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DEPARTMENT OF THE T R E A S U R Y 
W A S H I N G T O N 

Close Hold 
S S I S T A N T S E C R E T A R Y 

October 21, 1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY ROBERT E. RUBIN 
DEPUTY SECRETARY SUMMERS 

FROM: DONALD LUBICK 
ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY (TAX POLICY) 

SUBJECT: CoverdeU Parent and Student Savings Account Plus Act 

Congressional Republicans are sponsoring a series of education events this weelt, culminating 
in a Friday vote on the Coverdell Parent and Student Savings Account Plus Act. Larry Summers 
is doing an education event on Wednesday with Secretary Riley, and others in the Administration 
are likely to be called on to talk about this proposal. The following talking points identify Tax 
Policy's primary concerns with the proposal. 

We also need your guidance about whether Treasury should release the attached distribution 
tables. We see no problem with doing so, though they are likely to generate controversy. 

Release the tables Do not release the tables Let's discuss 

Senator Coverdell's Proposal 

Senator Coverdell's bill, S. 1133, would allow taxpayers to make tax-free withdrawals from 
education individual retirement accounts to pay for elementary and secondary school expenses as 
well as expenses for post-secondary education. It would increase the maximum annual 
contribution to such accounts from $500 to $2,500 per beneficiary. The withdrawals could be 
used to pay for tuition, fees, tutoring, special needs services, books, supplies, equipment, 
transportation and supplementary expenses required for the enrollment or attendance at a public, 
private religious, or private non-sectarian school, or for home schooling. 

Principal Policy Concerns 

• This proposal disproportionately benefits affluent families. 

- The attached Treasury distribution tables show that 69.8 percent of the benefits of tliis 
proposal accrue to families in the top 20 percent of the income distribution, and 27.3 
percent accrue to families in the top 10 percent. It is easy to see why this is the case. 

- First, low- and moderate-income families are unlikely to contribute to education 
IRAs because they hold few financial assets, and those that do participate are likely 
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to contribute less than the limit. In 1995, the median amount of financial assets was 
$5,400 for families with $10,000- $24,999 of income, and $12,100 frir families with 
$25,000- $49,999 of income. Financial asset holdings are even lower for families 
with young ciiildren. 

Second, the benefit of the proposal depends directly on the family's marginal tax 
rate. A family in the 31 percent marginal tax bracket, for example, that saved 
$2,500 per year for six years would realize twice the tax benefit under the bill 
($1046) as a family in the 15 percent bracket saving the same amount ($514). 

~ Third, upper income families are much more likely than others to incur the costs of 
sending their ciiildren to private schools, and hence will receive disproportionate 
benefits from the ability to pay elementary and secondaiy school tuition and fees 
from education IRAs. 

The proposal is fiscally irresponsible. 

- JCT scores Coverdell as losing $2.6 billion through 2002 and $8.2 billion through 2007. 
The pay-for in the CoverdeU proposal, "Schmidt Baking," raises $2.6 bUlion through 
2002 under JCT seoring, but only $3.4 biUion through 2007. Hence, JCT scores the Act 
as losing S4.8 billion over 10 years. 

- Treasury scores CoverdeU as losing $1.6 biUion through 2002 and $6.8 biUion through 
2007. More importantly, Treasury scores the Coverdell pay-for as raising only a small 
fraction of what Coverdell will cost. Treasury believes the Act will lose SI.2 billion 
through 2002 and $6.5 billion through 2007. 

Schmidt baking overtums a recent court case that would lead to significant erosion 
of the future tax base. Standard Administration score-keeping conventions treat this 
pay-for as restoring the existing baseline receipts forecast, but not providing 
additional receipts to fmance new initiatives. 

" Using revenues that result from overturning the Schmidt Baking decision to pay for 
CoverdeU would guarantee that the tax base erosion caused by that decision wiU be 
permanent. 

We expect education IRAs to do very Uttle to stimulate private saving. With the revenue loss 
associated with the provision, it may actually reduce nationai saving. 

- Ail but very high income taxpayers have the opportunity to save in tax-preferred 
conventional or Roth IRAs. Hence, the incremental saving incentive provided by 
education IRAs is very small, since the typical family will not make even their fijU 
conventional or Roth IRA contribution. 

~ Education IRAs disproportionately reward affluent families who ateady have large 
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amounts of existing assets to shuffle or who would have saved otherwise. 

• The tax benefit would encourage famiUes to leave the public schools by providing tax 
subsidies to private schools. 

- By drawing affluent families out of the public schools, the proposal will diminish 
community interest in devoting resources to improving pubUc schools, and hence signal a 
retreat from the country's historic corrmiitment to universal free elementary and 
secondary education regardless of a student's abiUty to pay. 
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Coverdell Parent and Student Savings Account Plus Act (1) 

(1898 Income Lavels) 

Family Economic 

Income Quintile (2) 

Lowest (5) 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

Hlgh«st 

Total (5) 

Top 10% 

Top 5% 

Top 1 % 

Total Tay Changa Tax Change as a Percent of: 
Number Current Family 

of Average Percent Federal Economic 
Familin Tax Change Amount (3) Dlstritputior Taxes (4) Income 
(millions) ($) ($M) {%) (%) (%) 

21.6 -1 -13 0.4 •0.10 •0.01 
22.2 -2 -39 1.3 -0.06 -0.01 

22.3 -7 -158 5.1 -0,10 -0.02 
22.3 -32 -716 23.3 -0.23 -0.04 

22.3 -96 -2147 69.8 -0.24 -0.06 

111.3 -2S -3076 100.0 -0,21 -0.04 

11.1 -75 -840 27.3 -0.13 -0.03 
5.6 -24 -135 4.4 -0.03 -0.01 
1.1 -1 0.0 -0.00 -0.00 

Department of the Treasury 
Offico of Tax Analysis 

October 21,1997 

(1) This table distributes the estimated change in tax burdens due to the Parent and Student Savings Account Plus Act 

Introduced by Senator Coverdell, as adopted by the Ways and Means Committee. 

(2) Family Econamic Income (^Fl) Is a braad-based income concept, FEI is constructed by adding to AOI unreported and under-

reported income; IRA and Keogh deductions; nontaxable transfer payments such as Social Security and AFDC; employer-

provided fringe benefits; inside build-up on pensions, IRAs, Keoghs, and life insurance; tax-exempt Interest; and Imputed rent 

on ovî ner-eccupied housing. Capital gains are computed on an accmal basis, adjusted for inflation to the extent that reliable 

data allow. Inflationary losses of lenders are subtracted and gains of borrowers are added. There is also an adjustment for 

accelerated depreciation of noncorporate businesses. FEI is shown on a family rather than a tax-return basis. The economic 

irKomes of all members of a family unit are added to arrive at the famil/s economic income used in the distributions. 

(3) The change in Federal taxes is estimated at 1998 Income leveis but assuming fully phased in (2007) law and behavior. The 

change is measured as the present value of the tax savings from one years contributions. The technical correction pertaining 

to mandatory distributions at age 30 with a ten percent penalty for distributions not used for education expenses is assumed 

to have been passed. 

(4) The taxes included are Individual and corporate income, payroll (Social Security and unemployment), and excises. Estate and 

gilt taxes and customs duties are excluded. The individual income tax is assumed to be borne by payors, the corporate 

income tax by capital income generally, payroll taxes (employer and employee shares) by labor (wages and seir-emplcyment 

income), excises on purchases by individuals by the purchaser, and excises on purchases by business in proportion to total 

consumption expenditures. Federal taxes are estimated at 1998 income levels but assuming 2007 law and. therefore, exclude 

provisions that expire prior to the end of the Budget period and are adjusted for the effects of unindexed parameters. 

(5) Families with negative incomes are excluded from the lowest quintile but included in the total line 

NOTE; Quintiies begin at Ffil of: Second $16,960; Third $32,563; Fourth $54,758; Highest $93,222; Top 10% $127,373; 
Top 5'A $170,103; Top 1% $408,551, 
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Coverdell Parent and Student Savings Account Plus Act (1) 

(1998 Income Levels) 

Family Economic 
Income Class (2) 

(OOP) 

0 -15 
15-30 
30-40 
40-50 
50-60 
60-75 
75-100 

100-200 
200 & over 

Total (5) 

Total Tax Change Tax Change as a Percent of: 
Number Current Family 

of Average Percent Federal Economic 
Families Tax Change Amount (3) Distribution Taxes (4) Income 
(millions) ($) ($M) (%) (%) (%) 

18.5 -1 -10 0.3 -0.11 -0.01 
21.8 -1 -32 1.0 •0.06 -0.01 
12.1 -3 -41 1.3 -0.07 -0.01 
9.7 -74 2.4- -0.10 -0.02 
7.9 -15 -115 3.7 -0.1 S -0.03 
9.4 -23 •219 7,1 -0.18 .0,03 

11.7 -59 -690 22.4 -0.34 -0.07 
15.6 -118 -1842 59.9 •0.43 •0.09 
3.9 -13 •50 1.6 -0.01 -0.00 

111,3 -28 -3076 100.0 -0.21 -0.04 

Department of thte Treasury 
Office of Tax Analysis 

(1) This table dtatrlbutes the estimated change in tax burdens due to the Parent and Student Savings Account Plus Act 
infroducod by Senator CoverdeU, as adopted by the Ways and Means CommittBe. 

October 21,1997 

(2) 

(3) 

Family Econamic Income (FEI) is a broad-baaed incama concapt FEI is constructed by adding to AGI unreported and under-
reported Income; IRA and Keogh deductlorts; nonuxabia transfaf payments such as Social Security snd AFDC: employer-
provided fnnge hanafits; inside build-up on pension*, IRAs, Keoghs. and life Insurance; tax-exempt l̂ tBrBŝ , and imputed rant 
on owner-occupied housing. Capital gains ara computed on an accrual basis, adjusted lor inflatiBn to the extent that reliable 
data allow. Inflationary lasses of lenders are subtracted and gains of borrows rs are added. There Is also an adjustment for 
aeeelemted depreciabon of noncorporate businesses. FEI Is shown on a family rather than a tax-retum basis. The economic 
incomes of all membere of a family unit are added to arrive at the family's econon̂ c Income used in the distribut"ons, 

Tho change in Federal taxes is estimated at 1998 Income levels but assuming fully phased In (2007) law and behavior. The 
change is measured as the present value cf the tax savings from one year's contributions. The technical correction pertaining 
to msndatoiy distributions at age 30 with a ten percant penalty for disnbudons not used for education expenses is assumed 
to have lieen passed. 

