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• President Clinton's call for national test to measure the 
reading and math skills of American schoolchildren, even if heeded by 
Congress, won't cure the well-documented ills of public education in 
this country. , 

It could, however, enable parents and educators in the disparate 
states to better measure the progress of their students against those 
in other parts of the United States, and that could in tum drive.the 
laggards to keep up. In an increasingly mobile society, in which 
students in California ought to know whether their math skills hold 
up against their peers in Connecticut and elsewhere, national 
standards and assessments make all kinds of sense. 

That doesn't mean that this modest effort -- which would only 
address reading skills of fourth-graders and the math abilities of 
eighth-graders, and in which states would only participate if they 
volunteered - won't be controversial. -

• Some critics charge that a national test, with results for 
individual students, will unfairly stigmatize poor children in 
struggling districts by comparing them to their more successful 
counterparts in privileged neighborhoods. But ignorance of the stark 
disparities in opportunity and achievement between students of 
different means is surely no way to bring them closer together'. 

• And past claims that national tests are a federal government 
attempt to wrest control of children's education from states and 
local school districts are already being revived, though the fact 
that any test would be voluntary seriously undercuts the argument. 

By whatever name, the test would be formulated by a group of 
education leaders chosen by the Department of Education. They will 
base the test on the already established and reliable National 
Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) and the Third International 
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS), which are given to fourth- and 
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eighth-graders every four years. 
Unlike those tests, which only infonn states about the percentage 

of their students who read or do math above, at, or below grade 
level, the new national exams would be administered annually and 
would provide individual scores to all students, enabling school 
districts and parents to see where each child stands nationally. 

Parents may not like what they see. In states such as Louisiana 
that have developed their own statewide achievement tests, for 
example, that test showsrthat 88 percent ofLouisiana students are 
reading at a level deemed appropriate for their grade. Yet on the 
most recent NAEP reading test, only 15 percent of the students scored 
as proficient. That ought to be sending Louisiana a clear message 
about the adequacy of its own reading standards. 

California, which has no statewide assessment, cannot yet make 
• such comparisons. But the limited existing national tests have 

already proved useful here. The state's recent abysmal showing on 
the NAEP test helped spur significant refonns in the teaching of 
reading in the primary grades. If the expanded, individually scored 

• national test that the president proposes is prepared well, it could 
provide an even greater service to all the states. 

10607 • End of document. 
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FAMILIES NEED NO NATIONAL 
HEADMASTER, LEAST OF ALL 
CLINTON 
By Robert Holland 
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If Bill Clinton is shown to be a sexual predator and a practiced liar, that won't be easy to 
explain to children in the country's elementary classrooms, where pictures of Clinton 
distributed in government propaganda campaigns often hang. 

But this President's fall also would present an opportunity to roll back the Clintons' 
brazen grab for power over American schooling and child care, and in the process to put the 
power rightfully with the everyday moms and dads and teachers. 

Pope John Paul II's historic visit to Cuba was overshadowed by the sordidness 
overhanging the Clinton White House, but among the pontiffs profound observations 
bringing hope to the oppressed, was this: 

When it comes to schools, "parents ... should be able to choose." 
The Pope was zeroing in on Fidel Castro's suppression of Catholic education in the four 

decades that he has ruled a gentle island with the iron fist of Marxism. 
The Clintons' education blueprint for America goes more in the Castroite direction than 

it does toward expanding the freedoms of the consumers of education. It molds students to 
state specifications rather than freeing individuals to pursue their own dreams. It is about 
state-controlled "human resource development" - not liberation. 

No, the Clinton blueprint doesn't suppress religious education, or other private or home 
instruction - not directly. But it is hostile to an unfettered and expanded exercise of choice. 

Last fall, Clinton's Secretary of Education, Richard Riley, demonized proposals to award 
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free-choice vouchers to 2,000 desperately poor Washington, D.C., kids, and to allow 
American families to set up tax-free savings accounts to help defray expenses of public, 
private, parochial, or at-home schooling. Riley accused the proponents of ulterior motives, 
prompting a strong rebuttal from the education chief of the U.S. Catholic Conference. 

THE HEART of the Clinton scheme is national School-to-Work. From a very early age, 
children will be steered into career pathways leading to jobs that workforce development 
boards decide they're needed for. They will be assessed according to their acquisition of 
workforce competencies, and they will have to earn a government skills certificate to land 
or keep a job. 

In Oregon, the vanguard state for STW, high school students now spend their days 
learning such applied arts as "car sales" and "hospitality," according to The Eugene Register 
Guard. These studies include such lessons as "how to set a table and why it's important to 
serve from the right or the left." In a few more years, Oregon students will not be able to 
graduate or work unless they can prove they have mastered such skills as working in a team. 

Such utilitarian requirements will affect children who are in private or home schools no 
less than public-schoolchildren. STW is the functional equivalent of Castro sending 
conscripts into the fields to cut sugar cane. 

PERHAPS it was only coincidental, but barely noticed amid l'affaire Monica last week 
came a major blow to Clinton's second-term plan to cement his education takeover with the 
imposition of national assessments. The bipartisan National Assessment Governing Board 
(NAGB) delayed any national tests at least until 2001 - a year after Clinton is scheduled to 
leave office (and of course he could be out of there much, much earlier). 

The President had sought to impose testing by fiat until the Republican Congress at long 
last mustered the backbone to resist the education putsch. And the Congressman who 
staunchly led the anti-testing forces, Education Committee chairman Bill Goodling, has news 
for the NAGB: There won't be any national tests started in 200 I either, not unless Congress 
signs off. And it shouldn't, because national tests would bring a national curriculum imposed 
from Washington, an unconstitutional and unwise concentration of power to decree official 
knowledge. 

Dismantling what Bill and Hillary Clinton, and cronies like Ira Magaziner and Robert 
Reich, put in place during Clinton's first term, through the I 03rd Congress, will be much 
tougher. Four years after the enabling legislation passed, the intricate School-to-Work/Goals 
2000 web now extends, to one extent to another, to all 50 states. 

In Virginia, the Allen administration applied (unwisely) for STW funds - but it hoped to 
do it Virginia's way; that is, on a voluntary, academics-first basis. Federal action on the 
application is pending. However, Democrats Emily Courie and Ted Bennett have bills in the 
current General Assembly that would bring this state on board with national STW. For 
instance, they would mandate curriculum integration, a merger of academics with 
vocationalism, as well as use of assessments and skill-certification on the Clintonite model. 
Governor Jim Gilmore hails high technology but does he favor STW's low statism? 

THE DECISIVE battles, though, may be in Washington. The congressional majority 
finally has a semblance of a strategy to switch the paradigm from statism to freedom. A key 
part builds on the amendment Senator Slade Gorton championed last fall: Bundle 120 federal . 
education programs into one block grant, and send the $10 billion to states to use for locally 
determined needs. Education savings accounts are back, too, as well as new pilot projects 
for school choice. 

The time is certainly propitious for turning school reform from coercion to liberty. 
Spending authorization for Goals 2000, which is linked to STW, ends this September 30. 
(STW itself is supposed to sunset in 2001.) If Clinton is no longer in a position to block 
termination of those schemes with veto threats, so much the better. If part of the reason for 
that is a sex scandal, he will have no one credibly to blame except himself.• 
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The Tyranny of a National Curriculum 
By Marc F. Bernstein 

National testing and national 
curriculum are one and the same. In spite 
of U.S. Secretary of Education Richard 
W. Riley's assertion that it is possible to 
support national testing (which he does) 
and oppose national curriculum (which 
he also does), most educators agree that 
"what is tested is what will be taught." 
Teachers and administrators will spend 
incredible amounts of their time poring 
over test questions to analyze the content 
of each, so that no curriculum gaps exist. 
And when a significant number of 
students fail to answer certain questions 
correctly, teachers will rework the 
curriculum to guarantee that students are 
taught that specific material and can 
answer the questions correctly the next 
time around. 

Tests aren't used merely to grade pupil 
perfonnance; they also drive curriculum 
and textbook selection. Already, some 
textbook publishers have revised their 
history texts to confonn to the 
contentious voluntary national standards 
in history. ("Glimmer of History 
Standards Shows Up in Latest 
Textbooks," Oct. 8, 1997.) How long will 
it take for history teachers to adapt their 
curriculum and teaching to these new 
textbooks? 

lfwe accept the premise that national 
testing is synonymous with the 
development of national curricula, then 
we have to decide if the best interests of 
children are served by having a unifonn 
curriculum in the areas of reading and 

mathematics (and, later perhaps, in social 
studies, language arts, and science). 
Though a good argument could be made 
to support such a decision, the inherent 
risks far outweigh the potential benefits. 

People who support a national testing 
program believe that too many students 
are failing to perfonn to their potential 
and that drastic steps need to be taken to 
improve their education. And, these 
supporters hold, only the federal 
government can do it. Through a series of 
national tests, which will point out failing 
schools, learning will be improved, 
chiefly as the result of increased public 
scrutiny, the testing proponents conclude. 
They point to many of our large cities or 
isolated rural areas where student 
achievement is particularly low. If only 
parents in these places were aware of 
how poorly their children's schools were 
perf onning, the reasoning goes, increased 
competition and accountability would 
force the schools to improve. 

How simplistic. What is ignored is 
ample research evidence that poor 
student performance correlates strongly 
with low per-pupil expenditures, parents' 
own low educational-attainment levels, 
and family poverty. We all want higher 
standards and improved achi~vement, but 
national testing poses real dangers to 
public education, and to the role 
delineation between the federal 
government and the states. 

We have only to recall our experience 
in developing the voluntary national 
history standards to shudder at the 
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prospect of national tests. A panel of 
"recognized experts" was brought 
together, after the group's composition 
was debated ad nauseam to ensure a 
proper balance of ethnicity, gender, 
religion, geography, and so on. These 
well-intentioned people then embarked 
on the never-ending task of detennining 
what all American schoolchildren should 
learn about their country's history. Before 
they had reached the American 
Revolution, the panel's work was in 
trouble. Advocates for American Indians, 
for African-Americans, as well as for 
Italian-Americans and a host of other 
cultural interests (not to mention 
religious groups), charged that their 
constituents' contributions were being 
underrepresented. Then scholars 
disagreed over the priority to be given, 
say, geography vs. economics, 
environment vs. nationalism, human 
rights vs. urbanization. The end product 
was an incoherent set of standards that 
continues to be attacked. 

Whether any new panel of experts is 
selected by Secretary Riley or a 
nonpartisan board is inconsequential. 
More troubling is the process that would 
have to be followed to create consensus, 
reduce criticism, and advance the 
political correctness of our time. 

Such a panel's ineffectiveness is far 
less dangerous than the possibility that its 
members might have a preconceived 
agenda motivated by some desire to 
change American education or society. Is 



it inconceivable that a group of 
ideologues -political, religious, or other 
-might achieve a dominant position on 
the panel? And would it not be possible 
then that they would use that position to 
advance their own deeply held beliefs? 
What better way to effect a change in 
America than through its children's 
education? 

A further reason to reject efforts that 
advance a national curriculum is to 
prevent bipartisan panels of experts from 
imposing specific educational strategies 
on all U.S. students. We have had 
copious examples over recent decades of 
educational fads, often the products of 
university think-tanks with little real-life 
contact or research to support their 
conclusions. In the 1960s, the "new 
math" advanced set theory and 
deemphasized more traditional 
computation and word problems. In the 
1970s, English classrooms ignored 
spelling errors and sentence structure in 
the advancement of "creative writing." In 
the 1980s, the purist version of "whole 
language" replaced the teaching of 
phonics, suggesting that all students 
would benefit from a literature-based 
reading curriculum devoid of phonics 
instruction. 

The results of all these trends have 
been diametrically proportional to the 
blind enthusiasms with which they were 
once embraced. Yet, for the most part, 

exposure to the fads of a university 
research group, an influential theorist, or 
a self-interested organization has been 
confinable to a single state or a region of 
the country. That may change with 
national testing. 

President Clinton's proposal is for 
national tests only in reading and 
mathematics, but the risks are as great in 
these subjects as in any other, perhaps 
greater. The choices of an expert panel 
would dictate the reading tests' focus, 
whether on vocabulary, spelling, 
punctuation, or comprehension. Would 
an expert panel in math permit 
calculators, and for which parts of the 
test? Would the math test reflect the 
de-emphasis of basic mathematical skills 
that Tom Loveless, the Harvard 
University professor of public policy, 
recently criticized in these pages? 

Developing a national curriculum is 
subject to the same pressures that affect 
other public-policy decisions -pressure 
to create a consensus among 
well-intentioned scholars; pressure from 
unrelenting ideologues and lobby groups; 
pressure to be part of a larger school of 
thought (or educational fad). These 
pressures exist, to a lesser extent, in each 
of our states' departments of education. 
My own state of New York, for example, 
is replacing its 13-year-old Global 
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Studies curriculum with one entitled 
Global History. The fonner course 
applied a regional perspective to the 
study of history: By studying distinct 
regions of the world, students were to 
learn to make connections between 
different economic systems, or to gauge 
the influence of geography on 
civilization. But many students were 
simply confounded by this approach. 

Now the state will return to a 
chronological approach to studying the 
linkages of major historical themes over 
time. Local educators had been 
suggesting this for years, but it took well 
into the curriculum's second decade for 
the state education department to be 
convinced. 

We can only imagine how long it 
might take to change a national 
curriculum -and how many millions of 
students would suffer in the meantime. 
States have served well as the 
laboratories of education, allowing 
different strategies and practices to be 
tried, modified, and then expanded or 
discarded. Yes, of course, we have to 
strive for higher standards for our 
children's education. But we can do it 
without national tests. 

Marc F. Bernstein is the 
superintendent of schools in the 
Bellmore-Merrick Central High School 
District, North Merrick, N. Y • 
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October 8, 1997 

The new school standards: A cheer and a caveat 
By Peter Schrag 

GIVEN TIIE difficulty of its task, the 
work of the commission charged with 
developing new standards for California 
schools in math, reading and writing 
deserves, at the very least, respectful 
attention, and probably a great deal more. 
Its new proposals, rooted in a firm 
foundation of basic skills and demanding 
a far higher standaid of proficiency than 
anything now in place on a statewide 
basis, represent a major step in upgrading 
California school curriculums from 
kindergarten through the end of high 
sc~ool. 

Nonetheless, no official commission 
in a state as complex and large as this can 
escape the perils and controversies 
inherent in writing a set of guidelines for 
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treating them as distinct areas (algebra I 
in eighth grade, geometry in ninth, 
algebra II in 10th grade), which, of 
course, is how they have traditionally 
been taught Since many mathematical 
ideas and principles stretch across the 
fields, that proposal is attractive in 
concept, particularly for good teachers 
and good students. But can i.t succeed if 
it's implemented across the board? 

The defenders of the proposal say, 
among other things, that that's how the 
Japanese do iL But even if that's the case 
and there is considerable doubt that it is 
the claim may owe more to cun'ent 
academic fashion than to any evidence 
that it would work here. The new 
program will not provide a set of 
Japanese parents for every student, much 
less the rest of the Asian cultures with 
which our educational wannabes so 
relentlessly compare our schools these 
days. 

