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I remember the chairman, Mr. HOL-

LINGS, saying, I’ve never heard of any-
thing like that. It was pretty obvious 
we were going to have to go to a vote. 
He didn’t know if he had enough votes 
to defeat it and I didn’t know if I had 
enough votes to pass it. An instance 
such as that calls for a little backroom 
sit-down, talk about this, and see what 
it does to the issue. 

I was right there with him. Senator 
INOUYE from Hawaii was also in the 
meeting. One can start to learn the 
ways of the Senate especially in the 
areas of committee work. 

I will miss ERNEST HOLLINGS because 
he has been an institution here serving 
from the 89th through the 108th Con-
gress. That is a great tradition. 

The Presiding Officer knows and un-
derstands ERNEST HOLLINGS. We may 
disagree on philosophy but we did not 
disagree on America. 

DON NICKLES will leave this Senate in 
this year, having arrived in 1980 with 
President Ronald Reagan. The real 
voice of conservatism, a fiscal conserv-
ative, who stood in this Senate and 
fought wasteful spending and did it 
with grace, did it with knowledge, a 
leader among all. 

There again, he being 8 years ahead 
of me, he was a mentor and someone I 
could look to, study and learn from. 

In 1987 or 1986, TOM DASCHLE came to 
the Senate. A neighbor from South Da-
kota from Aberdeen, SD, we both 
learned a little bit here. He was much 
more successful than I, reaching into 
leadership of his party. We had a lot of 
common friends in South Dakota. I 
will be sorry to see TOM DASCHLE leave 
the Senate. But he has left big tracks 
here. There are fond memories on 
issues that we agreed on and issues 
that we did not agree, but we did not 
do it being disagreeable. 

BOB GRAHAM from Florida I learned 
was in the Angus business and he 
leaves this year. 

JOHN BREAUX from Louisiana. I 
worked with him on the Commerce 
Committee regarding energy issues. 
His wisdom will be missed. 

I am afraid I took much more from 
these men than I could ever return to 
them. 

I served only one term with JOHN ED-
WARDS and PETER FITZGERALD. They, 
too, will be missed in the Senate. Their 
contribution was huge. 

BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL served 
from the 103rd to the 108th Congress. 
But my, the knowledge he has had and 
the experiences he has had. 

It seems as if he has always ridden 
dangerous things, including old broncs 
and horses, which are unpredictable, 
and, you might say, not the safest 
things. What a great thrill being the 
cover Senator for Harley Davidson. He, 
too, has lived a great life. He, too, un-
derstands the West. He is also a mem-
ber of the Northern Cheyenne Tribe. 
The reservation is in my State of Mon-
tana. 

We campaigned together, learned 
from each other. Now he will be return-

ing back to his Colorado, back to the 
High Country. He is looking forward to 
that. 

PETER FITZGERALD comes from Illi-
nois. As to all of these men, I want to 
say you do form relationships here, and 
there is a certain bond that attracts us 
all, as we learn that even though you 
may be on the same side of the aisle or 
the opposite side of the aisle, one could 
always agree or disagree without being 
disagreeable. That is what makes the 
Senate a special place. 

We will miss all of these men, but I 
am looking forward to those who take 
their place as, there again, new rela-
tionships will be developed, a new bond 
dealing with the old challenges of a 
free society, with those who love the 
Constitution and love this country who 
were prepared to die for it and would if 
asked to do so today. No one doubts the 
depth of their patriotism nor their 
service to their country. We welcome 
them as we say goodbye to old friends, 
old relationships that will never be for-
gotten. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. 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. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak for up to ten minutes in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in morning business. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized. 

f 

1989 EDUCATION SUMMIT 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 
right after the election, on November 3, 
2004, I went to the Miller Center at the 
University of Virginia. The purpose of 
the occasion was a discussion of the 
1989 Education Summit. It had been 15 
years since the President of the United 
States and the Nation’s Governors—all 
of our chief executives—gathered in 
Charlottesville, VA, to establish the 
first ever national education goals for 
our country. 

It is astonishing to me that 15 years 
have gone by since then, and it was to 
most other governors who were there. 
It was important to look back on what 
had happened in 1989, to see how it hap-
pened, and to think about what hap-
pened since then. 

The summit at the University of Vir-
ginia had gone remarkably well. Presi-
dent George H.W. Bush had convened 
it. Terry Bransted, the Governor of 
Iowa, was chairman of the National 
Governors Association that year. He 
had appointed the Governor from Ar-
kansas, Bill Clinton, whose library is 
opening today, and Carroll Campbell of 
South Carolina as the lead Governors. 
Working with the President’s rep-

resentatives, they came up with those 
first national education goals. There 
had been a long prelude to all of this 
activity in 1989. I was a part of that 
prelude, and I saw a lot of it happen. 

In 1978, when I was elected Governor 
and Bill Clinton was elected Governor 
of Arkansas, and Dick Riley of South 
Carolina, and our colleague, BOB 
GRAHAM, who was Governor of Florida, 
we were all faced with the same issues. 
Our States were behind; the world was 
changing, and we needed a better edu-
cation system, particularly at the ele-
mentary and secondary level. So that 
by 1983, when the report of the U.S. De-
partment of Education, called ‘‘A Na-
tion at Risk,’’ came out saying we were 
greatly at risk because of the medioc-
rity of the education system, it was 
into that environment that it came. 