(4) The taxes Included are individual and corporate Income, payroll (Social.Security and unemployn>«nt), and excises. Estate and 
gift taxes and customs duties are excluded. The individual income tax Is assumed to be bome by payors, lha corporate 
income tax by capital inoome generally, payroll taxes (employer and employee shares) by labor (wages and self-employment 
income), excises on purchases by individuals by the purchaser, and excises on purchases by business in proportion lo total 
consumption expenditures. Federal taxes are esttmated at 1998 income levels but assuming 2007 law and. tho/eforo. exclude 
provisions that expire prior to the end Of the Budget period and are adfusted fbr the effects of unindexed parameters. 

(5) Families widi negative Incomes are included in the total line but not shown separately. 

TOTAL P . 0 6 



BIPARTISAN SUPPORT FOR EXPANDING CHOICE IN PUBLIC 
EDUCATION AND FIXING FAILING SCHOOLS 

October 17, 1997 

Now I ask you — and! ask all our nation's governors; I ask parents, teachers, and citizens all 
across America —for a new nonpartisan commitment to education — because education is a critical 
national security issue for our future, and politics must stop at the schoolhouse door 

President Clinton, State of the Union Address, February 4,1997 

In his weekly radio address today, the President praised two initiatives in Congress where 
Democrats and Republicans have come together in support of needed improvements in public 
education. One bill would expand and strengthen President Clinton's public charter schools 
program, by accelerating progress towards the President's goal of developing 3,000 new charter 
schools by the year 2000, and encouraging states and local school districts to provide these 
innovative public schools with more flexibility together with greater accountability. Another 
measure would help schools implement school-wide reforms based on effective, proven models. 
These initiatives show how we can improve our schools, and tum around low-performing schools, 
without abandoning public education: strengthening schools with proven practices or providing 
students and their families with more high-quality choices in public education. 

CHARTER SCHOOLS HAVE EXPERIENCED TREMENDOUS GROWTH UNDER 
PRESIDENT CLINTON'S LEADERSHIP. As a result of the President's continuing 
leadership, there has been a dramatic growth in the number of charter schools. When President 
Clinton took office, there was one charter school in operation nationwide and only two states with 
a charter law. This year, over 700 charter schools are expected to be in operation. Similariy, the 
number of states with charter laws continues to grow ~ 29 states, and the District of Columbia 
have passed legislation authorizing the establishment of charter schools. 

This growth has been fiieled by the President's proposal of a public charter schools program, 
which was enacted in 1994 as part of the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. With the President's leadership, the charter school program has grown from $6 
million in FY 1995 to $51 million in FY 1997. The President has requested $100 miUion from 
Congress in FY 1998 to provide support for 1,000 charter schools. 

A BIPARTISAN BILL TO EXPAND CHOICE WITH PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY. 
Recently House Education Committee Democrats and Republicans reached across party lines to 
approve suggested amendments to the Public Charter Schools Program in a bill co-sponsored by 
Rep. Riggs (R.-Calif) and Rep. Roemer (D-Ind.). This bill would give a priority for awarding 
new charter schools grants to states which are creating larger numbers of charter schools with 
increased control over financial decision-making and that are clearly held accountable for results. 
The bill also incorporates the President's goal of increasing the number of charter schools to 
3,000 by the year 2000. Similar legislation is expected to be introduced shortly in the Senate by 
Sen. Coats (R.-Ind.) and Sen. Lieberman (D.-Conn.). The President endorsed these bipartisan 
efforts, and Administration staff will continue to work with members of both parties as the 
legislation moves through Congress. 



BIPARTISAN SUPPORT FOR REFORMS THAT WORK: To help strengthen all public 
schools, especially those with high concentrations of poverty, today the President also announced 
his support for a bipartisan initiative led by Congressman David Obey (D., Wisconsin) and John 
Porter (R., Illinois). The initiative would help schools adopt research-based models for school-
wide improvements that have demonstrated track-records of success at improving student 
achievement, through proven strategies such as high standards for all students, intensive help in 
the basic skills in the early grades, strong parental involvement in school decision-making, 
challenging curriculum often implemented with the effective use of leaming technologies, and 
effective training for teachers. At fimding levels included in the House Education Appropriations 
bill, the initiative would fiind $50,000+ competitive grants to at least 2,000 schools to adopt 
research-based models of comprehensive school reform, such as those supported by New 
American Schools. 

THESE INITIATIVES SHOW THE KIND OF INNOVATION THAT RESULTS WHEN 
WE WORK TOGETHER TO IMPROVE ~ NOT ABANDON ~ OUR PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS. Charter schools are examples of genuine public education reform ~ they provide a 
mechanism for change with real public accountability for promised results. Likewise, the reform 
models to be made available through federal grants would provide a proven mechanism for 
tuming failing schools into successftil ones. These initiatives would help increase the options for 
creating and maintaining high-quality schools within the public school systems that the vast 
majority of American children attend. 
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October 9, 1997 

The Honorable WUUam Archer 

Comnnttec on Wiys and Means 
U.S. Home of R̂ pnsMatatives 
Was4iiojton,D.C. 20513 

DearMr. Chaunan: 

We write to ttprow our strong oppositton to The Education Savings Aa for Public and Private 
Sohaob ̂  the House Combiner «n Wi^ and Mtoan* 1. scb̂ SSed to c o n S toX 

w t t S ^ S ^ ! ! ^ comau»d it Th« WH raises the same concerns as the proposal in the 
Senate bDl We would recommend that the President votp thi» biU should it iwich hU desk. 

S S ^ l i ^ ^ ' T l ^ ' ^ v ! ^ ^ Webelieve 
' to buiid monger public schooU will help enww dl 

^ ^ ^ J ^ ' ^ Z ^ ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ' ^ ^ ^ " ^ ^ ' ' ^ PublicschoSsaeive 
rfrtud«tu in tpmd̂  K-12 and oumairiy &ee iword̂ rcakimf 

wonmenu. By focusing rwoiBrecs on ^^^^ 
Wp parema. leauheni and admWsmttoni meet the important educational cfaaDen̂  they^ L 
ISTfK ^H"^ minority of our da l^: meeting hieh ̂ rtandaida for learning andd̂ .d̂ be, fixing 
whool building,, and prov,fii« a saft, dn«.ftce environment for childimS comntttL 

^^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ School, divert, needed attention ̂  from 

Ĵlf ^ P«>^»» btnafit to lower 
and inddle-income ftmdie&. Fnw, the aveiage fimily typically saves a modest amount and 
tomrfor,, would get tttde i m d from the compoundiî  of ux̂ fiw earnings In an Education 

Bycontia8t.weaWty fiunilies saw 

S L ^ ^ I I T S S ' T " ' ^ " " ? ^ S^nd t̂hebenefitoftax-fieea^nSalionunder^ 
biUmcreaaeawrth a f ta^ Thus, for example, a AmUy in the S l pero«rt 

undw the biU ($1046) M . &«ay m the 15 pciuoit biackei saving the same amount ($514). 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ i ^ f ^ ^ ' ^ ' ^ ' ^ ^ ' ^ ^ P ' ^ ^ ^ - The legislation 

chi^s]onn^watt«idanceatapubUc,priv>teor$ert^ 
S ^ ^ . I S f ^ r ^ ^ r i ' T ^ * ^ ^ DtoJnguishmg between an appropriately tax-free 
^ ^ « S ? r f i S i l ^ "''^J'^ ^ P̂ *-̂ ^ would lead to significant a/ditional 
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Finally, IM> do iwt befieve that incrca«i« the oontijbuUon limiu for Uu-prefcrred aavina 

S ^ T X T o ^ i ^ ^ l S ' " ^ ^ ' ^ J " ^ ^ P-nicuIarly tnose With agnificant means, foriwhat they wtwUd otherwise do. 

^ ! l ^ ^ ! ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ t ^ ^ J ^ amaodment Inih^ nature of a mbstitute that wpuld uie 
the reveaue thtt >,rould be tost tqr the Eduoatian $^«ng, Act for Public and Private ScbooUto 
iiw«thevohmieofquali^ We stroi«br « f l r ttoJZ 

^Jwonhavmg&edrertof|BjW 

•vdtoWe to ev«y Amencan child TT»e quaked iow wSĥ ^̂  

mv^™entt«i*ermto«tn»ctur». their e w 
support your substitute. ^ *noreiore, we 

Sinoardy, 

« ^ K 5 > b i n WohardW.Mey < 
Secrettiy of the Treasury Secretaiy ofEducation 
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UNITED STATES DfiP^RTMBNT OF KUUCATION 

OFTICB o r T B S O M a M A l OOUNaCL 

Octofaor 9, 1997 

T a l a f a x T r i a n a n i i f e t i f t l flhftafe 

TO: Ron Jones , OMD/LRD 

FAX NO; 335-3109 

FROM: PAUI Riddle, Divi»i©u pf liogiBlative Counsel 
Phone: (202) 401-6267 Faxs (202) 401-5391 

TIME; 11:39 am 

PAGES (including t h i n sheet): 4 

FYI, re; H.R. 2373. Attached are a l e t t e r the Secretary sent to 
Senator Coverdell on ixiesday (I'm t r y i n g t o track dawn. 
Coverdell's l e t t e r to which t h i s i s a roeponee) and an a r t i c l e 
the Secretary authored i n the septetnber l b waahinqtiQn Times on 
the Coverdell propoBal. I just found out about these itenup and I 
have no idea whether Treasury knows a^Jout ttiam. They weren't 
handled through our A-i9 process, that's for sura. 

I ' l l send you Coverdell's incoming auid the j o i n t Rubin-Riley 
l a t t e r on the House b i l l as soon as I get them, probaiaiy eariy 
t h i s afternoon. 

400 KAKTLAMD AVB., •.W. WASIDNaTON. DJC. 30Z03- ' / I I& 



OCT-09-1997 12:20 TO:R0BERT SHIREMAN FROM:JUKES, J. P. 3/9 

UNTIEP STATES DBPARTMENT OP EDUCAUON 
THCSECRBTAKV 

October 7,1997 

HonoiabiePaul D. Coverddl 
lAdtad States Saoate 
Wail)iaglOQ,DC20SlO 

PaarPaul: 

TUs is h leapoose to your lener of Stptember 25,1997. residing legislation to establish 
educstiett savings accounts. I undenrtaad your sti«^i««rsstta this leglsladon and your desire to 
piomoto hjtre^art your right to disagnae, but In view y ^ 
tbe same eflfect as a voucher. It woddsUfttttaurcas toward suppoitbg the costs of private 
schools vdddiothHwiaa would be availabia to meet the urgmt need to improve piAlic sdiools 
Tb« pubBc Bchocds continue to serve 90 pcrocnt of yowig Amerioans. 

