to support Senator
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HARKIN in his call for additional fund-
ing to support the reform underway for
education.

I would like to speak a minute about
the reforms, the importance of living
up to our promises and meeting the re-
quirements of the quite historic act of
Leave No Child Behind, as well as to
support Senator HARKIN in his call to
scuttle an unneeded, untimely, and in
many ways unsettling and dis-
appointing rule that the Labor Depart-
ment is proposing to strip away over-
time pay for 8 million workers.

Since the Senator spoke in just the
last moment on education, let me start
with that. I listened during the last
several weeks to so many different
speeches about the level of education
funding. Let me be the first to say as a
Democrat that I am proud to have led
the effort to come up with a bipartisan
bill that holds out hope and promise to
every child in our country for a better
education.

I tire of the criticism this side of the
aisle receives when people say all the
Democrats care about is more money
and more money. Let me remind people
about the fact that many of us on this
side of the aisle rejected the call for
more funding just being dumped on the
same old system. We stood our ground
and argued with some Republicans—
not all—whose initial efforts were in
many ways to just abandon the public
school system, eliminate the Depart-
ment of Education, remove all Federal
involvement in education, walk away
from our Governors, walk away from
our legislators, and say: Fine. The
school system is yours. But luckily
there were enough Republicans so we
rejected that wrong-headed thinking.
We came together and said it is not a
straight voucher system that is going
to solve public education and we don’t
need to abandon public schools. Then
some Democrats said it is not just
more money which we need. It is ac-
countability with added investment
and an expectation of results that are
going to work.

People would ask me: Senator, how
do you know this? Why do you feel so
strongly about it? How can you be so
confident about it? It is not a concept
for me and for Senator BREAUX who
represent the State of Louisiana that
it would be 3 years down the road of re-
form and accountability before we
passed the Federal law. We started
out—along with about five other
States—pioneering this new effort to
identify through strong testing the
schools that are working and those
that aren’t; when we identify those
that aren’t, to give added resources,
whether they are urban areas or rural
areas, to help them turn around and
improve; when they can and when they
fail.

Then we have the power at the State
and Federal levels to close those
schools or reconstitute those schools so
we can provide better leadership, a bet-
ter framework, and better opportunity
so the children in those schools, along
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with better qualified teachers, more
committed administrators, and more
involved parents and communities can
learn and get the job done.

But all of those new requirements for
every child to take a test and pass, for
teachers to have certification and not
willy-nilly certification—not the old-
fashioned certification but the new
kind of certification—obviously a col-
lege degree but also nontraditional cer-
tifications such as teachers and execu-
tives who have been successful and per-
haps retired and want to come into the
classroom—new and innovative ways
but still a standard to be met and
teachers coming into the classroom
with good skills and good require-
ments. We said if we are going to raise
the bar and increase the mandates and
require accountability and certifi-
cation, then we will fund those efforts.

The other side of the aisle wants to
keep saying that all Democrats want is
more money. We don’t just want more
money. But we do want this adminis-
tration and we want the President to
commit and live up to the promises he
made to fund the reforms.

Yes, the amount of money for edu-
cation has increased, but it does not in-
crease because the President has asked
for enough money to meet the new and
rigorous demands that he and we are
expecting from our school system. We
have deadlines in the bill to require
States such as Louisiana—and in some
parishes 40 percent of the teachers are
unqualified and uncertified, not be-
cause people do not want to teach but
because the salary levels are so low; be-
cause of the underfunding and the tra-
ditional ways we fund education, which
is not at all equitable throughout this
Nation—for any number of reasons we
are not able to keep those teachers’
salaries up. Yet the new law which we
all supported requires that we have
certified teachers.

While we have doubled, tripled, and
quadrupled the mandate, or the expec-
tation, or the standards—however you
want to define them—we have not
quadrupled or tripled funds. Therein
lies the problem.