The Governors in 1985 and 1986 all 
worked for a year on education. I was 
chairman of the NGA that year, and 
Bill Clinton was the vice chairman. It 
was the first time in the history of the 
governors organization that we all fo-
cused for a year on one subject. Then, 
by 1989, we had a President of the 
United States, George H.W. Bush, who 
became the first of three consecutive 
Presidents to say he wanted to be an 
education President. The goals that 
the governors adopted with the Presi-
dent in 1989 were very straightforward. 

No. 1, all children in America will 
start school ready to learn. 

No. 2, high school graduates will in-
crease to 90 percent. 

No. 3, American students will leave 
the fourth, eighth, and twelfth grades 
having demonstrated competency in 
math, science, English, history, and ge-
ography. 

No. 4, America would be first in the 
world in math and science. 

No. 5, adult Americans would be lit-
erate. 

No. 6, every school would be free of 
drugs and violence. 

Those were the goals. You might say 
after a decade of unprecedented school 
reform and concern, America backed 
into its goals for reform. That was 15 
years ago. A lot has happened since 
then. 

When I became Education Secretary 
in 1991, we created something called 
America 2000, which was to try to move 
America community by community to-
ward those national education goals. 
Governor Clinton became President 
Clinton, and he changed the name to 
Goals 2000 and tried his brand of mov-
ing us in that direction. 

Now we have another President, the 
son of the man for whom I worked, who 
has, through No Child Left Behind, 
working in a bipartisan way, tried to 
set from Washington accountability 
standards that will help make sure 
that all children are learning. I rise to 
talk about this today only for this rea-
son: That the national summit of gov-
ernors and the President, on its 15th 
anniversary, should not go by without 
mentioning it on this floor. 

There has never been anything like it 
before. One of the most important 
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parts of it was that members of Con-
gress were not involved. A lot of mem-
bers of Congress—it was a Democratic 
legislature at that time—were not very 
happy about that. But I think that was 
the correct decision because, in my 
view, elementary and secondary edu-
cation is a national concern, central to 
almost everything important that we 
do, but it is not necessarily a Federal 
Government concern. 

The fact that the governors and the 
President, the chief executives of our 
country, met together to establish 
these goals and begin to move us to-
ward those goals was, I think, the cor-
rect way to do that. 

I would like to salute the University 
of Virginia’s Miller Center for holding 
this celebration. It included former 
Education Secretary Dick Riley, Rod 
Paige, the current Education Sec-
retary, and I was there as well. It also 
included JOHN SUNUNU, a former Gov-
ernor of New Hampshire, who was at 
the education summit and who was 
Chief of Staff at the White House at 
the time it was organized, and Jerry 
Baliles, the former Governor of Vir-
ginia, who was Governor of Virginia at 
the time the education summit was 
held. 

I thought Governor Baliles’ remarks 
were especially interesting and useful. 
He talked about the political context 
of the times and how the governors 
were able to do this without inter-
ference from Congressmen and Sen-
ators in Washington, DC. He talked 
about the competitiveness of our coun-
try and the world, and how we are driv-
en to realize that better schools meant 
better jobs and that most of our stand-
ard of living depends upon the re-
search, the inventions, and technology 
that we have at our great system of 
colleges and universities in the world. 
And, he talked about where we had 
come in the last 15 years. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD, following my remarks, the 
full remarks of the Honorable Gerald 
L. Baliles, the former Governor of Vir-
ginia, which he made at the Miller Cen-
ter of Public Affairs and the Curry 
School of Education in Charlottesville 
on November 4, 2004. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 

think it is worthwhile, in addition to 
this, to give a little credit to former 
President George H.W. Bush. I still be-
lieve that when the dust settles and 
history books are written, President 
Bush’s leadership in education will be 
among his most significant and lasting 
contributions. 

His tour of duty was interrupted by 
the voters in 1992, so he was not able to 
finish the job. But his America 2000 
community effort had a variety of ini-
tiatives which set the agenda for Amer-
ican education in the 1990s. They in-
cluded a new set of national standards 
in core curriculum subjects, including 
science, history, English, geography, 

arts, civics, and foreign languages. It 
included a national voluntary examina-
tion system geared to those new stand-
ards. They included new generation, 
thousands of start-from-scratch, 
‘‘break-the-mold schools.’’ We call 
them today charter schools, but then 
there were only perhaps ten such char-
ter schools. It included giving teachers 
more autonomy and flexibility in their 
classrooms by waiving federal rules 
and regulations, something Congress 
eventually did more of later. It also in-
cluded a GI bill for children, to give 
middle and low-income families $1,000 
scholarships to spend at any lawfully 
operated school of their choice, thereby 
giving those parents more of the same 
choices that wealthy parents already 
had. 

That was an excellent agenda in the 
early 1990s. It is still a good agenda 
today. The summit on education, the 
national education goals created in 
1989, need to be remembered, and so 
does the leadership of President George 
W. Bush on education. 

