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the opportunity to have their children 
opt out. This isn’t burdensome; it’s the 
morally right thing to do. If public 
school officials exercised this courtesy 
in the first place, the Chelmsford con-
troversy could have been avoided. 

I believe the courts should return to 
the spirit of the Supreme Court deci-
sions on parental rights, and recognize 
and protect the right of parents to di-
rect the religious upbringing of their 
children. The U.S. Constitution re-
quires no less. Meanwhile, Congress 
should consider legislation, such as 
Senator GRASSLEY’s parental rights 
bill, to prod the courts to respect one 
of the most basic, and important fun-
damental rights. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER], is recognized to speak for up 
to 15 minutes under the previous order. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the 
Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. ROCKEFELLER 
pertaining to the introduction of S. 
1963 are located in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the 
Presiding Officer and yield the floor. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER [Mr. 
BROWN]. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I have 
been presiding, and I know that we are 
going to be continuing with the defense 
appropriations bill later on. I noticed 
something that I read just in the last 
couple days that was in the Wall Street 
Journal under the title of ‘‘Do We Need 
a Missile Defense?’’ This has been a de-
bate in this body for quite some time 
during the Defense authorization bill. 
It is so obvious on its face, that vir-
tually every strategist, in terms of 
strategic defense in the country, agrees 
that we are under probably a greater 
threat today than we have been maybe 
in the history of this country in that 
we no longer are in a cold-war posture 
where there are two superpowers and 
you can identify who the other one is, 
as it was in the case of the cold war. 

Some of us, I think, may be looking 
back wistfully at the days when there 
was a cold war and we could identify 
who the enemy was. I can recall that 
back during the Nixon administration, 
Richard Nixon and Dr. Kissinger put 
together the whole concept of the ABM 
Treaty, which was there are only two 
superpowers that have weapons of mass 
destruction and the missile means to 
deliver them, at least part way. There-
fore, if we all agree not to defend our-

selves, then the philosophy of mutual 
assured destruction would serve us all 
well. In other words, the Soviets fire at 
us, we fire at them, everybody dies and 
no one is happy. 

That is not the situation today. I did 
not agree with it back in 1972. Back 
when we had the ratification of the 
START II agreement, I was the only 
Senator halfway through the rollcall to 
vote against it. Everyone else was vot-
ing for it until a few others realized 
that what we were doing is going back 
and reinstating or resurrecting that 
philosophy of the ABM Treaty, except 
now it would be with Russia as opposed 
to the Soviet Union since it no longer 
exists. 

I think it is insane that we would 
even consider something like that. In 
fact, I had permission from Henry Kis-
singer himself to stand on the Senate 
floor and quote him when he said that 
he did agree at the time that that was 
a good policy for America in 1972, but 
he said that now some 25 nations have 
weapons of mass destruction, and he 
said, ‘‘It is nuts to make a virtue out of 
our vulnerability.’’ 

This article that I read—I will, with-
out exceeding my time, just paraphrase 
a few of the comments here by some of 
the experts. Donald Rumsfeld was the 
Secretary of Defense during the Ford 
administration. He said: 

Only someone deep in denial can contend 
that the U.S. cannot be threatened by bal-
listic missiles. Rogue states like Iran, Iraq 
and North Korea have made clear their de-
termination to acquire chemical, biological 
or nuclear weapons and the missiles to de-
liver them. China and Russia, if inclined, 
could threaten many countries, near and far, 
with nuclear missiles. Missiles are a weapon 
of choice for intimidation, precisely because 
the world knows that once a missile is 
launched, the U.S. is not capable of stopping 
it. 

Henry F. Cooper was the director of 
the Strategic Defense Initiative during 
the Bush administration and the chief 
U.S. negotiator in the Geneva defense 
and space talks during the Reagan ad-
ministration. He said—I will just quote 
this first sentence: 

America’s vulnerability to ballistic missile 
attack is a leadership failure of potentially 
disastrous proportions. 

