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camping trip on Alaska’s North Slope) I 
don’t think I can be accused of being insensi-
tive to the charms of the Arctic qua Arctic. 
I just don’t see the threat to values I cherish. 

It is signed ‘‘Sincerely, Jim.’’ 
Now, that represents an informed 

point of view. I am now in a position 
where I think we must address what 
has been said in the newspapers and so 
many areas about the value of the oil 
in this area. 

The coastal plain of ANWR is not a 
wilderness area. There was a test well 
drilled in this area, the results of 
which remain secret under an agree-
ment between the oil industry and the 
Federal Government. It was drilled 
near Kaktovik. 

When we hear people such as Senator 
FEINGOLD say ANWR should not be in 
the budget resolution because the land 
does not have any value, he is wrong. 
The land does have value. As I said be-
fore, when we were trying to develop 
Prudhoe Bay, the estimate was made 
that there was a billion barrels of oil at 
the most in Prudhoe Bay. 

After producing 16 billion barrels, we 
know there is oil on the coastal plain 
of ANWR. There is no question that we 
have a duty, in the interest of national 
security, to drill in this area. 

The budget that is coming before us, 
and I will be speaking again next week 
on this, has a provision which deals 
with the estimate of the amount of 
money received by the Federal Govern-
ment and the State in the first 5 years 
of the development of this area. I be-
lieve that is $5 billion. Those revenues 
would be split between the State and 
the Federal Government. In the process 
of valuing what the oil might be worth, 
the value of $25 a barrel for oil has been 
used. I asked the CBO: Why do you not 
use the actual amount of oil today, 
which is over $50? 

They said that was the amount used 
when they first made the study, and 
they have not had any studies to jus-
tify raising that now. As their baseline 
for oil, they are using $25 a barrel. 

So anyone who says this is not a val-
uable thing in the budget because of 
the money that is going to be raised 
ought to understand the minimum that 
will come in will be twice that amount. 
People are going to base their bids on 
the value of the oil that might be pro-
duced. 

I will speak longer on this at a later 
date, but I want to say one thing. At 
the time President Carter signed this 
bill in 1980, the Alaska National Inter-
est Lands Conservation Act, I was 
urged to block it. President Carter had 
received about 90 percent of what he 
wanted in this bill. By preserving 
rights of access to Alaskans, the right 
to use traditional means of transpor-
tation, and protection of native peoples 
and communities, Alaskans got 10 per-
cent. The only major difference was the 
1002 area. 

The amendment that provided for the 
1002 area was authored by Senator 
Jackson and Senator Tsongas, not by 
me. It was authored by them as a com-

promise with Alaska, and it guaranteed 
that we would be able to explore this 
area that is so valuable to our future. 
This is the area that former President 
Carter asks Congress now to take back, 
and some members of the House want 
to turn it into a wilderness area now. 

After we were elected to the majority 
and getting ready for the session in 
1981, I was assistant leader. Senator 
Baker was the majority leader. I had 
calls from home: Change this law and 
change it now. I said, no. In Alaska we 
have a saying from Robert Service: A 
promise made is a debt unpaid. 

I entered into an agreement with 
Senator Jackson and Senator Tsongas 
that we would accept what they and 
President Carter wanted, conditioned 
upon Alaska retaining its rights to ex-
plore and develop the Arctic coast of 
Alaska. In 1981, we could have changed 
it. I was urged to change it. 

Now, after 24 years of arguing over 
this issue, and it has been before this 
Congress and this Senate every year 
since 1981, I told a group the other day 
I am distressed that I must argue again 
and again for Congress to keep its 
promise to the Alaskan people. This 
year I will argue that again. 

My mind goes back to those Alas-
kans—they put a full page ad in the 
paper saying: Ted, come home. You no 
longer represent Alaska. Come home so 
someone else can change that law and 
get some of the things we did not 
achieve under the 1980 act. 