When commission members and staff 
were asked last week to provide 
examples of the successful use of their 
proposals in other states or communities, 
their answer was pretty much a blank . 
One staffer said he had heard that the 
integrated approach was being used in 
Davis, but commission chair Ellen 
Wright cautioned that since they had just 
heard about it, the panel wasn't sure it 
was the same thing they were proposing. 

every student· in every school, and this 
one certainly hasn'L 

The danger is that too much will be 
taken on faith. That's particularly the case 
with the commission's math proposals, 
which, while they demand a higher 
degree of math achievement than the 
weak requirements now in place in many 
California high schools, also venture into 
uncharted realms of curricular 
organization for which there is no 
systematic evidence of success and, in 
some respects, no track record at all. The 
state Board of Education, which has the 
final say on the standards, will hear 
plenty about that when it begins its 
deliberations this week. 

The 21-member standards panel, 

Either way, the reply was hardly one to 
generate confidence in the proposal. And 

. since stretching out and combining 
algebra and geometry would also require 
middle-school teachers to teach 
geometry, even though most were never 
trained for it, makes the prospects even 
more worrisome. 

There are, in addition, questions about 
the difficulty of the standards not that 
they are too low, as some dissenting 
commission members complain, but that 
they are so high that they will not be 
taken seriously in the schools where they 
are most needed. Wright is surely correct 
when she says that this state has to expCct 
more of its students and schools than it 
now docs. She's also right that those 
"fixed, knowable, understandable" 
expectations should extend to all 
students, not just the college bound. 

But arc we now on the verge of 
lurching from the desert to the rain 
forest? Can all students, in the pursuit of 
what may be mythic "world-class 
standards," really be expected to 
complete three years of math, including 
a second year of algebra? (Currently just 
over half do). Can all fourth-graders 
really be expected to read a half-million 
words a year outside school, as the 
comm1ss1on proposes, and all 
I 0th-graders 2 million words the 
equivalent of more than two major adult 

officially the California Commission for 
the Establishment of Academic Content 
and Performance Standards, built on the 
foundations of the revised California 
frameworks in reading and math .. That 
means, among other things, language arts 
teaching rooted in systematic phonics 
and phonemic awareness, elements now 
regard~ .!5 essential to effective reading 
instruction. But at the other end of the 
line, particularly in math, there may be 
major problems, pedagogical and 
political. 

In essence, the commission's math 
panel proposes to fuse the teaching of 
algebra and geometry in the eighth, ninth 
and I 0th grades and in some respects to 
stretch them over four years instead of 

books a month? Of course these arc just 
goals, but if they're set at absurd heights, 
how many schools will even try? 

The corilmission relied considerably 
on experts who said its math standards 
are comparable to those used on the 
much cited TIMSS (Third lntematiOoal 
Math and Science Survey), a survey of 
achievement on which U.S. 
schoolchildren ranked no more than 
average, well below the likes of Jipan 
and Singapore, the current favorites in 
the "world-class" race. But TIMSS was 
co~posed of items on which there was a 
good deal of international negotiation 
among school officials trying to make 
sure their curriculums were well enough 
represented so that their students would 
get respectable scores. 

President Clinton first wanted to use 
TIMSS as the basis for his proposed 
national test in math, then quietly 
dropped it because it seemed not to be a 
reliable standard for U.S. students. It 
might be worth finding out precisely 
why. 

If the commission wants to try 
promising but unproven ideas, it could 
well propose tests in a select number of 
districts or schools. But why risk a set of 
strong proposals on the uncertain ground 
of one risky innovation? 

PEfER. SCHRAG's column appean in 
The Bee on Wednesday.• 
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National Tests Would Clinch the Triumph of Ideology 
in Education. .. 
By Robert Holland 

To hear President Clinton tell it at a 
Democratic fund-raiser in Arlington last 
weekend, opposition to his bid to impose 
national testing (and thcrd>y a national 
curriculum) on America's I S,000 school 
districts stems from •a conflict between 
ideology and reality.• Well, ideological 
zealotry must be running amok in the 
land, given that only six states have 
committed to administering Clinton's 
"voluntary" reading and math tests if 
they survive the current challenge in 
Congress. 

Small wonder that Clinton, in 
speaking to that $1,000-pcr-tickct dinner, 
urged Virginians to elect his 
Willie-Wonk policy twin, Don Beyer, 

Most learn quickly - in months, not 
years. 

New York State shows how extreme 
~d, yes, ideological - bilingual 
education has become. The state's 
educrats require that when at least 20 
students from Caribbean nations speak or 
understand a Creole language, instruction 
must be offered in that tongue. But if 
those students had never come to 
America, they would have been taught in 
English - the official language of the 
Caribbean nations New York educrats 
have tabbed for this linguistic separatism. 

This, then, is one of the bizarre 
mutants of multiculturalism: 
Bilingualism is being used not to help 
children learn English but to maintain 
their native culture. at least as it may be 
reinterpreted by the politicizcrs of 
education. 

Clearly, this is a triumph of ideology 
over realism. But President Clinton and 
Congress have agreed to double spending 
on bilingual education - to $3S4 million 
- and that will stimulate even more state 
and loail spending on a policy that banns 
children and disunites the nation. 

THtN nIBRE'S Title I, the federal 
government's largest single K-12 
education program, which has rolled 
along like the muddy Mississippi since 
passage of LBrs Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 196S. 
Somewhere across yon Bridge to the 21st 

their Governor in order to "send a 
message" of support for the Clintons' 
scheme to nationalize education. No 
doubt a Go.vcmor Beyer would be a 
dependable ally in all Clintonite 
initiatives to expand the authority of the 
governmental village at the expense of 
parents. 

But consider where ideology stops 
and reality begins when the federal 
government shapes education policy, as 

. it increasingly has since the mid-1960s. 
A GOOD PLACE to begin is with the 

Bilingual Education Act of 1968, one of 
numerous federal incursions that liberal 
politicians and the education 
establishment have supported. The act's 
purpose was to help Hispanic children 

Century, Washington probably wiU 
commemorate spending the 
onc-trillioncth taxpayer dollar on Title I. 
The program currently costs taxpayers a 
cool $7.2 billion a year. 

What benefits have acaued from this 
massive federal involvement? RccClltly 
the U.S. Education Dcputmcnt was 
obliged to deliver to Congress the results 
of a five-year evaluation (itself costing · 
$29 million) of Title I. Its conclusion: 
The program had failed to close the 
reading-and-math gap between poor, 
low-achieving children and .their peers. 
Title I (fonnerly Chapter I) has been a 
failure - an extremely expensive one. 

Where's the sense of reality in 
pcrpctuating a $7 billion federal program 
that subsidizes - indeed, rewards -
failure? 

Finally, please consider the 
longest-running ideological rip-off of all: 
the education establishment's insistence 
on using expensive fads like "whole 
language" for beginning reading -
methods that breed illiteracy instead of 
success. 

PRESIDENT Clinton himself 

learn English. But in a recent paper for 
The Brookings Institution, education 
historian Diane Ravitch notes that almost 
30 years later, •it is clear that bilingual 
education has been a dismal failure.• 

The dropout l'lllC for Hispanic youth is 
30 percent, or more than double the nw: 
for blacks or whites. On the other hand. 
Hispanic children who speak English 
well are far less likely to drop out 

· What is so insidious about bilingual 
education is that it encourages children to . 
dilly-dally about learning English, so that 
their mounting frustration is practically 
guaranteed. The alternative is 
English-immersion courses in which. 
with caring help, the children must 
communicate only in their new language. 
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article ("Don't Read, Don't Tell") in the 
May/June issue of Policy Review, 
Clinton's "solution" - sending I million 
•volunteer" reading tutors (mostly 
Americorps-paid college students) into 
the nation's classrooms - simply 
"diverts accountability from the colossal 
failure of the public-education system to 
achieve perhaps its single moSt important 
mission." 

·Evidence that the Clintons merely 
would prop up a failing system comes 
from HillaJ)' Clinton's It Takes a Village. 
In that book, the First Lady endorses 
Reading Recovery, an ultra-expensive 
($8,000 to $9,000 per pupil) remedial 
reading technique linked to whole 
language (which in its purest fonn 
assumes that children will learn to read as 
they learn to speak if left to their own 
devices). 

In its intatWition with whole language, 
the education establishment has ignored 
more than -s2oo million in research 
sponsored by the National Institutes of 
Health showing that systematic 
instruction in phonics is the most 
effective way to teach reading. Again, 
reality loses, blind ideology wins. 

The triumph of ideology over reason 
will be scaled if Clinton manages to 
consolidate power in Washington over 
what is tested (an~ therefore what is 

acknowledged the dimensions of the 
disaster when he pointed to the shocking 
inability of 40 percent of American 
third-graders to read on their own. 
However, as Bob Sweet of the National 
Right to Read Foundation noted in an . taught) in the nation's schools.• 



The federal· takeover of education 
To tlae editor. 
People and Jegislatoni who mtStak.enly belleve 

that the na~ exam.a advocated by President 
Clinton are designed to be voluntary should 
become acquainted wtth the wrltlags of Mare 
Tucker and Lauren Resri1ck, the d.!rectmg of the 
New Standards Projccit. {HalaJy Clinton served on 
the founding board of New Standards, which now 
serves more than half of all public schcol dilldn:n. 
ID the United States). 

'Ihe followtDg quotes are taken from Tucker's 
wrttlogS "The New Standards Project was created tn 
1990 ... to lay the groundwork for a nattonal 
examination system In the United States ... We see 
the New Standards Project as an lil.strument for a 
comprehensive and systemic reform of Amertcan 
education. ... OUr assessments wtD be deliberately 
destgned as targets for instruction and learntng .... 
'lbc teacher w1ll teach to the test, and the students 
w1l1 work bani to prepare for lt tr the stakes are 
bJgh enoui!h and the objecttve ts clear.• 

Tucker also'talks about the certUlcate of lo1ttal 
: muteiy that the·N~ Skfll Standards Board is 

developing (l'ucker was appofnted to tba.t board by 
, Cllnton tn 1995), ~ that the board's . · 
\ cerUOcates should be J>ased on •assessments that 
.. students can study fur and arowu:l which 
: educattonsl trafnfng ~eodes can organtze their 

currtcuJa.. and that this certlflcate or Initial ' 
mastery "would be a·sct at. standards for what . 

. evecyone tn the ·loclety ought to know and be able 
' to do to be successful at work. as a cltf7.en and as a 

family member... '.. 
Jn other words, the wluntwy national exam As 

the beginning stage of the ftnal federal takeover of 
our c:nlire educattonal system. Tucker J.s a longtime 
. fi1cnd of Hillary Clinton end as president oC the 
Natiollal Center on Education and the Economy ( 

.. (Hdlaiy Clinton saved OD that board too) I 
· es1abllshecl many national organfzatmns and 
,IDWatlves,. tDO •erous to Include m this letter. 
but wbiCh ~e New Standards Project 
menfiooed ~·lhe Nattonal AIUance for 
Ite&tructur1ng. Rochester &:hool-to~Wmk Initlattve, 
Worldorce Skills Program. Natlonal Board for ' 
Profeastooal Tcach1og Standards. etc., etc. 

"President Clinton -asked evttyone on hJs 
campaign ataft' In 1992 to read Tucker's writings. I 
think tfls time for the public to do the same. Call 
(200) 783-3668 for a Ust ot'hb publlcattons or 
sean:b thJs web site: http;//www.na.scllools.org to 
become acquainted wtth some of bis work. The 
main quotes abcM: were taken from two booklets, 
·0n Occupational Clusters,• pages 8 8lld 40, and 
•states Begin Devdoplllg the CIM. ·page $. 

• Debbie Pelley 
Jonesboro 



Those who cynically dismiss the 
president's call for a national 
conversation about race miss the point 
This is not about victims, targets or 

"those people." It's about us - all of us -
and all of us must make this fight our 
fight That's the real message of Little 
Rock. 
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Two Wrong Solutions 
Last January President Clinton 

announced a new national education 
goal: Every child will read well by the 
end of third grade. Frankly, I was 
embarrassed. Why docs the president of 
the wealthiest, greatest nation in the 
world have to make universal third-grade 
literacy a national goal? And what did be 
mean, anyway, given that American 
fourth graders, on average, wen: in the 
top tier on the I 992 International 
AssessmentofRcading? 

The answer to both questions is that 
too many of om poor children -and in 
America more than 20 percent arc poor 
-leave third grade without being able to 
read well. Indeed, many go on to 
graduate from high school without solid 
skills in reading or in writing and math. 
AFr members have been telling us that 

· one reason for this shameful situation is 
<i>social promotion -the policy of 
passing students on to the next grade 
even though they have not mastered the 
CWTCOt year's work. So we decided to 
rcscarcb the issue. 

Passing on Failure? 
Do school districts advocate 

promoting students regardless of their 
achievement? Not exactly. W c looked at 
policies from BS districts, including the 
40 largest in the U.S., and none actually 
calls for social promotion. However, 
most put all kinds of restrictions on 
which youngsters you can bold back and 
when and bow often. So while districts 
may not advocate social promotion, most 

. have policies that make it inevitable. 
Most districts do not make use of 

specific grade-by-grade standards for 
what kids arc supposed to learn. When 

•continuous progress" (or something 
equally vague) is the main criterion for 
promotion, bow do you justify holding a 
student back? What's more, teachers 
-the ones who really know the students 
-seldom make the final decision about 
promotions. The last word belongs to the 
principals. And they may hesitate to fail 
students because they don't want the 
school to look bad or they fear pressure 
from parents or because they have no 
educational options available. 

Those opposed to social ·promotion 
often thinlc the answer is simple: Hold 
back unprepared students until they're 
ready. This policy, called retention, 
sounds tough and sensible -and if I had 
no Other choice, rd choose retention over 
social promotion. But if you consider 
retention to be a brave new idea that will 
force students to measure up, you're in 
for a surprise. We found that retention is 
as common in our schools as social 
promotion. More than IS percent of 
students arc held back every year, and in 
many large urban districts, half the kids 

'entering kindergarten arc likely to be 
retained at least once before they leave 
school. The kids who can't read, write or 
cowit when they graduate have probably 
been retained and socially promoted. 

The Real Issue 
The truth is, both policies arc 

mechanical responses to an educational 
problem. Districts have all kinds of rules 
and regulations about promotion and 
retention. The scandal is how little 
attention they give to preventing failure 
in the first place. If getting kids to 
achieve is our aim, social promotion and 
retention arc both beside the point But 

Leonard P. z.akin is executive dirf!ctor 
of the New England region of the 
Anti-Defamation League. • 

then: arc obvious things we should do: 
Put an end to guesswork about student 

achievement Establish standards for the 
variolis grades, with cmricula and 
assessments to go along with the 
standards, so teachers and parents know 
how children arc progressing. Take an 
•intensive care" approach to students 
who arc falling behind. Jump on the 

· problems immediately, using proven 
techniques to get students quickly back 
on track. Malec sure those who .teach 
reading arc trained in the latest and best 
techniques. Teacher preparation is often 
woefully inadequate in this area, 
cspccially when it comes to teaching our 
most vulnerable youngsters. Prevent 
failure at the start -by making high 
quality early childhood education 
available. 