Then it goes on to quote many oth-
ers, including James Woolsey, who was 
President Clinton’s former Director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency and 
now practices law in Washington. He 
was the one who 2 years ago said that— 
this was 2 years ago—we now have 22, 
25 nations that have weapons of mass 
destruction or are in the final stages of 
completing those weapons and are 
working on the missile means of de-
ploying them, delivering them. 

I think, Mr. President, if you update 
his statement, as he did the other day, 
it is now up to some 30 nations. Look 
at who these nations are. When you are 
dealing with the Middle East mentality 
of Iran, Iraq, and Syria and Lebanon 
and Libya, and, of course, people like 
Saddam Hussein, who would murder his 
own grandchildren, we are not dealing 

with people that we can predict, people 
who think like Westerners think. Yet 
here we are today considering the de-
fense appropriations bill and giving 
virtually no attention to our ability to 
defend ourselves with a national mis-
sile defense system. 

So, Mr. President, I am hoping, as we 
keep repeating this over and over 
again, that we can penetrate somehow 
this Eastern media who would like to 
make people believe that the threat is 
not out there, this administration that 
keeps saying over and over again that 
it will be 15 years before we can be 
threatened by a missile attack, when 
in fact there are intercontinental bal-
listic missiles that can reach the 
United States from as far away as 
China or Russia. 

We have been held hostage. We were 
held hostage in the Taiwan Strait when 
the Chinese went over and were doing 
their missile experimentation. One of 
the highest ranking Chinese officials at 
that time said, ‘‘We’re not concerned 
about the Americans coming in and de-
fending Taipei because they would 
rather defend Los Angeles than they 
would Taipei.’’ That has to be at least 
an indirect threat at the United States. 

The threat is real. The danger is real. 
We are living in a time when the threat 
is greater than it has been at any time 
in this country’s history. We, as a 
body, are trying to do something about 
it against the wishes of the administra-
tion, and we have to prevail in this ef-
fort for our kids’ sake. 

Lastly, I am from Oklahoma, and 
those who saw the Murrah Federal Of-
fice Building and saw the television ac-
counts of it—you almost had to be 
there to get the full impact of the trag-
edy that was there. It was just inde-
scribable. The power of that bomb that 
blew up the Murrah Federal Office 
Building in Oklahoma City was equal 
to 1 ton of TNT. The smallest nuclear 
warhead known to man is 1 kiloton, 
1,000 times the explosive power. So the 
threat is there, Mr. President. We need 
to deal with that and do something 
about it. After all, is that not what 
Government is for? I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Utah is recognized. 

f 

THE CRISIS IN EDUCATION IN 
AMERICA 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, you 
and some others in this body have 
heard me say that the one experience 
that took me out of the private sector 
and brought me back into public life 
was my term as chairman of the Stra-
tegic Planning Commission for the 
Utah State Board of Education. I was 
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happily serving as the chief executive 
of a very successful, functioning cor-
poration when I was asked to take that 
assignment in public service. It 
brought me face to face with the cur-
rent crisis in education. 

I have been interested in that issue 
ever since. I was interested in this 
morning’s Wall Street Journal where 
the following appeared. I would like to 
call it to the attention of the entire 
Senate and, hopefully, through the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and C–SPAN, 
as wide an audience as possible. In this 
morning’s Wall Street Journal there is 
the following article that I find incred-
ible: 

New York City’s Cardinal John J. O’Con-
nor has repeatedly made the city an extraor-
dinary offer: Send me the lowest performing 
5% of children presently in the public 
schools, and I will put them in Catholic 
schools—where they will succeed. The city’s 
response: Silence. 

In a more rational world, city officials 
would have jumped at the cardinal’s invita-
tion. It would have been a huge financial 
plus for the city. The annual per-pupil cost 
of Catholic elementary schools is $2,500 per 
year, about a third of what taxpayers now 
spend for the city’s public schools. 

Mr. President, I have had this debate 
with leaders of the Teachers’ Associa-
tion in Utah. Members of the National 
Education Association do not come to 
see me because they apparently know 
that I have already come to the conclu-
sion that something must be done to 
break the monopoly that current 
teachers’ unions have on the way edu-
cation is conducted in this country. 

