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on the same side on the symbolism of 
this, but we can’t pass laws that do ex-
actly what all of us have said is wrong 
with our penal system, all of the unin-
tended consequences. There is one here, 
and I ask, in a very polite way—I have 
been asking for 3 months—for one 
small change, and I will let the bill go 
today, on this day, if we can have it. 

The changes have been out there. 
They are not brand-new. They have 
been in Senator BOOKER’s office for 3 
months. We have tried to, as he has 
had objections, work with him on his 
objections. 

So I would ask unanimous consent, 
once again, to pass the bill, as amend-
ed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BOOKER. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, this is a 
bill that has already passed this body. 
Same bill, same language. There was 
no objection. Only four Members of the 
House of Representatives objected. 
Same bill, same language. 

I have heard this objection. We dis-
agree with this. The truth is, what is 
being proposed is not just opposed by 
me, but our Republican colleagues who 
are sponsoring this bill, in this body, 
oppose these corrections as well. 

In addition to that, changes to this 
bill now would send it back to the 
House of Representatives. This is a tac-
tic that will send this bill back over to 
the House, where again it would have 
to be voted on. 

This idea that somehow someone 
would be brought up on lynching 
charges for a slapping is absurd, espe-
cially as you see, with hate crime legis-
lation, how difficult that is even to 
prove. 

So I am deeply disappointed by the 
objections we have heard that were not 
made manifest last year, in 2019, but 
somehow seem to be stopping it in 2020. 
So I object, with this prediction: We, as 
a body, will correct historic ills and 
pass lynching legislation through this 
body, through the House of Representa-
tives. One day in this Nation, this leg-
islation will pass. 

Perhaps it will have to wait until I 
am not here, until Senator PAUL is not 
here, unless he decides to go back to 
the 2019 Senator PAUL. 

The question is, What side of history 
will we ultimately be on? I pray that it 
happens in this Congress. I pray that 
the President signs legislation against 
lynching. How historic that would be. 
But today it is not going to happen, ob-
viously. 

I am telling you right now, this cele-
bration will come. This moment in 
American history will come. The frus-
trating thing for me is, at a time when 
this country hungers for common 
sense, racial reconciliation, an ac-
knowledgement of our past and a look-
ing forward to the better future, this 
will be one of the sad days where that 
possibility was halted. 

As we all know, one of the great lead-
ers that Republicans and Democrats all 
hail asked that question—How long 
will it take?—and the simple answer is 
not long because the truth crushed to 
earth will rise again; not long because 
you reap what you sow; not long be-
cause the arc of the moral universe is 
long but it bends toward justice. 

We will pass this legislation. I pray 
that the Members of this body, as we 
are right now, are the ones to do it. 

I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from Alaska. 
Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, be-

fore my colleagues exit the Chamber, I 
want to acknowledge their words. I 
want to say thank you. The passion, 
the emotion, the true rawness in your 
words are words that I think all of us, 
as Members of the Senate, should hear, 
reflect, and respect. I just want you to 
know I am thankful I was on the floor 
to personally hear. Because we can 
read words, but it is when we have the 
ability to hear and to feel those words 
that their true meaning comes out, so 
I appreciate and I thank you for that. 

f 

PROTESTS 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
had asked to come and speak on the 
floor of the Senate on this day, June 4. 
I have been actually looking forward to 
it and planning speaking time for 
months now. 

June 4 is a significant day in the 
fight for women’s suffrage. It was on 
June 4 of 1919 that Congress approved 
the amendment and sent it to the 
States for ratification, and then it was 
in 1920 that the 19th Amendment was 
ratified by the States. 

So this was to be a time of celebra-
tion, of recognition, of women’s suf-
frage, this centennial event. 

Since that time that I first looked to 
schedule this, my, how the world has 
changed. We have been in the midst of 
a pandemic—over 100,000 American 
lives lost to the COVID–19 virus. We 
are in the midst of an economic crisis 
the likes of which we haven’t seen in 
decades and decades. 