My wotfc in education over th« yeari from the locsl school levd to ti« state and now r.ationtl 
levd has led me to tbe voy finn balief that we need to take die direct approach to addrea^ 
educational issues. InoihwwDrds,iftherti8aftlaagorunsafcschool,fixitdliectfy. Ifthaieisa 
need for aficr-sdiool progrwnt, bring together paronis, principals, and oonununity-based 
oiganwrtioiB awl use the lesouroes of naghbortwod schô  
forleandag. If there is a need to boost reading. stw«then imtnicrion, pmvida mtntu Mnving 
them to that insinicdon and test the soideots to see if tb^ are progressing so needed changes can 
be made. Ifscfaoĉ  need to be renovated or boat, let's do diat. If sdiods are fiuBttt. let's 
nconstimte them-

The coat to taxp̂ ere of the Coverddl Amendment in my esthnation. will not addre» directly the 
key conoenu bi AmnicaD education that merit our attention and focus. Instead, it would siphon 
resourpes aw«y ftom public education. 

I rsgret we ̂ sagree on this issue. 

Yours sinoerdy. 

EUdiaidW.Rl% 

900 n<Dcre7a>BNce AVC. ILW. wAstaNotoM. DJC soaoâ iod 
Our flUMlon if M «<WMr> •WMI («c«<t« Co mUwutlon oiuf i . >»>mD(r mlueaUiMBC alawUtfXX thtJvtlwut Wie Nnlp^ 
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The Cliatoa sdmuustraticn :t arguments, 9ven i f wrong, do 
highlight ono wHfy: The debate sbout A+ account* is about 
mow than » modest tax proposal. lilsatWHBbig Idea—ultj-
mitsly dial the power to choose Is the winning and right 
oourte of action. Ttie CUnion nrtmintetrttlpn Is flghTing > nap-
giiaid action to defend policies that have provided failute foi 
too long. • 

diildien to pnvAtc s^ooU and wbo lilrcad/ haw tbc money 
available to set aside m atax-ftee IRA/vowher. In contnst, 
the vMt m^ority of middlc-inoomc woridng fiunltiM. and 
certainly poor families, who send their kids to public 
schools and volunteer their ponemxl tim* to mok* thvm fet­
ter, would have ao lieed for this tax break. At the same tiiae, 
thair doHon would aubiidize thft lax-fira* IRA/voucher. 
The result i$ clear — a specld federal tax benefit paid by 
all Ameriaanc to suppon the privata*ichooUng cotts of cit­
izens who have the money to afford private school. 

Evto if th« benefit of k IC.13 IRAyvouchw ward not 
diirctiid primarily at the wealdilast among us, (he misguided 
nature of this kiad of tax policy might to •irV this prftpfts-
al. It is iQgracsive to include a tax benefit for savings for ele-
mentRTy nnH M:WHW1a«y «1iipj»iiAn. The goal of an IRA and 
similar tax policies Is to encourage long'teim savings for 
mnjnrevBfitft latar in life mch aaratiit-
mant, bomC Ownership Or a college i J ^ 

education. The DV-'proauct of 
This confined policy stands in sharp vmi<» l i l^rC Sfi i h i ^ 

cootiast to the very senalble tax incen- V U U v I l d i S So Ut̂ :̂  
tive receoxly signed into law to help A n m H t K ^ i f i M I T XfiOsH 
families save and pay for college Fiee ^ O ^ f C W ^ U r l U U I l 
public education from klnderganen p U D l l C S C u O O l S U Y 
through 12th grade is a swantae to all * - — 
children that is piovided for in state 
constitutions. But for higher educadon, 
the young adult student is on his or her 
Qvm. Thus, tax credits for higher edu­
cation to help the student are qtptopriBta. while tax credits 
for K-12 private schools ax duplicative and aosount to a tax 
b«xefit on tc^ of a constittitional gnanntae of fr«« public 
education. Additiondly, a college edueadoa is becoming 
increasingly important in our society, and saving for this 
goal cleaity is a long^erm investment 

There are otber serious practical and admtnisintive 
problems with vouchers. For intunoe, while public schools 
must accept all cbJidien who apply — legBtdlf^ of their 
socioeconomic status, language proficiency, raco, physical 
disability or gender — private and parochial schools, by 
their very nature, are largely exempt from these l^at 
raquireinenu. They play under a dilTbrent set of mles. This 
Is inappropriate la sohools that receive public monies, as 
lUcsi; "piivnie" »ulivu1» wvulU uuiltji u. vuuuUici ui 
TRA/voueher program- These so-odted technical Issues 

SaptemberT5, 1997 

shifiiiig tax dollars 
to private schools. 

leveal (he bearl aiul value ofuM publa-sicbool system and 
our democtttlo heritage and demonstrate why a diversion 
of taxpayer dullare fur ptivalv uiw wvuld be iuappiopriatc 
at best and unconstitutional at worst. Furthermore, diey 
Invite rcgdailvn of nonpuUlc Kchuolv, 

Equally problematic for advocates of private and 
ptuocUial schools Is tbe I»U9 of maintaining the quiUity of 
those schools. As die "free money" would become more 
Bvwlablc, many new schools would spring up. Without tho 
normal accountability that puUic schools face, these new 
privato schools oould develop their own nontnuiitioflnl, 
even extremist, agendas. On a less dramatic level, fbis lack 
of oeooimtabttity icight nor its head in finaneinl impropri 
eties, as has been die case in some schools in Milwaukee 
where a vouobm pTOfcrom is being tested. The result LB not 
simply misappropriation of tax dollars but the harm that 
•omoc with abruptly doting a school in the middle of th« 
year. Again, it is tbe children who ara hurt. 

A final key point to consider t$ lhat educition IRA/votich-
er$ are likely acmally to burt private schools because they 
ultimately will make them mora pnWin, frvTcine fhm fft losft 
their private/paroehiai features. With religious schooU 
arr^intting fnr RS pemftnt of private-school enmllmant in 
the United States, religious groups an likely to feel this 
Impact more than any other segment of the population. 

In short, vouchen make private schools less private and 
parochial schools less parochial. I strongb' support quality 
private and parochial schools as valuable parts of educational 

variety in OUT demoetacy. We should not 
consider any action Hat would interfere 
with a reliRious school^ ability to make 
its panicutor belie& a m^or part of its 
cutrlculum. 

There is no credible evidence that 
vouchcn or IRA/vouehers represent a 
success in education. Anyone who ever 
has thought about educational im­
provement understands diat It requires 
more than a magic potion to fix a 
school. It requires hands-on iavolvo-
meni and long-term community com­

mitment, a focus on b u i l d ^ qiulity schools fbr all students 
that puts young people on the right course. We don't need 
addidooat efforts tiuit would polarize communitiBa when 
we should be bringing them together b support of bener 
education. 

Evory parent has the right to choose to educate his or 
her child in either a public, private or religions school. But 
having that right doesn't mean bavins the guarantee of a 
federal subsidy. Public schools always have had a special 
mission in this nation. They have been, and are. the fDun> 
datlon for our democracy and fice-eaterprlse system — a 
guarantee that everyone has a ihir chance to get ahead with­
out having to pay tuiliun, rcgardlesu uf skin color, rolit(ivu« 
faith or other individud cbaiact&ristict. We need to come 
togctitci ulsuppoitof pitblio cducKtion that con be second 
to none. * 

EA 
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No: Such a fox 
break would divide 
communities and 
divert funds needed 

Ic schools. 
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BV RICHARD W. KiLEY »..u-a. , • 
make dvsm less pnvate and less parochial ItUeif has been teera 

taiy oftducaODn 
I since i993u$j It« 
\ JArmgr gavmtor of 

SciUkCarvUlu, 

««>««/ciiicatipii«/ 

Finnlly, vrwichrrs, tyr n rî Uted mtasuio, 
eduoattonel savings accounts for K-12 
education, havft no accountablJity guar­
antees. The uneducated easily can fall 
prey to OverzealnuK entri»prpneor« or 
extremists. 

a I " W S X M i ' ^ " ^ This is not the first vouchertfkftfiTo. 
• o r P U D I I C SCnOOlS* ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ posal that sen. Coverdell has made. But 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ W wtat is common to them, and what is the 

^ A r t l f f l i m i f t f nAtt*i«.^1 *%faM L . ^ . . ^ . . . WB Should consider Sen. t^ul CovardeUli efiforts to attach a 
K-12mdivldual retirement accouat/voucher plan to thtbd-
iuiceU'budgoi bill. TTIB proposed law oltb5 a prime exam­
ple of what happens when one is unwilling to make the n«> 
cstaxy lyujih ubuices to develop aotlotts and policies that 
benefit dl smdents and works in&tead to develop plans that 
help only a snuill pwillon of the snxlent population. Such 
policies an unnecessaiy, divisive and diversionary. 

As secretary of cduwtUon, i have spoken with smdents, 
teachers, parents and community leaders in himdivds of 
schools throughout this gicai wiunuy. 1 have seen commu­
nities facing great adversity in their schools and I have seen 
eemmunitics that havip come lui^Uiw aid lumad around 
failing schools. In virtually every community I have visit 
•4 folks ar* workiti^ togcdicr to dcvQipp solmiwiw uwd vup 
^ ^ 7 r . 7 ' * "rŝ "*--̂  ™ o.^,pp 5V1UUW1W auu aup- meniS. We are working to make our schools safer t« hJn 
• . ••- - — « x . . i v v i » , w vui iu a i m 
diKciphna policiee, to h*|p thoir ohildrcn master the bdsk;:> 
and to meet challenging standards. 

There i« no mor* important subjoot than edueation. 
Nothing else ofFers as significant an opportunity to ctvate 
« hetttf.r <Timre — and nothing elt« so limits on individu­
al's future when il is denied Americans understand the cru­
cial imporfanrji of ftduoadon and that Buoc«>»»iwl pubile edu> 
cation must draw support from every corner of the 
commimity. 