The author of this article goes on to 
tell us his own experience with his own 
children. He tells us how he takes his 
children past the Catholic schools 
every morning, to enroll them in what 
are considered the best public schools 
in New York City. One day he decided 
he would go in and see what was going 
on in the Catholic schools, to compare 
it to what was happening in the public 
schools. He says, ‘‘* * * I was im-
pressed. I sat in, for example, as 
fourth-grade teacher Susan Viti con-
ducted a review lesson on the geog-
raphy of the Western United States.’’ 
He goes on to describe the things that 
were done, and then he says: 

I found myself wishing that my own son’s 
fourth-grade teachers at nearby Public 
School 87, reputedly one of the best public 
schools in the city, were anywhere near as 
productive and as focused on basic schools as 
Miss Viti. Both my boys’ teachers have wast-
ed an enormous amount of time with empty 
verbiage about the evils of racism and 
sexism. By contrast, in Miss Viti’s class and 
all other Catholic school classes I attended, 
it was taken for granted that a real edu-
cation is the best antidote to prejudice. 

Miss Viti earns $21,000 a year, $8,000 less 
than a first-year public-school teacher. ‘‘I’ve 
taught in an all-white affluent suburban 
school, where I made over $40,000. This time 
I wanted to do something good for society, 
and I am lucky enough to be able to afford to 
do it. I am trying to instill in my students 
that whatever their life situation is now, 
they can succeed if they work hard and 
study.’’ 

Mr. President, monopoly is a terrible 
thing, whether it is in an economy or 

in an intellectual circumstance. Estab-
lishing a monopoly that prevents peo-
ple from looking for other ideas or 
other ways of doing something is the 
best way to guarantee stagnation. 
What we have in public education now 
is a monopoly, firmly enforced by the 
teachers’ unions and geared to prevent 
any kind of intellectual competition. 

We have seen it on the floor of this 
Chamber. Again and again last year, 
we tried to pass an appropriations bill 
for the District of Columbia. Certainly, 
there is no place in the world that 
needs appropriations more than the 
District of Columbia. Mired down in fi-
nancial disaster and management 
chaos the District needed that money 
as quickly as it could come. Yet be-
cause we put into that bill the oppor-
tunity for experimentation on just that 
situation described in this morning’s 
story in the Journal, there were people 
on this floor who filibustered against 
that appropriations bill, willing to hold 
up needed financial support for the Dis-
trict, all in the name of preserving an 
educational monopoly for the teachers’ 
unions. 

Now, I have very good friends in the 
Utah Teachers Association who come 
to me and say, ‘‘It is unconstitutional 
for you to spend public money on a pri-
vate institution, particularly a private 
institution that has connection to a re-
ligion.’’ Mr. President, we crossed that 
line, successfully, 50 years ago. All of 
us are familiar with the GI bills, con-
sidered by many to be the most suc-
cessful Government program ever, the 
most successful expenditure of Govern-
ment money to help people’s lives that 
has ever taken place in the history of 
the United States. I have heard the GI 
bill being described thusly here on the 
floor by some of my colleagues. What 
do we do in the GI bill? We say to indi-
viduals, ‘‘Here is the money that we 
promised you to help you with your 
education. Now you make the decision 
as to where that money will be spent.’’ 
Is it unconstitutional to someone 
under the GI bill to take that money 
and go to the University of Notre Dame 
just because the University of Notre 
Dame is affiliated with the Catholic 
Church? Is it unconstitutional for you 
to take that money to go to George-
town University here in the District 
just because Georgetown University is 
run by the Jesuits? Of course, not. We 
have long since come to the conclusion 
that the money follows the student, 
not that it goes to support the institu-
tion. 

Would it be unconstitutional for the 
city of New York to take Cardinal 
O’Connor up on his offer and say we 
will give you the 5-percent lowest stu-
dents, we will give you the 5-percent 
worst problems we have, allow the 
money to follow the students, and let 
you take care of it for us? No, the con-
stitutional precedent has been firmly 
established. What are they afraid of? 
They are afraid of saving money? They 
are afraid of doing better by the chil-
dren? No, they are afraid of the polit-
ical retaliation of the teachers’ union. 

