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But the few that do indicate it will be
a high standard indeed.

Even at the State level, this kind of
continuous improvement has proven
elusive for almost every State, even
those that are held up as examples of
states committed to reform.

The Education Trust recently pub-
lished a study of how well States have
done in closing the achievement gap
between white and minority students.
As part of that study, it looks at the
states making the largest gains in mi-
nority math achievement as measured
by NAEP.

According to the Education Trust,
eight States made above average gains
in 4th grade math for African Amer-
ican students. They were: Massachu-

setts, Michigan, Texas, Iowa, North
Carolina, Connecticut, Indiana, and
Louisiana.

Most of these States are generally
recognized as being in the forefront of
education reform efforts in our coun-
try.

They also share this distinction.
Each of them would be deemed a fail-
ure under the committee reported bill.

Let me repeat that. The eight states
that did the best job in improving
math instruction for black students
would all fail if you held them to a
standard of reaching 100 percent pro-
ficiency for all students.

I have with me a few charts that il-
lustrate my point. In each, the most
recent data available is used, and it is
compared to what it would take to
reach 100 percent proficiency over 10
years. The charts go back in time as
far as readily available comparable
data permits. Again, these are some of
the very best, most committed States.

If you go across the chart, you will
find that in 1999, which is the year
from 1998-1999, it shows failure because
the progress was not there from 1998,
and the actual progress was 11.5 and
total required progress was 8.8. I get a
little confused with the charts, and I
suspect everybody will.

Let’s go to Iowa. It shows that their
annual required progress was a 2.76 im-
provement. You will notice that as you
go along, starting out with 72.45, if you
add all the red, it is because they
didn’t make the 2.76 improvement all
the way across, and actually they are
missing about 16.56 percent. Then you
can break it down by groups. You can
see all the way down male, female, and
you go to mathematics and so forth.
But they are failing.

Connecticut is the same. Connecticut
has one of the most impressive edu-
cational systems, but you will see
there from looking back to the annual
progress, they fail right across the
board for all those years. We thought
they were one of the best. That gives
you an idea of what we are looking at,
which will show that we have really an
incredibly strict piece of legislation.

Massachusetts failed to make
progress in reading, and actually lost a
little ground in math.

Michigan, in 1999, failed in math and
reading.
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Texas failed in both subjects in every
year but 1997.

Iowa has failed for 5 years running in
both subjects.

North Carolina failed to make AYP
in both 1999 and 2000.

Connecticut would have failed to
make AYP for 5 years running.

Indiana has lost ground in reading
and math, and would have failed for 3
years running.

In Louisiana, given the high bar it
sets for proficiency, its gains from 1999
to 2000 don’t come close to meeting
AYP.

To sum up, every States fails.

So for the press to come out and say
that we have weakened the standards
and somehow we are not going to be
stiff enough, they have to understand
that under this bill it is going to be
very difficult for the States to comply.

These are the results that drove us to
amend the committee-reported bill. We
didn’t do so because of pressure from
Governors or any alllegiance to the
status quo. We did so because facts are
stubborn things. And the facts show
that no State has made, or will make,
the kind of gains called for in the origi-
nal bill. Has the substitute set the bar
too low? That’s a fair question. Again,
I think it has to be answered by what
the best schools and States can
achieve. And again, I think we have set
a very high bar.

A look at a random sample of school
districts deemed ‘‘exemplary’ in Texas
shows that they nearly all fail to make
one percentage point gains each year,
for each group. That might be ex-
plained by the fact that when a
school’s students are at 90 or 95 percent
proficiency, either all students or a
group or two will fluctuate up and
down. But a look at lower-performing
Texas schools, those deemed only ‘‘ac-
ceptable,” yields the same result. If
you look at a dozen, probably only one
will make AYP.

The same holds true for Connecticut
schools and districts.