These practices and programs arc 
taken for granted in other advanced 
civili7.cd nations -and in most of our 
middle-class schools. The trouble is, too 
many adults in our society have given up 
on America's poorest youngsters. When 
kids face terrible problems, they need 
extra help; ~ our neediest students 
get less. _Then, either they or their 
teachers -or both ~ blamed for 
failure. What's the solution? It's neither 
soeial promotion nor retention. It's 
making sure that all our kids get the 
commonsense and basic things they need 
to be successful at learning. 

Where We Stand appears monthly in 
the New York Times, Washingron Post, 
Los Angeles Times, E.ducalion Week. Roll 
Call, the New Republic, and the 
Washington. D.C. eflitions of TIME and 
Newsweek.• 



, 
34. Chicago Tribune 
10/02197; Edition: NORTII SPORTS FINAL; N; Section: COMMENTARY; Page 17 

DEBATING NATIONAL TESTING PROGRAM AN 
EMPTY GESTURE 
By Joan Beck. 

It's surprising how much energy, 
rhetoric, time and political chits 
Congress and President Clinton have 
spent on the issue of national testing. 

Ostensibly, testing 4th graders in 
reading and 8th graders in math will only 
tell us what we already know: The 
United States lags behind most other 
industrialized nations in educational 
achievement. And children in poor 
school districts and those with high 
minority enrollment are the most behind. 

Clinton, however, socs national testing 
as a key part of his effort to upgrade the 
nation's schools. He has threatened to 
veto the $80 billion bill authorizing 
funds for the Departments of Education, 

· Labor and Human Services if it doesn't 
contain money for national testing. The 
Senate approved an amendment to allow 
national testing. The House voted it 
down. 

Republicans and Democrats in 
Congress are sharply divided over the 
bill, in part because they see different 
bogeymen and benefits in the tests. Some 
of the concerns are realistic; others are 
political bombast. 

In theory, Clinton's national testing 
program would encourage the 
establishment of national standards in 
math and reading. It would prod 
underperf orming school systems to jack 
up requirements. And it would alert 
parents and state education agencies to 
schools that have fallen behind. Parents 
would be able to compare school 
achievement across school, district and 
state lines and pressure school authorities 
where improvement is necessary. 

National testing is also necessary, 
~··--~ .. -- "Q" tn chnw that school 
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spreading widely, especially in 
California, but has triggered growing 
revolt among parents who fret that their 
youngsters,arc adrift and falling behind. 

Critics of the new math charge that 
panel members set to prepare questions 
for the proposed national math test for 
8th graders arc advocates of the new 
system and that national testing will 
force even reluctant schools to adopt the 

reforms are working, assuming they are. 
Besides, they add. the testing, scheduled 
to start in the spring of 1999, is 
voluntary. Any school or state can refuse 
to participate. 

The most obvious objection to 
national testing is that it will waste 
classroom time and effort to show what. 
is already clear from other standardized 
testing programs and international 
comparisons. Children in rich, 
predominately white, school districts will 
score best. Those in poor areas, in poor 
states and in school districts heavily 
populated with non-English-spealcing 
minorities and single-parent families will 
have the lowest scores. 

The Congressional Black Caucus 
opposes national testing that "may 
further stigmatize our children and force 
them into lower educational tracks and 
special education classes," in the words 
of chairperson Rep. Maxine Waters 
(D-Calif.). Hispanic groups complain that 
their children will suffer if tests are given 
only in English. (The reading test would 
be in English; the math test in English 
and in Spanish.) 

It is difficult, if not impossible, to 
develop any kind of academic tests that 
won't be blamed for being biased in favor 
of middle-class whites-for school 
achievement, college· admission or job 
qualification-however carefully they 
are constructed. The University of 
California system, for example is 
considering eliminating the use of SAT 
and ACT scores for admission in hopes 
of increasing the number of minority 
students eligible for top-tier colleges. 

Many teachers object to the national 
testing plan, saying it will force them to 
devote months of classroom time 

program, however much they dislike it. 
Richard Riley, U.S. secretary of 
education, has tried to deflect this 
Opposition by announcing that the use of 
calculators would be strictly limited on 
the exam. 

We already have a N&tional 
~ent of Educational Progress, 
which shows how states compare to each 
other and in 1994, documented the 

preparing pupils for the exams, at the 
expense of what they may consider more 
appropriate lessons. 

Experienced teachers also complain 
that cheating is inevitable, especially if 
individuals' scores arc to be recorded. 
The New York Times this week has been 
reporting on cheating scandals involving 
exams administered by the Educational 
Testing Service, which develops and 
gives 9 million tests a year. 

Cheating is common among schools, 
too, which often exclude children with 
learning problems from taking 
standardiz.ed tests. Youngsters likely to 
get low scores on the exams may be told 
to stay home on test day or sent on a field 
trip, lest they pull down averages for the 
school or reflect poorly on the teacher. 

Congressional Republicans oppose 
national testing as a poorly disguised 
effort to give the federal government 
more control over the nation's schools, 
sneaking power away from state 
education agencies and local school 
districts. Setting a national education 
agenda is, of course, one of the basic 
objectives of Clinton's proposal. 

Opponents also fear the influence that 
education fads and their promoters could 
have on the tests and through them, on 
the curriculum of the nation's schools and 
on textbooks. The major concern now is 
for the math test and how much it would 
be influenced by what is called the "new, 
new math" or "fuzzy math." 

Called .. interactive" and "inventive" 
math by supporters, it rejects traditional 
drill in calculations and lessons in math 
principles in favor of calculators and 
open-ended problems that supposedly 
prompt children to develop their own 
solutions-if they can. The new math is 

worrisome deficiencies in reading ability 
that exists among the nation's 4th 
graders. All but three states also do their 
own education assessments. 

We don't need to waste time, energy, 
money and goodwill on Clinton's 
national testing program, especially when 
it carries downside risks. Let's just get on 
with solving the problems.• 



By STEPHANIE HOO 
MANAHA WI(IN BUREAU 

ST AFFORD TOWNSHIP 
Southern Regional middle and high 
school students yesterday continued their 
district's experiments with video 
conferencing, this time chatting with the 

liticians who helped get the equipment 
to their classroom. 

Clustered around a flat, 
boomerang•shaped microphone and 
facing a tiny camera, a half-dozen 
Southern Regional students talked to 
New Jersey's two U.S. senators as well as 
with peers in -Oklahoma City and in 
Bristol, England. 

As a computer image flickered.on the 
screen, 10th-grader Briail Cahill, IS, of 
Barnegat Township, a veteran of more 
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than a half-dozen video conferencing 
sessions, recalled past chats with Miss 
America and staffers at the· Liberty 
Science Center in Jersey City. 

"It's interesting because you actually 
get to see their body language when they 
talk," he said. 

The Liberty Science Center 
conference was especially fun, since the 
eight students who participated got a 
virtual tour of a few of the center's 
marine life exhibits, said science teacher 
Darren Dorris. 

"It's an easy way, a time-efficient way, 
to take kids where they want to go," he 
said. 

But yesterday's main lesson was 
politics. 

"It's more of a showcase," Slll<l socuu 
studies teacher Barbara Fulkerson, 
warning her students not to ask questions 
that would stump or embarrass the 
senators. 

Members of the Senate Dem<?Cratic 
Forum on Education Technology were 
holding video conferences with 
classrooms all over the countJy from a 
Capitol Hill anteroom, according to Sen. 
Robert G. Toricelli, 0.-N.J., who called 
the technique "an introduction to a brave 
new world." _ 

The event was designed to showcase 
public-private partnerships that· have 
brought technology into classrooms, 
including the setup at Southern Regional 
Middle School.• 
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The Tyranny of Tests 
By Marc F. Bernstein 

NORTH MERRICK, N.Y. - The 
debate over President Clinton's proposal 
for voluntary national testing in reading 
and math has paid too little attention to 
whether a national curriculum benefits 
American children. 

I know that the President has not 
recommended a national curriculum, 
only national testing, but educators know 
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all too well that "what is tested will be 
taught" Teachers and administrators will 
pore over sample test questions to 
detennine what material must be taught 
so that students - and therefore teachers 
and schools - do well. 

Without doubt, there arc benefits to 
focusing the public's attention on 
academic resultS. It fosters healthy 
competition among schools and keeps 

them accountable for teaching children 
properly. 

There is the risk, however, that even 
the best-intentioned test makers will 
create a misguided national standard, 
even though the Senate has stipulated 
that a bipartisan board independent of the 
Federal Department of Education be 
responsible for designing the tests. Who 
creates the test is less troubling than the 

process that we in -the, United States 
ro.n.o~ to create a conserisus, to reduce 
cnt1c1sm and to advance the political 
correctness of our time. One has only to 
remember the recent debate over history 
st~dards to shudder at the prospect of 
national tests. Plus, national tests would 
be the battleground for proponents of the 
latest educational trends. 

~~Id be confined to a state or to one 
region of the country. Imagine the risks 
of ~plying a little-tested theory to the 
design of a test given to all American 
students, a national examination that 
wopld in tum detennine curriculums and 
standards. 

States ha~e served well as the 
l~boratories of education, allowing 
d1.ffercnt strategies and practices to be 
":1ed. modified and then expanded or 
discarded. Almost every state now has a 
statewide testing program that permits 
parents to evaluate their schools and to 
compare them with similar districts 
nearby. 

A national report card, on the other 
h~d~ w~uld be of little use. ls there any 
val1d1ty ID having parents in New York 
c~mpare the state's scores on an 
eighth-grade matli test with those of a 
more homogeneous state like New 
Hampshire or _ye_!.ffiont? Most parents 
can ~ready tell whether their children are 
getting a gOod education. yes, we must 
continue to strive for higher standards fo 
our children's education, but we can do i~ 
without national tests. 

Past movements, like "new math" (and 
perhaps the more recent "new-new 
math") or the purists' version of "whole 
l~guage," were products of university 
thmk tanks that often did little real-life 
research to support their conclusions. 

Until now, exposure to the fads of a 
particular university or school of thought 
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Ab9ut the Author: Marc F Bernstein 
is the ·Superintendent of the 
Bellmore-Merrick Central High School 
District. • 
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proposal to develop Bcantown, he 
shrugged, whether it's the Millennium 
deal, the Turnpike air rights, in 
Chinatown, or elsewhere. 

Menino is confident, he says, that the 
Patriots will not be fleeing Foxborough 
for Rhode Island. He ran into Providence 
~ayor Buddy Cianci at a national 
ayor's meeting, "And Buddy told me; 'I 
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w" . .v u1c :sc:1ccuon or the next 
Democratic presidential nominee. His 
opinion of congressional politicians is 
declining. What's the message coming 
out of Washington, he demands? Too 
many senators and congressmen arc "out 
of touch with their own people. They 
·sound' good but taste ·bad."' Of the 
sound and fury over campaign funding, 

public otuc1a1s gomg to make my lite 
better?'' 

Mcnino's mantra: Look out for the 
little guy and his family. "He's working, 
worried about sending his two kids to 
college. She's working. too, to make ends 
meet, and she's worried about day care. 
Now, those arc the people who need 
government."• 
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Flunk That Test 
By WILLIAM SAFIRE 
WASHINGTON - At the moment 

when Congress is grappling with the 
education lobby's bid to centralize power 
with the national testing of students, 
comes The New York Times with a 
stunning series that shows how the 
world's leading testing organization has 
for years been a patsy for cheaters. 

Bill Clinton has just shown himself to 
be a true believer in snatching from 
parents the local control of their 
children's education. He threatens to veto 
Federal support of state education unless 
"voluntary" testing using 
standardized tests created by the Great 
rookie-Cutter in Washington - is 

oscd on the states. 
.Jut the danger of undue reliance on 
ting is laid out in the Times series by 

Douglas Frantz and Jon Nordhcimer. In 
exposing the ease with which hundreds 
of cheating teachers in Louisiana made a 
mockery of exams produced by the 
Educational Testing Service, the 
reporters dashed a bucketful of reality 
into the faces of the crusaders doing their 
leveling best to march from school 
uniforms to scholastic uniformity. 

Perhaps that's why some Cajun 
test-beaters wrote that "The Louisiana 
English Language Arts Standards draft 
document is the work of a team of 
primarily teachers from throughout the 
state," a sentence prompting The New 
Orleans Times-Picayune "to wonder what 
a 'primarily teacher' docs." 

The debate today is not about tcsqng, 
a necessary teaching tool. A 

well-constructed test reinforces what 
you've learned and exposes what you 
have failed to learn. And a snap _quiz is a 
real waker-upper to somnolent students. 

Though not much of a student in class 
at the Bronx High School of Science, I 
used to ace the tests. That's because I 
figured out how to "play" multiple-choice 
exams, and on essay questions I learned 
to dance around the subject when I didn't 
know the answer, and only later found 
out that the teacher wanted to reward 
creative writing. 

So I'm not knocking tests. (Do not use 
so to mean "therefore," Miss Ruth 
Goldstein instructed, unless you arc 
affecting the . breeziness of informal 
speech.) Rather, I'm resisting national 
standards - regimented ways of 
thinking and· computing, · directed 
downward from the top - in a nation 
that should celebrate diversity and 
individuality. 

This reflects a classic ~isagrccmcnt 
between our founders. Alexander 
Hamilton believed in concentrating 
power to forge a nation; Thomas 
Jefferson countered with state and local 
rights to protect the individual. Today, in 
education as in health care, William 
Jefferson Clinton is on Hamilton's side of 
nationalization and elite establishment 
coritrol. 

Those groupthinkcrs say: Never mind 
who writes the laws of a nation, or even 
. its popular songs; let us write its tests. 
Everybody is for "higher standards" in 
education. The question is: Who sets the 
standards and writes the tests? 

The American tradition has been to 
entrust such decisions to local school 
boards, run (not always well, but usuaJly 
democratically) by involved parents and 
teachers in that community, with. review 
by state authorities, and with the Feds 
intervening only when states fail to 
protect a student's constitutional rights. 

That's a great tradition. It permits 
experiments in early child development, 
such as those undenaken now in Texas, 
to be emulated elsewhere if and when 
they work. It prevents horrendous 
mistakes nationwide, such as adoption of 
a brainwashed history curriculum that 
some multikulturkampfers wanted to 
inflict. 

Maybe "fuzzy math"-is a terrific idea, 
and a future generation will rely on 
calculators to . balance its checkbooks. 
But before we abandon arithmetic, let's 
sec how total reliance on an electronic · 
crutch adds up in some locality - and if 
its users can compete later. 

We're only talking about math and 
English, say the national standardbearcrs, 
and shucks, it's only voluntary. Don't 
believe that; if the no5c of that camel gets 
under the tent, the hump of a national 
curriculwm, slavish teaching to 
homogenizing tests, and a black market 
in answers would surely follow. 

Despite the last-ditch efforts of the 
Clinton-Hamiltonians, the moving force 
in America today is centrifugal. (That 
means "away from the center." Its 
meaning was indelibly impressed on my 
mind because I got it wrong on a physics 
test.) • 
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Would-Be National Testers Disparage English and 
Computation 
By Robert Holland 
Washington. 