The article goes on to describe that 
retaliation in some detail. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
entire article be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, there 

is no issue that we face in this body 
more serious than the challenge of edu-
cating our young people. That is not a 
cliche. That is a statement of our pri-
mary survival challenge of the future. 
Talk to CEO’s, talk to personnel direc-
tors around the country, and they tell 
you more and more the primary chal-
lenge we have long term in this coun-
try is maintaining a work force that 
can survive international competition. 
Talk to many of these CEO’s and they 
tell you that more and more of their 
budget is going to pay for remedial 
learning skills for their new hires. 
They are hiring people who cannot read 
the instructions that they are given to 
carry out their work. They are hiring 
people who cannot figure enough to 
even make change in a retail situation. 

Recognizing that the schools will not 
teach these people to read and figure, 
they are beginning to allocate more 
and more of their corporate dollars to 
give this kind of education themselves. 
It is potentially, as I say, Mr. Presi-
dent, the single most important issue 
we face. I think with the collapse of 
the Soviet Union, this has become the 
long-term survival issue for the United 
States. Yet we allow ourselves to insist 
that the status quo, producing these 
kinds of results, is what must be main-
tained at all costs. We allow ourselves 
to say we will not even experiment 
with a voucher system that might 
challenge the present monopoly. We 
will not even allow an educational sys-
tem that is willing to try and experi-
ment with 5 percent of the kids who 
are doing the worst in our Nation’s 
largest city, to see what might happen 
with that experiment. 

What are the teachers’ unions afraid 
of, when challenged with the oppor-
tunity to have an experiment of this 
kind? They are afraid of people like 
Miss Viti, described in the article, 
demonstrating to all of the world the 
bankruptcy of the present cir-
cumstance. Education is the only place 
I know, Mr. President, where profes-
sionals—and I consider teachers to be 
professionals—are willing to accept 
less money in order to avoid working 
for public payroll. In every other cir-
cumstance, the professionals earn more 
money when they get out of the public 
payroll. Lawyers in private practice 
earn more than lawyers who work for 
municipalities and State governments 
and the Federal Government. Doctors 
in private practice earn more than doc-
tors who work for the Public Health 
Service. But in education, teachers 
earn less who work in private schools 
than those who work for the public. 
Why do they do it? Because as Miss 
Viti says, ‘‘I wanted to do something 
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good for society. I am lucky to be able 
to afford to do it.’’ 

Mr. President, I will return to this 
from time to time. I am not on the ap-
propriate committee for a variety of 
reasons which we understand around 
here. The committee assignments come 
by virtue of the State that you rep-
resent and the interests that you have 
in seeing that State is properly rep-
resented. But I could not pass the op-
portunity to call to the attention of 
the Senate this incredible statement in 
this morning’s paper, whereby the Na-
tion’s teachers’ union, working 
through its affiliates in New York 
State, have denied the lowest 5 percent 
of the city of New York the oppor-
tunity to try something new, and have 
thus condemned those 5 percent to a 
continued future of bleakness and lack 
of opportunity. 

A final demonstration of this, Mr. 
President, again, from the information 
contained in the article comparing 
what happens in New York City 
schools—the public schools that are 
spending three times as much as the 
Catholic schools—in terms of the re-
sults. Here is the conclusion that 
comes from the New York State De-
partment of Education. This is not a 
conclusion that comes from the man-
agers of the private schools, the Catho-
lic schools. This is the conclusion that 
comes from the New York State offi-
cials themselves: 

Catholic schools with 81 percent to 100 per-
cent minority composition outscored New 
York City public schools with the same per-
centage of minority enrollment in grade 3 
reading . . . 

In grade 3 reading, they were 17 per-
cent better; in grade 3 mathematics, 10 
percent better; in grade 5 writing, 6 
percent better; in grade 6 reading, 10 
percent better; in grade 6 mathematics, 
18 percent better. 