As we raise the standards and expect
higher accountability and, as Senator
BYRD from West Virginia has pointed
out a number of times on this floor,
refuse to step to the plate and fund
that level, we leave our schools and our
local communities—whether it is out
in the mountains of Montana in big
sky country or the bayous, flatlands
and lowlands of Louisiana, or whether
it is an urban center like New York or
Chicago, we leave our schools and our
administrators struggling with a
mighty task and limited resources. It
is wrong.

Finally on education funding, several
decades ago we said to the States, we
will help you identify special-needs
children. The deal is if you put up X
amount of dollars we will put up X
amount of dollars because we believe
even if children are visually impaired,
hard of hearing, or have some mental
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incapacities, they still should receive a
quality education. We submit to the
States, if we identify these special-
needs children, we will pick up the tab.
Again, that was an empty promise be-
cause today we are picking up much
less than the 40 percent we promised—
I think perhaps 10 percent when we
promised 40, 50, or 60 percent.

Yes, we do need a higher level of
commitment from this President and
from the administration, not to throw
money at the old system but to help
build the new system he and the Re-
publican leadership helped to craft. But
it is like putting up the framework of
a skyscraper and not providing the rest
of the money necessary to make those
changes real and to make them stick.

I know Governors and administrators
are struggling. I want them to know
that at least this Senator and many
Democrats, some Republicans, are in
Washington trying to do what we can
to squeeze out additional dollars to live
up to the promise we made.

A final point. I am tired of the other
side saying, we never meet authoriza-
tion levels. What are you talking
about? We authorize X in housing, yet
we only fund X. We authorize X in re-
search but we only fund X. I know that
is normally what we do. But Leave No
Child Behind is not just routine busi-
ness. It is not just another day at the
office. It is not just, we will do it when
we get to it, and when we don’t, we
can’t. This is a national priority this
Congress resolved to commit to, saying
yes, we believe it is an American birth-
right not just to be able to walk into a
school but to be able to walk out with
a diploma that means something. It is
in the family’s interest, the individ-
ual’s interest, and in the Nation’s in-
terest to have that kind of school sys-
tem. We will fund it. And then the next
year we didn’t.

The President and the administra-
tion deserve and should stand up and
take the criticism they deserve for not
funding it fully as was implied, if not
directly promised.

It brings me to, interestingly, in this
debate over education funding, which
the underlying bill helps to focus on,
another interesting fight or debate
about the District of Columbia. This is
a school system of 500,000 people, a
school system with about 75,000 chil-
dren. We have been debating in Wash-
ington a proposal by the original spon-
sors, Republican leaders in the House.
Their basic solution to the fact this
school system is not quite doing what
it should do was not, why don’t we
fully fund what we promised in Leave
No Child Behind? Why don’t we fully
fund Title I for the District of Colum-
bia? Why don’t we fully fund special
education? Why don’t we really hold
these teachers and the school system
accountable and make sure these
schools that are failing are closed?

No. Before the ink was dry on the
Leave No Child Behind Act, there was
a group that said, Vouchers are the an-
swer.
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With all due respect to well-meaning
colleagues, vouchers are not the an-
swer to education challenges in Amer-
ica. Full funding for Leave No Child
Behind, funding teacher certification,
smaller classroom size, funding to re-
pair dilapidated school systems, and
funding research and innovation, and
giving flexibility at the local level is
what will help our local school system.

If there was an opportunity under
Leave No Child Behind, if a school was
identified as needing reform and it had
to be closed and there are several hun-
dred children or perhaps even 1,000 in
some of these schools—it is allowable
now, permissible now at the local level,
without any action Congress might
take with that local school system, to
use a voucher proposal; not federally
mandated, not federally required, not
contingent upon getting any new
funds, but it is allowed now for those
students in failing schools to opt out to
either higher performing public schools
or charter schools or to a private
school that is accredited with that
money. And that maybe if it is de-
signed specifically for children in fail-
ing schools, if there is the same ac-
countability requirements—in other
words, children in public schools have
to take certain tests to make sure the
public dollars being spent are being
spent well—if those accountability
measures are followed by the account-
able voucher proposal, then perhaps
that is something that should be con-
sidered, but in the context of more full
funding for Leave No Child Behind and
in the context of supporting other ad-
mirable reform efforts in the schools
like charter schools and the trans-
formation of some of the public schools
that are going on today.

