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We have seen these sophisticated net-
works built by cable companies right
now. They are doing it when there is an
absence of discrimination on the net.
The reason I cited this is, it proves
that if consumers demand it, the com-
munications companies are going to
build it because they can make a prof-
it. The Bells, for example, would rather
build a network with discrimination in
it because they can make billions of
dollars of extra profit. That is why
they are threatening not to build net-
works and to try to hold hostage con-
sumers and businesses across America.
I don’t think that is right. There is
concrete evidence that this notion that
we will not have sophisticated commu-
nications networks unless we allow dis-
crimination on the net makes no sense
at all.

I have tried to make a focus of my
career in public service to keeping the
Internet free from discrimination. It
has paid real dividends already, par-
ticularly in regard to taxation. I was a
Senate sponsor of the legislation that
prohibited discrimination in taxes on
line. When we started, it was a very
simple proposition. We would see, for
example, that if you bought a news-
paper on line, you paid taxes. But if
you bought the snail mail version of
that newspaper, you didn’t pay any
taxes. So Congress came together on a
bipartisan basis and said: We are not
going to allow discrimination and tax-
ation with respect to the Internet. We
have done it. It has made sense.

For all those who claimed there were
going to be dire consequences, that the
States and localities wouldn’t have any
money, that it was going to kill the
traditional retailer, the main street re-
tailer, we haven’t seen any of that. The
Internet Nondiscrimination Act as it
relates to taxation has made a huge
difference. I worked with Senator
ALLEN on the other side of the aisle on
that. Our mutual friend, former Con-
gressman Chris Cox, who now heads the
Securities and Exchange Commission,
he and I began this effort when he was
serving in the other body. We have seen
already, with respect to ensuring that
the net is free from multiple and dis-
criminatory taxes, why it makes sense
to keep the Internet a discrimination
free zone.

For the life of me, I can’t figure out
why we want to bring discrimination
back to the telecommunications world,
which is what this telecommunications
overhaul will do, unless net neutrality
is protected. The major cable and
phone companies have spent more than
$40 million since January of this year
to make the American people think
that net neutrality is what they call a
lose-lose proposition. I am here to say
that the absence of net neutrality will
be the lose-lose proposition. The Amer-
ican people will see discrimination in
Internet content, higher prices for con-
sumers, and that is why hundreds of or-
ganizations that span the political
spectrum, who disagree with each
other on virtually everything, have
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come together to say: We are going to
pull out all the stops to try to protect
the Internet from discrimination.

I do not want to see the American
consumer face the double barrel dis-
crimination on the net of reduced
choices in content, diminished serv-
ices, and the additional prospect of
higher prices. As a result, it is my in-
tent to keep my hold on this major
telecommunications rewrite until it
ensures true net neutrality and an
Internet free of discrimination.

———

AMERICA’S OPPORTUNITY
SCHOLARSHIPS FOR KIDS ACT

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
earlier this week, I introduced the
America’s Opportunity Scholarships
for Kids Act, S. 3682, on behalf of Presi-
dent Bush. I was joined in introducing
this legislation by Senators ENSIGN,
GREGG, and SANTORUM. This bill pro-
vides meaning to the promise of the No
Child Left Behind Act by giving low-in-
come families whose children are stuck
in low-performing schools the same op-
portunities other families already
enjoy.

President Bush proposed the Amer-
ica’s Opportunity Scholarships Pro-
gram as part of his fiscal year 2007
budget. The bill authorizes $100 million
in competitive grants to State and
local educational agencies or private
nonprofit groups to provide low-income
students in low-performing schools
with scholarships to attend the school
of their choice or receive tutoring.
Thousands of eligible students would
receive up to $4,000 in scholarship funds
to apply to tuition and costs at the
school of their choice or up to $3,000
worth of intensive tutoring to help
them improve their academic achieve-
ment.

Eligible low-income students are
those who attend schools in ‘‘restruc-
turing,” which means they have missed
their student achievement goals under
No Child Left Behind for 6 years in a
row. The U.S. Department of Education
reports that in the 2004-2005 school
year, 1,066 schools were identified for
restructuring. Preliminary estimates
suggest that an additional 1,000 schools
will be identified for restructuring in
the 2005-2006 school year.

Parents want the best possible
schools for their children. A recent sur-
vey by the Educational Testing Service
showed that 62 percent of public school
parents either transferred a child out
of one school into a better school or
have decided where to live based on the
schools in that district. This bill offers
a way out for students whose families
don’t have the money for tuition or the
luxury of moving.

For those who think school choice is
not important, I ask you to consider
what you would do if the government
or circumstances said you had no
choice in the matter. Imagine what
would happen if we passed a law that
said that no American parent could
choose a school for their child, and in-
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stead the government assigned each
child to a specific public or private
school. There would be a revolution in
this country by middle- and upper-in-
come parents who want to preserve
their right to choose what is best for
their child’s education.