A Rand Corp. study compared the 
performance of children from New 
York City’s public schools and Catholic 
high schools and came up with these 
statistics. Again, this is not from the 
Catholic school system itself; this is 
from an outside observer known for its 
excellence and its objectivity, the 
Rand Corp.: 

Only 25 percent of the public school stu-
dents graduated at all . . . 

Let me repeat that statistic, Mr. 
President. It is staggering. 

Only 25 percent of the public school stu-
dents graduated at all, and only 16 percent 
took the Scholastic Aptitude Test. 

By shameful contrast, the small ‘‘elite’’ of 
public school students who graduated and 
took the SAT averaged only 642 for those in 
neighborhood schools and 715 for those in 
magnet schools. 

Here is the shameful contrast: 25 per-
cent of the public school students grad-
uated, and 16 percent took the SAT; 
and 95 percent of the Catholic school 
children graduated, and 75 percent took 
the SAT’s. The Catholic school stu-
dents scored an average of 815 on the 
SAT, compared to 642 of the public 
schools. 

Once again, Mr. President, let me 
stress that these are in schools where 
the minority makeup is identical to 
the minority makeup in the public 
schools. If there is ever a statistical 
case to be made for the fact that we 
need to experiment with this kind of 
education and break the monopoly that 
the teachers’ union has established and 
is maintaining on public education, 
this is it. 

I thank the Chair for his indulgence. 
As I said, I will return to this subject 
from time to time because I consider it 
the Nation’s No. 1 survival issue in the 
long term. 

I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

[From the Wall Street Journal, July 17, 1996] 
WHY THE CATHOLIC SCHOOL MODEL IS TABOO 

(By Sol Stern) 
New York City’s Cardinal John J. O’Con-

nor has repeatedly made the city an extraor-
dinary offer: Send me the lowest-performing 
5% of children presently in the public 
schools, and I will put them in Catholic 
Schools—where they will succeed. The city’s 
response: silence. 

In a more rational world, city officials 
would have jumped at the cardinal’s invita-
tion. It would have jumped at the cardinal’s 
invitation. It would have been a huge finan-
cial plus for the city. The annual per-pupil 
cost of Catholic elementary schools is $2,500 
per year, about a third of what taxpayers 
now spend for the city’s public schools. 

NO IDLE BOAST 
More important, thousands more disadvan-

taged children would finish school and be-
come productive citizens. For Cardinal 
O’Connor’s claim that Catholic schools 
would do a better job than public schools is 
no idle boast. In 1990 the RAND Corporation 
compared the performance of children from 
New York City’s public and Catholic high 
schools. Only 25% of the public-school stu-
dents graduated at all, and only 16% took 
the Scholastic Aptitude Test, vs. 95% and 
75% of Catholic-school students, respec-
tively, Catholic-school students scored an 
average of 815 on the SAT. By shameful con-
trast, the small ‘‘elite’’ of public-school stu-
dents who graduated and took the SAT aver-
aged only 642 for those in neighborhood 
schools and 715 for those in magnet schools. 

In 1993 the New York State Department of 
Education compared city schools with the 
highest levels of minority enrollment. Con-
clusion: ‘‘Catholic schools with 81% to 100% 
minority composition outscored New York 
City public schools with the same percentage 
of minority enrollment in Grade 3 reading 
(+17%), Grade 3 mathematics (+10%), Grade 5 
writing (+6%), Grade 6 reading (+10%) and 
Grade 6 mathematics (+11%).’’ 

Yet most of the elite, in New York and 
elsewhere, is resolutely uninterested in the 
Catholic schools’ success. In part this re-
flects the enormous power of teachers’ 
unions, fierce opponents of anything that 
threatens their monopoly on education. In 
part it reflects a secular discomfort with re-
ligious institutions. 