««.>ivww w BU.7 iyifo. iiiev wouia eroai 
conmiimity oonttol over how hard-camBd education tâ  dol-
laa are spent. They would distract from conscientious 
efforts to Improve public schools — keeping drugs away 
ftom our children and schools, raising standards, empha­
sising the basics, improving professional development of 
icaehets and getting computers and the newest technologies 
mto every classroom. The last thing we need is to "Meed 
ofr" money to beneflt a small number of students, rather 
than working to strengthen the existing system that is 
attended by more than 89 percent of the children in this 
country. 

President Clinton has made education the No. 1 priority 
of bis adminisiraijon w_nor with the use of political gimmicks 
such as vouchers, but with fundamental changes and impcove-
menis. We are working to make our schools safer, to help 

«MU UI cnsum every chUd can read well and mdependrmly 
by the end of the tbird grade and can handle basic math, 
LkCludiiin id^cbm and some geomcoy, },y the end Of the eiahth 
grade. ^ 

Dqudly impo.Umi, President Clinton has promoted the 
option of expanded public-school choice — Indudii^ char­
ter schoob, magnet schovb, KuLuuik within schools and dis­
trict-wide controlled public-school choice. All of these 
offor tod alternatives to tl)« liMiJitiufliil pubUc-schOOl svs« 

A IraAvkMl. A V I A A Br. . . . . . . 
- . "M*./ uimi I BUBniiiin tmn mtpny. 

er dollars from public schools. Second, they divide comma, 
nities **en we need to brmg them togedier with onncemeH 
citiiens working as partners for quality schools. Thitd, if we 
have ftiling schools, let̂  fix them, or close them and shift to 
charter schools or some other publio*school opuon. Vouch-
ere Mepoh'tically inspired distractions ftom the real business 
of eraabng quality education. Instead of ofieiing conatruc-
tivc options for improving teaching and Iwning, diey pre­
sent a "magic solution- diat is nq sohidcD at all. At their best, 
they would be available to onh- s small portion of the popu. 
iation, and tb^ are very haimAil to the quality of private and 
parochial schools and dtofie wbo attend thera beeause diay 

Sfpt«mb*r 15, 7997 

• ~ ' ••'-•"I W f v i ^ u w i K . B 6 U O O J 1 . 

Alftough this latest offort to sidetrack and divert anen-
fion from these auccescfu] initiativeB is unibrtunatc, it it not 
^^P9Vt9d. It is just the latest in a long line of attempts to 
«hm th^ fadfrral roU in odueatioD ftom on* that holps state* 
and loeal goveitonents serve all students and Improve pub­
lic edunaiinn to one in which Qv,\y « IBUH number of stu­
dents receive the benefits of tax dollan - In the fcim of » 
subsidy for private and religious «ehry,ls 

The Coverdell IRA/voucher proposal compounds this 
problem because its primary bencftciary will be a email 
number of children of mostly Well-to-do parents who want 
to send (or already do send) their (c9ntlimedon/^^2y) 

Insight • 25 
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PAUL D.coveiiocu. "tti*»waer«<oaaiA C •3*^ iC* eoMiMiCNCCKeiiffrAWv .^^>-Cr / 

"̂ sassTv ianltdj»Btai5eii9tt ^ 
MASHiNenMiocaoneMa ' ^ * 

September 25. 1997 

The Hoeofabic Ridî rd W. Riloy 2 
Secietary of Hducatlon '^^r^ ^ 
United Stans OBpartmeni of Edticaiion >- ..o eg 
400 MaiyUnd Avenue. SW c':'̂  w 
Washlnton, DC 2Wra o'^ " 

Dear Mr. Secretary: ts;» 

You bKVB bid my raapea for n«i»y ywi*. hut I aaa dinpfninted tlSyeilSnttinue lo 
mischaiacuriie my legiiUiion to establish eduatloa saî Uiga aoontts for chiMtej in 
ki^^rtmSreughbig^ I v^XO you today to lek that you take the rime to learn 
a bit more about it beftare you speak publicly. 

You repeatedly refer W Oia edootioiisl setdefs accoeeis . ^ ^ ^ t 
not lbai»ettW«OTH«tvoiKberslnccnaInini^ 
S d i . S S e S«!Kp-innn and pull togedier lagidaieii " ^ t ^ ^ S S ^ ^ ^ ^ 
JSTowinootne chtMrSTro give you Oie obvious emlo, ScoswrTbrrioaUi, die lead 
Demoeretie sponsor of my bill, has made plate that he oppowa vouebeca. 

' A* you know, die •ducaHon .savings aooouitfs are •« up t» tft IRA. identical in all 
reaoeos to^ IRA tor collega educadon which ibe Adsalalstrtttoiis supports. 1 W 
ffiy y™ w^^Sba'uuu IRA. or «.y IRA tor that " ^ ' ^ ^ t ^ : : ^ , 
rbraviffioodieaioiL k«y difibrene. is dat eot eee pej^^^ 
ittvolued m the sevtagi «»ouni. Vouohecs. by oownsiy iiNQh« the exponditore of federal 
money. 

Kow of cowBc. you should know all tbis. T1M« is a c«tain Irotiy ia die Secijsury 
of EdutSSon Sit bS^ * U to dlStlnguW. the iRA/̂ vrlags «:eounts ami vout̂ hers: It 
?s theSaleht ofadUW in kinderganen inslstieg tliit a t«ngU l« "aUy a 
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TO: SCHOOL CHOICE .\LEIES 

FROM: CLINT BOLICK 

RE: RECENT DEVELOPMENTS 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 22. 1997 

We report on several recent developments in the school choice battle. 

Peterson study The favorable recent stud> on the Cleveland school choice program by 
Hai-ardTofessor Paul Peterson and his colleagues is welcome news. We worked closely witt^ 
Pr^ Peterso^to ^^^^^^^ word out, and were delighted with the New Itork Times headhne and the 
article under Prof. Peterson's byline m tlie Wall Street Journal. 

Heritage Paper on Legal Issues. Last week, tlie Heritage Foundation released a 
backgrouXI prepared entitled "School Choice, the Law. and the Constitution: A Pnmer for 
p S s ^ d Reformers." Copies are available from Heritage or the Institute for Justice. 

District of Columbia. We have provided legal counsel to Rep. Dick Armey and Sen. Dan 
Coats on the proposed District of Columbia scholarship program. The final bill a good one 
providing for income-based scholarships tliat can be used m private schools or suburban publ^ 
S o l s The bill features direct payment of scholarships to parents. Dick Komer and I met with 
Sresentabveg <̂ ^̂ ^̂^ Catholic Conference, who urged that the bill contain the flill paiioply of 

fX^c^^^^l rights r̂ ^̂ ^ including Title LX (gender̂  and disability provisions. We argued 
s?one V againft thoŝ ^ We are pleased to repon that the final bill contains only a 
g S a l requirement, and expressK proMdes that schools are not recipients of 

federal funds." 

- The program, w:hich w,ll be anached to the District of Columbia appropriation, should 
come up for votes over the next few weeks. A smnlar bill received majonty support in botî  
chlbe^s in the last Congress, but did not w.n enough Senate - P P ^ ; ; t ; ^ . 7 ^ p 3 ^ i S f ô 
Thanks to strong backina from Democrats Sen. Joseplt Lieberman and Rep. Flo>'? ̂ 2^^'. ^ J ' ' 
lol^urlll^ Support developed by several scliool choice organizations, we have a better chance 

this time. 

Lttisation We have filed our upeiiiiig brief in tlie \ ennont Supreme Court, arid await the 
other side'fresponse Our motion to recuse t̂ '̂o of the f.N e justices-on grounds that tiiey were 
m t v"d in developing tiie states position before thes .ere appo.nted-w.s granted. We expect 
1̂ 0 retired justices will be appointed m their places. giM.î z us tiie same Court tiiat 

1717 Pcnnsvlvan.a Avenue, NU' Suue 200 Washington, DC Z-OOS (202) 955-1300 (202) 955-1329 Fax 
e-mail GeneialS;!) org Home P̂ -£e v™-vv IJ org 
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decided tiie favorable 1993 C^^y^^rV'^^SZ^^^^ 
that tiie courts will hear tiie cases. J^^-rn g s^h.d ^^^^^^^ ^P^^^^^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^ 
an amicus brief should contact Jeanne Allen ^^^j^^ about to file a motion 
again is coordinating amicus ^"PPf ^^^^^^ which we are opposing. In Arizona, 
for summary judgment. The ACLE has "jô ?̂̂ ^̂  . credit statute from tiie Arizona 
we await an imminent î gal c a -ĝ^̂^̂^̂^̂^̂  ,v,,h a prominent 
f a ~ n t S e W JeSy S i r i f ^e c X a t e r Institute. It promises to be a very busy friture! 

wn P ™ . V , . « „ . A..n.. N '̂ S^e :00 W..h,„„o„. DC :0006 a m 955-1300 (202,955-1329 F» 
e-m.iil Gcneral(2;iJ o.g Home P.̂ ge v.-v.-̂ v IJ org 
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EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE U N T I L 

September 23,1997 

AMERICANS EMBRACE E D U C A T I O N REFORM AS PREVALENT 

SCHOOL CHOICE, CHARTER SCHOOLS & A QUAEI I Y EDUCATION WANTED AS OPTIONS 

^̂ J w „fon n r leanno Allen Pre-^idenl of Ihe Center (or Education Reform [CER], today released da^ 

ciiildren. 

r 5 ™ l S < ; ' b v * = media when Iheee issues .re bemg debated in U,e real world every day. 

-̂̂ 5:i::ittr;n;;iSr:n^̂  -
parents are not getting the options the wnnl. 

The C m ^ — n . , p.n was -nduc.ed I . I n , ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Pennsylvania. The telephone survey of KUlS ,idulK ™"<'"^ ;̂'̂ '̂̂ ^^^^^ „i ,hin ± 3 percent. The ten-

and the federal role in educalion. 

-?^,K':^sJ';iffl=:lir-^^^^^ 
issues are being debated m the real world. 

M> ihoCl k ix>lluuo^lionod respondonls on the school choice issue three 
In an effort to be as open as Ijoss.b o «. j : , ^ no c i-uo lied lo failing schools; and, as a means for 
different ways: as an option for pa onls. . <̂  - , ' Ed .Idron lo Ihe school of their choice. Responses 
allowing poor paren s lo use ^'^^^ , f ; ' * ^^r^;";^^ ' V Uie.r children attend school; 66% favor a 
i S ^ l ? : : : 5 h o " ^a^7?r^^ U> use m.. dCmrs to send their children lo the 
school of their choice. 
Ol e^ual ,„,porU.nce, .hero ,s l„Uo-,,.-„o d.n.renco in lern.s o, ,.ce ,n how respondents view school choice, as 
belter than eighl-in-10 blacks and whiles support schtH>l choice. 
m other key Hndings Iron, .his ve.nr s surve,: .2-:, -r-^-;l--<^.,^'«^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
schcx,! could be .mprovod a ( • ' ' ^ f ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ; : ; ; ^ ^ ; ; ; : ' ^ ^ that . l 4 did ,u,t think tha. 