Low-income parents are increasingly
voicing a demand for the same quality
educational options that wealthier
families have. In Milwaukee, WI, low-
income families’ demand for better
choices led to the creation of a city-
wide private school choice program in
1990. Today, Milwaukee is one of the
most vibrant education marketplaces
in the Nation, and parents can choose
from traditional public schools, charter
schools, and private schools. Here in
Washington, DC, frustrated low-income
parents led an active campaign to es-
tablish the DC School Choice Incentive
Program, which increases educational
options for low-income students, in-
cluding scholarships to attend private
schools. Over 2,600 applications were
received for 1,200 available scholarships
in 2004, the first year of that program.
This school year, 1,713 students are en-
rolled at the private school of their
choice. Their parents report significant
improvements in their children’s aca-
demic performance, behavior, and pros-
pects for the future.

Our Nation gives families choices in
educational institutions nearly every-
where but in grade school and high
school. After World War II, the GI bill
enabled veterans to attend the edu-
cational institutions of their choice—
public or private, secular or nonsec-
ular. Today, Federal dollars for higher
education still follow students to the
school of their choice. It is this
choice—along with autonomy and com-
petition—that has made our system of
higher education the best in the world.
We also allow Federal funding to follow
preschoolers to the childcare program
of their choice.

Unfortunately, we have gotten in a
rut with K-12 schools. We have created
local monopolies where dollars flow di-
rectly to schools with little or no say
from parents. The ones paying the
highest price are the poor children of
America.

America’s opportunity scholarships
are a way out for families who have
waited too long. I hope my colleagues
will support this important legislation
so we can help our neediest children
achieve a brighter future.

————
GUN SAFETY EDUCATION

Mr. President, high profile school
shootings across this country in recent
years have focused the Nation’s atten-
tion on easy access to guns by children,
especially in the home. Each day in the
United States, an average of 80 people
die as a result of homicide, suicide, and
unintentional injuries that involve a
firearm. HEven more tragically ten of
those who die everyday are children.
The epidemic of firearm violence af-
fects us all.
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Steps to Prevent Firearm Injury In
the Home, STOP 2, developed by the
Center to Prevent Handgun Violence,
supplies health care providers across a
wide range of disciplines including
nurses, social workers, psychologists,
health educators, and counselors, with
the tools to educate diverse popu-
lations about the dangers of guns in
the home and proper gun storage.
Health care providers routinely discuss
ways to prevent many types of injury,
such as using child car seats, wearing
bicycle safety helmets, and locking up
prescription drugs. STOP 2 helps
health care providers incorporate fire-
arm injury prevention along with these
other safety messages. Health care pro-
viders, as important messengers of
health and safety information, are able
to speak with patients and their fami-
lies about the dangers of guns in their
own homes as well as the homes of rel-
atives or friends they visit. The pro-
gram also assists health care providers
in alerting families to the typical
warning signs of gang involvement and
suicide, and outlines action steps that
can help prevent these possible trage-
dies.

STOP 2 expands on the original
STOP program, which was launched in
1994 as a joint effort of the Center to
Prevent Handgun Violence, CPHV, and
the American Academy of Pediatrics.
STOP was designed specifically for pe-
diatricians. STOP 2 broadens the pro-
gram’s scope to include other health
care providers and health educators
who work in a wide range of disciplines
with diverse populations. With funding
through the Metropolitan Life Founda-
tion, CPHV is providing STOP 2 Kkits
free of charge to the health care com-
munity. Health care providers can re-
quest a free STOP 2 kit that contains
patient/client brochures, waiting room
posters, and other gun violence preven-
tion information, by contacting the
Center to Prevent Handgun Violence.

I commend all of those who fight gun
violence through safety education.
Their common sense approach provides
parents with practical steps to help
protect themselves and their families
from tragedy. I am hopeful that the
109th Congress will do more to support
their efforts by taking up and passing
sensible gun safety legislation.

———
COMMITMENT TO ISRAEL

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, we
have all learned in our personal lives
that in times of difficulty and chal-
lenge, all the extraneous matters of
life disappear and we wisely cling to
those relationships and values we hold
most dear. As we as a nation confront
a dangerous set of circumstance in the
Middle East, we would be wise to do
the same thing.

The United States made a solemn,
unequivocal, irrevocable commitment
to the State of Israel in 1948. We did so
for two reasons. First, we were re-
sponding in moral revulsion to cen-
turies of persecution of the Jewish peo-
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ple around the world and specifically in
Nazi Germany. Second, we were affirm-
ing the formation of a democratic soci-
ety in the Middle East because we be-
lieved, then and now, the democracy is,
in Lincoln’s words, ‘‘the last best hope
of Earth.”