I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

THE REMARKS OF THE HONORABLE GERALD L. 
BALILES, FORMER GOVERNOR OF VIRGINIA 
AND PARTNER, HUNTON & WILLIAMS, BEFORE 
THE MILLER CENTER OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND 
THE CURRY SCHOOL OF EDUCATION, THE UNI-
VERSITY OF VIRGINIA, CHARLOTTESVILLE, 
VIRGINIA, NOVEMBER 4, 2004 

THE 1989 EDUCATION SUMMIT: A REEVALUATION 
At the beginning of the 1992 Vice Presi-

dential debate, Ross Perot’s running mate, 
Admiral Stockdale, opened the debate by 
looking into the camera and saying, ‘‘Who 
am I and why am I here?’’ 

Today, I am here because 15 years ago I, 
along with the rest of the nation’s governors, 
met with the first President Bush and his 
cabinet for an unprecedented Education 
Summit here at the University of Virginia. 

I am a strong believer in the importance of 
context; in the notion that to truly under-
stand an event or a series of events, one 
must understand the times in which those 
events occurred. And that is my role here 
today. 

The agenda is filled with Education Secre-
taries, educators and others who have played 
a critical role in how the results of the Sum-
mit were implemented. They have been on 
the front lines of education in the fifteen 
years since the Summit, while I retired from 
public office just three and-a-half months 
after the Summit’s conclusion. I look for-
ward to their assessments of the progress 
made and the challenges that confront us. 

1 believe that former New Hampshire Gov-
ernor and White House Chief of Staff John 
Sununu and I are the only ones here who ac-
tually attended the Summit, and all of its 
meetings, as principal participants. So it is 
that the Miller Center has asked me to pro-
vide some context, to discuss what was going 
on at the time, why the meeting was held, 
what battles were going on behind the 
scenes, and what our expectations were for 
the Summit. 

I am delighted to be here today to share 
the program with Governor Warner, Sec-
retary Paige and so many others who have 
advanced the cause of education in our coun-
try. 

I just mentioned John Sununu. 1 served as 
Vice Chair of the National Governors Asso-
ciation under John and then succeeded him 
as Chairman. Not long after that, John 

joined President Bush in Washington as his 
Chief of Staff. One of the best things about 
that 1989 summit was the opportunity to see 
and work with John again, and I am de-
lighted he is here today for this retrospec-
tive event. 

It is also a pleasure to be here with my 
former colleagues Dick Riley and Lamar Al-
exander. I remember well my first National 
Governors’ Association Meeting, in August, 
1986, hosted by Governor Dick Riley at Hil-
ton Head, South Carolina and chaired by a 
Tennessee Governor named Lamar Alex-
ander. The major theme of the meeting was 
education; the NGA had done a great deal of 
work on education reform during Governor 
Alexander’s chairmanship and the results 
were being released. 

Lamar Alexander and Dick Riley, through 
their work as Governors and later as U.S. 
Secretaries of Education, have done more 
than any two people I can think of to ad-
vance the cause of quality education in the 
United States over the past quarter century. 
We all owe them a tremendous debt. 

Now to the task at hand. 
You might recall that the 1989 Summit was 

greeted with equal measures of anticipation 
and cynicism, hope and skepticism. Many 
noted at the time that Americans periodi-
cally make brave and impressive noises 
about education, but that we frequently fail 
to achieve the necessary breakthroughs to 
give education the priority it merits. 

No question, some expected the Charlottes-
ville Summit to be little more than a vari-
ation on disappointing earlier efforts. But 
others—and I counted myself among them— 
believed that something different and impor-
tant could happen here, something which 
might foretell a favorable turning point in 
our national commitment to education. 

The day before leaving Richmond to come 
to Charlottesville for the Summit, I made 
the following observation at a press con-
ference: ‘‘While it seems unlikely to me that 
fundamental solutions to the problems of 
education will emerge out of a meeting that 
will last little more than 24 hours, the Sum-
mit could well be the start of a significant 
national effort.’’ 

Fifteen years later, I believe the Summit 
was not only the start of a significant na-
tional effort, but in many ways was a sem-
inal event; nationalizing the importance of 
educational policy, sharpening the focus on 
results, and making executive political lead-
ership more important. 

To understand why, and to understand the 
context in which the Summit was held, I 
want to focus on three factors in particular: 

First, I want to focus on the political con-
text of the time. Much of the media and pub-
lic reaction to the Summit centered around 
political questions—especially in the days 
leading up to the Summit. How much of the 
Summit was designed to cater to the Presi-
dent’s political needs? How did Congress 
view the Summit? What did the Governors 
expect? What tensions existed between the 
different levels of government? Those ques-
tions were being posed at the time, and it is 
important to examine them. 

Second, I want to look at the substantive 
context of the time. There was consensus 
across the political spectrum in 1989 that the 
United States faced a challenge, almost a 
crisis, of international competitiveness. 
While people of various political stripes dis-
agreed sharply on specific remedies, it had 
become conventional wisdom that, by a vari-
ety of international measures, including edu-
cational achievement, the United States was 
not as competitive as most of its trading 
partners and competitors in the global econ-
omy, and was falling further behind. This 
may be difficult to comprehend today, but 
the fact is that the competitiveness issue 
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permeated most political debates of that 
time, and much of the educational reform ef-
fort in the Nation was fueled by competitive-
ness concerns. 