And, just a week ago now, we wit-
nessed the killing of George Floyd on 
our streets, in broad daylight. And 
today, June 4, is not only a recognition 
of women’s suffrage, but it is the fu-
neral of George Floyd. 

So before I speak to the matter I in-
tended to speak on today, I want to 
just briefly comment on where I be-
lieve we are as a nation right now. 

I was walking into work this morn-
ing, and in my neighbor’s yard is a 
placard, a yard sign. It has been there 
for some years, actually, now. It is a 
partial quote of Martin Luther King 
that states: ‘‘We can’t be silent about 
the things that matter.’’ 

You think about those things that 
matter: equality, justice, the funda-
mental truth that all human beings are 
created equal and endowed by God with 

certain rights. And when those rights 
are denied, when they are violated, it is 
our responsibility to address the injus-
tice. It is not our responsibility as 
elected Members of the U.S. Senate; it 
is our responsibility as fellow humans, 
as Americans who believe in these prin-
ciples of justice and equality. 

President Bush had some words this 
week that I found very direct, very 
comforting at a difficult time when it 
is hard to be comforted, when our spir-
its are so discomforted and agitated 
right now. But he reminded us that 
achieving justice for all is the duty of 
all. It is the duty of all. 

And we are hurting now as a nation. 
We have wounds from racism that have 
never been allowed to heal—and those 
words were just shared here on this 
floor moments ago—wounds that have 
never been allowed to heal, wounds 
that are still so open and raw. And 
healing can’t take place until the hurt 
and the anger and the anguish that so 
many in this country still feel, so 
many African Americans, so many—so 
many who feel that the system is 
meant for somebody but not them; that 
there is not equal justice under the 
law; that it must be the law for some-
body else. 

This has been hard—hard on all of us, 
as we have seen the protests, many of 
them peaceful. In my home State, 
Alaskans are coming together with a 
shared sense of duty and responsibility 
to speak up about things that matter 
and doing so in a way that brings us to-
gether rather than divides. 

We must condemn the violence we 
see on the street with the looting, but 
stopping the looting is not going to 
close this wound. We heal when we ac-
knowledge our weaknesses, when we 
acknowledge our failures, and when we 
vow to address the things that matter, 
like equality and justice. 

What we say and how we say it truly 
matters. I have been challenged by 
some. I have been chastised by some 
very close friends who have said: You 
are silent, Lisa. Why are you silent? 
Why haven’t you—you—fixed what we 
are seeing? 

And I have struggled. I have strug-
gled with the right words. As a White 
woman born and raised in Alaska with 
a family who was privileged, I can’t 
feel that openness and rawness that I 
just heard expressed by my friends 
CORY and KAMALA. I haven’t lived their 
life. 

But I can listen, and I can educate 
myself. And I can try to be a healer at 
a time when we need to be healed. That 
is my commitment and my pledge 
going forward to those I serve in Alas-
ka and to those I serve in this country. 

This is challenging for us. We know 
this, but we are an extraordinary coun-
try. We are an extraordinary people 
with extraordinary resilience. 

f 

WOMEN’S SUFFRAGE 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, let 
me turn to the fight—the century fight 
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for women’s suffrage, the right to vote, 
the right to be treated equally, the 
right to be heard. It is a history that is 
long and interesting, sometimes very 
colorful. 

I have had an opportunity these past 
couple of weeks to be reading a collec-
tion of stories about how women in the 
West worked to really be the van-
guards, if you will, on the suffrage 
movement. You don’t necessarily hear 
them spoken to with great frequency, 
but, in fairness, it is many of those 
Western States—it was Wyoming that 
was the first mover. 