Menc™rdrd're:v:-;;uĉ^ 
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Remarks by U.S. SecieUry ofEducation Richard W. Riley (/f ^''^^^'^r^ 

What Really Matters in Americeo Education ^' 
National Press Qub, Wasbington, D.C. 

SepteiDber23,1997 

Good morning. I em pleased to be back in Washington after completing the first leg of my annual 
'America Goes Back to School' campaign. In the last few weeks, I have visited with parents and teachers 
and students in about a dozen stales from Alaska to Florida including Wyoming, Colorado, and Ohio. 

1 find these trips very worthwhiJe. I always come back to Washington with a much better sense of what 
really matters and what is really going on in the classroom. I want to make some comments about my 
impressions and then speak to several of the issues in the background paper that we are releasing today 
entitled,'What Really Matters'. 

One of the su-ongest impressions I have is that we have some very crowded schools Right now we have 
52 2 million young people in our schools, a new national record. I was in Flonda on Thursday and Fnday. 
and I can tcU you that the school constmction issue is alive and kicking, I believe the Congress needs to 
revisit this issue within a balanced budget framework. 

A second imprtsssion is tbat a new American consensus has now developed about how to improve 
education. It has taken us over a decade since Ted Bell issued his report/'/l Nation at Risk " to develop 
this consensus but every where I go I see the core elements of this consensus being put in place. 

There is a growing emphasis, for example, on early childhood and the miportance of pre-k and 
kindergarten for all children. I attended the President's Conference on Brain Research last year and I can 

tell you that the research is really galvanizing people. 

A second element is a commitment to high aandards linked to challenging assessments. The American 
people recognize that progress is only going to happen if wc make sure ihat every child has mastered the 
basics once and for aU. That's the third element; a clear focus on the fundamentals, This is a very 
conservative idea so it always surprises mc that some on the right attack the President's proposal for 
voluntary national tests in the basics of reading and math. As W. Edwards Dcming. a leading management 
expert said, "You can't improve something you can't measure." 

The President is on a national crusade to lift up American education starting with these two basicŝ This is 
why 79 % of all Americans support these voluntary national tests according to the latest WaU Street 
Journal poll, and why the American people have made education the number one issue that ahould concern 
the fedoal govemment. 

I believe that the two voluntary national tests in reading and math . 
coupled with our strong investment in education can shake-up the status-quo and help dnve Amencan 
education forward. 



As I travel around the country I see four other elements to this new education consensus falling into place. 
These include a stronger focus on more parental involvement; teacher quality; a greater investment in 
technology; and growing recognition ~ even among young people - that taking the tough core courses 
pays off. 

Another element to this consensus is the willingness of school leaders to get on with job when it comes to 
tuming around failing schools. We know how to fix fiuling schools, and we have a new and tougher breed 
of superintendents who are willing to hold people accountable; Paul Vallas in Chicago. Rudy Crew m New 
York City, BiU Rojas in San Francisco, David Hombeck in FhUadelphia - just to name a few - arc all 'no 
nonsense' leaders who are committed to fuming around failing schools, ending social promotion and 
raising standards. 

They are not willing to put up with mediocrity or fiulure and neither am I. If a school is failing, don't let it 
drift. You have to be willing to close it down or reconstitute it. If a principal is slow to get the message, 
ajperintendents and school boards need to be willing to replace them. 

If teachers are burnt out. counsel them to leave the profession in a fair but speedy process or make sure 
ihcy get the extra help they need frorti master teachers -what educators call peer review We kr,o^ how 
to fix failing schools, and as this report indicates, there are school districts that are making thmgs happen 

The new American consensus on how to improve educalion is a pragmatic, mainstream wnsensus, and we 
are starling to see steady and positive results. Math and science scores have been rising for a decade 
SAT scores are up. particularly in math, and ACT scores have gone up in four of the last five years. And 
one-third of this year's coUege freshmen class took Advanced Placement courses. 

Public educalion is beginning to improve. We are not where we want to be, but we are headed in the right 
direction This is why we need to stay focused on what really matters and not get side-tracked by divisive 
issues like vouchers. Let's remember that almost 90% of all of our young people go to pubbc schools and 
the great majority of our public schools are successful 

I can teU you this if you gave the American people a choice today between using federal doUars to 
renovate and build new public schools or using public tax dollars to pay for private school vouchers there 
would be no question how the American people would vote. 

It could cost roughly $15 billion just lo pay the tuition of the 5 million children already enrolled in private 
schools in this nation The last thing we should be doing at a time when so many of our schools are 
bursting at their seams is to be draining public tax doUars from public education to subsidize pnvate 
education. 

The Presidem in his Saturday radio address indicated his deiemunation to veto any 
the Gorton Amendment on block granting or the Goodling Amendmenl that would block the volunUuy 
^ o L tests. I will also urge the President to veto any legislation that includes DC voucher proposal 
BOW moving through Congress or the CoverdeU IRA proposal - which is a voucher by another name. 

I am not satisfied with the statuŝ uo when it comes to pubUc education, but I wiU not stand by and see 
pubhc education run down every chance that some people get. The American people believe m pubbc 
education and that's where they want to make the improvements. 

I T : T T i b / i . . ; / b y 



This is why the President has made education his top priority and why he released S40 miUion in charter 
schools grants last Saturday. Charter schools are creative schools that are making things happen but they 
are stUl public schools that are accountable. , 

Vouchers are wrong for many reasorts and we need to be clear about what is at stake. Vouchers 
undermine a 200 year American commitment to the common school a commitment that has helped 
America keep fiaiith with our democratic ideals and become a beacon of Ught for people aU over the world. 

Let's remember that public education has always been and continues to be the open door to American 
success and good citizenship - the American way to achievement and freedom. Vouchers would begin the 
unraveUng of this uniquely American f(tbrie - the common pubUc school that is open to aU and gives 
everyone a &ir chance to succeed. 

Every state in this nation provides for a free, public education and a great majonty of them have written 
this idea imo their state constitution. The ideal that every child in this country has a constitutional right to 
a free, public education is not to be dismissed lightly. I do not think that voucher proponents have thought 
long and hard about the very negative consequences of'balkanizing' public education. 

The background paper we are releasing today notes that vouchers would reduce public accountabUity and 
make private schools less private and less independent - and make parochial schools less parochial. 

There is little certainty that religious schools that now make up 79Ve of all private schools would be willing 
to give up their religious mission in order to overcome constitutional barriers. The paper also notes lhat 
private schools simply do not have the capacity to absorb additional students, much less those children with 
special disabilities. 

I worry, too, that those who support vouchers have become almost myopic in their insistence that public 
education is failing across-the-board. TeU tl̂ t to the parents in Montgomery County, or in LouisvUle, 
Kentucky or in Charlotte, North CaroUna or in coimtless school districts across the country where parents 
and community leaders support public education. 

Two years ago, Money magazine did a survey of the top 100 school districts in the country The survey 
found out that the rwo defining factors that led to the creation of what Mon^ magazine called "super 
schools" were community and family involvement, not income or family status Vouchers, on the other 
hand, divide communities. 

The background paper also provides research evidence and this is very important - that the most 
importam choice students can nuke is not the type of school they go to •• public or private - but the 
academic courses they take. 

This is the first choice that parents should be making - ituking sure their children take the tough academic 
courses Uke algebra geometry, chemistty and other core courses. This is why I am always perplexed that 
voucher advocates almost never taUc about how to improve reading, how to improve teaching, how to raise 
academic standards or how to fix crumbling schooU. 

Their solution for every issue that confronts American education is vouchers. It is a very simplistic world 
view ~ a silver buUet solution - and it is just dead wrong. If a school is failing the solution isn't to give 
scholarships to SO children and leave SOO behind, but to fix the whole school 

t'Bfl 860 "ON n : U 



The current S7 million DC voucher initiative in Congress, which offers vouchers for 2,000 low income 
D.C. public school students, is a case in point. It targets 2,000 children and leaves another 7S,000 behind. 
Is this fair? 

If Congress has an additional $7 miUion to spend on education in the District, let me tell you how it could 
be spent. You can spend it to support additional reading progr^s. We have already recruited 450 work-
study coUege students torn six local coUeges to be reading tutors. Or you can spend it and help a lot more 
young people get ahead. Let me teU you how. 

Under my proposal S3.S miUion would be used to match up S8 schools with proven education reformers 
Uke Robert Slavin's 'Success for AU' program at John Hopkins University - the New American Schools 
effort - or the Laboratory for Success at Temple University. 

These are programs with a solid track record that are specificaUy designed to tum around failing inner 
schools. This effort would impact 29,000 District children - not 2,000 children ~ but 29,000 children 
Each of these programs is baseid on soUd research that wiU help local schools redesign themselves with a 
program of high academic standards, professional teacher development, and real parent involvement. 

Wc need to respect home rule here in the District and let every parent in DC. know that all of their 
chUdren deserve the best education possible. Our challenge is not to help 2,000 students move out. but to 
help aU 78, 000 students in the District move-up academically. 

My proposal would also set aside $3.5 mUlion to support 70 new after-school programs in the pubbc 
schools to help 7.000 children. The FBI teUs us that the after-school hours from 3 pm to 6 pm ~ are the 
most dangerous for chUdren, Let's give these young people safe-havens where they can be safe and get the 
extra tutoring help they need. 

Does pubUc education need to be improved? Of course it does and there is a consensus about how it can 
be done. PubUc tax doUars ought to be spent to improve reading and math, to improve the skills of 
America's teachers, to get computers into the classroom, to renovate and build new schools - to make 
sure that high school diplomas reaUy mean something. 