Finally, I want to look at the debate over 
the Federal role in education. In 1989, the 
very idea of a Federal role in education was 
still an open question. Today, we largely 
argue over what form the Federal role should 
take and how much it will cost. Very few 
will question the Federal role. We do not 
challenge the need for national standards or 
a national approach to educational policy. 
Back then, things were quite different, and 
the Summit played a major role—perhaps 
THE major role—in settling the basic ques-
tion of whether there should be a Federal 
role in education. 

I want to focus on those three factors of 
politics, competitiveness and the Federal 
educational role because they really laid the 
foundation for much of what has followed, 
both at the State and Federal levels. And, 
yes, that includes Virginia’s ‘‘Standards of 
Learning’’ and the Federal ‘‘No Child Left 
Behind’’ legislation. 

POLITICS 
Let’s begin with the political dimension. 
It is well known that during the 1988 cam-

paign, the then-Vice President Bush had pro-
claimed that he’d like to be known as the 
‘‘Education President.’’ There was a belief, I 
think, that this would not only allow him to 
compete for voters the Democratic nominee 
was taking for granted, but that it would 
also allow the Vice President to set himself 
apart from President Reagan whose rhetoric 
and budgets, especially in the early years, 
demonstrated opposition to Federal involve-
ment in education. 

If that was President Bush’s strategy, it 
worked. His opponent in 1988, Massachusetts 
Governor Michael Dukakis, took the edu-
cation issue somewhat for granted and the 
Vice President was able to use it to his ad-
vantage. For those who feared a replay of 
Reagan-era proposals to eliminate the De-
partment of Education, the new President’s 
words assuaged their worries. 

When President Bush talked of a ‘‘kinder, 
gentler’’ administration, many believed that 
he was talking about education. Yet, when 
President Bush went on to observe, in his in-
augural address, that the U.S. Government 
had ‘‘more will than wallet’’ in the face of 
mounting needs AND mounting deficits, 
many worried that he would walk away from 
his commitment to education. 

Indeed, the first several months of the 
Bush administration saw little or no action 
in the education area. This was understand-
able. A new administration was getting orga-
nized, momentous things were beginning to 
happen in Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union, and pro democracy demonstrators 
spent the spring of that year camped out in 
Tianamen Square in Beijing. 

In addition, hostages were being taken in 
the Middle East. The budget deficit was in-
creasing rapidly. There were many serious 
international priorities. That nothing was 
happening on education should not have been 
a surprise, though the fact did give rise to 
some grumbling and increased pressure on 
the Bush Administration to do something. 

When President Bush came to Chicago in 
August, 1989 to address the annual meeting 
of the National Governors Association, there 
was much to talk about—in fact, the major 
story in the news the day he visited con-
cerned the death of a U.S. hostage taken in 
the Middle East. 

Indeed, the President broke the news of the 
hostage’s death to the public at the begin-
ning of his speech to the Governors. But dur-
ing the course of his remarks, he announced 
that he would meet with the Governors in a 

‘‘Summit’’ sometime that fall to discuss edu-
cation. It would be only the third time a 
President would meet in a specially-called, 
Summit-type, meeting with Governors, and 
the first time that the subject would be edu-
cation. The exact time and place had not 
then been determined, nor had the Univer-
sity of Virginia been selected as the site of 
the Summit. 

Naturally, there were pundits who believed 
that the meeting would be nothing more 
than a photo opportunity; a chance for the 
President to quiet criticism of himself for 
not spending as much time on education as 
some people wanted. It was summertime, 
Congress was out of session, and after the 
National Governors’ Association meeting 
there was little hard news for the press to 
focus on, at least in the domestic arena. So, 
people were free to speculate about the 
President’s motives for holding the Summit, 
and about the agenda for the meeting. 

About two weeks after the President had 
proposed the meeting, the White House an-
nounced that the Summit would be held here 
at the University of Virginia, and that it 
would be held at the end of September, about 
a month later. The fact that we now had a 
specific set of dates, and a location, only 
raised the intensity of the debate, as well as 
the political temperature. 

To begin with, Congress was unhappy 
about being excluded from the discussion. Up 
until 1989, Federal education policy was pri-
marily a congressional concern. Presidents 
might express opinions but otherwise were 
reduced mostly to signing bills passed by 
Congress. Here was a President who had pro-
posed to alter that balance, who made it 
clear that the Summit was limited to him-
self and the 50 State Governors and the Gov-
ernors of the territories. 

Congressional leaders, particularly the 
chairmen of the education committees, were 
outraged—and not just at the President. Re-
lations between Congress and the Governors 
were a little frayed at the time, particularly 
between Democratic Governors and Demo-
cratic members of Congress. 

At that Chicago NGA meeting that I 
chaired, 49 of the 50 Governors signed a let-
ter to congressional leaders asking for a 
moratorium on new Medicaid mandates. 
Continued expansion of Medicaid was exact-
ing a major toll on State budgets around the 
country, and the Governors were asking for a 
brief moratorium on new mandates in order 
to find ways to fully fund what was already 
in the pipeline. 

Congressional leaders were incensed. Con-
gressman Henry Waxman, who chaired the 
subcommittee in charge of Medicaid, wrote 
to all Democratic Governors accusing them 
of a variety of sins for their position in sup-
port of a moratorium on new Medicaid man-
dates. Things were especially tense between 
the gubernatorial wing of the Democratic 
party and the congressional wing (in those 
days, Democrats controlled both houses of 
Congress). 