Now all we are asking is for the Con-
gress, and particularly this Senate, to 
follow that law to allow us to proceed 
with this development. But what do we 
face? We face a filibuster, something 
that was unheard of when the oil pipe-
line was considered. We now have the 
issue of oil exploration and develop-
ment before us, and in an area even 
more promising than Prudhoe Bay, in 
my judgment. We know it is a larger 
structure under the Earth. It could 
contain more oil than even Prudhoe 
Bay, although the estimates are lower. 

When we look at it, the simple ques-
tion before the Senate, in my mind, is, 
Is this a national security issue? Is the 
ability to fill the Alaskan oil pipeline a 
national security issue? 

During the Persian Gulf war we sent 
2.1 million barrels of oil a day to what 
we call the South 48, the continental 
U.S. Today we are sending 900,000. The 
pipeline is not full. The pipeline cannot 
be full again unless we obtain the oil 
from the Arctic coast. 

It is still a matter of national secu-
rity. I challenge my friends who want 
to filibuster this. I challenge the neces-
sity to try to get 60 votes to make this 
become a reality. That is why we have 
to use the Budget Act to try to avoid 
that threat of a filibuster, which did 
not exist in this Chamber on the Alas-
kan oil pipeline. 

I will be back again and again, be-
cause this may be my last stand at try-
ing to convince Congress to keep its 
word. It is getting more difficult to 
serve in a Senate that cannot—cannot, 

and will not, carry out commitments 
that were made by previous occupants 
of this body. 

Thank you very much. 
EXHIBIT 1 

January 24, 2005. 
Hon. TED STEVENS, 
Hart Senate Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR TED: Twenty-six years ago, after 
leaving the Senate, I was a lead signatory in 
full-page ads opposing oil exploration in the 
Arctic National Wildlife Reserve that ap-
peared in the New York Times and the Wash-
ington Post. I opposed it because, based on 
the information then available, I believed 
that it would threaten the survival of the 
Porcupine caribou herd and leave huge, long- 
lasting scars on fragile Arctic lands. Since 
the, caribou populations in the areas of 
Prudhoe Bay and the Alaskan pipeline have 
increased, which demonstrates that the Por-
cupine herd would not be threatened, and 
new regulations limiting activities to the 
winter months and mandating the use of ice 
roads and directional drilling have vastly re-
duced the impact of oil operations on the 
Arctic landscape. 

In light of the above, I have revised my 
views and now urge approval of oil develop-
ment in the 1002 Study Area for the fol-
lowing reasons: 

1. With proper management, I don’t see 
that any significant damage to arctic wild-
life would result, and none that wouldn’t 
rapidly be repaired once operation ceased. 

2. While I don’t buy the oil companies’ 
claim that only 2,000 acres would be affected, 
even if all of the 1.5 million-acre Study Area 
were to lose its pristine quality (it wouldn’t), 
that would still leave 18.1 million acres of 
the ANWR untouched plus another five mil-
lion acres in two adjoining Canadian wildlife 
refuges, or an area about equal to that of the 
States of Connecticut, Massachusetts, 
Vermont, and New Hampshire combined. In 
other words, it is simply preposterous to 
claim that oil development in the Study 
Area would ‘‘destroy’’ the critical values 
that ANWR is intended to serve. 

3. In light of the above, it is economic and 
(to a much lesser degree) strategic mas-
ochism to deny ourselves access to what 
could prove our largest source of a vital re-
source. 

Having visited the Arctic on nine occasions 
over the past 13 years (including a recent 
camping trip on Alaska’s North Slope), I 
don’t think I can be accused of being insensi-
tive to the charms of the Arctic qua Arctic. 
I just don’t see the threat to values I cherish. 