Pundits who argue that federally 
directed national testing would be a good 
thing - a way to show parents how their 
children arc stacking up academically -
should do a little homework. They ought 
to look at what the majority members of 
the Clintons' National Testing Panel 
actually want to assess. 

Here's a clue as to their ideology: The 
idea of the fourth-grade reading test 
being in English for all is not something 
they can bring their bleeding hearts to 
endorse. Bilingualism, si! 
Multilingualism might be more like it 
Ebonics to be sensitive to iruicr-city 
test-takers? By their reasoning, why not? 

Another hint: Meeting last week even. 
as Congress was considering cutting off 
money for the Clintons' national-testing 
power grab, the panel voted to 
recommend that students use calculators 
in taking the eighth-grade mathematics 
test, and spumed suggestions that the 
tests stress acquisition of basic, 
computational skills. 

Breaking a tic vote in favor of 
calculators (a useful tool but sometimes 
a crutch for those who haven't learned to 
do the calculations on their own) was the 
panel chairman, Wilmer Cody, 
Kentucky's commissioner of education. 

THE CLINTONITES' tapping of 
Cody is in itself a dead giveaway to the 
agenda behind national testing. Kentucky 
has been the model state for the 
Clintonitcs' attempted trashing of 
objective testing in · favor of 
"performance-based assessment" That 
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English class on the premise that 
"research says" such permissiveness is 
the best practice. To the contrary, 
counters Ms. Stotsky, "there is no 
respectable body of research supporting 
such practices; the research actuaJly 
shows that students learn English best by 
attempting to speak, read, and write it as 
much as possible .... " 

kind of yardstick supposedly measures 
students' "thinking skills" as opposed to 
the core knowledge that is necessary for 
any so-called "critical thinking" to be 
more than uninformed opinion. 

National testing experts lambasted the 
Kentucky Instructional Results 
Information System (KIRIS) two years 
ago as an invalid gauge of student 
achievement. Finally, last June, the 
wheels came off completely when Cody 
had to terminate the contract with the 
creator of KIRIS because of gross errors 
in rating the achievement of the state's 
pupils. . 

Millions wasted on specious faddism 
in Kentucky -yet the Clintonitcs tapped 
Cody to head the National Testing Panel? 

PERHAPS BLOWING mcga-buclcs 
on dumbed-down schooling is a 
Clintonitc qualification for being in 
charge of testing the natjon's pupils. 
After all, l 0 years after the 
Outcome-Based Education "reforms" 
Hillary and Bill Clinton effected in 
Arkansas, pupil achievement on 
standardized tests of reading and other 
basic subjects there has skidded as much 
as 20 percent. Which, of course, entitles 
Bill Clinton to anoint himself the 
national school superintendent. 

Here's how English came to offend the 
Clintons' National Testing Panel: 

The panel's reading committee wanted 
to insert "English" into the name of the 
fourth-grade!' test to malcc the statement 
that "competence in reading in English is 
crucial. . . without regard to what a 

The Clintons' national tests would 
feed . the cducationist trends 'that 
contnbute to the dumbing down and 
cul~ baJkani7.ation of U.S. education. 
Having attempted to impose tests b . yan 
executive memorandum to his own 
Sccrctary of Education, President Clinton 
now irrogantly threatens to veto an entire 
education/labor/health appropriations bill 

child's first language is." Well, that 
requested nod to common sense 
infuriated the Big-Ed panjandrums who 
dominate the Clintonitc panel, according 
an Education Weck account. 

Sharon Lewis of the Council of the 
Great City Schools complained that the 
proposal might hann negotiations with 
the U.S. Department of Education to give 
the reading test in languages (yes, plural) 
other than English. 

Moreover, Arnold Fcge of the 
National PT A stated that the PT A simply 
could not accept an English~nly national 
reading test - that this issue was among 
"the bottom-line deal-breakers for us." 
Well, that should be a bottom-line 
deal-breaker for parents who have their 
dues money extorted by the National 
PT A only to sec it act as a puppet of the · 
National Education Association's 
left-wing leadership. Parents and teachers 
who value education ought to abandon 
both the NEA and the National PT A. 

This, aversion to English is 
unfortunately common in education 
pedagogy today, according to one of the 
top experts in school standards-setting, 
Sandra Stotsky, an education researcher 
at both the Harvard Graduate School 'of 
Education and Boston University. 

IN A RECENIL Y published analysis 
of 28 ~· English stand&rds (she 
deemed Virginia's and Massachusetts' 
among the best), Ms. Stotsky said 
pedagogues--: arc urging classroom 
teachers to allow non-English-speaking 
students to speak their home language in 

if it c~ntains a. H"oliSc-passcd ban (the 
~oodh~g Amendment) on funding for 
his testing scheme. 
. If Clinton wins with a veto, it will be 

time for American parents to exercise 
on.c of their own. They can veto the 
Clinton tests by simply refusing to all 
their children to take them.• ow 
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BY WHOSE STANDARD DO WE TEST TRUE 
MERIT? 
By Clarence Page 
WASHINGTON 

T csts, tests, tests. 
Americans love tests, except when 

they don't 

They don't love them as much as they 
used to in California 

The University of California's Latino 
Eligibility Task Force has found that 
Hispanic eligibility would go up 
dramatically if caking the SAT was made 
voluntary, as it was before 1968. The 
task force has rcconuncnded that the state 
reduce its emphasis oo test scores and 
concentrate on ' other factors -like 
grades, class standing, extracurricular 
activities and overcoming hardships. 

Texans don't love tests as much as 
they used to, either. Texas Gov. George 
W. Bush has signed a law that effectively 
does what California's task force is 
rcconuncnding. The law requires that the 
top 10 percent ofall Texas high school 
uaduates be admitted to the state 

• 

·versity of their choice, regardlcsS of 
r scores or other factors. 

1 am certain that all of those folks 
have their hearts in the right place. But, 
before they jump on the ~dardizcd test 
bandwagon, they should ask thc~lvcs 
whether this is the best way to do IL 

Many people say "y~" to . tests 
because it sounds like the ng~t thm~ to 

- say. We arc a test-obsessed nat1othn. Smee 
standardized tests appeared on c scene 
during World War II, A_mcri~ans have 
gotten into the habit of imbumg SA Ts 
with more than they really tell us. We 
have come to think of SA Ts as accurate 
measures of "intelligence," even th~ugh 
the test-makers at the Educational 
Testing Service cautio,n us that they arc 

not. d' 
"icy arc supposed to help pre let 
good of a chance the test-taker ~as 

mturc academic success. yet, studies 
repeatedly show SATs to be more 
effective at predicting the pcrf onnancc of 
white males and some Asian groups than; 

Nationally, the American Bar 
Association has launched a pilot project 
that calls for participating law schools to 
de-emphasize LSA T scores in 
admissions. Other schools, like 
Massachusetts School of Law, already 
have made LSA T scores optional. 

Nationwide, almost 300 of the nation's 
1,600 four-year colleges and universities 
have decided to not require SAT or ACT 
scores when making admissions 
decisions for all of their applications, 
according to the National Center for Fair 
and Open Testing, a Cambridge, 
Mass.-based organization that opposes 
standardized tests. 

"We support educational excellence, 
but, filling test bubbles on Saturday 
morning is not excellence," Bob 
Schaeffer, a center official, says. "Doing 

· well in school, being able to write and 
solve problems, that's excellence. That's 
a far richer and more meaningful 
mcasll!'C of excellence than tilling in 

anyone else. . . 
That's appropriate, smcc white males 

made up the vast majority. of those the 
tests was designed in its early days to 
test. The ETS was created in 1947 in ~c 
midst ofa post-war crush of mostly white 
and male college applicants, aided b.y the 
GI Bill. 

Unfortunately, today the SAT and 
ACT arc more likely to undcrprcdict the 
future performance of bl~cks and 
Hispanics, shunting many aside before 
they've had a chance to prove themselves 
in the classrooms of select institutions. 

The main thing standardized tests tell 
you is how well the individual has been 

arcd to take the standardized test. prep . 
Just ask the many reputable companies 
who advertise classes to help you boost 
your college admission scores by IO 
pcfccnt or more. 

Almost all of these classes arc offered 
in nice neighborhoods, convenient to the 

bubbles on Saturday morning." 
Yet, over at the White House, they're 

not quite sure if they like tests or not 
On the-one hand, the Department or 

Education is investigating whether the 
University of California's standardized . 
test requirements violate federal. 
educational opportunity laws. At the 
same time, President Clinton is calling 
for national standardized tests for grade 
school students, despite opposition from 
both sides of Congress, for different 
reasons. 

The CqngrcssiooaLBlaclc Caucus and 
the Congressional Hispanic Caucus have 
opposed national tests as culturally 
biased. Congressional conservatives have 
opposed national tests as an unnecessary 
federal intrusion into local schools. 

Y ct, Bill Clinton wannly supports it. 
Why? Because the polls tell him that an 
overwhelming majority -more than 70 
percent -of Americans support national 
tests. 
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families who can atf ord them the mo~ 
and need them the least Few arc found m 
the ghetto or the barrio. FUMy how those 
who protest the loudest ~ut g~c 
inflation "dumbing down Amen~ 
education seldom seem to complam 
about the test score inflation caused by 
such "prep classes." 

Ironically, standardized tests. w~re 
created, in part, to provide obJ~llvc 
criteria that could overcome the biases 
that put "ceilings" or "q~~" on the 
opportunities of. Jews • and other 
minorities. 

Today some new barriers to upward 
mobility have appeared. Some, like ~ 
prep classes, have been created m 
response to the test itself. That poses. a 
new test for a young nation that still 
believes in equal opportunity. . 

It is a test that won't be answered m 
little bubbles on a sheet of paper.• 
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Education: Anybody in Charge? 

By David S. Broder 
It hurts to say this, but President Clinton and Education Secretary Dick Riley are making a hash of their effort 

to improve schools. They're not alone in this; a number of Republicans have added to the mess by their policy 
interventions. But somebody needs to take hold of this. Right now, it looks as if no one is in charge. 

Riley is one of the most honorable public officials I have ever covered. It is clear that he and Clinton are 
motivated by the same passion for public education they displayed as school-reform governors of South Carolina and 
Arkansas. Still, the strategies they have followed have been so muddled that they may be harming the cause. 

In the first tenn, their main initiative was "Goals 2000," a direct descendant of the program both of them bad 
promoted, along with other governors of both parties, in the 1980s. 

The idea was pretty simple: Put a pot of federal money out there to help states devise their own programs for 
lifting the performance standards of their schools. The goals were noncontroversial, and all that the feds required was 
some sort of comprehensive state plan for reaching them. 

The legislation was passed by a Democratic Congress, but with the arrival of the Republican majorities in 1994, 
a critical barrage was fired by freshman conservatives who really wanted to abolish the Department of Education but 
would settle for crippling its programs. 

In the last Congress, they rewrote the Goals 2000 legislation in a way that destroyed its policy rationale. No 
longer were integrated state plans required; no longer was there a nongovernmental peer review of the plans. Instead, 
states were allowed - indeed encouraged - to use the money for piecemeal projects like buying classroom computers. 

Clinton and Riley accepted these changes, and when I wrote, at the time, that the program had been gutted as 
a serious reform effort, Education Department officials responded that all was well. 

They were wrong. While Goals 2000 still exists on paper, it has become a piggy bank that Congress breaks 
open to pay for programs that have no connection with education reform. The House Appropriations Committee cut it 
from $491 million in the current year to $475 million, far below the $620 million Clinton and Riley requested for 1998. 
Then floor amendments snatched another $90 million for vocational education courses and programs for the 
developmentally disabled. With no real policy rationale, Goals2000 is easy pickings. 

Meanwhile, Clinton came up with a new idea this year: national standards and national tests. This one, too, has 
been a nonstarter. The rhetoric was always much bigger than the proposal. He talked about the need to measure every 
child and every school by unifonn, world-class standards. But be proposed only that the feds pay for developing a pair 
of tests - for fourth-grade English and eighth-grade math - and administering them once. Contradicting the logic of 
his own proposal, be said any child, school, district or state that didn't want to be graded would be excused. 

The reception bas been chilly. Riley needlessly antagonized Congress by ordering work to begin on the tests 
without legislative authorization. After some stroking, the Senate said okay. But only seven states and 15 cities have 
indicated an interest in participating. And the House, heeding governors who said they bad enough tests of their own, 
thank you, buried the proposal on a 295-125 vote. 

Meanwhile, Clinton and Riley have tossed other reform balls into the air. They have a pot of money to spur 
creation of more charter schools - public schools organized and run by folks with innovative ideas. There is a separate 
and larger pot of money to expand on the work of the New American Schools Development Corp., a 
big-business-backed effort to develop and test new models of education. The House went along with that after writing 
in guidelines to calm the nerves of Republicans such as Rep. DavidMclntosh of Indiana, who complained that one of 
the academics involved had the temerity to agree with You Know Who that "it takes a village to raise a child." 

In the midst of this mishmash of underfunded initiatives, two Republican senators who ought to know better, 
Slade Gorton of Washington and Pete Domenici of New Mexico, unhelpfully suggested that all federal aid to education 
programs, old and new, be junked and the money sent out to local communities for whatever they care to do. To 
everyone's surprise, the Senate approved this by a one-vote margin, after as much consideration as you'd give to 
choosing dessert from a menu. 



lbat's what happens when the two officials who are supposed to be leading this debate make a muddle of it.• 
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Unnecessary tests 
President Clinton was undoubtedly well intentioned when he started pushing the idea of establishing a national testing program 

for youngsters in elementary school. But the proposal has stirred resistance from many members of Congress, both conservative 
Republicans and liberal Democrats, and produced no consensus among the nation's governors. The resulting battle may well end 
up endangering other, far more important education initiatives. 

The proposed system of national tests is not worth such a high price. Mr. Clinton should give up the idea, at least for now; 
perhaps he can come back to it when - or if - he develops more convincing arguments and gamers more widespread support. 

The President wants to design and administer a new reading test for fourth-graders and a new math test for eighth-graders. 
But why spend tens of millions of dollars to come up with new tests? After all, there are several tests - e.g., the Iowa Test of Basic 
Skills and the Stanford Achievement Test - that are already "on the shelf' and have been widely used for many years. 

The new tests would undoubtedly be different in some ways, but there is little evidence that they would be significantly 
more useful than those now available. And there is a good likelihood that they will have their own problems - if only because, 
being new, they will be plagued by substantive and procedural glitches, and will generate arguments about their validity, fairness 
and similar contentious matters. 

In any case, the tests would not be truly national anyway. Individual states, which have the constitutional authority to run 
their school systems without the help - or the interference, if you will - of the federal government, would be free to use or ignore 
the new tests. As of now, only a handful of states have signed on to the concept, and it seems clear that some have no intention of 
ever doing so. In other words, anybody who believes that the tests will provide a nationally comprehensive measure of student 
performance is engaging in wishful thinking. Indeed, the trends revealed by the extensive sampling of students covered by the 
longstanding National Assessment of Educational Progress are likely to be at least as meaningful as those provided by Mr. Clinton's 
proposed testing program. 