So reading some of their stories was 
a good reminder—a good reminder—of 
the role that many in Alaska have also 
played. We have been relatively pro-
gressive when it comes to women’s 
rights—so progressive that many Alas-
kan women received equal voting 
rights with men in 1913. This was 7 
years before the 19th Amendment was 
ratified. Alaska was still a territory 
and was still going to be a territory for 
a long time going forward. 

The sorry and the sad part of that 
history, though, was that not all Alas-
kan women were given that right to 
vote. Alaskan Native women were ex-
cluded. They were excluded based on 
citizenship and civility assessment as 
well as literacy tests that prevented 
Alaska Natives—not just the women 
but some Native men—from voting for 
several more decades. 

We recognize through a State day of 
observation and recognition the work 
of Elizabeth Peratrovich, an Alaska 
Native woman from Southeastern Alas-
ka, who was the driving force behind 
our first antidiscrimination law. This 
was back in 1945, nearly 20 years before 
Congress passed the Civil Rights Act. 

This year, on the 75th anniversary of 
the bill’s passage, the U.S. Mint has ac-
tually created a gold coin in her honor. 
As you look at that coin and reflect on 
her role, on the significance of that 
proud, strong, fierce Native woman 
leader, you can’t help but be proud of 
her. 

The fight for women’s suffrage was 
waged, as we know, for decades and 
decades. But again, the women in the 
West led the way. 

As I was reading the recount of the 
Alaska suffrage initiative, it was re-
flected that the women in Alaska 
didn’t really have to work that hard to 
get it; that it was just ‘‘provided’’ to 
them. I think there is more to that his-
tory than that, but a newspaper publi-
cation at the time, The Daily Alaskan, 
in 1904, argued that while women’s suf-
frage might be disfavored as a general 
proposition, the merits were different 
in Alaska. 

And he says the women there ‘‘are 
brave and noble helpers in the develop-
ment of a frontier country’’ and ‘‘not 
the pampered dolls of society.’’ 

So today it still probably holds true 
that we have some pretty strong 
women in Alaska. We own and operate 
fishing vessels. We work as oil rig oper-
ators, diesel mechanics. We have some 

extraordinary Alaskan women, indus-
try leaders leading our Alaska Native 
corporations, leading our oil compa-
nies. We are leaders in education and 
advocates for children and seniors and 
victims of domestic violence. They 
truly have helped not only our State 
but our country. 

The 100th Anniversary of Women’s 
Suffrage is a reminder of the progress 
that we have made as a nation. But we 
know that we have more to do and that 
inequities remain whether in the work-
force or pay equality. Continuing that 
work is a matter that we have not re-
laxed on. That work includes getting 
the Equal Rights Amendment signed 
into law. 

The Equal Rights Amendment was 
first written and introduced by Alice 
Paul at a conference commemorating 
the 75th anniversary of the Seneca 
Falls Convention in 1923. But it wasn’t 
until 1972 that the ERA passed through 
Congress and was sent to the States 
with a 7-year deadline for ratification 
that was eventually extended until 
1982. 

It is a pretty simple amendment. It is 
pretty short. ‘‘Equality of rights under 
the law shall not be denied or abridged 
by the United States or by any state on 
account of sex.’’ That is the Equal 
Rights Amendment, in addition to the 
implementing provisions following 
that. But that is the context. 

In Alaska, I am proud to say that we 
were one of the early adopters, having 
ratified the Equal Rights Amendment 
on April 5, 1972. More recently, Vir-
ginia became the 38th State to have 
ratified the amendment, which brings 
us to the three-fourths threshold need-
ed for ratification. Unfortunately, this 
milestone was reached after the dead-
line for ratification. It had already ex-
pired, so Senator CARDIN and I have in-
troduced a resolution, S.J. Res. 6, 
which would remove the time limit 
from the joint resolution that passed 
the Congress in 1972. 

I have asserted time and again—and 
Senator CARDIN, so many—we have said 
that you cannot put a time limit on 
women’s equality. It has been 100 years 
since women were granted the equal 
right of voting. Women’s equality is 
fundamental to the American way of 
life, and it is far past time to be ex-
pressly recognized in the Constitution. 