With best regards, 
JAMES L. BUCKLEY. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I make 
a point of order a quorum is not 
present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

f 

THE REAL CRISIS 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this 
week there has been more discussion in 
the newspapers and around the country 
about the issue of Social Security. As 
you know, the President continues to 
move around the country holding fo-
rums on Social Security. 
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One week ago today, in fact, Senator 

REID and I, Senator DURBIN, and a cou-
ple of other colleagues were in New 
York. We held a forum in New York 
City on Social Security. We then went 
to Philadelphia, PA, and held a forum 
on Social Security. Then we flew out 
west and we held one in Phoenix, AZ, 
and another one in Nevada. So there 
has been a lot of discussion about So-
cial Security. 

The President originally said there 
was a crisis in Social Security, which 
seemed to me to be a strange choice of 
words because, in fact, Social Security 
will be solvent until George W. Bush is 
106 years old. Let me say that again. I 
think that is important. Social Secu-
rity will remain solvent until this 
President reaches age 106. But he and 
others in the administration have said 
there is a crisis, it is going to go broke, 
it is going to be flat busted. 

Look, Social Security is a program 
that has been remarkably successful, 
that has lifted tens of millions of sen-
ior citizens out of poverty over many 
years. The fact is, people are living 
longer, healthier lives these days so we 
will have to make some adjustments, 
perhaps, in the future; but it is not 
major surgery that is required and it is 
not justification for saying there is a 
crisis or it is bankrupt or other types 
of language that the President and oth-
ers have used. 

The kind of adjustments that may 
have to be made—again they may not 
have to be made if we have robust eco-
nomic growth in the coming 75 years— 
but the kinds of adjustments that may 
have to be made are not major. We can 
do that. But this ought not be a pretext 
for taking Social Security apart and 
talking about privatization of Social 
Security. 

I was curious about why this comes 
up in this context right now. I know it 
is not about economics. President 
George W. Bush ran for Congress in 1978 
and he said then that Social Security 
would be broke in 10 years, by 1988, and 
we ought to go to private accounts. 
Well, almost 30 years later, he is saying 
the same thing. So I think this is not 
about economics, but rather it is all 
about philosophy. 

I respect the President. He has every 
right to have a philosophical objection 
or philosophical concern about the So-
cial Security Program. 

One of the leading voices on the far 
conservative right said this recently: 

Social Security is the soft underbelly of 
the liberal welfare state. 

That is part of the political debate, I 
guess. If you are on the far right, you 
have a right to say that, and a right to 
think that, and a right to manifest 
your belief that we ought to take So-
cial Security apart. But I don’t happen 
to share that. I think Social Security 
has been a remarkable program that 
every worker pays into, and when you 
retire, you get something back at a 
time when you have reached declining 
income years in your life. That is the 
one portion of retirement security you 
can count on. 

In most cases you aspire to have re-
tirement security by doing three 
things. No. 1, you pay into Social Secu-
rity for this insurance. Yes, it is insur-
ance, not investment. In the FICA tax 
that comes out of your paycheck, the 
‘‘I’’ is for ‘‘insurance,’’ not ‘‘invest-
ments.’’ It stands for insurance. So one 
part of retirement security is the guar-
anteed portion, Social Security. It will 
be there. You know it will be there. 
You know how much it is going to be. 
It is the guaranteed portion. 

The second part is hopefully you 
work for a company that offers a pen-
sion. Only half of the American work-
ers do, but we would like more compa-
nies to offer a pension. But that is a 
second part, a pension, private pension: 
a pension from your work. 

The third part is private invest-
ments: 401(k)s or IRAs or the kinds of 
private investments that you make, 
much of which go into the stock mar-
ket. I strongly support that. But that 
is not a pretext for taking apart Social 
Security. It is one of the three legs of 
retirement security: Social Security, 
the guaranteed portion, the portion 
without risk; pensions from your job; 
and then private investment accounts, 
such as 401(k)s and IRAs. 