It's no coincidence that Mr. Clinton is pressing so hard for a new system of national tests just at the time that many states 
(e.g., Massachusetts) have already devised - and others (e.g., Rhode Island) are in the process of devising - their own new tests. 
The idea of testing students is in the air, and Mr. Clinton is a master at sensing which way the wind is blowing and steering his 
course accordingly. 

There's nothing necessarily wrong with that. But in this particular case, it's far from clear that we need to add another layer 
of testing on top of those already there and those now being put in place by the states. Many in the field of education - teachers, 
administrators and researchers - have long complained about the excessive time, energy and money spent on testing our students. 
Perhaps if more attention were paid to teaching them, there would be less anxiety about what they are learning (or more ominously, 
not learning) and thus less compulsiveness about testing them.• 
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Who Needs More Education Tests? 
President Bill Clinton's proposal for national educational testing is not a Big Brother takeover, as some conseratives claim. 

Nor is it a plot to stigmatize minority students, as some liberals claim. But just because these critics are wrong doesn't make Mr. 
Clinton right. 

The president hasn't made the case for his proposed 90-minute national tests of 4th graders' reading skills and 8th graders' 
math skills. 

Most children - and any parent who remembers a No. 2 pencil - will tell you that one of the biggest educational challenges 
is to figure out the alphabet soup of today's standardized tests - PSA T's SA T's, ACT's, AP's, BEST tests, MMA T's. 

Who needs more standardized tests? Educational quality isn't proportional to the number of standardized tests. Nor do 
today's schools lack the testing data they need to design a good curriculum. They've got data coming out of their ears. 

The failings of today's schools are complex. We're educating a more diverse group of students. Many live in single-parent 
homes. And kids watch too much TV. 

New national tests have as much potential for hurting education as helping. Schools will teach to the test, shortchanging 
those topics not tested. Skills required for easy-to-grade multiple-choice tests will get more emphasis than the complex thinking 
needed for hard-to-grade essay tests. Moreover, fixation with the test undermines a key ingredient of a good education - the spark 
of creativity between teacher and student. 

The federal government does have an important role in education. But a school system is an expression of a community's 
energy and interests. Local control is important. 

The issue of minority test scores is troublesome. Standardized tests may have cultural biases and may reinforce negative 
stereotypes. This is why some minority members of Congress voted against the Clinton tests and why some Missouri legislators 
object to reporting test scores by race. Still, the racial breakdowns on current standardized tests provide useful information. Without 
it, we wouldn't know that minorities have made steady progress on standardized tests over three decades. 

Sure, we'd all like our schools to do better and our kids to be smarter. But more standardized tests won't get us there.• 
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Height Of Hypocrisy; Clinton's school exams would test 
the wrong students for the wrong reasons. 
By Robert J. Samuelson 

You should grasp that Washington's latest school debate - over whether to have national exams for fourth-graders in reading 
and eighth-graders in math- is a sham. If the exams are approved, they won't much change how students or schools do. If they're 
rejected (Congress is now considering the issue), they .will trigger a false debate over who favors "tough" standards. President Clinton 
supports the exams and condemns "social promotion": moving up students who haven't mastered essential skills. But Clinton is a 
shrewd hypocrite on education. He actually encourages social promotion where it's most rampant: between high school and college. 
So do most of his opponents on the testing issue. 

Clinton's educational policy consists of two contradictory elements. The most prominent is a boundless enthusiasm to send more 
Americans to college with more federal money - without (and this is crucial) insisting that the recipients show they can do 
college-level work. Clinton aims to improve "access," which is a code word for the absence of genuine standards. At the same time, 
he and Education Secretary Richard Riley loudly advocate more exacting standards in elementary and high school. "If I could sum 
up everything I've learned about education in three words," Riley recently said, "they would be 'high standards work.' ... Schools 
and students rise to the expectations we set for them." 

If Clinton and Riley practiced what they preach, they'd set a "high standard" for students to qualify for federal college grants and 
loans. Longtime readers of this column (all three of you) will recall that I've made this suggestion before. No one of prominence in 
either party advocates such standards. Republican education secretaries William Bennett and Lamar Alexander didn't. "High 
standard" goes beyond a high school diploma, whose value varies. Nor does it mean transcripts; these are marred by grade inflation. 
What I mean is a test of basic college competencies - in reading, writing and math, at least. Students who flunked wouldn't get 
federal aid: 

Let's be clear about the legitimacy of a federal standard. In fiscal 1997 the federal government will provide an estimated $43 
billion in college aid to 7.6 million students through grants and federally subsidized or guaranteed loans. Students receiving aid ought 
to earn the privilege by showing educational capability. This does not impinge upon state or local power; nor does it impose a 
national standard for college. It does say that people who receive federal aid also assume obligations. This is thesort of sensible 
personal accountability embodied in welfare reform. 

By contrast, Clinton's tests wouldn't tell us much we don't know - and, therefore, wouldn't spur much change. We know, for 
example, how most states compare with each other from the National Assessment of Educational Progress, which tests a national 
sample of students. These tests show that in 1994 only 28 percent of fourth-graders read at a "proficient" level. States ranged from 
15 percent in Louisiana and 18 percent in Mississippi and California to 38 percent in Connecticut and North Dakota. Similarly, about 
41 percent of fourth-graders read below a "basic" level, with Louisiana (60 percent) the worst and North Dakota (27 percent) the best. 
("Basic" denotes "partial mastery" of skills; "proficient" signifies "solid academic performance."} 

School districts within most states also can compare themselves with each other. Already, about 47 states conduct their own 
assessments, reports the Council of Chief State School Officers. Everyone knows that schools and students in most central cities aren't 
doing well. All that Clinton's tests might do is allow individual students and schools to compare themselves across states and against 
a national standard. (Many state tests can't now be compared with each other.) Even this advantage would be small. To mute 
opposition, Clinton has made the tests voluntary. So far, only seven states and 15 major school districts have signed up. 

For this puny benefit, Clinton has still stirred a firestorm. His tests are criticized, says the New York Times, "by minorities who 
think they will further stigmatize the poor; by conservatives who think they favor liberal pedagogy, and by ethnic groups who say 
they should be given in languages other than English.'' This was predictable. In a diverse country- with a tradition of local school 
control - national tests and standards were.bound to inflame. Before intruding on local schools, the federalgovemment should set 
standards for its own programs. 

It almost certainly won't. The Higher Education Act (which authorizes student loans and grants) is up for.congressional renewal, 
but Clinton won't propose a competency test. "The outcry would be unbelievable," says Marshall Smith, acting deputy secretary of 
education. Colleges would scream because enrollments might shrink. Middle-class families would complain because their college 
"entitlement" would be impaired. Black and Hispanic groups would protest that minority students would be hurt most. "Thesestudent 
moneys," says Smith, "have been designed to provide access and not to have a test as a hurdle.'' 

The result is massive social promotion. Six of 10 high school graduates go to college of some type. Roughly half of those 
eventually drop out. Remedial courses are widespread. In 1995, says the Department of Education, 78 percent of all two- and 
four-year colleges offered remedial courses. About 29 percent of freshmen took at least one in reading, writing or math. 

All the political problems of national tests for fourth-graders would afflict a test for federal college aid. How tough should it be? 
Which subjects should it cover? But even if the test were "dumbed down" - say, to a 10th-grade level for four-year colleges and 
a ninth-grade level for two-year schools - it would improve the status quo. It would compel more students to work harder, foster 



• 

a climate of learning in classrooms and create popular pressures for school systems to do better. It would assertthe principle that 
federal benefits are a privilege, not a mere handout. The fact that the president and much of Congress disdain this approach - and 
don't even discuss it - is a measure of our national hypocrisy.• 
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National Tests: A Yardstick to Learn By 
By William J. Bennett and Chester E. Finn Jr. 

The debate about voluntary national testing for fourth-grade reading and eighth-grade math has until now been dominated 
by two views. 

One view has been voiced by some conservatives and Republicans, notably Rep. Bill Goodling, chairman of the House 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. They oppose national testing under any condition. 

The other view is that of the Clinton administration, which has its own national testing scheme. 
We consider both options insufficient and have a third alternative that would make fundamental changes in the Clinton 

plan to rescue a good idea. These changes, somewhat modified in negotiations with the White House, were introduced in the Senate 
by Sen. Dan Coats and passed 88 to 12 last week. The House, meanwhile, is expected to turn thumbs down on national testing. 

Conservative critics argue that a new national test would provide no new or useful information, would lead to a national 
curriculum, would reduce local and parental authority and would fail to generate higher academic performance. 

We too have deep concerns specific to the Clinton proposal. However, we believe many arguments made by conservative 
anti-testers are substantively misguided and politically unwise. To those who make a philosophical argument against the very idea 
of national tests, we would point out that almost every serious education expert- Democrat or Republican, liberal or conservative 
- will testify to the value of today's federally funded National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) tests. They hold NAEP 
in high regard because it provides important information, its content is sound and it has rigorous standards built in - in large part 
because the NAEP is governed by an independent board. 

By law, however, the NAEP cannot be used by districts or schools to report the progress of individual students. In other 
words, it can tell you how one state is doing relative to another state, but not how well one district or school is doing relative to 
another. We advocate extending voluntary NAEP-based tests to school districts, schools and students. Absent that, we will continue 
with a system that does not allow for standards-based tests of core academic skills that can be used at any level, by any "consumer" 
(governor, parent, local school board or charter school principal) to yield clear information about comparable achievement. 

For example, today's "standardized" tests do not actually contain any standards. They merely provide a statistical average: 
where you are within the group. Testing "at or above grade level" merely indicates how a student is performing relative to other 
students, not how much the student knows. And performing "at or above grade level" is not encouraging ifthe grade-level bar is set 
low - which is now the case. 

As for the argument that voluntary national tests would reduce local and parental authority: If they are done right, the 
opposite will occur. The tests will empower parents by providing them with information critical to the success of reforms such as 
charter schools and school choice. And keep in mind: these tests would be voluntary. We are a nation at risk - and our flawed testing 
regime is one reason why. A good voluntary national test would be an important step forward. A bad testing program, onthe other 
hand, would be a giant step backward, which brings us to the Clinton proposal. 

In a brazen power grab, the administration has attempted to promote its version of a voluntary national test without seeking 
authorization from Congress. The Clinton plan would hand the test-development process to the very kinds of organizations and 
groups that have helped ruin modern American education. It would dumb down the test standards and reflect the "trendiest" - read: 
"worst" - ideas in education, things such as "whole language" reading and "constructivist" math. The result would be tests that 
wouldn't indicate whether students could read or do math. The Clinton plan would remove responsibility for national testing from 
the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) - a well-respected, independent, nonpartisan body created to set policy for 
NAEP - and give de facto control to the Department of Education. 

The Clinton plan would politicize and subvert the whole idea of national testing and has flaws so misguided as to be 
dangerous. This explains why only six states have signed up for it - and the governor of one of those states, Michigan's John Engler, 
says he will jump off this train unless fundamental changes are made. 

If faced with a choice between no test (the Goodling position) and the Clinton test, we would endorse no tests. Fortunately, 
however, the common-sense Coats proposal makes key changes to the Clinton plan, which include: 

Giving the National Assessment Governing Board control over all policy aspects of the national tests. 
Giving the NAGB authority to review and change the national test specifications, development contracts and advisory 

committees already launched by the Education Department. Otherwise, bad decisions and contracts already made would stay in place. 
Charging the NAGB with ensuring that the content and standards of national tests be the same as those of the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress. Otherwise the public would not know whether the test results meant the same thing as NAEP 
results. 

Making key changes in the composition of the NAGB so that it has greater bipartisanship and independence. At present, 
just two of its 25 members need to be from the party out of power, and given the huge responsibility of national testing and the need 
for bipartisan consensus, this imbalance is wrong. 

W c prefer no test to a bad test. But most of all, we prefer a good test - one with integrity, high standards, solid content 
and procedural safeguards to insulate it from politics and partisanship. That is what the Coats amendment would provide and why 



we hope that is the legislation that will emerge from the Senate-House conference committee. It is legislation that reform-minded 
legislators of both political parties should embrace wid one which the president should sign. 

The writers are, respectively, a former secretary of education in the Reagan administration, and a John M. Olin fellow at 
the Hudson Institution, a nonprofit research organization.• 
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Scold War 

Yelling 
At the Little · 
·Red Menace 

By PETER APPLEBOME 

T
esting fourth graders In reading and eighth 
graders In math, ho.wever important, doesn't 
sound like that Incendiary an idea. But the 
rancorous debate over President Clinton's pro­

posed national test, which was alternately depleted as 
part of a Federal takeover of education, a pathway 
toward a dumbed-Oown curriculum and a sure way to 
stigmatize and penalize ethnic minorities and the poor, 
was a vivid reminder of just how impossibly politicized 
the national educational debate has become. 

More than a decade after the landmark "Nation at 
Risk" report warned that America's lagging schools 
represented an "act of unthinking unilateral educational 
disarmament," lt ls worth asking how the Little Red 
Schoolhouse came to replace the Evil Empire as the 
biggest threat to the nation's security, and whether 
there ls any way to slow the rhetorical arms race. 

The short answer to the first question, coming at a 
time when Mr. Clinton appears In schools so often that 
he seems to be running for P.T.A. president, is that the 
nationalization of educational politics, the Increasingly 
clear link between education levels and economic well­
being and a shortage of competing perils have made 
schooling ground zero for many of the nation's most 
charged cultural and political Issues. If there's a short 
answer for the second, no one has come up with It yet. 

At the least, however, the escalating school wars 

School politics is moving to 
Washington, so education is 
now a battlefield strewn with 
casualties of cultural conflict. 

over issues ranging from curriculum to teacher stand­
ards to school prayer are evidence of a fundamental 
tension certain to persist as efforts to improve national 
educational performance ·butt up against the fierce 
localism and sense of Independence that have always 
characterized American education. 

"Schooling ls much more like religion than lt ls like 
economic policy or public policy," said Stephen Arons, a 
professor of legal studies at the University of Massachu­
setts and the author of "Short Route to Chaos: Con­
science, Community ·and the Re-Constitution of Ameri­
can Schooling" (University of Massachusetts Press, 
1997). "When you treat schooling as lf It were a question 
strictly of public policy you wind up with the same kinds 
of problems you would have If ypu tried to create a state 
or national religion. This has been an issue since the 
1840's, but for various reasons it's an lssue now like 
never before." 

The Senate last week approved Mr. Clinton's pro­
posal for the first national test of Individual student 
achievement after an amendment took control from the 
Education Department and gave lt to an Independent, 
bipartisan board. But the House, where opposition has 
been focused thus far, seems likely to approve a pro­
posal next week that would bar Federal funds for the 
test, which ls bitterly opposed by Bill Goodling, Republi­
can of Pennsylvania, chairman of the House Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

As Mr. Arons notes, educational politics did not 
begin with the current culture wars. Horace Mann and 
the other crusaders for mass public education ln the 
1840's said the nation's future depended on better 
schools that would Instill both learning and moral S/al­
ues. Numerous education reform eras were to follow, 
some of which, like the Sputnik scare of the late 1950's, 
made education an issue of national security. 