So, there was the fear that congressional 
prerogatives were being stripped away and 
anger at Governors, particularly Democratic 
Governors, for being complicit in upsetting 
this balance. 

Congressional leaders found an ally in the 
then-Governor of New York, Mario Cuomo. 
Governor Cuomo, who was also the only Gov-
ernor not to sign the Medicaid mandate let-
ter, began working with Senator Kennedy, 
Chairman of the Senate Human Resources 
Committee, and Congressman Hawkins, his 
House counterpart. They wanted Congres-
sional leaders to participate in the Summit 
since Congress would have to fund any Fed-
eral initiatives, and they were also urging 
Democratic Governors to go to the Summit 
with an agenda demanding full Federal fund-

ing of a variety of programs, and the cre-
ation of several new Federal programs as 
well. 

Many of the Democratic Governors be-
lieved this approach to be misguided, that if 
the Governors’ conversation with the Presi-
dent on education simply mirrored Washing-
ton’s fights over formulas and funding, then 
the public would view the meeting skep-
tically, and we would lose an important op-
portunity to articulate a national commit-
ment to education. 

Arkansas Governor Bill Clinton was the 
Lead Democratic Governor for Education, 
and he and I worked together to convince 
our Democratic gubernatorial colleagues of 
this point of view. It was a difficult chal-
lenge and the outcome was uncertain. At-
tempts were made by some to convince indi-
vidual Democratic Governors, and their 
staffs, that the Summit was a clever trap de-
vised by the administration to ensure that 
no new resources would go into education. 

In the end, we convinced most of the 
Democratic Governors that the best way for-
ward was an approach that focused on a set 
of challenging goals and standards; stringent 
enough that the goals could not be reached 
without a major financial commitment at all 
levels of government. 

We believed that if we just asked for more 
money, we would lose the public debate; that 
people would not support money divorced 
from results; that both needed to go hand-in- 
hand. 

We believed, in short, that the best way to 
obtain additional resources for education 
was to set goals that could not be achieved 
without those new resources. 

So, if one is looking for a reason why the 
major result of the Summit was a commit-
ment to develop national goals, this is a 
good place to start. 

In the meantime, the Republicans were 
having their own discussions. Most of them 
also revolved around funding, with the ad-
ministration being wary of calls simply to 
provide more Federal money. Congressional 
Republicans largely agreed with the new ad-
ministration in opposing more money, with 
some even wanting to make cuts in edu-
cation spending. Republican Governors want-
ed to be supportive of their President in 
holding the line against demands for major 
new cash infusions, but they also realized 
that more resources were required. Some of 
the most conservative Republicans were con-
cerned that the Summit would all but en-
shrine a Federal role in education that they 
opposed. 

In the end, Republican Governors came to 
a very similar conclusion as their Demo-
cratic counterparts—that national goals 
would be the best way forward. My impres-
sion was that they were under much less 
pressure from their congressional counter-
parts than the Democratic Governors were 
from congressional Democrats; the pressure 
Republican Governors faced came more from 
an administration not wanting to be pres-
sured into major new infusions of Federal 
money. But Governors of both parties ulti-
mately came to similar conclusions prior to 
the Summit. 

In today’s partisan political climate, this 
bipartisan consensus seems almost impos-
sible to believe. There were many reasons for 
this bipartisan convergence in thinking. 

Perhaps it is because Governors have al-
ways been—or at least were then—better 
able to work across Party lines than mem-
bers of Congress. 

Perhaps it is because Governor Clinton and 
South Carolina Governor Carroll Campbell, 
who was the Lead Republican Governor for 
Education, got along so well or because Iowa 
Governor Terry Brandstad and Washington 
Governor Booth Gardner, the new Chairman 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 00:33 Nov 19, 2004 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A18NO6.001 S18PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11452 November 18, 2004 
and Vice Chairman respectively, of the Na-
tional Governors Association got along so 
well, or because we all got along with John 
Sununu, who as White House Chief of Staff 
played a major role in Summit preparations. 
Who knows? 

The fact is, however, that the political 
needs and desires of both Democratic and Re-
publican Governors happened to coincide in 
an important way at that time, and the Gov-
ernors went in to the Summit pretty much 
united over the need for fairly aggressive na-
tional goals. It was, to resurrect a phrase, a 
time of harmonic convergence. 

And what about the White House? As I 
mentioned earlier, the main political worry 
from the White House was that the Summit 
would lead to intense pressure for a major 
infusion of new Federal dollars. I remember, 
very specifically, that this was the one non- 
negotiable demand from the White House— 
the Summit would not be allowed to focus 
solely on discussions of new Federal money. 

Some on the White House staff wanted lit-
tle more than a statement saying that the 
President and Governors shared a common 
commitment to education. Others believed 
that such a result would be seen as inad-
equate and would merely confirm the sus-
picion many had that the entire Summit was 
pure politics. 

I want to state, by the way, that my belief 
has always been that President Bush was sin-
cere in his desire to chart a new way forward 
in education. This view was confirmed by 
what I observed at the Summit and by con-
versations I had with the President in the 
months and years after the Summit—includ-
ing a visit to Camp David a couple of years 
later. In this, he had the effective assistance 
of John Sununu and, later, Lamar Alex-
ander. But there were some in the adminis-
tration in September, 1989, who advocated a 
minimalist approach, to say the least. 