I was recently criticized by the Wall
Street Journal for my position in this
particular debate. Although it is not
worth putting it into the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, the article was factu-
ally incorrect on so many different
points, including criticizing me for
changing my position. My position on
this has been constant over the last
several years. Again, I don’t believe a
mandate in public schools of going to a
system of vouchers helps to strengthen
the public school system. However, I
believe when failing schools are identi-
fied, children from families with lim-
ited resources should be allowed but
not required, if the vouchers meet the
same accountability standards as
Leave No Child Behind allowed, to be
able to move to a higher performing
school.

My position has been consistent. I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD a beautiful letter writ-
ten by the head of the Georgetown Day
School, Peter M. Branch, where my
children attend. This letter is in re-
sponse to the Wall Street Journal edi-
torial.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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SEPTEMBER 5, 2003.

DEAR EDITOR: In a Wall Street Journal edi-
torial on September 5, 2003, you described
Georgetown Day School of Washington, D.C.,
which is attended by Senator Mary
Landrieu’s children, among many others, as
‘“‘one of the district’s toniest private acad-
emies.” It is clearly purposeless to quarrel
with the media’s generic description of inde-
pendent schools as ‘‘tony’’ or ‘‘elite,”” but the
not so subtle comparison to private segrega-
tionist academies that arose post Brown vs.
Board of Education (1954) is repulsive in view
of the well known history of our school.
Founded in 1945 by black and white parents
who did no want their children to attend the
legally segregated public schools in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Georgetown Day was the
first integrated school in our Nation’s cap-
ital. That commitment to a quality edu-
cation for a diverse student population has
been central to the mission of GDS through-
out our history. It is the reason that
Thurgood Marshall, Walter Washington,
Harry Belafonte, Roger Wilkins, Walter
Fauntroy, and, I believe, Senator Mary Lan-
drieu have sent their children to this school.

As a school that is nearly one third stu-
dents of color and provides financial aid to 17
percent of our students, GDS is a strong sup-
porter of school choice for all children. How-
ever, the proposed vouchers for D.C. will not
cover our tuition without financial aid, will
require us to forfeit any selection process,
and will subject us to governmental inter-
ference which will jeopardize the independ-
ence of action that enabled us to exist in the
first place. For perhaps 2,000 district stu-
dents, this bill may give them an oppor-
tunity to move out of the public schools. But
there is no indication that there will be suf-
ficient space in the non-public sector or that
the schools willing to sacrifice their inde-
pendence will offer greater quality. And this
bill will be of no help to the 64,800 students
who will remain in the public schools of D.C.
which still require reform and adequate
funding. Your editorial described the vouch-
er bill as ‘“‘the bill to liberate D.C. children.”
I fear that description is as inaccurate as
your description of Georgetown Day School.

Sincerely,
PETER M. BRANCH,
Head of School, Georgetown Day School.

This letter is from Mr. Peter Branch,
a very dignified and able administrator
in the District. My husband and I are
proud to send our children to a school
that was formed specifically to fight
segregation. To this day, it is one of
the most integrated schools in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

All of us who pay a pretty steep tui-
tion to send our children there are
pleased and proud that a portion of
that tuition goes to one of the most ag-
gressive scholarship programs that al-
lows other families who don’t have the
same kind of economic opportunity to
send their children to a school of this
quality.

I can tell you, there is not a day I
walk into that school that I don’t say
thank goodness I can finally see what
excellence really is. It gives me a view
and a vision for what can be accom-
plished in our public schools, in our
public charter schools. And through
the Leave No Child Behind Act—if fol-
lowed, if implemented, if funded, and if
adhered to by our Governors and by our
superintendents, and embraced by our
teachers and our administrators, and
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embraced by our parents, and followed
through on behalf of our children—we
can indeed provide a quality public
education, a charter education, a mag-
net school education; and then, in the
event those options fail, yes, a private
school or parochial school choice for
children who are in schools that are ab-
solutely not working.