I myself have felt this discomfort over the 
years, walking past Catholic schools like St. 
Gregory the Great, near my Manhattan 
home. Every morning, as I took my sons to 
public school, I couldn’t help noticing the 
well-behaved black and Hispanic children in 
their neat uniforms entering the drab parish 
building. But my curiosity never led me past 
the imposing crucifix looking down from the 
roof, which evoked childhood images of 
Catholic anti-Semitism and clerical obscu-
rantism. 

Finally, earlier this year, I ventured in, 
and I was impressed. I sat in, for example, as 
fourth-grade teacher Susan Viti conducted a 
review lesson on the geography of the West-
ern United States. All the children were 
completely engaged and had obviously done 
their homework. They were able to answer 
each of her questions about the principal cit-
ies and capitals of the Western states—some 
of which I couldn’t name—and the topog-
raphy and natural resources of the region. 
‘‘Which minerals would be found in the 
Rocky Mountains?’’ Miss Viti asked. Eager 
hands shot up. Miss Viti used the lesson to 
expand the students’ vocabulary: when the 
children wrote things down, she insisted on 
proper grammar and spelling. 

I found myself wishing that my own son’s 
fourth-grade teachers at nearby Public 
School 87, reputedly one of the best public 
schools in the city, were anywhere near as 
productive and as focused on basic skills as 
Miss Viti. Both my boys’ teachers have wast-
ed an enormous amount of time with empty 
verbiage about the evils of racism and 
sexism. By contrast, in Miss Viti’s class and 
in all the other Catholic school classes I vis-
ited, it was taken for granted that a real 
education is the best antidote to prejudice. 

Miss Viti earns $21,000 a year, $8,000 less 
than a first-year public-school teacher. ‘‘I’ve 
taught in an all-white, affluent suburban 
school, where I made over $40,000,’’ she says. 
‘‘This time I wanted to do something good 
for society, and I am lucky enough to be able 
to afford to do it. I am trying to instill in my 
students that whatever their life situation is 
now, they can succeed if they work hard and 
study.’’ 

You might expect liberals, self-styled 
champions of disadvantaged children, to ap-
plaud the commitment and sacrifice of edu-
cators like Susan Viti. You might even ex-
pect them to look for ways of getting gov-
ernment money to these underfunded 
schools. Instead, they’ve done their best to 
make sure the wall of separation between 
church and state remains impenetrable. Lib-
eral child-advocacy groups tout an endless 
array of ‘‘prevention’’ programs that are 
supposed to stave off delinquency, dropping 
out of school and teen pregnancy—yet they 
consistently ignore Catholic schools, which 
nearly always succeed in preventing these 
pathologies. 

Read the chapter on education in Hillary 
Clinton’s ‘‘It Takes a Village.’’ Mrs. Clinton 
advocates an alphabet soup of education pro-
grams for poor kids, but says not a word 
about Catholic schools. Similarly, in his 
books on education and inner-city ghettos, 
Jonathan Kozol offers vivid tours of decrepit 
public schools in places like the South 
Bronx, but he never stops at the many 
Catholic schools that are succeeding a few 
blocks away. 

Why are Catholic schools taboo among 
those who talk loudest about compassion for 
the downtrodden? It’s hard to escape the 
conclusion that one of the most powerful 
reasons is liberals’ alliance with the teach-
ers’ unions, which have poured hundreds of 
millions of dollars into the campaign coffers 
of liberal candidates around the country. 
Two weeks ago I attended the National Edu-
cation Association convention in Wash-
ington, a week-long pep rally for Bill Clinton 
punctuated by ritual denunciations of pri-
vatization. 

Before the teachers’ unions rise to political 
power, it was not unusual to see urban 
Democrats like former New York Gov. Mario 
Cuomo support government aid to Catholic 
schools. Mr. Cuomo’s flip-flop on this issue is 
especially revealing. In 1974, when he first 
ran for public office, Mr. Cuomo wrote a let-
ter to potential supporters: ‘‘I’ve spent more 
than 15 years . . . arguing for aid to private 
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schools,’’ he wrote. ‘‘If you believe aid is a 
good thing, then you are the good people. If 
you believe it, then it’s your moral obliga-
tion, as it is my own, to do something about 
it. . . . Let’s try tax-credit plans and any-
thing else that offers any help.’’ 