I beUeve that if we focus in on what we agree on and what reaUy matters rather than on what divides us --
we can make the next ten years the 'golden era' of American education. The American people have made 
the improvement of pubUc education a national priority. We know how to fix our schools Now is the 
time to roU-up our sleeves and get it done. 
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS, DEMOCRACY, AND FREE ENTERPRISE 

Quality pubbc schools are the foundation of a democracy and a free enterprise economic 
system. The public school concept is fundamentaUy American: most of the fiity U S. states have 
a provision in their state constitution for free, public education. These statutes reflect a 
conunitmeat to the idea that all children, regardless of their academic readiness, race, 
socioeconomic status, language proficiency, or special education needs, have equal access to a 
quality K-12 education, and a chance to develop to their maximum potential. State constitutions 
describe this most essential purpose as: 

"A general diffusion of knowledge being essential to the preservation of the 
liberties and righis of the people, it shall be the duty of the Legislature of the State 
to establish and make suitable provision for the support and maintenance of an 
efficient system of public fiee schools." (Texas) 

"The General Assembly shall provide for a system of fiee public elementary and 
secondary schools for all children of school age throughout the Commonwealth, 
and shall seek to ensure that an educational program of high quality is established 
and continually maintained." (Virginia) 

"It is the goal of the people to establish a system of education which wiU develop 
the full educational potential of each person...The legislature shall provide a basic 
system of free quality public elementary and secondaiy schools." (Montana) 

Therein lies the power of the American system of education — it is truly public. The 
"common school" — the concept upon which our public school system was built — teaches 
children important lessons about both the commonality and diversity of American culture. These 
lessons are conveyed not only through what is taught in the classroom, but by the very 
experience of attending school with a diverse mix of students. The common school has made 
quality public education and hard work the open door to American success and good citizenship 
and the American way to achievement and freedom. 

VOUCHERS THREATEN THE FUNDAMENTAL MISSION OF PUBLIC EDUCATION 

Using public tax dollars for private school vouchers fundamentally undermines 200 years 
of public educatioa in America. As Neil Postman has suggested in his book The End of 
EducalifllL "•• public education does not serve the public. It creates the public. And in creating 
the right kind of public, the schools contribute toward strengthening the spiritual basis of the 
American Creed. That is how Jefferson tmderstood it, how Horace Mann tmderstood it. how 
John Dewey tmderstood it." Private school vouchers strike at this ideal because they would: 
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Divert attention from tbe need to improve the public schools. Providing private 
school vouchers for a few children wiU not help to improve the quality of education for 
most of America's children. Expanded choice in public schools through magnet schools 
and charter schools, coupled with a focus on the basics, increased parent involvement, 
improved teaching, and high standards for achievement and discipline, can do far more to 
improve the education of ̂  children than private school vouchers for a few. The 
purpose of any school improvement idea should be to invite effective innovation in more 
schools, particularly those schools that are lagging behind. 

Add to the public cost of education. A voticher system would substantially increase the 
public cost of education by providing public fimds to pay private school txiition for 
children who are already enrolled in private schools. If a voucher program open to ail 
students were implemented today, it would cost American taxpayers over $15 billion to 
pay the tuitions of the 5 million students already enrolled in private schools.' This 
enormous cost would drain resources from public schools at the same time that billions of 
dollars are needed just to accommodate the 1.9 million additional smdents projected to be 
enrolled in public schools in 2007̂  ngcEs. The condition or Edutaiion. 1997) 

Reduce accountability. Vouchers could create a situation at the elementary/secondary 
school level analogous to that at the postsecondary level; in the last four years, 700 for-
profit schools in our nation's higher educalion system were removed from the federal 
loan program by the U.S. Department ofEducation because of their misuse of federal tax 
dollars. Private schools operate outside of the scope of public authority, and therefore 
have no public accountability for providing a quality education Xb all students. 

Force private and parochial schoob to become less private and less parochial. If a 
systemwide voucher program w ê adopted, the influx of public dollars into these 
tmregulated schools would result in increased pressure for greater public scrutiny and 
accountability for these public expenditures. Quality private and parochial schools are 
valuable parts of the educational variety in our democracy, and these pressures would 
ultimately interfere with their imique missions and curriculaL 

Possibly violate State and U.S. Constitutions. Using public tax dollars to pay tuition at 
religious schools could violate the constitutional separation of chuich and state. Indeed, 
publicly funded voucher programs in Milwaukee and Cleveland have been legally 
challenged for their inclusion of religious schools in their programs, as judges in both 
Wisconsin and Ohio have ruled lhat the participation of religious schools violates federal 
and state constitutional provisions barring govemment aid to religious institutions. 
Voucher program advocates in both slates have consistently appealedjthese decisions to 
higher courts, but no court has yet to overturn this basic ruling. 

' Based on aver&ge private school tuition of S3,l 16 in 1993-94. 

^ Estimated total additioDal costs in 2007 (in constant 1995-96 dollars). 
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Expanding the options available to students and families is a worthy goal, as long as this is not 
done in a way that undermines a quality education for all children. But private school vouchers 
are too small, too costly, and too divisive to have any potential for improving the public school 
system. 

IMPACT OF VOUCHERS ON SCHOOLING 

A voucher program which served a substantial number of public school students would 
suffer from serious implementation problems related to private schools' capacity and mission, 
and would violate basic principles of equity and a quality education for all students. 
Specifically; 

• Private schools have little capacity to absorb a substantial number of additional 
students. According to a Califomia study, less than 1 percent of public school students 
in that state could expect to find spaces in existing private schools. (Corwin ana oianda. 'Whu 
Can We R*»)l> Expt« from Urje^wte Voucher Programs." Phi Delta K/ippafi 1993] The Study fOUnd that mOSt 

private schools that were interested in participating in a voucher program were akeady 
operating at S5 percent or more of their capacity. Although some private schools might 
be created or expanded, a voucher system would do littie or nothing to address the needs 
for educating the S9 percent of students in public schools (46.5 million students). 

• Most private schools are religious in nature, and few are likely to give up their 
religious mission in order to overcome constitutional barriers to receiving public 
funds. Religious schools account for 79 percent of all private schools and 85 percent of 
private school students. A recent survey found that most associations of religious schools 
believe their schools would not participate in a voucher program if they were required to 
permit exemptions from religious instruction for students transferring from public schools 
(Murejkl/i et a).. BwTicn. Benefits, and Costs of Utinp Privme SchooU to Alleviatt Ovefcrowdint in Public Schoolt: Preliminftfv 

Report. 1997]. In addition, govenmient officials should not be expected to choose which 
private and religious schools merit taxpayer support. For a religiously diverse coimtry 
like the U.S., this is a road to onerous problems. 

• Private schoob could select the best and the brightest students. As Representative 
Bill Goodling (Pennsylvania), then ranking minority member of the Educatioa and Labor 
Committee, said in 1991, "If you have 500 students in a school and 250 of them are the 
'thousand points of light' and decide lo go to a school of choice, that leaves 250 fallen 
angels behind." rconpî uomii Ounntriv 1991, p. }79i Research shows that pnvate school vouchers 
do skim more advantaged students — those whose parents have more education, higher 
expectations for their children, and higher incomes. This finding holds even for programs 
where vouchers are restricted to low-income families. For example: 

— In San Antonio, mothers of low-income voucher students were three times more 
likely to have had some college education than mothers of comparable public 
school students (55 percent vs. 19 percent). (Mamnez, v.. etal.(199S). The Consequences of 
School Choice: Who Leaves and Who Soys in the Inner Cliy," Social Science Oawmlv, September.] 



— In England, researchers found that parents who expressed, preferences for schools 
outside their inunediate neighborhood tended lo be more highly educated and 
have more prestigious occupations than those who expressed a preference for their 
neighborhood school. Moreover, in the most competitive areas, "schools are more 
likely to choose students than students are to choose schools." (steamt, school Hefom: 
Lessent finow England. 1996} 

When a school is failing, providing an escape hatch for a few students will do nothing to 
improve the quality of education for the majority of students who remain in that school. Indeed, 
vouchers could hasten the deterioration of the public school system by creating a two-tier 
educational system in which the motivated, pro-active families and students — those who have 
the potential to make the school system better — would attend private schools and the less 
mvolved feonilies and students would attend the public schools. Instead of giving a few students 
a way out, we need to give all students a way up by improving the quality of al 1 schools. 

IMPACT OF CHOICE AND SCHOOL TYPE ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 

In addition to the negative effects of a voucher program on schooling, there are also basic, 
unanswered questions about the benefits of vouchers and the comparative advantage of private 
schools for student learning. A growing research base enables us to examine the impact of 
choice and school type on student achievement. Although they come from different perspectives 
and may arrive at different conclusions, these studies do share some common themes; 

• Evaluations of existing voucher programs provide no conclusive evidence of the benefit 
of these programs for student achievement, while public school choice programs show 
promise for raising academic proficiency; and 

Differences in student achievement can often be explained by coursetaking and high 
standards. 

Descriptions of studies lhat support these themes follow. 

Impact of Private and Public School Choice Programs on Student Achievement 

Research on the impact of existing private school voucher programs has not demonstrated 
substantial achievement benefits for these programs. In fact, most differences between 
performance in public and private schools can be explained by the family background of the 
students (i.e., family income, parents' educational attainment). [Coieman. HofTcr. ana Kiigoix, Hieh school 
AchievemenL Public. Catholic and Private Schools Comeptd. 1982] Even when Studies COntrol f o r thcSC faCtOrS, they 

probably still overstate achievement differences because they usually cannot control for "self-
selection bias" — the fact lhat parents and students who choose to attend schools other than their 
neighborhood school may have higher motivation and place a higher priority on education than 
similar families who do not exercise choice. 

Three separate evaluations of the longest-runiung publicly-funded voucher program (in 
Milwaukee) found vastiy different results. The first evaluation found voucher students' 



achievement did not improve significantiy fixim their previous achievement in pubUc schools 
(Wiaeet al.. Foimh-Ytar Report: Milwiiut;ct Parental Choice Prop^ 1994], but a SCCOnd evaluation of the SamC data 

did find evidence that Uie Milwaukee voucher program had a substantial positive impact on the 
achievement of students who remained in the program for 3r4 years (Oreeae. Peierun, and DU, -"nit 
EffeetJveAcas of School Choice in Milwaukee: A Secoadary Aitalytis of Oatt fi«m (he Progrem't Evaluation," 1996]. Thi s SCCOod 

analysis, however, has serious methodological flaws, including the attrition of 85-95 percent of 
voucher students in the rwo years in which significant results were found, and a failure to 
account for student family background and prior achievement. Yet a third analysis [Rouse, "Private 

School Voucheit and Student Achievement: Aa Evaluation of the Milwaukee Parental Choice Progrwn,* 1997] repeated Greene, Ct 

al.'s analysis, and found that voucher recipients did significantiy outperform non-enrolled 
voucher program applicants and a random sample of Milwatikee public school students in math, 
but did not in reading. These conflicting results provide more of a lesson in the art of statistics 
than in the effectiveness of voucher programs. The one clear implication of these studies is that 
the impact of voucher programs on student achievement remains unproven. 