I thank Senator CARDIN for his lead-
ership in working on this resolution 
with me and all the Members of Con-
gress who fought with us in support of 
the ERA. I thank the advocates who 
continue to call their Senators, call 
their Congressmen, who lift their 
voices to support this important cause. 
We have work to do. We will continue 
that work. 

I want to note that my colleague 
Senator CARDIN was here on the floor, 
was planning to speak on this matter 
today, but our time schedules got com-
pressed, so his statement has been in-
cluded as part of the RECORD. I want to 
acknowledge the good work and the 
partnership that we have on this. 

With this, I yield the floor. 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, in this 

time of renewed interest for fairness 
and equality for all men and women 
and nationwide and worldwide protests, 
I urge my colleagues to think about 
what we can do to create a more just 
society. Indeed, one of the founding 
documents of our country, the Declara-
tion of Independence, provides that 
‘‘all men are created equal,’’ in the fa-
mous words of Thomas Jefferson. 

But let me remind my colleagues 
about our history here as the Conti-
nental Congress met to debate inde-
pendence of the United States from 
Great Britain. In a letter dated March 
31, 1776, Abigail Adams wrote to her 
husband, the future President John 
Adams, urging him and the other Mem-
bers of the Continental Congress not to 
forget about the Nation’s women when 
fighting for America’s freedom. 

The future First Lady wrote in part, 
‘‘I long to hear that you have declared 
an independency. And, by the way, in 
the new code of laws which I suppose it 
will be necessary for you to make, I de-
sire you would remember the ladies 
and be more generous and favorable to 
them than our ancestors. Do not put 
such unlimited power into the hands of 
the husbands. Remember, all men 
would be tyrants if they could. If par-
ticular care and attention is not paid 
to the ladies, we are determined to fo-
ment a rebellion, and will not hold our-
selves bound by any laws in which we 
have no voice or representation.’’ 

Well, women of the United States 
would indeed have to wait a long time 
just to get the right to vote in Amer-
ica. Indeed, even after the Civil War, 
which almost tore this country apart 
over slavery, the Fifteenth Amendment 
ratified by Congress and the States in 
1870 provided that ‘‘the right of citizens 
of the United States to vote shall not 
be denied or abridged by the United 
States or by any State on account of 
race, color, or previous condition of 
servitude.’’ Women had tried again to 
include the right to vote in the Con-
stitution but were rebuffed. 

But the women of this country did 
not give up. So they kept agitating and 
lobbying for the right to vote, and they 
were ultimately successful, when Con-
gress and the States ratified the 19th 
Amendment in 1920, which states: ‘‘The 
right of citizens of the United States to 
vote shall not be denied or abridged by 
the United States or by any State on 
account of sex. Congress shall have 
power to enforce this article by appro-
priate legislation.’’ 

However, while women in American 
gained the right to vote in 1920, we all 
know that women are still not treated 
equally under the law and that civil 
rights are the great unfinished business 
of America. 

Our fight for the Equal Rights 
Amendment, ERA, officially began 
shortly after passage of the 19th 
Amendment, the culmination of the 
long-running women’s suffrage move-
ment that guaranteed women the right 
to vote. 
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Alice Paul, leader of the National 

Women’s Party, recognized the need for 
further laws in order to provide full 
legal equality to women in all activi-
ties, not just voting. Her proposal for 
an amendment for equal treatment 
under the law regardless of sex marked 
the first iteration of the ERA. U.S. 
Senator Charles Curtis would introduce 
this proposal for the first time in Octo-
ber 1921. Over the years, both the 
Democratic Party and the Republican 
Party would include the ERA in their 
platforms. Presidents Eisenhower and 
Kennedy both indicated their support 
for the ERA. Needless to say, the ERA 
has a long history, and throughout 
that time, it enjoyed the notable bipar-
tisan support. 