This approach provides more choice
and more opportunity and more com-
petition for people of all stripes and
backgrounds and situations. That is
what this debate is about. It is about
full funding—not just throwing more
money at the system but full funding
of the reforms and the promises we
made. It is about making the right de-
cisions when it comes to choice and to
scholarships. And if we are going to
have accountability in the public
school sector, then let’s most cer-
tainly—before we take a step in the di-
rection to have accountability in our
voucher proposal for failing schools
and designed specifically—if it is truly
meant to help children in failing
schools, then let’s at least have the
proposal directed to children in failing
schools and not the broad sweep as cur-
rently under the Gregg-Feinstein lan-
guage.

So I join my colleague Senator HAR-
KIN in his plea for stronger funding,
better policies, and more and better
implementation of the Leave No Child
Behind Act in this bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 1580

In addition, Mr. President, I want to
say a word about another amendment
that is pending on this bill. It does not
have to do with education, but I guess
it does have to do with the health of
our workers, the health of the Amer-
ican people. That has to do with the
overtime regulation the Bush adminis-
tration is putting forward.

I really couldn’t think of a more
wrongheaded change of a law at a
worse time than this particular regula-
tion, which seeks to undermine the 40-
hour workweek for 8 million workers,
most of those workers being women,
but affecting many workers—white,
black, Asian, and Hispanic. As I say,
the way the rule is proposed and craft-
ed, many women would be affected.

Right now, if you make the minimum
wage—and this administration and the
Republicans have refused to raise the
minimum wage. Although plea after
plea has been made to raise the min-
imum wage, they have refused. The
minimum wage is still $5.15 an hour. If
you work 40 hours a week at the min-
imum wage, you make the whopping
salary of $10,400. How someone in
America is to send their children to the
doctor, send their children to school,
buy groceries, pay rent, or buy a house
on $10,400 a year, I don’t know. But the
Republican administration, led by the
President, refuses to agree to a gradual
increase in the minimum wage. Luck-
ily, minimum-wage workers are ex-
empt from this draconian rule the ad-
ministration is proposing.

But for workers making between
$30,000 and $65,000 a year, many of
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whom are nurses, policemen, firemen,
dental hygienists, postmasters, motor
service carriers, preschool teachers,
welfare eligibility workers, agricul-
tural inspectors, =zoning inspectors,
conservation agents, white-collar
workers—because of this rule, because
of the Labor Department’s insistence
or determination that these workers no
longer need or deserve the protection
of the 40-hour workweek, they will be
stripped of their ability to earn over-
time.

I don’t know what the Labor Depart-
ment was thinking. When they wake up
in the morning, the administrators, do
they read the headlines of the paper?
Are they following the situation where
many people are out of work? As an ex-
ample, perhaps in a particular family,
one spouse is out of work. The Repub-
lican administration is saying, well, we
know your wife is out of work or your
husband is out of work, and you are
now basically making ends meet with
overtime, but our new rule in Wash-
ington says we are going to take the
overtime from you.

I don’t even understand why we
would be considering a rule at this
time. We should be encouraging small
businesses to expand opportunities for
workers. If they can pay these workers
the same amount of money for 60 hours
as 40 hours, there is no need to hire ad-
ditional workers. If we take this over-
time requirement away, there is no
reason why a small businessperson
would go out and hire a new worker. So
it does not help us increase the number
of jobs in this country. It is unfair to
the workers who are earning the over-
time. And it is very unfair to the mid-
dle class, particularly women—in many
instances single women raising chil-
dren.

In conclusion, I find it very ironic
that just last Friday, September 5, we
adopted a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion, S. Res. 210. This sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution expresses that October
should be designated as National Work
and Family Month. It is a resolution
that was submitted by Senator HATCH
and several other Members. We unani-
mously adopted this resolution last
week. It expresses ‘‘the sense of the
Senate that supporting a balance be-
tween work and personal life is in the
best interest of national worker pro-
ductivity.. . .”