We are going to have a robust discus-
sion about this in the weeks and 
months ahead. It is a worthy discussion 
for our country to have. This is a great 
country, made better, in my judgment, 
because of some of the things we have 
done to address some of our problems. 
When Franklin Delano Roosevelt saw 
that one-half of our senior citizens 
were living in poverty, he believed 
something should be done about that. 
So we created a Social Security Pro-
gram that workers paid into and retir-
ees are able to draw from, and now less 
than 10 percent of America’s senior 
citizens are living in poverty. Why? 
Why that success? Because of Social 
Security, that is why. I think the task 
for all of us is to not take it apart but 
to strengthen it and nurture it and pre-
serve it for the long term. At least that 
is my interest. 

I started by talking about the fact 
that the President describes Social Se-
curity as a crisis. It is not a crisis. 
However, our country does face a very 
real, very imminent crisis, in the area 
of international trade. 

This morning it was announced by 
the Department of Commerce that the 
trade deficit for the month of January 
was $58.3 billion. Let me say that 
again: a $58.3 billion trade deficit in 1 
month. That means nearly every single 
day, Americans have bought about $2 
billion worth of goods from other coun-
tries in excess of the amount of goods 
we sold those countries. Said another 
way, every day in the month of Janu-
ary other countries ended up owning 2 
billion more dollars of our country. 
Their claim on our country was in-
creased by $58.3 billion, nearly $2 bil-
lion a day, nearly $60 billion in 1 month 
of increased foreign claims against 
American assets. China and others end 

up owning more and more of our coun-
try as a result of these pernicious trade 
deficits. 

We have a growing, serious, abiding 
crisis in our international trade and 
this country seems willing to sleep 
through it. By ‘‘this country’’ I mean 
the President and the Congress. They 
are perfectly willing to sleepwalk 
through this, while every single day 
and every single month China and 
Japan and others end up owning more 
of America. 

Let me describe why we have this 
trade deficit that is growing at an 
alarming rate, over a $600 billion trade 
deficit last year. Why does this exist? 
Let me give you some examples. 

American corporations in most cases 
no longer consider themselves just 
American if they are doing business 
around the world. They want to maxi-
mize profits for their shareholders and 
they have discovered 1 billion people in 
the rest of the world—1 billion out of a 
population of 6 billion—1 billion people 
whom they can employ quite easily for 
20 or 30 or 40 cents an hour, because 
technology and capital is instantly 
moveable now to any place on Earth. 

That is exactly what has happened. It 
has happened time and time again in 
recent years. That is why the Amer-
ican people who used to have good 
manufacturing jobs have now discov-
ered themselves all too often jobless, 
and when they search for a new job 
they get a job that pays only 70 percent 
or 80 percent of what their old job used 
to pay because the good jobs are mov-
ing overseas. 

We have a provision in our Tax Code 
that says if you move your jobs over-
seas—if you are a company and you 
shut your American manufacturing 
plant and move your American jobs 
overseas—we will give you a tax break. 
It is unbelievable, unbelievably stupid, 
that our country would have in its Tax 
Code incentives for people to shut their 
American plant and move it overseas. 
Yet that exists. I have tried to close it 
here on the floor of the Senate with an 
amendment and I have lost. But we are 
going to vote on that again this year 
and we will see whether any minds 
have changed. 

Let me give some examples of what is 
happening. Levis—everybody knows 
about Levis. People like to wear Levis; 
put on Levis for the weekend. Except 
now Levi doesn’t make Levis anymore, 
not one. Levis used to be American. 
They made Levis in America. Then 
they moved Levis to Mexico and to 
other parts of the world. Now they 
don’t make any Levis. All they do is 
contract with foreign companies who 
make Levis for the Levi Company. 

Fig Newton cookies. I grew up eating 
Fig Newton cookies. All American, 
right? Want to have some Mexican food 
tonight? Eat a Fig Newton cookie be-
cause that left America. Why? Cheaper 
wages in Monterrey, Mexico. Eat a Fig 
Newton cookie and you are eating 
Mexican food. 