Still, the current moment ls extraordinary, educa­
tion experts say. While education ls always a potentially 
volatile subject, the public animus toward schools and 
educators that ls now ' taken almost for granted ls 
relatively new. When the Gallup Poll asked for criti­
cisms of. the schools In 1946, 40 percent of respondents 
could not come up with anything to complain about. 

Many things have changed since then. 
The Increasing education presence In WashlngtOn, 

which has grown enormously through the Clinton Ad­
ministration's Goals 2000 program to determine nation­
al standards, has brought armies of Congressional • 
staffs, public relations experts and advocates of all 
stripes campaigning for maximum political advantage. 
On that national grid at least four major forces -
businesses clamoring for national standards, the Institu­
tionalized web of education organizations that conserva­
tives call "the Blob," religious conservatives and advo-

Continu~d on Page 5 
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President Clinton talked Monday about national testing to. ele~entary school students in Gambrins, Md . . 

Contfrwed F<om Page I "We don't have the enemy outside, but we do have I 
all this anxiety, all this anger within about who we are, ~: 

cates for minorities and the poor - find themselves what's our history, what are our values," said Mike ~ 
pitted against each other in shifting alliances. Rose, an education professor at the University of Call- ., 

With peace and prosperity and no looming foreign fomla at Los Angeles. "So, bingo, where do they play out ~ 
enemy, education is an inviting area for politicians but in the schoolroom?" Educational Issues have been 1 

looking· for a legacy and a lightning rod for stray transformed from diffuse, fractured, largely manage- .I 
political energies crackling across the landscape. When able ones that play out In local dtStrlcts and individual • 
that 1946 Gallup Poll was taken, for example, a national schools to large, poli~cal, often symbolic ones. !· 
test, If anyone thought to give one, would have been Mr. Arons, who sees himself as a libertarian, says t 

Still unresolved is another 
debate over the gap in 
spending on the wealthiest 
and the poorest schools. 

given only In English. Many people now say that to do so 
would penalize students who read well but whose first 
language Is not English. Ma,ny others say national tests 
In any language other than English would be an outrage. 

·~ 

the key to bringing down the level of discord ls divorcing_ 
1 

schooling as much as possible not just from the national 
1 

government but from local politics as well. 
But the schisms may be so broad that that won't 

help much. Conservatives like Lynne Cheney, a senior 
fellow at the American Enterprise Institute and a critic 
of curriculum changes toward what some call "whole 
math" or "fuzzy math," say it's the content more than 
the theory of schooling that's at Issue. "I don't think 
schools 30 years ago were doing anything sn faddish and 
dismaying as what they're doing now," she said. 

Still, as contentious as the debates are, many liberal 
critics say the most Important Issue In education - the , 
huge gap In resources available to the wealthiest schools 
and the poorest ones - ls not being discussed at all. That 
suggests that as contentious as ·the school wars are, 
there ls plenty of room left for them to get worse. 



1. Chicago Sun-Times 
September 15, 1997 

Skip tests; send cash 
President Clinton is right: The federal government has a role to play in public education. But that role should not have 

anything to do with setting national standards or writing national tests, voluntary or otherwise. 
Instead of becoming the umpteenth group to weigh in on just what kids ought to be learning, the feds ought to be using 

their vast resources to make it easier for kids to learn. Rather than committing federal dollars to develop an unneeded, unwanted and 
unenforceable national standards test, Clinton ought to be sending that money directly to schools. Cash in hand, the schools should 
apply the federal grants directly to their capital needs: repairing leaky roofs, replastering crumbling walls, replacing broken windows. 

Local school boards, under the auspices of state boards of education, are perfectly capable of setting educational standards 
for their children. Most are far less able to come up with the millions of dollars needed to rebuild their dilapidated schools. The sad 
reality is, it does not matter what students are expected to team if they spend their classroom time dodging falling plaster or they 
cannot take notes because a broken furnace requires they wear gloves in class. 

Ifwe want children to learn, we have to give them all of the tools they need to do that. A solid roof over their heads would 
be a good place to start.• 



1. USA Today 
September 15, 1997 

OPPOSING VIEW: Teach More, Note Less: Using more 
federal money for additional new national tests is just waste. 
By Bill Goodling 

Let's help our children learn -- not test them again. As parents and educators know, our students are tested and tested. They 
don't need one more standardized test to tell them what they already know. 

I strongly support high academic standards, but I strongly oppose a new federal test. I spent 22 years as teacher, counselor and 
superintendent. I know we don't need a new federal test developed by Washington bureaucrats. 

Last week President Clinton's plan was salvaged only after the U.S. Senate modified it. This week, the House is poised to block 
funding for it. Here's why: 
• Federal dollars can be better spent helping students learn. House Republicans would rather cut red tape and spend dollars directly 
to the classroom. We also want to bolster basic academics, increase parental involvement and help families save for the high cost 
of education. 
• We already have plenty of federal tests. This year the federal government will spend S.540 million on education tests. These tests 
give us a clear picture of how students are performing. Why waste $90 million of taxpayers' money on a new test? 
•Forty-six states have recently created new standards and tests. The administration doesn't think that's good enough. Clinton's plan 
shows the arrogance of Washington at work. 
•Educators don't support the administration's plan. Since the president announced his plan in February, only seven states and 1.5 
of the nation's 15,000 school districts have signed up. Educators know we have enough tests. Educators are also concerned about 
fairness. 

What happens when a well-funded school district volunteers for the test, but the poor district next door doesn't? The poor district 
will, once again, be held up as deficient. 
• The public opposes federal testing. A new poll shows that 74% of all Americans oppose federal involvement in testing. The 
administration says its surveys show that 80% of the public supports high standards and testing --- but not from Washington. 

Leave testing to state and local authorities --- the people who teach our children. 



1. The Atlanta Journal - The Atlanta Constitution 
09/IJ/97Section: EDITORIAL; Page A; 12 

Saturday Talk, Journal Voices 

National test does nothing positive 
By Dick Williams 

Since the advent of television, conservatives have been on the defensive -even when they win. After all, "Make haste slowly" 
isn't exactly a rallying cry. Better the liberal axiom: "Do something." 

It figures to be a mismatch. After all, conservatives want less government, less intrusion, more individual 
responsibility. But when problems are spotlighted, especially with the speed of today's mass media, the thoughtful pales next to 
the activist. 

President Clinton has become the master of exploiting the divide. Insiders call it the micropresidency: Identify a 
problem and propose a small solution. Force conservatives to object to several dozen such microsolutions, and they look like 
mossback obstructionists. 

In the past year, the president has offered two perfect examples. The first was his desire to spend $5 billion in federal 
taxpayer dollars to repair decaying schools, mostly in cities. 

The problem is easy to spotlight. The video cameras visit decrepit facilities, capture the rats, the falling plaster and the 
innocent children dodging the debris. "Do something" is the understandable response. 

Clinton lost on that one, chiefly because of common sense. Should the harried taxpayers of Cobb and DeKalb counties, 
for instance, bail out incompetent or corrupt school boards in other states? Should New York City be rewarded for failing to 
build new schools in a timely manner? The congressional majority recognized that school finance is the province of the locals 
and their wrangles over property taxes, sales taxes and bond issues. 

Now comes Clinton proposing national testing of students. And why not? After all, we are accustomed to learning that 
our youngsters are 28th or some such number among industrialized nations in this test or that. How can testing hurt? 

It probably wouldn't, unless teachers under pressure taught only the test content demanded of fourth-graders in reading 
and eighth-graders in math. But it would surely increase the power of the federal government and the teachers unions. It could 
lead to a de facto national curriculum. 

But there are two plain and simple reasons to avoid activism on the issue. 
First, the national tests already exist. High school graduates can take the SAT or the ACT. Just about every child in 

Georgia and elsewhere takes the Iowa Test of Basic Skills through ninth grade, and most students in the upper grades take the 
Stanford Achievement Test. The press reports the scores thoroughly. Only the most uncaring parent fails to know where a son or 
daughter stands against the national norms. 

And second, those are private tests, with no political or spending agenda. They make sense. The SAT, administered by 
the private, nonprofit College Board, obviously has the attention of Georgia. The state's poor performance has prompted Johnny 
Isakson, chairman of the state board of education, and state School Superintendent Linda Schrenko to push for an average score 
I 000 in 2001. It is a laudable goal. Parents demand answers when a school slips from year to yell!. 

The cry for national testing is a simplistic way of moving toward a national curriculum contemptuous of state and local 
tradition. It strengthens bureaucrats and diminishes local elected officials. 

In short, it looks like doing something. It's just that it's the wrong thing. 
Dick Williams is an Atlanta writer. His column appears Saturdays and Tuesdays (in the Journal). You can e-mail him at 
thecrier@mindspring.com• 



EDITORIAL 

51. San Antonio Express-News 
09/13/97: Edition: Final; Section: Editorial; Page 048 

U.S. standardized tests unnecessary, unwanted 
The House is all that stands between 

American school children and 
UMcccssary national standardized tests in 
reading and writing. 

President Clinton proposed the tests as 
one of h!s education priorities. and the 
Senate approved the plan by a big margin 
this week. 

On a voluntary basis. founh- graders 
would be tested on reading and 
eighth-graders would take a national 
math !CS!. 

States already conduct standardized 
tests. and critics fear that Clinton's plan 
would bring more federal interference in 
education. which is properly a swc and 
local issue. 

Gov. George W. Bush. a Republican. 
and Democratic legislators in Texas 
voiced opposition to the proposal. 

Bush told the Associated Press that 
Texas has "a very good accountability 
system.· adding that he feared a national 
standard would promote a "mushy 

curriculum.• 
State Rep. Paul Sadler. 0- Henderson. 

said. "We do a very thorough job of 
testing our Texas students." 

Parents who are. paying attention don't 
need a national test to dctcnninc whether 
their children have mastered the basics of 
reading and math. 

An amendment to block any spending 
on the national tests is scheduled to reach 
the House tloor on Tuesday. The House 
should approve the amendment.• 



• 

1. The New York Times 
09/15/97; Edition: Late Edition - Final; Section: Section A; Editorial Desk; Page 22, Column I 

Evaluating Pupil Per/ ormance 
President Clinton's proposal for a national test that would offer detailed comparisons among individual students, schools 

and states has run into heavy weather. The Senate has approved the idea and even strengthened it. But House Republicans argue that 
a new test is unnecessary and that a national test in any event would constitute a Government takeover of the schools. On the 
Democratic side, some black and Latino members warn that a national test would stigmatize minority children, who generally attend 
worse schools. 

The Clinton Administration has done a miserable job at calming fears and building consensus. Even so, the objections 
raised by those who oppose the plan are minor compared with the benefits of a test that would allow parents to choose wisely among 
schools - and to know exactly where their children stand with respect to state, national and even world standards. 

States now employ a patchwork of different tests, making comparisons among states and regions almost impossible. In addition, 
test scores arc often reported in a manner that seems deliberately obscure, as though to prevent parents from finding out how well 
or poorly their schools are doing. The national tests administered by the National Assessment of Educational Progress arc sound but 
are given only to representative samplings of students. They can be used to rank states but give no infonnation on individual students, 
schools or school districts. 

Mr. Clinton's plan calls for 90-minute tests of fourth-grade reading and eighth-grade mathematics to be given on a voluntary 
basis beginning in March 1999. It would cost $27 million to develop the tests. Administering them would cost about $10 to $12 for 
each of the eight million fourth and eighth graders who would take the tests. Under the Clinton proposal, the Federal Government 
would pay costs in the first year, and states or local districts would pay after that. The Senate has insured that the test would be 
constructed in a nonpartisan fashion by giving responsibility to the National Assessment Governing Board, an independent body with 
a reputation for thorough and tough-minded analysis. 

Detailed test scores would help teachers and principals strengthen instructional plans - and find out how well or how 
poorly the changes work. School-by-school rankings would allow the states to move promptly against failing schools and to replicate 
those shown to be successful. The goals and standards associated with the test would be widely publicized, so that students, parents 
and teachers would know what was expected of them. 

Critics are right when they argue that the schools require more than just testing to do a better job. The General Accounting 
Office, for example, estimates that it would take $112 billion just to put school buildings in reasonable working order. Initiatives 
to reduce class size and revamp teacher education could cost billions more. A strong comprehensive test would allow the country 
to judge which improvements made a difference. 

A voluntary national test is far from the "Federal takeover'' House Republicans suggest. On the contrary, the test would 
empower parents by allowing them to know how well their children and schools were doing - and to hold politicians and school 
officials accountable as never before. Perhaps that is why some in Congress want to abort the plan. 

04:26 EDT September 15, 1997• 



1. USA Today 
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OPPOSING VIEW: Teach More, Note Less: Using more 
federal money for additional new national tests is just waste. 
By Bill Goodling 

Let's help our children learn---- not test them again. As parents and educators know, our students are tested and tested. They 
don't need one more standardized test to tell them what they already know. 

I strongly support high academic standards, but I strongly oppose a new federal test. I spent 22 years as teacher, counselor and 
superintendent. I know we don't need a new federal test developed by Washington bureaucrats. 

Last week President Clinton's plan was salvaged only after the U.S. Senate modified it. This week, the House is poised to block 
funding for it. Here's why: 
• Federal dollars can be better spent helping students learn. House Republicans would rather cut red tape and spend dollars directly 
to the classroom. We also want to bolster basic academics, increase parental involvement and help families save for the high cost 
of education. 
• We already have plenty of federal tests. This year the federal government will spend $540 million on education tests. These tests 
give us a clear picture of how students are performing. Why waste $90 million of taxpayers' money on a new test? 
•Forty-six states have recently created new standards and tests. The administration doesn't think that's good enough. Clinton's plan 
shows the arrogance of Washington at work. 
•Educators don't support the administration's plan. Since the president announced his plan in February, only seven states and 15 
of the nation's 15,000 school districts have signed up. Educators know we have enough tests. Educators are also concerned about 
fairness. 

What happens when a well-funded school district volunteers for the test, but the poor district next door doesn't? The poor district 
will, once again, be held up as deficient. 
• The public opposes federal testing. A new poll shows that 74% of all Americans oppose federal involvement in testing. The 
administration says its surveys show that 80% of the public supports high standards and testing---- but not from Washington. 

Leave testing to state and local authorities ---- the people who teach our children. 
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1. The New York Times 
09/15/97; Edition: Late Edition - Final; Section: Section A; Editorial Desk; Page 22, Column 4 

Letters to the Editor 
Washington Should Give Schools More Money, Not More 
Exams 
To the Editor: 

Re "National Test Plan Runs Into Minefield" (Education page, Sept. 10): Like the development of National Standards, the 
creation of a nonbinding national testing program provides an easy way for the Federal Government to suggest educational goals 
without committing the resources necessary to realize those goals. 

Rather than employing educational researchers in the inconseqential tasks of report and guideline preparation, President 
Clinton and Congress need to recognize that the most productive role for the Government is not in assessment but in the development 
of exemplary curriculums and in the creation of affordable teaching and learning materials of quality. 
ROGER B. BLUMBERG 
Providence, R.I., Sept. 10, 1997 
The writer is a researcher in the Scholarly Technology Group at Brown University. 