It says:

Whereas the quality of workers’ jobs and
the supportiveness of their workplaces are
key predictors of job productivity, job satis-
faction, commitment to employers, and re-
tention;

Whereas there is a clear link between
work-family policies and lower absenteeism;

Whereas the more overworked employees
feel, the more likely they are to report mak-
ing mistakes, feel anger and resentment to-
ward employers and coworkers, and look for
a new job;

Whereas employees who feel overworked
tend to feel less successful in their relation-
ships with their spouses, children, and
friends, and tend to neglect themselves, feel
less healthy, and feel more stress. . . .

And it goes on and on. And it says:
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Resolved, That—it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that—reducing the conflict between work
and family life should be a national priority;
and the month of October should be des-
ignated as ‘‘National Work and Family
Month™. . . .

So I guess in honor of National Work
and Family Month, we now decide it is
going to make people less cranky if
they can work 60 hours a week and not
get paid overtime for 20. They are
working 40 hours, and we would pay
them for that, but now we are to re-
quire them to work 60 hours and not
pay them overtime and expect them to
be happier, less grumpy, and more ful-
filled at work and at home.

May I suggest we stop adopting reso-
lutions such as this if we are going to
start promoting rules such as the one
that is proposed by the Labor Depart-
ment, and let’s just be honest with our-
selves.

So I hope we won’t go to another
amendment. I hope we won’t vote on
anything else until we either withdraw
this sense-of-the-Senate resolution,
which makes no sense considering we
are just about ready to pass a rule that
says you can work but we are not going
to pay you overtime, we are going to
require that you work and we are not
going to pay overtime, and we want
you to be happy doing it—that is basi-
cally what we would be saying—I sug-
gest we either repeal the sense-of-the-
Senate resolution or not pass the over-
time rule that is being proposed by the
Bush administration and by the Sec-
retary of Labor at this time.

So for all these reasons, let’s stay on
this bill. It is an important bill for edu-
cation. It is an important bill for our
children. It is a very significant issue I
hope we can resolve. If we do give the
opportunity for children in failing
schools to move to a higher performing
school, let’s do it the right way, with
accountable vouchers, remove the Fed-
eral mandate, and not be sidetracked
with a siren song about how supporting
a few children in schools is going to
correct the fact that President Bush
refuses to fund Leave No Child Behind.

Let’s not pass this new labor amend-
ment which would strip overtime from
8 million workers. That paycheck for
overtime that many of those workers
are picking up is helping them to pay a
mortgage and make ends meet at a
time when the economy is not as
strong as it should be and could be
with different leadership.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SUNUNU). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

REBUILDING IRAQ

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, last
evening President Bush addressed the
Nation about the situation in Iraq. I
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wish to comment briefly about his re-
quest for $87 billion in supplemental
appropriations for fiscal year 2004 re-
quest that he will soon send to Con-
gress.

I believe every single penny re-
quested to support the troops who are
now serving in Iraq ought to be appro-
priated by the Congress. When America
sends its sons and daughters to war, it
should provide all that is necessary for
them to do their job, to protect them-
selves, and to carry out their missions.
So speaking for myself, I believe every
single penny requested and necessary
for the soldiers who represent this
country in the Iraqi theater and in Af-
ghanistan and other areas must be
made available.

There are not a lot of good choices in
Iraq. We understand that. This is a dif-
ficult situation. But this country can-
not now leave Iraq. We are opening
mass graves, football-field-size graves
with 10 to 12,000 skeletons in them. We
know that what happened in Iraq was
genocide. We also know that if we leave
today, there will immediately be mas-
sive numbers of murders and revenge
killings. We simply cannot allow that
to happen. We are faced with a cir-
cumstance in which there are not a lot
of good choices, but we must be there
at this point.

That said, it seems to me that the
Administration ought to aggressively
seek assistance from the United Na-
tions, from NATO, and from other
countries and get them to supply the
troops and resources to help us carry
out this mission. The U.S. military is
stretched too thin to stabilize Iraq by
themselves.