Mr. Cuomo soon learned his lesson. In his 
published diaries he wrote: ‘‘Teachers are 
perhaps the most effective of all the state’s 
unions. If they go all-out, it will mean tele-
phones and vigorous statewide support. It 
will also mean some money.’’ In his 1982 
campaign for governor, Mr. Cuomo gave a 
speech trumpeting the primacy of public 
education and the rights of teachers. He won 
the union’s enthusiastic endorsement 
against Ed Koch in the Democratic primary. 
Over the next 12 years, in private meetings 
with Catholic leaders, Gov. Cuomo would de-
clare that he still supported tax relief for pa-
rochial school parents. Then he would take a 
completely different position in public. For 
example, in 1984 he acknowledged that giving 
tax credits for parochial-school tuition was 
‘‘clearly constitutional’’ under a recent Su-
preme Court decision—but he refused to sup-
port such a plan. 

Politically controlled schools are unlikely 
to improve much without strong pressure 
from outside. Thus, the case for government 
aid to Catholic schools is now more compel-
ling than ever, if only to provide the com-
petitive pressure to force state schools to 
change. And the conventional wisdom that 
government is constitutionally prohibited 
from aiding Catholic schools has been under-
mined by several recent U.S. Supreme Court 
decisions. 

SUCKER’S TRAP 
Since the powerful teachers’ unions vehe-

mently oppose any form of government aid 
to Catholic schools, reformers are often skit-
tish about advocating vouchers or tuition 
tax credits, fearing that will end the public- 
school reform conversation before it begins. 
But to abandon aid to Catholic schools in the 
name of public-school reform is a sucker’s 
trap. We have ended up with no aid to Catho-
lic schools and no real public-school reform 
either. 

Catholic schools are a valuable public re-
source not just because they profoundly ben-
efit the children who enroll in them. They 
also challenge the public-school monopoly, 
constantly reminding us that the neediest 
kids are educable and that spending extrava-
gant sums of money isn’t the answer. No one 
who cares about reviving our failing public 
schools can afford to ignore this inspiring 
laboratory of reform. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. PRYOR. 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. PRYOR. Mr. President, I assume 
we are in morning business. I ask unan-
imous consent I may proceed for no 
more than 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in morning business and the Sen-
ator is recognized for 10 minutes, with-
out objection. 

f 

TAXPAYER BILL OF RIGHTS 2 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, over the 
past several years there has been a 

very extensive debate over ways to 
achieve more fairness for taxpayers, es-
pecially small taxpayers, through re-
form of our tax system. Proposals are 
most often very complex and some-
times extremely partisan. But there is 
one simple, inexpensive, and I must say 
unanimously-agreed upon legislative 
package that helps make paying taxes 
fairer to the taxpayer. Mr. President, 
we call this proposal the taxpayer bill 
of rights 2, which passed the Senate by 
unanimous vote on Thursday evening. 

I am very proud we passed this par-
ticular piece of legislation by unani-
mous consent. The passage of this im-
portant piece of legislative work is the 
culmination of over one decade of dedi-
cation to its philosophy. 

Many of our colleagues in the Senate 
today were not here in 1988 when Con-
gress passed, and President Reagan 
signed into law, the very first taxpayer 
bill of rights. That bill was the first 
ever comprehensive piece of legislation 
enumerating the rights of the Amer-
ican taxpayer. For example, in the tax-
payer bill of rights 1 provided: 

First, the right of the taxpayer to be 
informed of their respective rights; 

Second, the right of the taxpayer to 
rely on written advice of the Internal 
Revenue Service; 

Third, the right of the taxpayer to 
representation; and 

Fourth, the right of the taxpayer to 
recover, for the first time, civil dam-
ages and attorney’s fees from the Inter-
nal Revenue Service. 

These and other basic, commonsense 
provisions were codified by the first 
taxpayer bill of rights. The battle 
waged by a strongly bipartisan coali-
tion for their codification was hard- 
fought, and their ultimate enactment 
was a first giant step for the American 
taxpayer. 