But others at the White House, echoing the 
President, believed that we had the oppor-
tunity to achieve more than a ‘‘Mom and 
Apple Pie’’ joint statement on the value of 
education. They were no more interested in 
committing the administration to major new 
Federal spending than the minimalists, but 
they did believe that we had a golden oppor-
tunity to focus the country’s attention on 
the need for a shared national goal of edu-
cation excellence. 

Thus was the consensus born that the 
Summit would attempt to articulate a set of 
national educational goals, or at least begin 
a process in which such goals could be devel-
oped. 

So, yes, politics was critically important 
to how the Summit unfolded and concluded. 
But as my UVA friend Larry Sabato likes to 
say, ‘‘politics is a good thing.’’ And in this 
case, politics led to a shared approach and a 
constructive outcome for educational re-
form. 

COMPETIVENESS 
Let me turn now to my second point, the 

substantive international policy concerns of 
late 1989. 

It is hard to remember now, with most of 
Europe and Japan stuck in a decade-long 
economic funk, but in the late 1980’s the 
major issue hanging over the education de-
bate—permeating debates over everything in 
fact—was competitiveness. At the time, the 
best way to get attention for one’s issue was 
to link it to the effort to make the American 
economy more competitive on a global basis. 
The book shelves were filled with tomes 
written by academics, journalists, politi-
cians, sports coaches and others about com-
petitiveness. 

Education was a major issue affected by 
the competitiveness debate. The changes 
that so challenged the Nation—the changes 

that inspired the Education Summit—were 
as much external as they were internal. And 
they were viewed as quite real, even threat-
ening. 

The case for viewing education in this 
light was first made with the 1983 publica-
tion of ‘‘A Nation at Risk.’’ That report com-
pletely transformed the education reform 
issue; it began to nationalize the issue, and 
it placed education firmly in the middle of 
the competitiveness debate. 

Listen to the language in the opening para-
graphs of that report: ‘‘[America’s] once un-
challenged preeminence in commerce, indus-
try, science, and technological innovation is 
being overtaken by competitors throughout 
the world. . . . [T]he educational foundations 
of our society are presently being eroded by 
a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens 
our very future as a Nation and as a people. 
. . . We have, in effect, been committing an 
act of unthinking, unilateral educational 
disarmament.’’ 

Tough stuff. Of course, the intent of the 
words was to jolt the public, the press and 
our political institutions out of their com-
placency and remove the inertia of the sta-
tus quo. The fact that the report came from 
a panel created by President Reagan’s Sec-
retary of Education, Terrell Bell, made the 
words all the more powerful. 

Well, if the intent was to jolt, it worked. 
Within just one year of the report’s release, 
41 States had toughened high school gradua-
tion requirements in line with the report’s 
recommendations. Thirty-five States had 
raised teacher certification standards, twen-
ty States had increased instructional time 
and nineteen had improved school discipline 
policies. 

In 1986, the National Governors’ Associa-
tion released ‘‘A Time for Results.’’ This re-
port proposed a series of actions to be com-
pleted by 1991—to strengthen teaching, in-
crease the use of technology and raise the 
level of local educational standards. This re-
port was to be updated each year in a series 
called ‘‘Results in Education.’’ 

Also in 1986, the Southern Governors Asso-
ciation Advisory Council on International 
Education released a report calling for im-
provements in the teaching of languages, ge-
ography and other international subjects. 
The report stated: ‘‘By every measure, Amer-
icans are not prepared to compete and to 
participate in the international market-
place.’’ The report continued: ‘‘We, as a na-
tion, as constantly surprised by world polit-
ical and economic events. They occur in 
places we never heard of, for reasons we do 
not understand.’’ The title of the report? 

CORNERSTONE OF COMPETITION 
In 1987, the National Governors Associa-

tion launched a year-long initiative called 
‘‘Jobs, Growth and Competition’’ which fo-
cused on a variety of issues, including edu-
cation, that were deemed important to im-
proving our international competitiveness. 
In 1989, the National Governors’ Association 
launched an initiative during my chairman-
ship called ‘‘America in Transition, the 
International Frontier.’’ The final report 
was entitled ‘‘A Competitive Nation.’’ A se-
ries of earlier reports had focused on a vari-
ety of issues, including education. 

But, this competitiveness concern wasn’t 
just for Governors. Congress and the Presi-
dent got in on the act as well. 

Congress created the Competitiveness Pol-
icy Council and charged it with reporting 
yearly on a series of actions that the nation 
could take to enhance its competitiveness in 
transportation, technology, trade, fiscal pol-
icy and education. 

The White House created a Competitive-
ness Council, chaired by the Vice President. 
So, this topic was a concern at every level of 
government. 

At the 1989 Education Summit’s opening 
press conference, I noted that: ‘‘We increas-
ingly cannot compete with overseas na-
tions. . . . The problem is that successful 
state and local programs are not enough; we 
need national educational excellence, and a 
national commitment to obtain it.’’ 

So, the competitiveness issue permeated 
the political landscape, it impacted every-
thing else. There was consensus across the 
land that we had a ‘‘competitiveness prob-
lem’’ And education was a part of that prob-
lem—and solution. 