04:26 EDT September 15, 1997• 
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09115191; Edition: Late Edition - Final; Section: Section A; Editorial Desk; Page 22, Column 4 

Letters to the Editor: Washington Should Give Schools More Money, Not 
More Exam 

Nothing to Accomplish 
To the Editor: 

The debate over the creation of national tests in fourth-grade reading and eighth-grade math (Education page, Sept. 10) 
misses the point. The real question is, What will additional testing accomplish? 

Why is it necessary to verify what we already know: that 40 percent of American children test at below reading level at 
fourth grade, and 36 percent test below grade in math at eighth grade. Instead of spending $27 million to develop the tests, and an 
additional $10 million to $12 million to administer them, our Government could use that money to purchase textbooks or to set up 
reading and math tutorial services. More testing will not address the real problems in our schools. 
BONNIE LE VAR 
White Plains, Sept. 10, 1997 
The writer is a research associate, Institute for Socioeconomic Studies. 

04:26 EDT September 15, 1997• 
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Letters to the Editor 
Washington Should Give Schools More Money, Not More 
Exams 
To the Editor: 

Re "National Test Plan Runs Into Minefield" (Education page, Sept. 10): Like the development of National Standards, the 
creation of a nonbinding national testing program provides an easy way for the Federal Government to suggest educational goals 
without committing the resources necessary to realize those goals. 

Rather than employing educational researchers in the inconseqential tasks of report and guideline preparation, President 
Clinton and Congress need to recognize that the most productive role for the Government is not in assessment but in the development 
of exemplary curriculums and in the creation of affordable teaching and learning materials of quality. 
ROGER B. BLUMBERG 
Providence, R.l., Sept. I 0, 1997 
The writer is a researcher in the Scholarly Technology Group at Brown University. 
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Letters to the Editor: Washington Should Give Schools More Money, Not 
More Exam 
Nothing to Accomplish 
To the Editor: 

The debate over the creation of national tests in fourth-grade reading and eighth-grade math (Education page, Sept. I 0) 
misses the point. The real question is, What will additional testing accomplish? 

Why is it necessary to verify what we already know: that 40 percent of American children test at below reading level at 
fourth grade, and 36 percent test below grade in math at eighth grade. Instead of spending $27 million to develop the tests, and an 
additional $10 million to $12 million to administer them, our Government could use' that money to purchase textbooks or to set up 
reading and math tutorial services. More testing will not address the real problems in our schools. 
BONNIE LE VAR 
White Plains, Sept. I 0, 1997 
The writer is a research associate, Institute for Socioeconomic Studies. 
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Letters to the Editor: Washington Should Give Schools More Money, Not 
More Exam 
Backfiring on Vouchers 
To the Editor: 

Conservatives who oppose national achievement tests fail to recognize that such testing is needed to make their own 
proposals work (Education page, Sept. I 0). 

In a drive to limit Federal power, education vouchers have been proposed as a market solution for raising educational 
standards that would leave control over schools at the local level. Parents could use vouchers at the school of their choice, so schools 
would have to compete to attract enrollment and budget dollars by improving perfonnance. However, without infonnation about the 
relative perfonnance of schools, it is impossible for parents to know which schools do a better job of teaching, and the school voucher 
model breaks down. IRVIN CERNAUSKAS Oak Park, Ill., Sept. 10, 1997 

04:26 EDT September 15, 1997• 



language approach to reading rejects traditional phonics. The result of the latter is that 40 percent of today's third graders can't read 
and 70 percent of them are not proficient. 

Most Americans, of course, favor student testing. They see it as a way to make schools accountable. In that respect, testing 
can be helpful.· But the president's concentration on national testing, by design or not, serves to distract attention from the growing 
demand for parental choice, vouchers and relaxing the iron grip of teacher unions on public education.• 

1. The Atlanta Journal-Constitution 
September 12, 1997 

Liberals and conservatives against national school test 

Liberal Atlanta Congressman John Lewis and conservative House Speaker Newt Gingrich, who despise each other's 
politics, are joined in opposing President Clinton's call for national education testing. 

Lewis' response was dramatic and newsworthy. While I did not hear him personally, he was quoted as saying .this about 
a non-defense issue: "We don't need to be spending millions of dollars coming up with a federal program." Lewis often expresses 
such views on defense spending. But it is quite the newsworthy item when he rejects any other expansion of the federal reach. 

The convergence of the political polarities to oppose Clinton's national testing program arises from their fear that it is the 
federal camel's nose in the tent. Liberals fear it will lead to tiered education, or tracking, while conservatives are concerned that it 
will lead to federal usurpation of local education authority and to a national curriculum. 

The U.S. Department of Education has already spent S 13 million on the tests, which would be administered starting in 
March 1999, and cost S 100 million to develop. To gain approval from those who suspect his motives, Clinton agreed to hand 
oversight to the National Assessment Governing Board, an independent agency created by Congress, to give it more political balance. 
The board oversees the National Assessment of Educational Progress, a sampling test used in 43 states to measure improvement in 
several subject areas. 

Still, there is doubt. Either the administration has an agenda, as with health care, that it would implement incrementally 
- or the proposed testing program has no particular usefulness beyond providing numbers for stem-faced editorial writers and 
politician to assert: "We can do better. We must do better." 

The problem is not an absence of evidence that schools are failing. It's how to fix the problem. That's not a federal 
responsibility. 

Educating children is, first off, a parental responsibility. Parents decide what values and curricula they want taught. 
Customarily, they express that desire through elected local school boards - their agents. When those values or that curriculum are 
not acceptable to them, they have two options: Agitate to change the instruction or choose an alternative, such as private or home 
schooling. 

Children should be prepared to function in the world. That's a definition, however, that varies from system to system. In 
one community, it may mean self-esteem classes and early sex education. In another, it may be music appreciation. In any case, when 
the values and curriculum conflict with parents' personal code and religious beliefs, they should change the system or find another 
option for their child. 

Parents, then, are the "customers" and owners of public education. They assign up the ladder those functions they cannot, 
or do not choose, to handle. Hiring teachers. Organizing the school day. Buying buildings. Choosing textbooks. 

Local school boards do the same thing. They rely on the states to evaluate education material, including textbooks, because 
it's more economical and efficient to do in bulk. Assembling comparative performance information is another state task. Funding 
equity. Teacher preparation. 

The federal role is to address exceptions: The financial impact of military bases on a local school system, for example. Or 
special needs, such as non-English-speaking populations. 

Frankly, there's no real reason for the federal government to have any significant role in education. Testing or otherwise.• 

1. The New York Times 
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Evaluating Pupil Per/ ormance 
President Clinton's proposal for a national test that would offer detailed comparisons among individual students, schools 

and states has run into heavy weather. The Senate has approved the idea and even strengthened it. But House Republicans argue that 
a new test is unnecessary and that a national test in any event would constitute a Government takeover of the schools. On the 
Democratic side, some black and Latino members warn that a national test would stigmatize minority children, who generally attend 



1. The Indianapolis Star 
09/13/97; Edition: CITY FINAL; Section: EDITORIAL; Page Al2 

The testing dispute 
President Clinton is again pushing for national student testing. He took time out during his vacation to complain about 

the reluctance of states to participate beginning in 1999. And back in Washington, he lit into congressional opponents who threaten 
to eliminate funding for testing from the Department of Education budget. 

A number of conservatives in Congress would like to see the Department of Education eliminated, but they don't 
have the votes to do it. More's the pity. 

For now, the battleground for conservatives is national testing. Fourth graders nationwide would be tested on reading skills 
and eighth graders on math skills. Testing would be voluntary and funded - at least in 1999 - by the federal government. Who could 
object to that? Lots of people, as it turns out. 

For one, numerous governors have expressed reservations, among them Wisconsin's Tommy Thompson, head of an 
educational task force for the nation's 32 GOP governors: "Because state governments pay 93 percent of the costs of education, we're 
fearful of the federal government coming in now and dictating to us about standards and assessments." 

As others point out, what starts as voluntary with the federal government often turns out to be mandatory. Plus, states 
already have access to numerous testing programs. 

Many are convinced national testing will lead to curriculum standards. The country got a sample of that in 1994 with the 
publication of proposed history standards that outraged 99 out of I 00 members of the Senate. 

Clinton insists there is nothing controversial about math and reading. They are straightforward subjects with no political 
agenda. Some would question that. 

Newsweek magazine recently reported that many parents are revolting against the "new-new math" being taught in about 
half of elementary schools. New-new, begun in 1989, is successor to the discredited New Math and is the inspiration of the National 
Council of Teachers of Mathematics. 

Like many parents, respected educational scholars are concluding that new-new doesn't work. Yet every member appointed 
by the administration's math test panel supports it. 

New and new-new math reject the traditional techniques of rote memorization and blackboard instruction just as the whole 
language approach to reading rejects traditional phonics. The result of the latter is that 40 percent of today's third graders can't read 
and 70 percent of them are not proficient. 

Most Americans, of course, favor student testing. They see it as a way to make schools accountable. In that respect, testing 
can be helpful. But the president's concentration on national testing, by design or not, serves to distract attention from the growing 
demand for parental choice, vouchers and relaxing the iron grip of teacher unions on public education.• 
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*EDITORIAL 
(Copyright 1997) 
ffiGHW A Y FUNDS LAGGING 
Gov. Roy Romer had history and economics on his side Monday when 

he suggested in Grand Junction that Colorado's gasoline taxes 
should be indexed to inflation to preserve their purchasing power. 
The fact that political adversaries rushed to take cheap shots at 
the idea only served again to underscore the fact that Romer, and 
the business-led coalition known as the Colorado Transportation 
Network, have at least succeeded in forcing the Colorado 
Legislature to begin addressing the transportation needs it 
neglected for decades. 

Colorado's most important revenue sources - sales taxes and 
income taxes - are already "indexed" to inflation by the simple 
fact that they are percentage taxes. If the price of an automobile 
jumps from $2,500 in 1960 to $25,000 today, the 3 percent sales tax 
collected on that automobile likewise jumps from $75 to $750. In 
contrast, Colorado collects 22 cents on every gallon of gasoline 
sold in the state, an amount that is fixed regardless of the retail 
price of fuel. The 5 percent state income tax also brings in more 
money as incomes increase. 

Besides losing purchasing power in the face of inflation, that 
unit tax also lost purchasing power for decades as fuel economy 
improved in the wake of the 1973 oil embargo. This year, that trend 
reversed, at least temporarily, as gasoline-hungry sport utility 
vehicles flooded the market. 

These trends have had a heavy impact on highway construction and 
maintenance in Colorado because the state relies on fuel taxes for 
75 percent of its highway funding, with most the balance coming 

• from registration fees. As a national average, states draw only 45 
percent of highway revenues from fuel taxes, relying on 
registration fees, bonds, tolls and other taxes to fund the 

Source: Denver Post, September 10, 1997 
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difference. As a result, Colorado's gasoline tax is the 17th 
highest in the nation, but our total transportation revenue on a 
per capita basis is only 3 7th. 

Indexing the gasoline tax is one way, though not the only way, 
to ease this problem. 

If Romer's critics have better ideas, we're waiting to hear 
them. FIX THE INS 

When the overwhelme.d INS decided six years ago to tum its 
citizenship-testing program over to private contractors, its 
intentions were good. But the move has backfired. 

As more and more cases surface of corrupt subcontractors taking 
advantage of immigrants desperate for citizenship, it has become 
painfully clear that the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization 
Service needs to better police these private entities. 

The move to private testing was touted as a way to reach legal 
residents who wouldn't apply for citizenship because they feared 
the INS. 

That fear is gone. Amid tighter requirements for citizenship, 
applications hit 1. 3 million last year - more than double the count 
from two years earlier. 

But that explosion also underscores the agency's need for help -
and that's where private contractors still can prove handy. 

Denver immigrants already face a one-year backlog in getting 
applications processed, and that's speedy compared with the 
three-year waits elsewhere. 

While contractors can conduct the first of two tests required 
• for citizenship, the INS still has to issue the second test. 

Imagine how torturous the process would become if the 
contractors were eliminated. Preserving some privatization - while 
pouncing on the scoftlaws who have infiltrated the system - would 
be preferable. . 

However, either route requires better performance from the 
beleaguered agency. And improvement won't come without radical 
changes. 

The U.S. Commission on Immigration Reform wants the INS 
abolished and its duties divided among the departments of Justice, 
Labor and State. 

We prefer INS Commissioner Doris Meissner's idea. 
To help contend with a stampede of aspiring citizens, Meissner 

is seeking $50.8 million to implement - by June l - a standardized 
computer system that achieves what INS spokesman Andrew Lluberes 
calls "absolute integrity - meaning every person naturalized as a 
citizen meets all the requirements, and that INS has, as it 
processes that application, all the information it requires." 

"It ain't cheap," he says, "but it needs to be fixed." 
Indeed, controlling jmmigration decently and fairly should be 

·, 
Source: Denver Post. September 10, 1997 
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one of our nation's top priorities. Abolishing INS seems 
counterproductive. Fixing it, on the other hand, is an excellent 
idea. TESTING, TESTING, TESTING President Clinton, fresh from 
vacation, has dislodged a major political beehive by announcing his 

• renewed support for voluntary national reading and math tests. The 
annual tests would be administered to fourth- and eighth-grade 
students by the nation's local school districts. 

To some, this may seem a "no-brainer" in the sense that more 
testing can't hurt and, in many cases, would actually help parents 
and students detennine how well their local schools are doing. We 
believe the issue is not quite so simple. 

To begin with, there is some confusion over whether the tests 
•will be truly voluntary. The U.S. Department of Education plans to 
spend $16 million or so developing the tests and then would be 
prepared to spend up to $100 million implementing the program. In 
practice, that might mean that pressure, in the fonn of federal 
financing, would be applied to get states to sign up. 

• In addition, there are concerns that a national testing program 
at this point would detract from the efforts of some 45 states, 
including Colorado, who have spent time and energy developing their 
own state testing standards, in response to the federal Goals 2000 
program. Local districts have finite resources, and they can't 
effectively try to improve their own standards and assessments if 

• they are busy administering a new national program. 
There is already what might be called a third option. The 

• National Assessment of Educational Progress test and the Third 
International Mathematics and Science Study have existed for years 
and are voluntarily given by some local districts. It would seem 
inevitable that the tests now proposed by the Department of 
Education would to some degree overlap these prior efforts. 

Finally, we think there is value in having a ftdl-scale debate 
over what the federal government's role in education should be. 
That debate should occur before Congress approves the initial 

• appropriation for a new national testing program. 
In our view, the federal role in education should largely be 

limited to designing tax benefits that encourage education and 
generally helping states and localities raise educational 
achievement. 

Colorado has a long history of protecting the notion of local 
educational control. The state's local districts have just finished 
administering the first battery of state-sponsored tests. 
Therefore, at the minimum, it would seem these efforts would be 
diluted by a rush to develop yet another round of tests. 

10607 • End of document. 
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Failing the Exam I A coalition of liberals and 
conservatives lets down our kids by opposing national 
tests. 

. .1..ftcr all the ;;ompla1nts about the 
mediocre pcn·ormancc of Amcnd'an 
students and 1.1o1th a pile of evidence 
;howmg that ;'holastLC rigor ~ancs 

wildly from one school distnct to 
Jnothcr. the Clinton admm1strauon is 
trying to lccompltsh ;omcth1ng 
1.1oonhwh1le. It ... ants nauonal tests m 
reading and math to give parents. schools 
and even e:nployers the basic 
informauon they need to determine if the 
kids measure up. 