But, since 1988 Mr. President, we 
have learned much about the Internal 
Revenue Service and the needs of tax-
payers. Now is clearly time to more 
fully develop and expand those par-
ticular rights. With Thursday’s passage 
of the taxpayer bill of rights 2, we have 
taken a very significant step forward, 
treating taxpayers more like cus-
tomers. 

This step follows the efforts taken in 
1988 with the enactment of the first 
taxpayer bill of rights. 

In 1992 I first introduced the taxpayer 
bill of rights 2 with considerable bipar-
tisan backing of some 52 of our col-
leagues on each side of the aisle. The 
bill passed Congress twice that year. It 
was ultimately vetoed because it was 
included as part of two large tax bills 
with which President Bush did not 
agree. Since these two bills were ve-
toed at that time, the Senate has not 
considered taxpayer bill of rights 2 on 
its own merits until this past Thurs-
day. In making its way to the Senate, 
this very important piece of legislation 
passed the House of Representatives by 
a unanimous 425 to 0 vote. I applaud 
the action of the House of Representa-
tives, and I am proud that this Thurs-

day, because of a strong bipartisan coa-
lition, the Senate has now followed 
suit by unanimously passing taxpayer 
bill of rights 2. 

I am also proud to say I have had the 
privilege and honor of working very 
closely with my colleagues in the Sen-
ate. Senator CHUCK GRASSLEY, of Iowa, 
has been a strong champion for years 
of increasing taxpayers’ rights. He has 
been, certainly, a grand ally in this 
long fight. Senator HARRY REID, from 
Nevada, has also been a strong advo-
cate for giving additional rights to the 
taxpayer. He has been a strong advo-
cate and supporter of taxpayer bill of 
rights 2. In fact, the very first speech 
that Senator REID made on the floor of 
the U.S. Senate, shortly after his elec-
tion, related to the necessity and the 
need of having a taxpayer bill of rights. 

I look forward to President Clinton 
signing this very important bill in the 
days ahead. The taxpayer bill of rights 
2 builds on a foundation laid by the 
original taxpayer bill of rights. It pro-
tects taxpayers by requiring the IRS to 
achieve higher standards of accuracy, 
timeliness, and fair play in providing 
taxpayer service. It makes the Internal 
Revenue Service accountable. 

The taxpayers bill of rights 2 
achieves these new standards through 
27 new provisions—27 new protections 
for the American taxpayer, as a result 
of the passage of the taxpayer bill of 
rights 2. 

First, expansion of the authority of 
the taxpayer advocate to prevent hard-
ships on taxpayers; 

Second, creation of small taxpayers’ 
rights to an installment agreement, 
and further rights when installment 
agreements are denied or terminated 
are specifically spelled out to benefit 
the taxpayer; 

Third, the expansion of the reasons 
for which the IRS must abate interest 
when it has delayed a taxpayers’ case, 
and for the very first time in our his-
tory, a grant of authority to the courts 
of the power to review the interest 
abatement determination; 

Fourth, an increase in the amount a 
taxpayer can recover in civil damages 
from $100,000 to $1 million, when the In-
ternal Revenue Service or an agent 
thereof has acted negligently or reck-
lessly in the taxpayer’s case; 

Fifth, provisions strengthening the 
code so the taxpayer may recover out- 
of-pocket costs; 

Sixth, rules prohibiting the Internal 
Revenue Service from issuing retro-
active proposed regulations unless the 
Congress provides otherwise. 

Mr. President, the taxpayer bill of 
rights 2 contains many more common-
sense provisions, designed to safeguard 
the rights of taxpayers. Taken to-
gether, these provisions will work to 
restore more faith in our system of 
taxation. It will provide more protec-
tion for the taxpayer in dealing with 
the Internal Revenue Service. 

I truly believe that in the long run, 
this very important, bipartisan legisla-
tion will help bolster taxpayer con-
fidence in dealing with the Government 
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