Part of the $87 billion that the Presi-
dent is going to request from Congress
will be for the reconstruction of Iraq.
There need to be some significant ques-
tions asked about that. It is not that I
question the need for reconstruction in
Iraq. It is a precondition for the devel-
opment of a new democracy in that
country. But Iraq has the second larg-
est oil reserves in the world next to
Saudi Arabia. One question is, What
kind of support shall these oil reserves
provide in the future for reconstruc-
tion? How will the Iraqi oil now under
the sands—again, the second largest oil
reserves in the world—contribute to
the reconstruction? And what kind of
support will other countries provide for
reconstruction? Who will provide what
resources? Who will make what con-
tributions?

I ask all of those questions on behalf
of the American taxpayer because I
don’t believe Americans should have
the sole responsibility for paying to re-
construct Iraq. This in fact is a situa-
tion that affects not only our country
but the entire world. Again, we need to
seek aggressively the assistance of the
United Nations, NATO, and other coun-
tries in meeting these obligations. It is
important for us to ask the administra-
tion for detailed plans and an aggres-
sive approach to address the issues
with respect to future reconstruction
of Iraq.
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Then the final question with respect
to all of this is, how do we reconcile
the President’s request for $87 billion
in additional spending for Iraq with
last week’s announcements that the
President would like additional tax
cuts? We know this year the Federal
deficit will be somewhere around $475
billion, and next year it is expected to
grow to over $500 billion. If we are talk-
ing, on the one hand, with this Presi-
dent, about additional tax cuts and, on
the other hand, about additional spend-
ing, $87 billion at a time when we have
the highest deficits in the history of
our country, it is important to ask:
How does this add up? How do we find
this money? Where does it come from?
What do we do to achieve the resources
to do the job in Iraq?

Again, stating the obvious, we must
spend every penny requested to support
the troops. Those men and women who
have been called to serve our country
do so willingly. They protect our lib-
erty and our freedom, and this country
can do no less than provide all that is
necessary for their support.

But, it is important for the people of
America to ask the larger questions
about what is the economic plan that
provides the resources and the strength
for the economic engine that makes all
of this possible. What is happening in
this country? How do we produce the
revenue, restart the economic engine
in order to make all of this possible?

I noticed this weekend, on Saturday
in the New York Times, ‘‘Job Losses
Mount for the Second Straight
Month,”” 93,000 fewer jobs in this month
than in the previous month. We have
roughly 11 million people looking for
work; some say 9 million. There are a
couple million more at least who have
been part of the unemployment rolls
who have actually stopped actively
searching, having not found a job for
some long while.

The question is, How do they find
work? How do we employ those in this
country who need employment?

This headline suggests, once again,
that while the economy seems to be
growing, perhaps slowly—more slowly
than we would like—it may also be the
case that this is a ‘‘jobless” recovery.
If that is the case, that is very trouble-
some. Paul Gregg Roberts, who was a
Reagan economist in the 1980s, has
written about the prospect of a jobless
economy, and he said, in fact, that this
economy is growing some and it is pro-
ducing jobs—it is just that the jobs are
not being produced in the U.S.

There is something called
“offshoring.”” That means companies
are deciding increasingly to move jobs
offshore—jobs that used to be Amer-
ican jobs, used to be jobs inside this
country, which provided a living for a
family with decent pay, decent bene-
fits, working in a safe workplace, all of
those things the American people have
come to expect if you work hard and
play by the rules. The fact is, too many
jobs are now being sent offshore be-
cause you can perform these jobs much
less expensively offshore.
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If offshoring is a way to export Amer-
ican jobs, even as the American econ-
omy expands some, the question is,
What kind of an economy do you have
in the future? Jobless recoveries do not
solve the problem we face in this coun-
try. The reason it relates to the ques-
tion that I think the President has
raised last evening and last week of $87
billion in additional spending, at the
same time that we increase the tax
cuts or provide additional tax cuts at
the request of the President, the ques-
tion is, How does this add up?

The fact is, our economy has a cycle
called the business cycle. No one—no
economist can repeal the business
cycle.