What about Huffy bicycles? Twenty 
percent of the American bike market is 
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Huffy bicycles. You buy them at Sears, 
Kmart, Wal-Mart. We had folks in Ohio 
who made $11 an hour who made Huffy 
bicycles, but they got fired. Do you 
know why? Because Huffy bicycles are 
now made in China at 30 cents an hour 
and American workers can’t compete 
with 30 cents an hour and should not 
have to. But nonetheless they lost 
their jobs and Huffy bicycles are now 
made in China to ship back to our 
country, so consumers conceivably 
have an advantage of a lower cost bicy-
cle. 

I am not certain the bicycle costs 
less. I know the profits of the middle-
men are inflated, and I know Ameri-
cans who honored their manufacturing 
jobs and loved their jobs got fired from 
their jobs because they couldn’t com-
pete with a Chinese worker working 7 
days a week, 12 to 14 hours a day, who 
is paid 30 cents an hour. That is what 
is happening to American jobs. And 
people say, well, that is the new econ-
omy, Senator DORGAN. You just don’t 
understand it. No. I don’t. We spent a 
century, we spent 100 years in this 
country fighting about important 
things: about child labor, about wheth-
er you should go down to a coal mine 
and work next to 12-year-old kids. We 
decided that is not fair; about whether 
you should expect to be able to work in 
a safe workplace and about whether 
you have the right to organize in 
America. We had people dying in the 
streets of this country demonstrating 
for the right to organize. They died in 
the streets of America for the right to 
organize as workers and for the right 
to a fair wage. We went through all of 
those things for over a century. It was 
hard and tough. 

Now a company can decide: You 
know something, we don’t have to care 
about any of that. We can hire 12-year- 
old kids, work them 12 hours a day, pay 
them 12 cents an hour, build a manu-
facturing plant, and throw chemicals 
in the water, throw chemicals in the 
air, and the manufacturing plant 
doesn’t have to be safe, and if the 
workers decide they want to organize, 
we can fire them right now. We can get 
over all of this, we pole vault over all 
those issues and produce where it is 
cheaper. We are not encumbered by our 
ability to pollute the air and water. We 
can fire kids and ship the products to 
America and have American consumers 
go to Kmart, Wal-Mart, Sears, or To-
ledo or Fargo or Los Angeles or New 
York, and buy that product, which was 
in fact produced by someone who took 
a job from the neighbor of that con-
sumer. 

This country has not decided whether 
there is an admission price in the 
American marketplace. We sign all 
these trade agreements, and none of 
them is complied with at all. This 
country has no nerve, no backbone, no 
will to stand up for its own economic 
interest. I am not suggesting that we 
build walls around our country, but I 
am saying we ought to pay some atten-
tion to the basic conditions of produc-

tion that we fought over for 100 years. 
If corporations decide, we can now go 
to Bangladesh or Sri Lanka or China 
and ignore all of those issues and have 
people fired if they try to organize for 
collective bargaining, then there is 
something fundamentally wrong. 

Question: Why is it that in this coun-
try we imported nearly 600,000 Korean 
cars from the country of Korea in the 
past year but are only able to sell 3800 
U.S. cars in Korea? Answer: Because 
the Korean government doesn’t want 
U.S. cars in Korea. They want to ship 
all of their cars to America, but they 
don’t want U.S. cars to be sold in 
Korea. And our country says that is 
OK; we will not do anything about 
that. Our country doesn’t have the 
nerve or the will to stand up for its 
own economic interest. 

We have a dispute with Europe over 
beef, so our ranchers and farmers and 
others suffer as a consequence of that 
dispute. In a rare display of backbone, 
American negotiators decided to get 
tough with the Europeans, by applying 
retaliatory tariffs. So what did they 
do? They decided they were going to 
impose tariffs on truffles, goose liver, 
and Roquefort cheese. That is going to 
scare the devil out of our trade adver-
saries—a trade adversary that is tak-
ing advantage of us. We are going to 
slap tariffs on truffles, goose liver and 
Roquefort cheese. 

