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But it was the last concept, point
four, which received widespread ac-
claim and that, in time, became a
major component of American foreign
policy. In 1950, this ‘““Point Four’ pol-
icy was approved by Congress in the
form of a mandate to create the Tech-
nical Cooperation Administration
(TCA) within the State Department. It
was this ‘“‘bold new program’ drafted
by Mr. Hardy that later developed into
the Agency for International Develop-
ment and which, perhaps, was the seed
for the establishment of the Peace
Corps. These were truly forward-look-
ing concepts.

During this period, Mr. Hardy served
as the chief of public affairs for the
TCA and the chairman of its policy
planning council. Tragically, on De-
cember 23, 1951, Mr. Hardy, along with
the Director of the TCA, was killed in
a plane crash on a flight from Cairo to
Teheran. It is a shame that Benjamin
Hardy did not have the opportunity to
see his concept take root and grow as
he would have had it.

Fifty years after Mr. Hardy drafted
the Point Four speech, it is fitting that
we in Congress pay tribute to the vi-
sion and courage of this man, his con-
tribution to American foreign policy,
and his commitment to improving the
lives of people around the world. Ideas
like Benjamin Hardy’s have helped
demonstrate the generosity of the
American people around the world. And
it is such ideas that have helped Amer-
ica remain engaged as the world’s lead-
er, helping to build a better future for
all people. Mr. President, it is my
honor to recognize this distinguished
American from Georgia and to inform
my colleagues of his proud heritage.
Thank you.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, on Fri-
day, March 5, I was necessarily absent
in order to join Secretary of Energy
Richardson in Bismarck for meetings
with representatives of North Dakota
energy industries and to meet with the
Governor and other State officials
about water resources. Had I been
present for rollcall vote No. 33 on S.
280, to table the Graham amendment
which would have prohibited the imple-
mentation of the ‘“‘Know Your Cus-
tomer’’ regulation by Federal banking
agencies, I would have voted ‘‘nay.”

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. JEFFORDS. 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the quorum call be rescinded.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. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, what
is the pending business?
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CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

EDUCATIONAL FLEXIBILITY
PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1999

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 280, which
the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 280) to provide for education
flexibility partnerships.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Jeffords amendment No. 31, in the nature
of a substitute.

Bingaman amendment No. 35 (to amend-
ment No. 31), to provide for a national school
dropout prevention program.

Lott amendment No. 37 (to amendment No.
35), to authorize additional appropriations to
carry out part B of the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act.

Gramm (for Allard) amendment No. 40 (to
amendment No. 31), to prohibit implementa-
tion of “Know Your Customer’ regulations
by the Federal banking agencies.

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I say
to the Senator from Massachusetts
that I desire to make a statement for a
while, if that is all right with him.

Mr. KENNEDY. Absolutely.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, we
are again back with the Ed-Flex bill,
which is a bill, as everybody knows,
that would merely attempt to make it
easier for States to be able to utilize
regulations to their advantage by being
able to waive them for communities or
school systems within their jurisdic-
tion. This has been used successfully
by 12 States now—6 originally, and
then another 6. It has demonstrated
that there are problems in the present
system which make it impossible to
take care of very, very minute dif-
ferences in schools in order to get them
to be able to have the flexibility for the
utilization of the title I funds.

We are also facing, apparently, a fili-
buster. Therefore, we will have a clo-
ture vote at 5 o’clock this afternoon. It
is my hope that we can proceed perhaps
on to another amendment, and then we
will be able to make some progress on
this bill.

This is our fourth day on the Ed-Flex
bill. This bill, which is supported by
the administration and all 50 Gov-
ernors, has broad bipartisan support in
both the Senate and in the House. I
urged my colleagues last week to limit
their amendments to the bill before us.
As we have shown, we are perfectly
willing to work with the limited issues
raised by the Ed-Flex bill.

As my colleagues know, later this
year we will be considering the statute
that governs the K-through-12 edu-
cational programs, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, and that is
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where the debate on these larger ques-
tions should take place. I say this not
because I am a stickler for procedure,
but because the whole point behind the
committee system is so that com-
plicated issues can be debated and ex-
amined in detail. That is not possible
on the floor of the Senate. This doesn’t
happen in every instance, and I have
been on both sides of the question, but
I cannot recall when we have been in a
similar situation where one side is try-
ing to load up a small, noncontrover-
sial proposal when the logical vehicle
for the debate and consideration of
these larger questions is only a few
months away.

We have never really considered
these issues in committee. To be fair,
Senator MURRAY offered her class size
amendment to the Ed-Flex bill last
year. But Republicans felt then, as we
feel now, that this issue should be con-
sidered as part of the ESEA reauthor-
ization. The amendment was not adopt-
ed.

Reducing class size in our Nation’s
schools is a fine idea. Common sense
tells us that a smaller class allows a
teacher to spend more one-on-one time
with each student. According to my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, common sense has been backed
by data that also reinforces that small
class size is correlated to higher stu-
dent achievement.

There is something else that most of
the data says. It says that the quality
of the teacher leading that classroom
makes a significant difference. Con-
trary to statements made on the floor
last week, the class size proposal of my
colleague from Washington does little
or nothing toward improving teacher
quality. Funds allocated for profes-
sional development are limited to 15
percent in the first 3 years it is author-
ized. Worse yet, the legislation pro-
hibits funds from being used to en-
hance teacher quality in the last 2 au-
thorized years. What kind of sense does
that make?

Only after class size is reduced to an
average number of 18 students does a
school district have the flexibility to
use those funds to improve the quality
of teaching in the classroom. Pro-
ponents point to studies which show
that smaller classes make a difference
and improve academic achievement. I
argue that class size is less important
than having a quality teacher. That, to
me, is common sense.

As I mentioned, this common sense
idea can also be backed with hard data.
Ronald Fergeson, in an article entitled
“New Evidence on How and Why Money
Matters,” notes:

What the evidence here suggests more
strongly is that teacher quality matters and
should be a major focus of efforts to upgrade
the quality of schooling. Skilled teachers are
the most critical of all schooling input.

Bill Sanders, a statistician at the
University of Tennessee, stated in a
1997 article in ‘“The Tennessean’’:

Teacher effectiveness is the single largest
factor affecting the academic growth of stu-
dents. Poor teachers hold students back,
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