The ERA has been able to count on 
such support precisely because of the 
widespread need recognized by both 
sides of the aisle for equal treatment 
under the law. What is at stake here is 
simply the issue of putting women on 
an even playing field with men. This is 
not about empowering one demo-
graphic group over another, but ensur-
ing that discrimination on the basis of 
sex is no longer an obstacle to prevent 
women from enjoying the same rights 
and protections that men enjoy. 

As the late Supreme Court Justice 
Antonin Scalia articulated: ‘‘Certainly 
the Constitution does not require dis-
crimination on the basis of sex. The 
only issue is whether it prohibits it. It 
doesn’t.’’ The fight for the ERA aims 
to fill this gap in the law. 

When Congresswoman Martha Grif-
fiths introduced her ERA in Congress 
in the 92nd Congress, the House of Rep-
resentatives passed the measure by a 
vote of 354 yeas to 24 nays. Five months 
later, the Senate passed it by a vote of 
84 yeas to 8 nays. It received an imme-
diate endorsement from President 
Richard Nixon upon its passage. While 
the ERA would in time become ratified 
by most States, it fell just three short 
of the three-fourths requirement of 38 
by the measure’s deadline of March 22, 
1979. 

When Senator MURKOWSKI and I came 
together to introduce S.J. Res. 6 on 
January 26, 2019, we committed our-
selves to advancing this nearly cen-
tury-long fight for equality between 
men and women. Our measure would 
remove the deadline for ratification. 

Remember that the Constitution con-
tains no deadline for the ratification of 
constitutional amendments, and in 1992 
Congress declared the 27th Amendment 
ratified after more than 200 years, 
which prohibits Congress from chang-
ing its own pay before an intervening 
election. And the States have recently 
woken up when it comes to the ERA, 
with Illinois, Nevada, and, most re-
cently, Virginia ratifying the ERA, 
reaching the number of 38 State ratifi-
cations, or three-quarters of the 
States. 

I would note that our companion 
House resolution introduced by Con-
gresswoman JACKIE SPEIER was passed 
by the House earlier this year, and so 

this issue is awaiting final action in 
the Senate. 

As Congress looks to what it can do 
to create a more just society, ratifica-
tion of the Equal Rights Amendment, 
ERA, would finally give women the 
legal protection consistent with ideals 
of our Nation. I am therefore proud to 
have partnered with Republican Sen-
ator LISA MURKOWSKI of Alaska in in-
troducing a joint resolution that would 
remove the deadline for ratification of 
this crucial amendment. 

And we picked this historic day to 
discuss it, as the Senate approved the 
women’s suffrage amendment—the 19th 
Amendment to our Constitution—on 
June 4, 1919. 

I ask unanimous consent to include 
in the RECORD a joint editorial that I 
wrote with my colleague and friend, 
Senator MURKOWSKI of Alaska, talking 
about why it is time to finally ratify 
the ERA. 

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

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 25, 2019] 
IT’S TIME TO FINALLY PASS THE EQUAL RIGHTS 

AMENDMENT 
(By Ben Cardin and Lisa Murkowski) 

Men and women should be treated equally 
under the law. It seems pretty basic, right? 

As we approach the 100th anniversary of 
women’s suffrage, it comes as a shock to so 
many that the U.S. Constitution does not 
guarantee women the same rights and pro-
tections as men. 

We come from different ends of the polit-
ical spectrum, but we agree that this needs 
to change. Women compose a majority of the 
American population but continue to be 
underrepresented in government, elected of-
fice, the courts and business world. A level 
playing field should not be a euphemism but 
rather a reality for women (and men) from 
Anchorage to Annapolis and everywhere in 
between. 

‘‘Equality of rights under the law shall not 
be denied or abridged by the United States or 
by any State on account of sex.’’ 