This country has to decide finally to 
stand up for its economic interests. 

I haven’t talked about Japan. We 
have had a $60 billion to $80 billion 
trade deficit with Japan every single 
year, year after year after year. They 
are guilty of horribly unfair trade with 
this country. The same is true with 
China. It is even worse with China. 
There are massive copyright violations 
going on, counterfeiting, and piracy. 
But in addition to that, their markets 
still, in many cases, are largely closed 
to our market. 

I have raised this issue on the floor 
several times, but no one seems to care 
very much about this issue of bilateral 
automobile trade with China. 

Let me give you an example of what 
recently happened. Time magazine says 
that China is revving up a huge new 
automobile export industry—a big in-
dustry to export automobiles from 
China. We just had a bilateral trade 
agreement with China about 3 years 
ago, and our negotiators agreed to this. 
They said to China: You can impose a 
tariff on U.S. automobiles we try to 
sell in China that is 10 times higher 
than we would impose on automobiles 
China sends to us. 

This is a country with which we now 
have a $130 billion to $140 billion trade 
deficit, and we have a trade agreement 
that was incompetently negotiated by 
our negotiator, who said to China, on 
bilateral automobile trade: You can 
impose a tariff that is 10 times higher 
than the tariff we will impose on Chi-
nese automobiles coming into the 
United States. 

I do not know who did this, but it is 
unbelievably incompetent. Somebody 

ought to be fired summarily for negoti-
ating this kind of trade agreement 
with respect to bilateral automobile 
trade with China. 

This morning when the announce-
ment was made that we had a $58.3 bil-
lion trade deficit in the month of Janu-
ary, if this doesn’t wake up the White 
House and if this doesn’t wake up this 
Congress, shame on all of us. That is an 
annual trade deficit of over $700 billion. 

Warren Buffett, by the way, in his 
message to shareholders at Berkshire 
Hathaway this year, said what is going 
to happen is we are going to become a 
nation of sharecroppers, because every 
single day when we buy $1 billion more 
from foreign countries than we sell to 
them, this means that China, Japan, 
Korea, and other countries own that 
much more every single day of our 
country, of our stocks, of our assets, of 
our real estate. 

Even as the value of the dollar has 
been declining, our trade deficit is 
spiking up, up, way up, and there is no 
economist in this country who teaches 
that when your currency declines, your 
trade deficits should go up. But I think 
I understand why it is happening—it’s 
because we don’t have the backbone, 
the will, or the nerve to stand up for 
this country’s economic interests. 

If you all read the papers last week 
about textiles coming in from China, 
the first month the limits were off on 
textiles, you see what is happening to 
exacerbate that dramatic increase in 
trade deficit with China. 

President Bush wants to travel 
around the country and talk about So-
cial Security, a Social Security system 
that will remain solvent until George 
W. Bush is 106 years old. There is no 
crisis there. But there is a crisis with 
our trade deficit. And it requires—de-
mands, in my judgment—that this 
President and this Congress get seri-
ous. 

I am sending another letter to the 
President, suggesting that he hold an 
emergency summit on the trade def-
icit. 

This is a serious, abiding crisis that 
weakens our country significantly. It 
is all about jobs. 

We are going to debate the budget 
next week. There is no social program 
as important as a good job that pays 
well. That is just a fact. The fact is, 
good jobs are marching out of this 
country at an alarming rate, and they 
are moving to parts of the world where 
those who are producing products find 
they can hire people for 20 cents an 
hour or 30 cents an hour. 

Nobody wants to hear these questions 
much about trade, but it is gripping 
when you understand what is actually 
happening. 