In Cleveland, the voucher program has only been in existence since the Fall of 1996, and 
no systematic research on the impact of the program on student achievement is yet available. 
The Ohio Department ofEducation is currently sponsoring an Indiana University evaluation of 
third-graders in tiie Cleveland voucher program, and a first-year report is expected in late 
September of this year. However, a recent, well-publicized Harvard press release on the 
achievement gains of Cleveland voucher students has been touted as evidence of the benefits of 
voucher programs. (VUrvafd Unlvefsliy, "Oaifts in Test Sco/ts ia the Cleveland Voucher Program Founi" 1997) This 

analysis, conducted by Paul Peterson and fvmded by the Olin Foundation, claims Uiat students 
enrolled in two schools in the Cleveland program have realized "moderately large" gains in 
reading and "even more substantial" gains in math. However, even this analysis concedes that 
these acadentic results are mixed, with language scores declining by 5 percentage points overall, 
and declining by 19 percent among first graders. More importantiy, this analysis is in no way a 
represenution of die effectiveness of the, Cleveland voucher program, as it is based on only 15 
percent of participating students who are enrolled in uniquely operated, resource-intensive 
schools, and it suffers from severe metiiodological problems.̂  

Lastiy, a Hudson Institute study (Weinschroa aad Kilgore, 'Educationai Choice Charitable Trust: Ait Expertmem In 

School Choice.-1996) of the privatcly-funded voucher program in Indianapolis found that the voucher 
students performed "as well as [public school] students in the earlier grades and seem to be doing 
better in the middle-school grades." However, this appears to be an overly generous 
characterization of their data, which showed that the voucher students' average test scores were 
below those of public school students in grade 2, about the same in grades 3 and 6, and higher 
only in grade 8. 

' Among the problems witti the Peterson analysis are: (1) it does not compare the gains of these voucher 
students to their counterparts in the Cleveland public schools; (2) it does not control for the famiiy background or 
prior achievement of the voucher students; (3) it is based on the results of an old, mvalid form of the Califomia 
Achievement Test; (4) it lumps together results for students in grades K (farough 3, suggesting that differences 
among grades are being masked; and (5) the researchers tested the voucher students within the same school year 
(fall and spring), an ajjproach that has been widely rejected by test experts as producing artificially positive 
achievement gains. 
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An analysis of 1991 International Assessment of Educational Progress data in 16 
industrialized nations provides intemational evidence showing that private schools do not have 
significantiy higher student achievement than public schools after controlling for student 
background. [Bishop. "Nerd Harvsinenl. Incentives, School Priorities and Learning.* 1996] This Study found that, after 
controlling for family background, independent schools did not have higher math and science 
achievement (for 13-year-olds) than public schools and religiously-controlled schools had 
significantiy lower achievement levels. In Canada, where there is no constitutional prohibition 
against public subsidies of religious schools end 20 percent of the schools are religiously 
controlled, students at religious schools scored 3.9 to 4.S points lower on science and math tests 
than public school students. 

Some research indicates that public schools of choice show as large a benefit (if not 
larger) than private schools in producing better student achievement. For example, a recent 
analysis of data from the National Educational Longitudinal Survey (Oamoran, -student Achievement in 
Public Maenei, Public Comprehensive, and Private Cliy High Schools,* Educational Evaluation and Policv Analysis. 1996) found that 
magnet schools were more effective than comprehensive public high schools at raising the 
proficiency of students in science, reading, and social studies, while secular private schools did 
not offer any advantage, after controlling for pre-existing differences among students. 

Impact of Coursetaking and Standards on Student Achievement 

Tbe choice of courses taken has been shown to have a direct connection to student 
achievement. As Figure 1 depicts, an analysis of National Educational Longitudinal Survey 
(NELS) data suggests lhat the mathematics courses students take in high school are more 
important for achievement that the type of high school attended. While recognizing that a great 
deal of diversity exists among public and private schools, it is useful to note lhat when 
coursetaking patterns are accounted for, the mathematics achievement of students in both 
categories of school is very similar. Public and private school students who had taken the same 
mathematics courses were almost equally lUcely to score at the highest achievement level on the 
NELS twelflh-grade mathematics achievement test. This was also true for low-income public 
and private school students. Additionally, among both public and private school students of all 
incomes, students who had taken more rigorous mathematics courses were much more likely to 
score at the highest achievement level. 



Figure 1. 

Percent of Students Scoring at the Highest Level of the NELS 
12th Grade Mathematics Achievement Test 

by Highest Mathematics Course Taken 

All Students 
Algebra II 

Trigonometry 
or Higher 

Low Income 
Students 

Algebra II 

Trigonomeby 
or Higher 

100% 

Public B Private 

Source: Analysis of National EducdUonai Longitudinal Survey data 

A growing body of evidence demonstrates that public school reform efforts like 
challenging standards and rigorous coursetaking can improve achievement for the majority of 
students who are in the public schools. States and local commuiuties lhat have set more 
challenging standards are seeing substantial gains in student achievement. For example: 

• Kentucky's comprehensive school reforms continue to result in substantial improvement 
in school performance. More than 92 percent of Kentucky's schools posted achievement 
gains in 1995-96. Fifty percent of schools in the state met or exceeded their performance 
goals. These schools are disbibuted across all grade levels, throughout every geographic 
region in the state, and in poor as well as wealthy communities. Elementary schools 
performed well above expectations, as they exceeded their statewide perfonnance goal by 
2 7 p e r c e n t . pCcTimcky Department ofEducation Press Release, October 1996] 



• In New York City, tougher graduation requirements are spurring thousands more high 
school students to take and pass college-preparatory mathematics and science courses. 
The nxmiber of Hispanic and blabk students who passed the science test more than 
doubled from the previous year fNcw York rimes, s/9/95]. Entering freshmen at the City 
University of New York are the best prepared academically in two decades iNew Yonc Timê  
12/10/9$]. Grade schools in the city continue a four-year rise in test scores fNev> York times 
Wl/96]. 

FUNDAMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS ARE NEEDED IN PUBUC SCHOOLS 

The evidence provided above illuminates lhat our nation has made progress, but we still 
have a long way to go. This is particularly true in high-poverty school systems across the 
country. We recognize the legitimate problems in our nation's schools — especially in urban 
areas where voucher programs are often proposed. We are committed to focusing on tuming 
around troubled schools and undertaking comprehensive educational reform that creates and 
sustains safe and high-performing schools. There are no silver bullets to improving schools and 
improving student leaming, and lhat is why President Clinion emphasizes the need to focus on 
many vehicles for educational improvement in his "Call to Action for American Education in the 
21st Century." 

Promoting student performance starts vsdth a focus on the basics, safety, discipline, and 
parent involvement. Sustained improvement must be based on what works, and supported by 
parents, educators and the larger commumty. Research suggests that student achievement can 
best be improved by supporting a comprehensive set of district and school level reforms. (Scx, for 
example. Nevrntaiu) and Wcbla;c, 'Succcssfiii School Restnicturinc: A Report to the Public and Educators by the Center on OrKSoizalion and 
Restructuring of Schools," 199S: Lei/i. Johnson, and Ragland, Successfiil Texas Schoolvride PToBrams Research.Studv Results. 1996] 
These reforms include: 

• Safe, dbciplined, and dmg-free schoob. A prerequisite to comprehensive, enduring 
school reform which promotes student perfonnance is ensuring that our children have a 
safe, strong, and drug-free leaming environment. Providing such:an environment 
requires a focus on strong discipline in the schools and zero tolerance for drugs. 

• A clear focus on improving learning and mastering the basics. Effective schools are 
organized around a clear focus on educational excellence and equity for all students and 
have an academic orientation lhat challenges all students to master basic and advanced 
skills in reading, math, and other core subjects. The goal of learning is captured in the 
curriculum and the very atmosphere of the school. Time, resources, and energies center 
on enabling all students to achieve higher levels of performance. 

• Parent involvement and public commitment to improving schoob. Thirty years of 
research show that greater family involvement in children's leammg is a critical link to 
achieving a high quality education and a safe, disciplined leaming environment for every 
student. (U S. Deparenem ofEducation. Strong FamillcL strong Schools. 1994] Districts and schools mUSt 

reach out to parents and commiuiity members to develop a shared commitment to 
excellence and equity for all students and to work in partnership toward that goal. 
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• High academic standards and rigorous coursetaking. Probably the most effective 
educational choice that parents and students can make is to choose to take more 
challenging academic courses. Taking tougher courses is one factor that produces 
substantial gains in student achievement. Making challenging curriculum and engaging 
instruction available to all students must be schools' central mission. 

• Sustained and intensive professional development for teachers. In order for students' 
performance to improve, teachers must be able to teach to higher standards. They must 
know the content of the curricidum and the best strategies for engaging students in 
leaming more challenging content. Professional development can be supported formally 
through intensive training and also more informally through teachers working together on 
common classroom concerns and leaming from each other. 

• Buildings and technology suited for learning. Children caimot leam to high standards 
in schools tinat are literally falling down. Environments where children leam best are 
schools that are safe and moderrf, more spacious and technologically equipped, and that 
can be used not only during the school day but after school and d'uring the summa, as 
well. 

• ReLnforcement through after-school and summer programs. Research shows that 
students in quality after-school programs (lower student to staff ratios, age-appropriate 
activities, academic and enrichment activities) demonstrate higher academic achievement 
and have better attitudes towards school than children left alone or under the care of 
siblings. (Porarand Vandcii, 1994] Moieover, according to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
youth axe most at risk of getting in trouble or being victims between 3 p.m. and 6 p.m., 
after Uie regular school day. 

• Greater school autonomy and accountability. Greater school autonomy when coupled 
with performance accountability also can contribute to conditions lhat make optimal 
leaming possible. Unreasonable regulations can produce a compliance mentality in 
which no one takes ownership of is personally responsible. If tetichers are to act as 
professionals and not as automatons, they need to be given responsibility for making 
professional decisions regarding classroom practice and school policy. Holding our 
students to high standards requires that adults take responsibility for improving student 
performance. 

• Expansion of public school choice options. Public charter schools, magnet schools and 
open enrollment policies offer real alternatives lo students and parents while maintaining 
the kind of accountability that is crucial to ensuring a quality education. 