What did this mean? 
It meant that education could no longer be 

strictly a local or state issue. For if we had 
a national problem of competitiveness, then 
we needed national solutions. We could not 
leave it to chance that every State and local-
ity would properly educate their young peo-
ple; after all, our competitors had not. We 
needed a national conversation about edu-
cation, we needed national results. We need-
ed—voila—national goals, just like our com-
petitors had. That’s why the Joint State-
ment issued by the President and Governors 
at the conclusion of the Summit began with 
these words: ‘‘The President and the nation’s 
Governors agree that a better educated citi-
zenry is the key to the continued growth and 
prosperity of the United States. . . . Edu-
cation has always been important, but never 
this important because the stakes have 
changed: Our competitors for opportunity 
are also working to educate their people. As 
they continue to improve, they make the fu-
ture a moving target.’’ 

And in the introduction to the National 
Education Goals agreed to five months later 
by the President and the Governors, you will 
find these words: ‘‘America’s educational 
performance must be second to none in the 
21st century. Education is central to our 
quality of life. It is at the heart of our eco-
nomic strength and security, our creativity 
in the arts and letters, our invention in the 
sciences, and the perpetuation of our cul-
tural values. Education is the key to Amer-
ica’s international competitiveness.’’ 

The need to fit education into a national 
competitiveness strategy, combined with the 
political conclusions arrived at by Governors 
of both parties and the White House, forced 
a focus on national goals as the way forward. 

FEDERAL ROLE 
Finally, let me focus on my third point: 

the concern in 1989 over Federal involvement 
in education. 

If the political mood and economic impera-
tive seemed to be converging on the idea of 
national education goals, there was still an 
unease many people felt about Federal in-
volvement in education. This had been the 
subject of considerable debate a decade ear-
lier when the U.S. Department of Education 
was created during the Carter Administra-
tion. It was the topic of campaign rhetoric 
on the campaign trail in 1980, and it was cer-
tainly argued in the halls of Congress on an 
annual basis in the early to mid–1980’s when 
President Reagan proposed eliminating the 
department in his proposed budgets. 

Among those most uncomfortable with the 
idea of an Education Summit were those who 
were ideologically opposed to the very idea 
of Federal involvement in education. Many 
writers, including William Safire, warned ex-
plicitly that the Bush Administration was 
setting the stage for a large expansion of the 
Federal role in education and for national-
izing the issue. 

They were right. 
In fact, I would argue that the major 

achievement of the 1989 Education Summit 
was to settle, once and for all, the argument 
over a Federal role in education; whether 
education would be a national issue. The 
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President and the Governors, by agreeing to 
the need for national education goals and 
agreeing on a strategy for developing those 
goals, had agreed upon a framework. There 
WOULD be a Federal role; education WOULD 
be a national issue, addressed with national 
solutions. 

It meant that educational decisions would 
no longer be settled solely at the local level. 
It meant that legislative deliberations at the 
State and Federal levels would become rel-
atively less important, and executive deci-
sion and vision relatively more important. 
That’s what happens when results are re-
quired; when speeches, money and programs 
are just not enough. 

This all seems like conventional wisdom 
today, but we can easily forget it was not al-
ways so. The 1989 Summit had a real impact, 
far beyond the imagining of those of us privi-
leged enough to have participated. It fun-
damentally changed the balance of political 
power on education issues, and it national-
ized education policy in a way few would 
have conceived just a few years earlier. 

CONCLUSION 
When the President called for a Summit 

with the Nation’s Governors to discuss edu-
cation, many observers may not have known 
what to expect. I don’t recall any of the Gov-
ernors believing beforehand that, while we 
agreed on the need for national goals, we 
would settle the argument over Federal in-
volvement in education, or that we would 
shift the Federal focus on education from 
one end of Pennsylvania Avenue to the 
other. 

I do recall a great deal of skepticism and 
criticism from outside observers, especially 
Congress and the press. But I do not recall 
anything but the most constructive attitude 
being expressed by any of the principal par-
ticipants. And, by the way, this was a meet-
ing of principals, very few staff aides were 
permitted much of a role at all. 

It is worth noting, by the way, that the 
participants—despite all of the good will and 
convergence of thinking on the value of set-
ting national goals—did not settle on spe-
cific goals at the Summit. We agreed on the 
need for goals, and, in general, what those 
goals should address. The actual goals them-
selves, however, were not developed until 
several months later. 

But, for the first time, the President and 
Governors were discussing on a national 
level a series of important questions. Many 
of these had long been discussed and debated 
in the States, and particularly in the South-
ern Regional Education Board states. These 
questions included, among others: 

Intervention: Could we do a better job of 
preparing children for first grade? 

Dropout rates: Could we slow the tide? 
Adult literacy: Could we put a dent in it, 

even eliminate it? 
Teacher quality: Could we motivate and in-

spire it? 
Decentralized management: Could it 

produce better results? 
And, parental choice: Could this be a work-

able technique or just the latest fad? 
In the end, it was a focus on such questions 

that formed the basis of the goals and the 
national education policy that we know 
today. 