I talked on the floor about the young 
women dying in the manufacturing 
plants in China. How about the young 
children who are making rugs and car-
pets who have their fingertips burned 
with gunpowder? They put gunpowder 
on their fingertips, light it with a 
match in order to create scarring on 
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their fingertips—these little kids that 
are 10 years old—so when they sew with 
needles and stick their fingertips with 
a needle, they can’t feel it because they 
have been scarred by burned gun-
powder, so the kids can continue to sew 
and not bleed. Then that product, that 
carpet, is sent to the United States, 
and someone shows up and says: I 
would like to buy that carpet, wouldn’t 
I? It is made with slave labor, in many 
cases, with children whose hands have 
been burned to prevent the bleeding 
from needles to make that carpet. Is 
that really what we want? Is that real-
ly the construct of trade that we be-
lieve represents a free market? I don’t 
think so. 

There is much more to say, and I will 
say it at some future point. 

I think today’s announcement—just 
an hour and a half ago now—about the 
devastating January trade deficit num-
bers ought to at least justify calling 
Air Force One back to this town and 
asking the President to join us, join 
labor, and join the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers in a meeting, a 
summit to talk about what on Earth 
we do to repair this trade deficit that 
is just crushing to the future economic 
opportunities in this country. 

I will have more to say. I hope that 
this weekend, the White House and the 
Congress will reflect on what this an-
nouncement means for the future of 
our country and begin to deal with the 
crisis that does exist. No, not Social 
Security—it is not a crisis—but the cri-
sis exists in these crippling, dev-
astating trade deficit numbers. 

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

ator from Arkansas. 
f 

SHOOTING IN ATLANTA 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about something dear 
and near my heart. 

Before I do, I want to mention that 
we in Arkansas and everyone in the 
Senate joins with you, Mr. President, 
in your prayers and our prayers for the 
very tragic, bad news coming out of At-
lanta right now. We want you to know 
that anything we can do, we want to 
try to help in every way we can. 

f 

COMMEMORATIVE COIN IN HONOR 
OF THE LITTLE ROCK NINE 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, thank 
you for allowing me a few moments to 
speak about something I care very 
deeply about; that is, I am going to in-
troduce a bill that would create a com-
memorative coin in honor of the 50th 
anniversary of desegregation of Little 
Rock Central High School in Little 
Rock, AR. 

The bill I am introducing with my 
colleague, Senator BLANCHE LINCOLN, is 
a companion measure to the work of 
our Arkansas colleague, Arkansas Con-
gressman VIC SNYDER. 

Once again, Congressman SNYDER has 
shown himself to be quiet and effective 

and really able to get things done over 
in the House, not just for our States 
but for our Nation. 

Imitation is the greatest form of flat-
tery, and I am here today to introduce 
identical language to Congressman 
SNYDER’s H.R. 358. I was excited to see 
that 319 members of the House of Rep-
resentatives cosponsored Congressman 
SNYDER’s bill. It is my hope that I will 
have similar success in the Senate. 

The bill requires the Secretary of the 
Treasury to mint a coin in commemo-
ration of the 50th anniversary of the 
desegregation of Little Rock Central 
High School in Little Rock. I believe 
this will serve as a timeless reminder 
of an event that provided a landmark 
change in our school system. 

Let me remind my colleagues about 
the desegregation crisis that took 
place at Little Rock Central High 
School and why this event is so impor-
tant. 

In 1952, the Little Rock school board 
wanted to follow the rule of law and 
took the Brown v. Board of Education, 
Topeka, KS, case seriously, that mo-
mentous decision from 1954. When the 
U.S. Supreme Court used the phrase 
‘‘all deliberate speed,’’ the Little Rock 
school board thought that it could 
begin to comply with the Supreme 
Court’s ruling beginning in the 1957 
school year. 

In 1957, nine black teenagers inte-
grated the all white Central High 
School in Little Rock, AR, testing the 
Brown v. Board of Education Supreme 
Court decision that ultimately ended 
legal segregation in schools. 