In some cases, drastic actions are needed to improve chrotucally troubled schools. For 
example, in San Francisco, failing schools have been "reconstituted." The district has shut down 
these schools and reopened them with new administrators, teachers, and programs. 



NATIONAL AND LOCAL INDICATORS SUGGEST REFORMS ARE BEGINNING TO 
WORK 

Trends in Improvement Nationwide 

U.S. education is improving on many measures of student leaming. especially in critical 
areas on which schools, communities, states, and this nation have foctised sustained effort. A 
wide variety of national indicators are showing substantial gains, both short-term and long-term: 

• Students are taking more rigorous subjects and courses. The proportion of high 
school graduates taking the core courses recommended in A Nation At Risk (4 years of 
English, 3 years of social studies, 3 years of science, 3 years of matii) increased to 52 
percent by 1994, up from 14 percent in 1982 and 40 percent in 1990. Similarly, the 
percentage of graduates taking biology, chenaistry, and physics has doubled, rising from 
11 percent in 1982 to 19 percent in 1990 and 21 percent in 1994. [NCES HIPK %ci,c>o\ jr^Knm 
Studv. various years] 

Similarly, participation in advanced placement (AP) courses has also increased, and the 
number of AP exams that scored at 3 or above has tripled since 1982. The number of AP 
examinations that received a passing score rose from 131.871 in 1982 to 523,321 in 1996. 
fCoMcec Board. AP Program: National .Sutnmnrv. various vearsl 

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has shown long-term 
gains in student achievement in mathematics and science, areas that have been the 
focus of national attention. Average performance in mathematics and science has 
improved since tiie late 1970s and early 1980s for all three age groups tested and in every 
quartilc. The improvement in math achievement was equivalent to at least one grade 
level. NAEP scores in reading and writing showed small, inconsistent changes and were 
stable overall. The achievement gap between white and minority students narrowed 
substantially over the period, although improvement has stalled since the late 1980's. 
fNCES KAEP 1996 TmniH In Academic Progress. 1997̂  

• College admissions tests have shown increases in average scopes even as the 
numbers and diversity of test-t;akers are increasing. On the ACT, the nationai 
composite score increased to 21.0 in 1997 (from 20.6 in 1992) — the fourth year in the 
last five lhat the national average has increased, (ACT. composiie Averages by state. 1997) ACT 
president Richard L. Ferguson attributed the increase in scores to more students, 
especially females and minorities, taking higher-level courses in EngUsh, math, social 
studies, and science, (ACT. Tiend of Incnescs in ACT College Eatnnce Scores Contimics." 1997) O n thc S A T , 

combined verbal and math scores increased 19 points from 1982 to 1997 (and increased 
by 15 points from 1992 to 1997) and the average mathematics score is at its highest level 
i n 26 years. ' rColleee Board. CoUeeeBound Seniors Natlonaj l̂ ep r̂t 19971 

* This figure is not affected by the College Board's recent "re-centerii>g" of SAT scores because previous 
scores have been adjusted for equivalence with 1997 scores. 

10 



• Dropout rates show similar improvements, particularly for minority students. From 
1982 to 1995, the dropout rate for persons 16-24 years old fell from 13.9 percent to 12.0 
percent and has been relatively flax throughout the 1990's.̂  For blacks, the dropout rale 
fell from 18.4 percent in 1982 to 12.1 percent in 1995 — a 34 percent decrease. For 
whites, the rate fell ftom 11.4 to.8.6 percent over the same period — a 25 percent 
decrease. fNCEs. niPtti ofEdueation statî tict. 1996] 

Exemplary Efforts at Comprehensive School Reforms in Urban Dbtricts 

Across tbe nation, states and communities are implementing comprehensive reforms 
focused on enabling students to meet challenging standards, and student achievement is 
improving as a result. These districts reach out to teachers, principals, parents, and community 
members in developing a shared commitment to excellence and equity for all students and 
cultivating these partnerships. Their mission statements reflect in plain language the real-world 
concerns of parents, employers, and other citizens. Beyond lhat, they dedicate themselves to 
making that mission a reality through careful planning, efficient and equitable management of 
resources, and the development and recdgnition of instructional leaders tiiroughout the school 
system. Examples of tills process can be found in San Antonio, Memphis, Milwaukee, 
Cincinnati, New York City's Cotnmunity District 2, and Chicago: 

• San Antonio Independent School District underwent a major organizational restructuring 
aimed at placing maximimi emphasis on instructional needs, giving more direct support 
to schools in matters of instruction and ciuriculum, streamlining decisionmaking, and 
strengthening intradistrict communication and collaboration. The district implemented 
site-based decision-making (as inandated by the state) during thc 1994-95 school year by 
incorporating it with its broader Strategic plan. Each school has an Instructional 
Leadership Team GLT) composed of school staff, parents, and commumty residents, who 
receive armual training provided by the district. A ten-year grant from the Rockefeller 
Foundation supports professional development and technology for teachers, as well as 
promoting community involvement through monthly public town hall meetings and a 
community newsletter. In 1996, the district entered into a partnership with the New 
American Schools Design Corporation (NASDC), and half of the district's schools have 
committed to a whole school design through NASDC. Student achievement on the Texas 
Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) has shown significant gains; from 1995 to 1996, 
the percentage of students passing the TAAS rising from 33 percent to 41 percent for 4th-
graders and from 31 percent to 36 percent for lOlh graders. Matii skills showed even 
greater improvement, with the percentage of students passing the math portion of the 
TAAS rising from 42 percent to SS percent for 4th-graders and from 35 percent to 42 
percent for 10th graders. 

• Memphb adopted in 1993 a comprehensive school reform plan designed to raise student 
achievement that includes setting higher standards for all students, implementing site-

^ The dropout rate is defined as the percent of 16-24 year.olds who have not completed high schcxi) and 
were not enrolled in school that year. 
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based decisionmaking and models of school reform to support students in meeting the 
standards, and creating a new belief system within the school system. The district 
developed content standards in seven core curricular areas that refiected the Lifelong 
Leaming Standards adopted by the commuiuty and disseminated guides to show what 
instruction and curriculum that reflects these standards should look like in classrooms. 
All Memphis schools now have site-based decisionmaking councils composed of equal 
niunbers of teachers and parents to set school policy and allocate school budgets. In 
addition, since 1995, about half of all schools have adopted a "brcak-ihe-mold" reform 
model, including several of the models developed by the New American Schools 
Development Corporation. In 1996, the district opened its new Teaching and Leaming 
Academy, which coordinates professional development opportunities for all teachers in 
the district. The Academy offers workshops in all major areas of school reform including 
leadership, core content, perfomiance assessment, and uses of technology. 

Milwaukee's experience in raising students' math performance lo challenging standards 
provides a remarkable example of systemwide improvement. The impetus came oxit of 
community embarrassment over its math assessment and a requirement that students pass 
the assessment to graduate. While Eqtiity 2000 provided a focus for the effort, support 
came from higher standards, professional development of teachers, special assistance for 
students who failed the test, parental involvement, and feedback on results. There has 
been a substantial increase in enrollment in algebra and more advanced math courses; 
ninth-graders' enrollment in Algebra I rose from 33 percent of all students in 1990 to 100 
percent today, while the number of tenth-grade students taking geometry or more 
advanced math increased from 24 to 57 percent. The percent of students passing algebra 
has remained essentially unchanged, al about 56 percent, despite the expansion of algebra 
enrollment ftom a select group to all students. 

Cincinnati has injected accoimlability for both administrators and students into the 
educational system. School district administrators' pay raises are now linked to job 
perfonnance. The policy change replaced automatic cost-of-living adjustments and salary 
rales witii new criteria, including: performance on staff development, management, and 
community involvement; students' scores on standardized tests and on the stale's 
graduation test; and graduation, promotion, passing, and dropout rates. Al the student 
level, promotion is now based on specific standards that define what students must know 
and be able to do. The standards are designed to prepare students to pass a ninth-grade 
proficiency test. Cincinnati also reorganized its school system in 1991, cutting the central 
office staff — mostiy mid-level managers — by 70 percent, in order to direct a greater 
share of its resources to the school and classroom levels. 

New York City's Community District 2 is a model for local districts seeking to 
improve instruction in fundamental ways. Serving an extremely diverse population from 
the Upper East Side lo Chinatown, the district iinplements a corresponding diversity in its 
approaches to teaching and leaming. This particular district illustrates the powerful, 
participatory role that a local district can play in instructional improvement. Every 
decision made by the district takes instructional improvement into account. It is a group 
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effort and a long-term comnutment based on high expectations, clear objectives, and 
shared expertise. The concrete strategies revolve around the idea that professional 
development is not a series of programs per se but rather an ongoing opportunity to build 
and bridge skills. Strategies include: a Professional Development Laboratory in which 
visiting teachers observe and practice with a resident teacher for three weeks while their 
classrooms are taught by a teacher who has also gone through the Laboratory; extensive 
use of visits across classrooms and schools by teachers and principals; and a core of 
consultants hired by the distticls and available to the schools for pne-on-one and small 
group assistance. With these strategies in hand, the district has a direct impact on 
improving its schools: on the 1996 assessment. District 2 ranked isecond in the city .in 
math scores. 

• Chicago is ensuring that promotion to the next grade reflects students' leaming the 
content to enable them to succeed. In August 1996, the Chicago School Reform Board 
adopted a rigorous student promotion policy lhat requires underachieving students in 
grades three, six, eight, and nine to complete a summer school program before being 
promoted to the next grade. The policy sets performance standards based on test scores 
for third-, sixth-, eighth-, and ninlh-graders- Students who score more than one year 
below their grade level (one-and-a-half years for sixth-graders) on the standardized tests, 
or who fail reading or math, must successfully complete a six- or' seven-week Suramcr 
Bridge program. All ninth-graders who miss more lhan 20 days bf school or fail to eam 
the required 4.5 core credits arc also required lo attend the summer-school programs. 
Students who fail tiie summer programs are held back. Results show that over 80 
percent of Chicago students ŵ ere able to meet the promotion criteria; many would not 
have done so without the intensive simuner instruction provided through the Bridge 
program. 

These large, urban districts face some of the most complex educational issues in the 
nation, yet their students are beginning to benefit from sustained school improvement efforts. 
We are committed to continue working for high standards of discipline and achievement and a 
means to assess student perfonnance in meeting them, safe schools, technology in the classroom, 
quality teachers, and increased access to college. When we focus sustained effort and careful 
investments on critical education issues at school, neighborhood, commimity, and national levels, 
students progress and so does our nation. 
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