I have a chart that looks at the com-
mittee-reported standard, in which all
schools and districts failed. But the re-
sults are only marginally different
with a 1 percent standard. In the case
of Connecticut, the data we have does
not show student subgroup perform-
ance, which will show gains above and
below the average performance, but
overall not that good. North Carolina
shows the same results. The areas that
are darker are the problem areas with
no success shown. We looked at the
first dozen or so school districts in that
State. As our chart shows, all but one
failed to make AYP based on the per-
formance of all students in either math
or reading.

We found one district did make AYP
on the basis of all students, but when
you look at the performance of the sub-
groups of students as we do in the
chart for the district, it failed to make
a uniform 1 percentage point gain, both
for some of the lower performing
groups, but also for the highest one.
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The purpose behind my remarks is not
to leave all of us discouraged, but to
try to illustrate that even where you
have the best efforts at educational re-
form, improving educational perform-
ance is a very hard task, and we cannot
expect miracles.

Our efforts should be ambitious but
anchored to what we know schools can
achieve.

If we enact a system that labels all
schools failures, then it is we who have
failed.

On the other hand, if they have not
already done so, I hope my colleagues
in the Senate will take some time to
talk with educators in their State
about this issue. And I hope the very
capable people in the press who write
on this issue will spend a little more
time in trying to connect the varying
claims in this debate to the rich
amount of experience that is easily
available.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

I took the time this evening to allow
people to have the full story so as to
better understand, especially when the
press says we have watered down the
standards. They can make that argu-
ment, but if you realized how strict
they were to start with and if you real-
ized the present status of our schools,
you would understand that had we not
done this, it would have been dev-
astating and probably so deflating that
we would have chaos.

We have tried to come up with what
we believe are the improvements that
are capable of being performed by the
schools. I point out, as I have pointed
out to my colleagues continuously,
that is why it is incredibly important
we make sure the resources are there
for these schools to make the changes
to live up to the President’s program.

I urge everyone to follow the costs
that are going to be incurred and to
talk with the officials in their States
to see what resources they believe will
be necessary to make sure that every
child in that State has an opportunity
to be a successful student.

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. 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.

——

MEASURE PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—S. 872

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, there
is a bill at the desk due for its second
reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 872) to amend the Public Health
Service Act, the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974, and the Internal
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Revenue Code of 1986 to protect consumers in
managed care plans and other health cov-
erage.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to further proceedings on this mat-
ter at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the rule, the bill will be placed on the
calendar.

————
APPOINTMENTS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the President of the
Senate, and after consultation with the
majority leader, pursuant to Public
Law 106-286, appoints the following
Members to serve on the Congres-
sional-Executive Commission on the
People’s Republic of China: The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. SMITH);
the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
BROWNBACK); the Senator from Arkan-
sas (Mr. HUTCHINSON); the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. SMITH); and the Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. HAGEL), Chairman.

The Chair, on behalf of the Majority
Leader, in consultation with the Demo-
cratic Leader, pursuant to Public Law

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

102-246, appoints Leo Hindery, Jr., of
California, to the Library of Congress
Trust Fund Board, vice Adele Hall of
Kansas.

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, MAY 16,
2001

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it re-
cess until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on
Wednesday, May 16. I further ask unan-
imous consent that on Wednesday, im-
mediately following the prayer, the
Journal of proceedings be approved to
date, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day,
and the Senate then begin a period for
morning business until 10 a.m., with
Senators speaking for up to 10 minutes
each, with the following exceptions:
Senator ROBERTS, or his designee, the
first 15 minutes; Senator DURBIN, or his
designee, the second 15 minutes.

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, for
the information of all Senators, the
Senate will be in a short period for
morning business beginning at 9:30 a.m.
during tomorrow’s session. It is ex-
pected that the Senate will begin con-
sideration of the reconciliation bill.
Senators will be notified as to when de-
bate will begin on that legislation.
Under the rule, there are 20 hours for
consideration of that bill. Amendments
will be offered, and therefore votes are
expected throughout the day and into
the evening.

——————

RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous
consent that the Senate recess under
the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 7:19 p.m., recessed until Wednesday,
May 16, 2001, at 9:30 a.m.
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