This is the full substance of the Equal 
Rights Amendment. It’s a little less than a 
tweet, but it will make a positive difference 
in the lives of millions of women. 

Why is this still necessary? During a 2011 
interview, Justice Antonin Scalia summed 
up the need for an Equal Rights Amendment. 
He said: ‘‘Certainly the Constitution does 
not require discrimination on the basis of 
sex. The only issue is whether it prohibits it. 
It doesn’t.’’ 

On the other side of the spectrum, Justice 
Ruth Bader Ginsburg laid out the rationale 
for the ERA in simple terms: ‘‘Every con-
stitution written since the end of World War 
II includes a provision that men and women 
are citizens of equal stature. Ours does not.’’ 

Why has it taken this long? Per the Con-
stitution, an amendment must be ratified by 
three-fourths of the states to be enacted. 
While most amendments are put forward 
without a time limit, this one came with a 
seven-year deadline. The original was ex-
tended to 10 years, but still, only 35 States 
had ratified the ERA by 1982. 

While the clock stood frozen at the federal 
level, today, nearly half of the States—in-
cluding Maryland and Alaska—have a 
version of the ERA written into their con-
stitutions. Gender-based equality represents 
the present-day views of the vast majority of 
people across the United States, and is the 

spirit that underpins our bipartisan legisla-
tion. 

The deadline passed in 1982, so isn’t this ef-
fort futile? Not at all. 

Nationally, momentum began to shift 
about two years ago, as women across the 
country began to raise their voices again in 
calls for solidarity and equality. The ERA 
had never gone away, but the #Me Too move-
ment gave it a jolt of energy and a new spot-
light for inequalities in U.S. law. 

In March 2017, 45 years to the day after 
Congress overwhelmingly approved the ERA, 
Nevada became the 36th state to ratify the 
amendment. And then, in May 2018, Illinois 
became the 37th. 

What had for years been referred to as a 
three-state plan—working to have Congress 
remove the ratification deadline so that 
three more states could ratify the ERA, and 
it would become enshrined in our constitu-
tion—had suddenly become a one-state plan. 

Earlier this month, Virginia started the 
ratification process in their state legisla-
ture. Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, 
Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, 
North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina 
and Utah could also become state No. 38. 
Congress can do its part by explicitly remov-
ing the deadline it once set. 

Article V of the Constitution contains no 
time limits for ratification of amendments. 
The states finally ratified the 27th Amend-
ment in 1992 regarding congressional pay 
raises more than 200 years after Congress 
proposed it in 1789 as part of the Bill of 
Rights. 

The original deadline for ERA ratification 
was not in the amendment itself but only in 
the text of the joint resolution proposing the 
amendment. This is to say the amendment 
itself has no arbitrary deadline attached. 

Whether on purpose or not, Congress hand-
cuffed itself at the time it passed the ERA. 
But this Congress can and should easily 
amend that language to remove the deadline 
for ratification. 

We are proud to work together on a bipar-
tisan basis to move this essential legislation 
over the finish line and finally make the 
ERA part of the Constitution—guaranteeing 
equality under the law for women. 

Women should not be held back or provided 
less opportunity, respect or protections 
under the law because of their gender. This 
is not a partisan issue but one of universal 
human rights. Gender equality should be an 
explicit, basic principle of our society. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BRAUN). The Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
want to thank the Senator from Alas-
ka for her eloquent remarks, and I am 
glad I was here to have a chance to lis-
ten to them, both on equal rights, real-
ly, for all Americans. It is not possible 
for us to speak on any subject today 
without recognizing what is going on 
in the country. 

A couple of comments that come to 
my mind as I think what happened as a 
result of the incident with George 
Floyd in Minneapolis were, first, the 
comment of the leader of the peaceful 
protest in Nashville. There were more 
than 1,000 there. She said, the next day, 
that she was disappointed by the riot-
ers and looters because they dishon-
ored the memory of George Floyd and 
dishonored the peaceful protest against 
racial discrimination. I thought she 
said that well and expressed the feeling 
of most Tennesseans. 