The business cycle means you have
an expansionary phase of the economy
and a contractionary phase. That is
just as inevitable as the tides. What
causes that? Is it because there are a
bunch of economists who talk about
monetary and fiscal policy and this
ship of state of ours is somehow mov-
ing on the high seas and there is some-
one in the engine room and they are
fine-tuning this, that, and the other
thing—dials, levers, gauges, M(1)(b) in-
vestment tax credit, accelerated depre-
ciation, monetary and fiscal policy?
No, that is not what causes the ship of
state to move forward. There is, in my
judgment, an overblown sense of self-
importance among economists who
talk about what they know or don’t
know—mostly about what they think
they know. Our economy moves for-
ward when the American people are
confident in the future.

The expansion side is people being
confident about the future. When they
are confident, they do things that
manifest that confidence—buy a house,
buy a car, take a trip. That is the ex-
pansion side of the economy.

When they are not confident about
the future, they do the exact opposite.
They decide not to buy the car, not to
buy the house, not to take a trip be-
cause they are not certain about the
future. That is the contraction side of
the economy. As it is now, they see an
economy with very large deficits—the
biggest deficits in the history of our
country by far. They see an economy
that 3 years ago had very large sur-
pluses that were predicted to exist for
the next 12 years. In fact, the Federal
Reserve Board—God bless them, they
always have a great sense of humor—
the Federal Reserve Board worried that
the surpluses were going to be far too
large and that would create a drag on
the economy. I guess they are not so
much worried about that these days be-
cause in 3 years the largest surpluses
in the history of this country have
turned into the largest deficits for as
far as the eye could see. There is noth-
ing in the next 10-year projections that
show us reaching a balanced budget.

The reason this is important is, the
people need to be confident about the
future of this economy to expand, and
this expansion of the economy must
not be just in numbers, it must be in
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jobs as well. This offshoring must be
abated somehow so that the expansion
of jobs is also an expansion of jobs in
this country.

That is the only way this great econ-
omy of ours—the strongest on the face
of the Earth—is going to provide the
resources to sustain and provide that
which we need to do what the Presi-
dent talked about last evening. So I
just think it is very important for us
at this point to begin thinking seri-
ously about the larger questions of fis-
cal policy and confidence as well.

In conclusion, I am going to support
every single dollar requested that will
support the troops we have sent abroad
to fight for this country. However, that
does not mean I am going to support
every dollar the President requests for
the Pentagon. For example, I expect we
will soon have the opportunity to offer
some amendments to save money by
cancelling some new nuclear weapons
that the administration has proposed
in the budget.

Let me describe a couple of them.
These are things I will not support and
hope to cut funding for. We have some
people downtown in the administration
who believe nuclear weapons should be
treated like any other weapon and that
we should have a policy to use them in
certain circumstances. That is a very
dangerous way of thinking. We have
never used nuclear weapons, with the
exception of at the end of the Second
World War. Up to now, American policy
has been to have nuclear weapons in
order to prevent nuclear weapons from
ever being used. That is called the mu-
tually assured destruction concept,
which we have lived with for 40 to 50
years. Now we have people who see
them as any other weapon. They talk
about using them, and they are sug-
gesting we might need to use them
first.

Some would like to begin testing nu-
clear weapons again. We have not test-
ed nuclear weapons for over a decade.
The President’s budget requests re-
search and development money for the
development of new earth penetrator,
bunker buster nuclear weapons. The
President has requested money for
what are called low-yield nuclear weap-
ons. Apparently, they are designer nu-
clear weapons that can be used more
easily on the battlefield. I think this is
horribly dangerous for this country.
What kind of a signal do we send to
other countries that have or want to
acquire nuclear weapons? That nuclear
weapons can be usable if you just de-
sign them in a different way? That if
you want to find somebody holed up in
a cave, you should just build a designer
bunker buster nuclear weapon—not so
little really—that you can lob in to de-
stroy the cave.