That commitment had absolutely
nothing to do with politics, partisan-
ship or the price of a gallon of gasoline.
Today on this floor we renew that com-
mitment to Israel, and by doing so, re-
main faithful to our own creeds and na-
tional moral identity.

We as a nation are committed to de-
mocracy and the rule of law. We be-
lieve that governments derive their
just powers from the consent of the
governed. We know from our own his-
tory that many disagree with that
commitment. We know that those val-
ues are not self-actualizing. Sometimes
free nations have to fight violent peo-
ple to preserve the circumstances
under which they can live in peace and
freedom. We stand with Israel today to
support its right to defend itself
against terrorists and those who sup-
port them.

Israel is a small country, surrounded
by many who are hostile to their exist-
ence. Over the last six decades, Israel
has made risky territorial concessions
to its neighbors in hopes that moderate
Arab voices would prevail over extrem-
ists. Those extremists’ view of peace in
the Middle East are predicated on the
destruction and removal of Israel.

Despite the fact that southern Leb-
anon and the Gaza Strip have been the
launching point for violence against
Israel in the recent past, Israel agreed
to withdraw from them in the hope of
peace. That hope has been dashed by
Hamas and Hezbollah, both in the ab-
duction of Israeli soldiers and the
launching of rocket attacks.

Some in the European community
and even in the United States have said
criticized Israel’s response as ‘‘dis-
proportionate” and urged Israel to ne-
gotiate. When their very survival is at
stake, how do you measure proportion-
ality? With whom do they suggest
Israel negotiate?

I am not saying there is not role for
diplomacy or a diplomatic solution.

But the foundation of such a solution
must be No. 1, Israel has an absolute
right to defend itself and No. 2, we
must make absolutely certain that our
actions do not embolden terrorists to
continue their inexcusable tactics.

No one supports armed conflict or
the injury of civilians. A terrible price
is always paid by those who bear the
least guilt for the battles. But when
Israel is faced with terrorists who work
for its destruction, firm steps must be
taken.

I commend the President for his ac-
tive work with the leaders in the re-
gion, the United Nations and Europe.
This is a situation where public state-
ments should be few and maximum in-
fluence exerted in private networks of
diplomacy.

I believe the President is honoring
our Nation’s commitment to Israel and
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forcefully pursuing our Nation’s wider
objectives in the War on Terror in this
situation.

I think the American people can be
reassured and proud that the United
States is acting as a great power, in
pursuit of high moral principles. We
hope that through our strength and ad-
vocacy, those who initiated this con-
flict in Lebanon and Gaza will cease
their actions, that their ability to con-
tinue to inflict terror and destabilize
the region is eliminated or at least se-
verely curtailed, and those who work
for peace can regain control.

Israel is the only democracy in the
region and they need our friendship
and support right now. By dem-
onstrating our resolve, we help ensure
that our other friends in the region
will work for a solution which is best
for Israel and all the legitimate forces
in the Middle East.

————

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO REAR ADMIRAL
JAMES E. MCPHERSON

e Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, today I
wish to recognize and pay tribute to
RADM James E. McPherson, the Judge
Advocate General of the U.S. Navy. Ad-
miral McPherson will retire from the
Navy on July 28, 2006, having com-
pleted over 27 years of distinguished
service to our Nation.

Admiral McPherson, a native of San
Diego, is a graduate of San Diego State
University and University of San Diego
Law School. He also earned a master of
laws degree from the U.S. Army Judge
Advocate General’s Legal Center and
School.

Admiral McPherson began his mili-
tary career as an enlisted man in the
U.S. Army. He served over 3 years as a
military policeman at the Presidio of
San Francisco, with the Eighth Army
in South Korea, and with the First In-
fantry Division. Notably, he is the first
Navy Judge Advocate General to begin
his career as an enlisted man. After re-
ceiving his commission as an ensign
and completing Naval Justice School
in Newport, RI, Admiral McPherson
was assigned as an Assistant Force
Judge Advocate for Commander, Naval
Air Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet. He con-
tinued his distinguished career with as-
signments at the Naval Legal Service
Office in Norfolk, VA; the Naval Air
Station, Cubi Point in the Philippines;
and as Command Judge Advocate on-
board the USS Theodore Roosevelt. Fol-
lowing completion of graduate school,
Admiral McPherson returned to the
Naval Legal Service Office in Norfolk
and served tours as senior defense
counsel and senior trial counsel. He
was then assigned as Force Judge Ad-
vocate for Commander, Submarine
Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet; the assist-
ant for legal and legislative matters
for the vice chief of Naval Operations;
and as special counsel to the Chief of
Naval Operations. In September 2000,
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