The other comment I thought about 
was that of our colleague Senator TIM 
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SCOTT of South Carolina, who is one of 
three African-American Members of 
the U.S. Senate. He told us a couple of 
years ago in a private Bible study—and 
I asked him later if I could mention 
it—that he was stopped 7 times—an Af-
rican-American man—in his hometown, 
Charleston, SC, for being a Black man 
in the wrong place, even while he was 
the vice mayor of his hometown. 

I asked him about that again this 
week. He said: Yes, it happened again 
last month. I think most of us don’t 
know that. We don’t think about that— 
those of us who aren’t African Amer-
ican, aren’t Black. To think about 
that, I think, helps us begin the proc-
ess of understanding the feelings that 
are going on in the country right now, 
most of which can’t be solved by laws. 
They will have to be changed by atti-
tudes. 

f 

GOING BACK TO COLLEGE SAFELY 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor today to make com-
ments on two other subjects. The first 
is about a subject that is concerning 
about 70, 75 million American families; 
that is, going back to college and going 
back to school. The question is on the 
minds of many Americans: Will we be 
going back to college? Will our chil-
dren be going back to school? 

We finished a hearing today—the 
Presiding Officer was present; the Sen-
ator from Alaska was present—on 
going back to college safely. The ques-
tion is not whether we are going back 
to college in the United States of 
America; the question is how to go 
back safely. We all understand that 
when 70, 75 million students go back to 
college and go back to school, that is 
the surest sign that American life is re-
gaining its rhythm—not just for the 
students themselves but, especially 
with the children, for their parents, 
most of whom work outside the home. 

Today’s subject was about college. 
We had excellent witnesses. We had 
Mitch Daniels, the president of Purdue 
University. He was introduced by the 
Senator from Indiana. We had the 
president of Brown University, Chris-
tina Paxson. We had Logan Hampton, 
who was president of a small histori-
cally Black college in Jackson, TN, 
Lane College. And we had the Presi-
dent of American Public Health Asso-
ciation, Dr. Benjamin. They talked 
with us about the various strategies 
and concerns that existed. 

I will, in a few minutes, ask consent 
to put my opening statement in the 
RECORD, but if I can summarize it, it 
would be this. Most of our 6,000 public 
colleges and universities—some public, 
some private, some church schools— 
will be open in August for in-person 
students but not all of them. The Uni-
versity of California State system has 
said so far that it expects only to offer 
online courses. But at Purdue, for ex-
ample—an institution of 55,000 stu-
dents—President Daniels has decided, 
with the approval of his board, and 

President Paxson of Brown—a different 
kind of institution in the Northeast, 
different from Purdue—they both de-
cided it is their obligation to open up 
and to create a safe environment for 
the students to come back. 

There are several reasons for this. 
There is some health risk in coming 
back. Of course, wise leadership can ad-
dress that. But I think, as all of us 
have looked at our colleges, wise lead-
ership can make colleges among the 
safest communities to live and work in 
America over the next year because 
colleges have certain advantages. In 
the first place, most of the campus 
community is young. While we can’t be 
cavalier about the effect of COVID–19 
on young people, as Dr. Fauci has 
warned us, the fact is that COVID–19 
seems to hurt the young much less. 

The second reason it would be easier 
to go back to college is that there is a 
lot of space in colleges that isn’t used. 
Colleges are the most notorious wast-
ers of space in our society. It is rare 
that a class is taught in the early 
morning or late evening or on Satur-
days or in the summers. There is plen-
ty of time and plenty of space to spread 
out on most college campuses. 

As we learn more and more about 
COVID–19, it looks like there are three 
things we really need to do: Keep 6 feet 
apart, wash our hands, and wear a 
mask. Do those three things, and we 
can probably go back to school, back to 
work, out to eat, and do most of the 
things we would like to do. 