This is terribly destructive to this
country’s public policy. I think it is
hard for me to find the adjectives to
describe how shortsighted and dan-
gerous I think this is. I intend to offer
an amendment—and I know some of
my colleagues will as well—to take
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some of that money out that would
produce these designer nuclear weap-
ons. We don’t need them. After all,
there are around 30,000 nuclear weap-
ons on the face of this earth. A couple
of years ago, there was a flurry of anx-
iety in the government when there was
a rumor that terrorists had stolen one
nuclear weapon. One stolen weapon
would cause a seizure, and there are
roughly 30,000 strategic and tactical
nuclear weapons on the face of the
Earth.

We don’t need to build more nuclear
weapons. And, as the leader in the
world, we ought to be striving to use
our prestige to prevent the spread of
nuclear weapons and to reduce the
number of nuclear weapons. The last
thing we ought to do is undermine non-
proliferation efforts by saying that we
need to build nuclear weapons to bust
bunkers and for other uses.

I think that is horribly dangerous
and destructive. That is one area where
we might save a little money and begin
ratcheting down this deficit that we
and the President have to come to
grips with.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
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.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

———
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate now proceed to a
period for routine morning business.

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

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2003

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about the need for hate
crimes legislation. On May 1, 2003, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduced the
Local Law Enforcement Enhancement
Act, a bill that would add new cat-
egories to current hate crimes law,
sending a signal that violence of any
kind is unacceptable in our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred in Denver, CO. On
November 6, 2001, a 35-year-old Middle
Eastern man was attacked by two men
while on an evening walk. One of the
men attacked the victim with a soda
can, knocking him to the ground. Once
on the ground, the second assailant
kicked the victim in the ribs and threw
soda cans at his head. The assailants
also yelled obscenities and racial slurs
at the victim ordering him to ‘“‘Go back
to his country.”

I believe that government’s first duty
is to defend its citizens, to defend them
against the harms that come out of
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
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hancement Act is a symbol that can
become substance. I believe that by
passing this legislation and changing
current law, we can change hearts and
minds as well.

———

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I
today honor a true American hero from
Arkansas—SGT James Sides of the
U.S. Army. A native of Wynne, in east
Arkansas, James recently returned
from Iraq, where he was seriously
wounded in action four months ago.

On May 9, two Blackhawk ambulance
helicopters with the 571st Medical
Company were dispatched to rescue an
11-year old Iraqi child who had stepped
on a land mine. As one helicopter land-
ed to evacuate the boy, the other was
circling above when it snagged on a
power line while trying to avoid enemy
fire from below. James a crew member,
a flight medic, on the latter helicopter,
which crashed into the Tigris River.

Of the 4-member crew, 3 were Killed.
James was pulled from the wreckage
after having been submerged in the
water for an estimated five to seven
minutes. He was unconscious and near
death, with a broken bone in his upper
arm and nerve damage. But thanks to
swift emergency care from his fellow
soldiers he was Kkept alive until he
could be evacuated to a hospital.
James was in a coma for a month after-
ward. He was hospitalized in Kuwait,
Germany, and Washington, and spent
time in a rehabilitation facility in
Tampa.

In July, SGT James Sides returned
home to a richly deserved hero’s wel-
come in Wynne. We’re all glad to have
him back home, but not more than his
loving family: His parents, Carter and
Leslie Sides; his wife, Rebecca Sides
and his two sons, James Jr. and Devin.

Upon his homecoming, James was
interviewed by his local newspaper. He
credited his survival to his faith and
that of his family and friends. In his
words: “If it wasn’t for prayers and the
good Lord watching over me, I
wouldn’t be here. God took care of me.
The prayers of everyone were answered
and I just appreciate all of the prayers.
There’s no doubt in my mind that
prayers get answered.” He also noted
that he’s not a hero: “If I'm a hero,
where would that put the guys who are
still over there? We can’t forget them.
They are the ones we should be think-
ing about.” Well, James Sides may be
too modest to call himself a hero, but
the rest of us recognize him as just
that—a man of tremendous courage,
commitment, and patriotism whose
service to his country has been exem-
plary.

I ask that all my colleagues in the
Senate join me in thanking SGT Sides
for his service and for his sacrifice,
which we can never sufficiently recog-
nize or repay. We wish him a swift and
full recovery. We wish all the best to
him and his family.
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