As these nine teenagers attempted to 
enter the doors of Central High, they 
were confronted with an angry, ram-
paging mob. President Eisenhower or-
dered Federal troops to Little Rock to 
end the brutal intimidation campaign 
mounted against the black students 
and to uphold Brown and Federal law. 

The ‘‘Little Rock Nine’’—Ernest 
Green, Elizabeth Eckford, Gloria Ray 
Karlmark, Carlotta Walls LaNier, 
Minnijean Brown Trickey, Terrence 
Roberts, Jefferson Thomas, Thelma 
Mothershed Wair and Melba Pattillo 
Beals—changed the course of American 
history by claiming and exercising the 
right to receive an equal education. 

They were helped in this important 
endeavor by civil rights pioneer Daisy 
Bates who raised public awareness of 
their plight. 

Of her experience, Melba Pattillo 
Beals recalls: 

I had to become a warrior. I had to learn 
not how to dress the best but how to get 
from that door to the end of the hall without 
dying. 

Another one of those students was 
Ernest Green, who best explains why 
the Little Rock Nine sacrificed their 
innocence for a chance at a better edu-
cation. He said: 

We wanted to widen options for ourselves 
and later for our children. 

Mr. Green was the first black student 
to graduate from Central High School. 
He later served as Assistant Secretary 

of Housing and Urban Affairs under 
President Jimmy Carter and as vice 
president of Lehman Brothers. 

Turning opportunity into achieve-
ment is what civil rights pioneer Daisy 
Bates had in mind when she led the 
Little Rock Nine to break down the 
barriers that stood between them and 
an equal education. 

Despite threats on her life and of fi-
nancial ruin, Daisy Bates made signifi-
cant strides in the courtroom and in-
creased public awareness through the 
newspaper she and her husband, L.C. 
Bates, published. 

As a former student of Central 
High—and by the way, I note that we 
have another student of Little Rock 
Central High in our presence today as 
one of our pages—I can tell you the im-
pact of the Little Rock Nine and Daisy 
Bates is still felt in my heart and in 
the halls of Central High. 

The acts of courage, self-sacrifice, 
and grit by the Little Rock Nine 
should be shared with our current gen-
eration and the generations to follow. 

It took nine young high school stu-
dents to prove to our Nation that ‘‘all 
men are created equal’’ and that the 
rule of law is paramount in the democ-
racy of the United States. 

Today, children all over America 
have the right to learn because of the 
courage and sacrifice of the Little 
Rock Nine. A commemorative coin will 
bring national and international atten-
tion to the lasting legacy of this im-
portant event. With this legislation, 
500,000 $1 dollar coins will be minted by 
the Treasury. 

These coins will be minted with sym-
bols emblematic of the desegregation 
of the Little Rock Central High School 
and its contribution to civil rights in 
America; bear the year ‘‘2007’’; and in-
clude the inscripted words ‘‘Liberty’’, 
‘‘In God We Trust’’, ‘‘United States of 
America’’, and ‘‘E Pluribus Unum’’, 
which means, out of many, one. Little 
Rock Central High School helped us to 
become one nation. 

To cover the cost of the coins, the 
Secretary of Treasury shall sell the 
coins at face value with a surcharge to 
cover the cost of production and de-
sign. 

The courage of the ‘‘Little Rock 
Nine’’ (who stood in the face of vio-
lence, was one of the defining moments 
of the Civil Rights movement and 
changed American history by providing 
a foundation upon which to build 
greater equality. 

I hope that the Senate will join me in 
passing this measure to commemorate 
the Little Rock Nine and the desegre-
gation of Little Rock Central High 
School. 

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor 
this bill and allow the measure to move 
forward in an effort to ensure that 
these extraordinary achievements are 
recorded and shared for future genera-
tions. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, today 
I rise, along with my friend, colleague 
and fellow Arkansan, Senator MARK 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 02:01 Mar 12, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G11MR6.020 S11PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-17T13:34:23-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