At a college, as President Daniels 
says, he intends to develop a culture of 
masks. Vanderbilt University is going 
to require a mask to be worn in all in-
door situations. Then they are taking a 
number of other steps. Concerts and 
parties and large gatherings are out. 
Flu shots and grab-and-go meals are in. 

There will be systematic testing, and 
testing will be done in different ways. 
The president of Brown would like to 
test every student, she said in an arti-
cle in the New York Times a few weeks 
ago. 

The president of Purdue said: Well, 
maybe systematic testing. There will 
be different strategies for testing, but 
the goal of testing is two things. One is 
containing the disease; that is, identi-
fying the sick and the exposed so that 
they can be quarantined so the rest of 
us don’t have to be, and the other is to 
build confidence. 

I know that when I took a test last 
week after I was exposed to COVID–19, 
I went home for 2 weeks of self-isola-
tion, as the attending physician said I 
should do. That should have been it, 
but I went to my local public health 
department and took a test, which 
turned out to be negative, for peace of 
mind. It gave me more confidence to go 
back home and be with my family. 

The anticipation is that there will be 
plenty of testing. Admiral Giroir, the 
Assistant Secretary of Public Health, 
has told our committee, we are, in the 
United States, doing about 10 million 
tests a month now. States are submit-

ting to the Federal Government a plan 
each month about their testing needs. 
The Federal Government is helping fill 
in any gaps. Over the next 2, 3 months, 
the number of tests will go from about 
10 million a month to 40 or 50 million 
tests a month. That is a lot of tests. We 
are already testing more than any 
country in the world. 

My guess is that colleges and univer-
sities—even though there are 6,000 of 
them, 127 different institutions in Ten-
nessee—if they will be in touch with 
their Governor and be a part of the 
State testing plan, they can have ade-
quate tests, not only to contain the 
disease and isolate those who should be 
isolated but to give peace of mind to 
other students and faculty and mem-
bers of the community who come on-
board. 

Finally, we talked a little bit about 
the role of the Federal Government. We 
have a classic discussion about that 
here. Some want to say Washington 
should do it; some want to say the 
State should do it. Generally, our 
friends on the Democratic side trust 
Washington, DC; generally, we on the 
Republican side trust the States. But 
there is a role for both. The Federal 
Government, through the Centers for 
Disease Control, can provide advice. 
The Federal Government, as it is doing 
through the Shark Tank, as we call it, 
at the National Institutes of Health, 
can accelerate the number of rapid 
tests that are available at a low cost 
for campuses. 

The Federal Government can provide 
additional funding for campuses, as we 
did in the CARES Act. Those are some 
of the things we can do from here. But 
the things we ought not to try to do 
from here are to order California to 
open its campuses if California doesn’t 
want to or to tell Purdue and Notre 
Dame and Brown and the University of 
Tennessee and Vanderbilt that they 
cannot open their campuses if they do 
want to and think they can do it safe-
ly. We should not be trying to tell each 
of those campuses exactly how many 
tests they have, what kind of tests 
they have, any more than we try to tell 
them what the faculty ought to be paid 
or what student admissions policies 
ought to be or what the curriculum 
ought to be. 

While the Federal Government needs 
to create an umbrella in which indi-
vidual campuses can go back to school 
safely, we need to be careful about tell-
ing everybody exactly what to do. 

We had a very big event here 4, 5 
years ago when we fixed No Child Left 
Behind. Everybody wanted it fixed— 
Democrats, Republicans, labor unions, 
Governors, teachers. Why? Because 
after a while, everybody got tired of 
Washington, DC, telling 100,000 public 
schools exactly what to do, what teach-
ers to hire, what curriculum to have— 
all of these things. The same is true 
with our colleges. 

Our system of colleges and univer-
sities is the best in the world. Every-
one concedes that. It has not gotten 
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