I believe the Education Summit was, to 
paraphrase Winston Churchill, the ‘‘begin-
ning of a new beginning’’ in education pol-
icy. I believe the way we think, as a Nation, 
about the goals and objectives of education 
began to change in September, 1989. 
Unsurprisingly, we did not find all the an-
swers at the Summit. But we were asking 
the right questions—and for the first time, 
we were asking them as a Nation. 

In one sense, this should not have been all 
that surprising, because throughout our na-

tional history, educational reform has been a 
vital and characteristic part of the American 
impulse. We have always believed that we 
can, by the force of our own imagination and 
determination, improve tomorrow by im-
proving ourselves and our children. 

But, never has it been more important that 
our traditional convictions give rise to delib-
erate action. 

If ignorance is the enemy of democracy, in 
an international economy, ignorance could 
well be an invitation to national decline. In 
1989, it was clear and apparent that the time 
had arrived for us to put ourselves on the 
spot, That was the message I heard in Char-
lottesville, 

Accountability and the measurement of 
student performance, we declared, must be 
an integral part of our educational process. 
Indeed, Charlottesville portended a signifi-
cant shift in our approach to education: 
From here on, we said that we are going to 
be increasingly measured by more than the 
resources we invest. Instead, we declared 
that we are going to be questioned and exam-
ined on the progress our students achieve— 
or fail to achieve. 

Frankly, I think that is how it should be— 
for there is too much at stake for it to be 
otherwise. 

In 1989, the President and the governors 
joined efforts to ensure that America be-
comes a Nation resolved to using education 
as the best means for shaping the future. The 
reason we are here today is to assess our na-
tional performance since 1989. Where are the 
benchmarks of progress? Where are the 
guideposts for confronting the challenges? 

Our speakers and panelists today are here 
to help us make those assessments. I share 
your interest in their opinions of how far we 
have come, and I am confident that they will 
focus our attention on the significant chal-
lenges at hand. 

Today, as in 1989, we recognize that we 
have a lot of work to do, and we should al-
ways keep in perspective that all of our edu-
cational goals, commitments and resources 
come down to two fundamental points: 

First, education’s role as a transmitter of 
civilization’s knowledge and values must not 
be diminished. It is part of the glue that 
binds together the fabric of our society. 

Second, education is, also, increasingly, 
the engine that drives the American econ-
omy—our economic future depends upon our 
ability to compete, but our ability to com-
pete depends upon our ability to educate. It 
is just that simple. 

Thank you. I look forward to the rest of 
the Conference. 

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

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

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

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded and I be 
recognized to speak in morning busi-
ness. 

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

f 

TRIBUTES TO RETIRING 
SENATORS 

TOM DASCHLE 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, it is 
with great sadness that I rise to bid of-
ficial farewell to one of my best friends 
and to one of the greatest Senators 

ever to grace this body, TOM DASCHLE 
of South Dakota. 

Unsurprisingly, I am sure I have 
known TOM longer than anyone here. I 
vividly remember his first campaign 
for Congress in 1978, the same year I 
ran for the South Dakota House of 
Representatives for the first time. We 
were two young candidates, almost the 
same age, recent graduates, the same 
year, of South Dakota colleges. While 
we were running for very different of-
fices, I felt an immediate bond with 
him at that time. 

TOM’s first race for Congress was in 
many ways predictive of the career 
that would follow. He was then, and 
still is, the hardest working, most fo-
cused person I have ever met in any 
sphere of my life. That year he 
knocked on more than 40,000 doors, per-
sonally asking South Dakotans for 
their vote. I can tell you, knocking on 
40,000 doors in the middle of a South 
Dakota winter is a real challenge. 

TOM looked so young he was once 
mistaken as the paperboy at one of 
those doors—a woman asked how much 
money she owed him. I have a photo I 
cherish to this day of TOM and me to-
gether during that first campaign, both 
of us looking like we were 14 years old. 
It makes you wonder how anyone voted 
for either of us at that time. 

I remember watching the election re-
turns coming in for TOM’s campaign 
that evening and it didn’t look very 
good, frankly. In fact, when I went to 
bed that night I was almost certain he 
had lost. It was only when I woke up 
that I found TOM was only behind by 50 
votes with a recount certain, and as it 
turned out, he was certified the winner 
officially by 14 votes out of 130,000 
votes cast. Who would have dreamed 
that such a close victory in South Da-
kota would have been the beginning of 
such a distinguished career? 

In the intervening years, I watched 
with admiration while TOM’s career ad-
vanced in the House of Representa-
tives. He was a natural leader, and I do 
not believe that many who knew him 
were surprised, in 1986, when he decided 
to run for the Senate, taking on the 
same man who, 6 years previously, de-
feated Senator George McGovern, an 
institution in our State. 

It was far from an easy race, but TOM 
prevailed in the end, and his leaving 
his House seat opened it for my elec-
tion that year as well. It was the cul-
mination of those two elections which 
led to an extremely close working rela-
tionship but also to a very close friend-
ship. 

I have spent the last 18 years work-
ing side by side with TOM DASCHLE. I 
cannot imagine a better partner with 
whom to work. He is, as I mentioned 
earlier, the hardest working person I 
have ever known. He is also the most 
patient person I have ever known, as 
well as unfailingly generous—qualities 
that served him very well as Senate 
Democratic leader, an extremely de-
manding job. 

There have been fewer than 2,000 Sen-
ators who have served our Nation in 
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