This should not be a politically 
arduous cndca.,.or but a rallying point for 
everyone concerned about the nuion's 
need to upgrade lhc schooling of all 
children to prepare them for the new 
work force. 

Yet conscr"tauvc Republicans 
including House Speaker Newt Gingnch 

l R-Ga.1. 1n an alliance of convenience 
with some hbcral Democrats. arc trying 
10 beat back lhc plan by denying funding. 
That would be a tnumph of ideology and 
politics over common sense. 

"lo modem nauon but the L'nitcd 
States has such a iragmcntcd cducauon 
system. 1n 1.1oh1ch there arc effectively no 
.:hecks to ensure that schools perform as 
they should. Yet President Bill Clinton. 
mindful of the enduring anachmcnt 
. ~means have to local control of public 
schools. spec1fically has proposed to 
make the nauonal tcsu volunwy. "'o 
district or swc can be forced to 
adnunistcr them • but the more that do. 
the shar,>er the picrure will be about 
where the failings arc. Clinton also has 
wisely bowed to demands that the test be 

developed b:- a 01parusan tesung board . 
Despite the consc~amcs· rhctonc I.hat 

dccncs Clinton s plan as a federal power 
grab. no one proposes to have 
Washington bulldoze through the linlc 
red schoolhouse. Liberals "omed that 
disa4vantagcd students 1.1o1ll perform 
poorly arc probably right 1n their 
issumpuon but wrong m their remcd:- · 
"lot testing won·1 make things bcner. md 
tcsung could. once and for all. p1npo1nt 
the wom failings for remediation . 

"'o mancr how much the two eittrmtcs 
argue. there's no runnan1 from the 
consensus thll cxisu among hundreds of 
businesses and most educators: It's time 
to get serious .lbout demanding 
high-quality cducauonal outcomes. 
Clinton is nght to push toward it.• 
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Throw These Tests Out of School 
By Chester E. Finn Jr. 

This week Congress weighs President Clinton's plan for national standards and tests, beginning with fourth-grade reading 
and eighth-grade math. But although national testing is in principle a good idea, the president's proposal will do more harm than 
good. If Congress is going to enact such a measure, it should do it right. 

The House is likely to vote to block future funding for the program. A multimillion-dollar contract, however, has already 
been signed by the Education Department and work is now under way. Timid GOP Senate leaders, lacking the nerve to kill the 
program, will decide whether to accept the Clinton version or make last-minute repairs. House and Senate negotiators from the 
appropriations committees, who have scant expertise in education policy, will then work out the final version of the bill. 

The administration has pulled out all the stops to keep its plan alive, including threats to veto the huge Health and Human 
Services appropriation in which it is embedded. Only in the past few weeks has its fate been in doubt. For six months, a passive GOP 
Congress simply allowed the executive branch to proceed unilaterally with the first-ever nationwide standards and tests in a country 
that heretofore left such things to states and local communities. The White House brashly asserted that it didn't even need 
authorization from Congress. The president has already signed up six states and 15 cities to participate. Congress merely yawned. 
My fellow alumni of the Reagan and Bush administrations agree that if a Republican White House had attempted a maneuver like 
this, it would have taken the Democratic Congress about 30 seconds to cut us off at the knees. 

The reason the testing plan is now one of the hotter issues in Washington is not, alas, because Republicans in Congress 
took the lead but because outside opposition finally surfaced. On the left, groups such as FairTest (which has never seen a test it 
deems fair) and the Congressional Black Caucus are opposed on grounds that test scores may harm minorities and more dollars 
should instead be pumped into school programs. Conservative groups, such as the Christian Coalition and Concerned Women for 
America, protest this new federal intrusion into education. One influential congressman, Rep. Bill Goodling (R., Pa.), himself a 
former school superintendent, opposes national testing in principle. In his view, more tests wouldn't tell us anything we don't already 
know about what's wrong with U.S. schools, and comparisons among schools are invidious. 

Many fellow Republicans think Mr. Goodling is wrong. Properly done, standards-based national tests would provide useful 
information to students and their parents and put pressure on schools to improve. The public-school establishment is opposed because 
it wants to continue obfuscating the truth about its dismal performance. 

But the Clinton administration has mangled this promising idea to the point that the GOP Congress should either make 
major repairs or scrap it altogether. The past few weeks have brought bountiful evidence that the tests now in the works are sorely 
flawed, just the sort of exams teachers' unions would love. They won't tell us whether children can actually read or compute. Major 
problems include dumbed-down standards, "fuzzy" math (as Lynne Cheney calls it), universal use of electronic calculators, and 
assumptions about reading that partake of"whole language" and "deconstructionist" notions rather than systematic phonics, grammar 
and basic understanding. The Clinton tests will examine the things trendy experts wish the schools were teaching, rather than the 
skills and knowledge that parents, employers and state officials prize. 

This subversion of national testing results from letting the Education Department run the project on behalf of its 
school-establishment and ivory-tower pals. No issue is more fundamental than who is in charge of the tests; Mr. Clinton opted to 
vest that control in his own appointees-and contractors and experts of their choosing. That arrangement invites future manipulation 
of sensitive matters such as test content, standards and "accommodations" for influential groups. A dozen assistant secretaries can 
fiddle and meddle, and their machinations will shift with passing political winds and changing administrations. 

Once the plan encountered opposition, the White House made a sop to its critics. It hastily cobbled together a proposal to 
transfer jurisdiction partly from the Education Department to a body called the National Assessment Governing Board. That's the 
"deal" currently before Congress. 

I served on the NAGB for eight years, and chaired it for two. It's a good group. If it were made truly independent and 
bipartisan, given unambiguous control over the tests and invited to fix the mistakes of the Clinton plan, it might be able to do this 
delicate job. 

But that isn't what the administration proposed. Rather, the White House would hand very limited authority to the NAGB, 
a board that also remains vulnerable to second-guessing and foot-dragging by the Education Department. Its membership is anybody 
the secretary of Education wants to appoint. It could have as few as two Republicans out of 25 members. It includes plenty of 
educators and "testing experts" but just a few governors, parents and employers. As currently constituted, and with the meager 
authority proffered by the White House, the NAGB cannot be counted on to fix the errors in the Clinton scheme, much less safeguard 
the future integrity of national testing. 

Congress, which created the NAGB in I 988 and weakened it in 1994, could easily set this right. It would take minutes to 
write good legislation to reconstitute the board and give it full control, and the Clinton White House is so hot for national testing that 
it would likely go along. But today it appears Congress is not up to that assignment. These are complex, technical issues that the 
president cares mightily about but few on Capitol Hill even understand. Indeed, the GOP leadership seems to have virtually 
abandoned education, apparently concluding that it cannot outgun or outmaneuver the White House and its powerful allies in the 
school establishment. On issues far larger than testing, the GOP has already yielded to the administration. The pending appropriations 



bill, for example, would more than double funding for the genuinely destructive bilingual education program. 
Pundits and business spokesmen, meanwhile, are giving bad advice, urging Congress simply to get on with the president's 

well-intended initiative. They evidently haven't read the test "specs" and they dismiss the governance issues as "details." Yet if we 
are to have national testing, it's precisely these details that matter most. The crucial questions about any test are who decides what's 
on it, and who sets the standards by which student performance is judged. 

If the House and Senate cannot make sure that sound answers to such questions are enshrined in law, the country would 
be better off without the tests. But that's not apt to happen either. Keeping this project alive is hugely important to Mr. Clinton, and 
the GOP leadership would rather create a bad program than risk defeat on a showdown vote. So the president will likely have his 
way, or close to it. Bad national tests will proceed. A weak NAGB will provide political cover. And true education refonn will again 
be dealt a setback by Uncle Sam. 

Mr. Finn is a fellow at the Hudson Institute and a former assistant secretary of education.• 
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Testing Choice 

Bill Clinton's proposal for new national tests in primary and secondary education has run up against congressional 
opposition - as it should . Education policy should be kept local, diverse and competitive. If the federal government must do 
something, it should consider a proposal by Sen. Paul Coverdell, R-Ga.: Creation of tax-free education accounts. 

The tests President Clinton wants to develop for fourth and eighth graders are based on "national" education standards 
written during the past few years by various academic panels. Mr. Clinton argues that challenging tests and standards are needed to 
improve schools. 

This is probably true - which is why nearly everybody has already had the idea. In Michigan alone, there is a "model core 
curriculum" - voluntary, like Mr. Clinton's proposed program - as well as the Michigan Educational Assessment Program, Michigan's 
High School Proficiency Test and privately administered college entrance exams, such as the Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT), ACT 
and Advanced Placement exams, which are taken nationwide. These exams are in addition to two other voluntary, federally financed 
tests, the National Assessment of Educational Progress and the Third International Mathematics and Science Study. 

Perhaps Mr. Clinton's new tests will be no worse than superfluous. But the federal government is renowned for initiatives 
that push local efforts aside, and this one seems particularly likely to do so. Recently issued national standards have been widely 
attacked as failing to emphasize basic skills, and despite Mr. Clinton's assurances that the program would be "national," not "federal," 
the U.S. Department of Education is trying to fund the program, arguably without congressional approval. 

Moreover, testing is inherently fraught with difficulties, especially in a political environment. Challenging tests bring poor 
test results and disappointed constituencies - a real political no-no. For instance, students' school grades appear to have been inflated 
during the past two decades, according to administrators of the SAT and ACT exams. In Michigan, the High School Proficiency Test 
may be revised on grounds that students' scores are lower than they ought to be. 

The problems of testing and agreement over standards suggest that various independent tests like the ACT and SAT will 
ensure better quality than a single national regime. The federal government's role in education should be to step out of the way. 

Congress should therefore approve a proposal by Rep. Bill Goodling, R-Pa., to prevent the U.S. Department of Education 
from spending money on a new federal test. And it should consider a proposal by Sen. Coverdell to create an "education savings 
account" where people can accumulate money, free from taxes, to finance a variety of educational activities: special education 
tutoring, home computers, transportation to school and even private school tuition. 

Such an account would allow taxpayers to keep more of their own money, freeing private resources to compete with and 
supplement public education. Though creating these accounts is really a temporary solution until a lower, flat tax is politically 
feasible, Sen. Coverdell's bill is the best way for Washington to empower parents and communities.• 
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Enough testing 
President Clinton's attempt to resurrect his moribund national education testing plan by taking federal bureaucrats out of the picture 

is an improvement. Dropping the idea altogether would be even better. 
In his "back to school" radio address Saturday, the president promised to rewrite his long-cherished plan in a way to ease 

fears of a federal takeover of the nation's schools - the test for reading and math proficiency now will be developed by an 
independent bipartisan board, rather than the much-criticized U.S. Department of Education. 

Considering that the entire Education Department is at the top of many a list for bureaucratic extinction, that's a wise and 
necessary move. Considering that the independent bipartisan board is likely to be indistinguishable from the Department of 
Education, it seems like a minor bit of fiddling that doesn't address the bigger questions. 

Are not the nation's schoolchildren tested enough already? Do we not already know that our math and science performance, 
while improving slightly, still trails other developed nations and that our reading and writing skills are abominable? Will one more 
test, demographically and sociologically watered down to boost the national self esteem, do any good? Could not the money to be 
spent on this - $16 million to develop the test and $I 00 million each year thereafter to administer it - be put to a better use, such 
as actually helping kids learn? 

And, ifthe test does reveal some identifiable, specific problems to fix, where's the money with which to do the fixing? Does 
the phrase "unfunded mandate" ring a bell? 

The irony in the president's call for national performance testing is that it is based upon what looks like some pretty 
thorough testing already done, the Education Department's National Assessment of Educational Progress, which tested about 30,000 
pupils, nine to 17 years of age, since 1978. Nearly 20 years of random sampling shows a modest improvement in math and science, 
but a decline in reading and writing skills. 

The report not only identifies the problem in an entirely adequate way, but also pinpoints the cause: 39 percent of the 
17-year-olds tested say they watch as much as five hours of television a day, up from 26 percent in 1978. The number who read for 
fun daily has dropped in proportion. Nearly one-fifth say they never, ever, read for fun. 

Spending $100 million a year for more testing won't change a national bad habit. As Monty Neill, head of the National 
Center for Fair and Open Testing, puts it, "You don't fatten cattle by weighing them more often." 

The national testing was a cornerstone of the presiden't very first state of the union address back in 1993. It's gone nowhere: 
only six states and 15 major school districts have shown any interest. Dressing it up in new school clothes doesn't make it any less 
unnecessary or redundant. 

The nation's pupils have been tested quite enough, the deficiencies are obvious and $100 million could go a long way 
toward fixing them. Just paying kids not to watch so much TV would do more good than another test.• 
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Opposing View: Don't force standards 
By D.L. Cuddy 

When I hear that all students should be required to take algebra by grade eight, I wonder, why the lack of choice? 
Some would argue that if students are to succeed academically, they must have algebra by grade eight or be closed out 

of necessary higher math classes later. 
I didn't take "Algebra I" until the ninth grade, but before my junior year in college, I had successfully completed two 

junior-level math classes. 
Why push to require algebra by grade eight, as opposed to nine? Could it be because President Clinton called for 

national education standards and said the federal government would help develop a national math test to be taken in grade eight? 
Remember, he declared that "every state and school must shape the curriculum to reflect these standards." 
Former U.S. commissioner of education Ernest Boyer said in 1994: "If I had ever whispered national standards, I think 

I would have lost my job." 
National standards are an attempt by politicians to centralize power. As Kenneth Goodman, past president of the 

International Reading Association, has said, controlling education outcomes allows power brokers to control schools while 
claiming to support local control. 

Each state should decide if and when algebra, or other subjects, should be required. 
Another national effort under way seems to be the elimination of tracking students based upon their abilities. 
One may be able to make a case that doing away with ability grouping in certain academic areas such as social studies 

would allow a wide variety of students to get to know one another better. 
But in technical areas, that argument is lacking. For advanced math and science students to reach fullest potential, they 

shouldn't have to take classes slowed to the learning speed of less advanced students. 
Unfortunately, this too often happens in today's outcome-based education. 
D.l. Cuddy has been a senior associate with the U.S. Department of Education and is the author of a 200-year 

education chronology.• 
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NATIONAL EXAMS 
Leave the public schools in state and local hands 
President Clinton's proposal to institute standardized national tests for America's schoolchildren - tests on reading for 
fourth-graders and mathematics for eight-graders - will appeal to many Americans. 

After all, don't we want our children to be more knowledgeable and better educated? Don't we want to know how our 
particular school district compares to others in Texas and the nation? 

But closer examination should raise some serious concerns about the president's plan, which he says would be 
voluntary but which he wants used by everyone. For example: 

This is a nation whose citizens believe strongly in local control of the public schools. Standardized tests given to every 
fourth- and eight-grader in the nation's public schools inevitably would lead to a national effort to teach what is being tested, and 
from there to a national curriculum. In the United States, the public schools are state and local matters, and national tests would 
decease state and local control of schools already burdened with federal strings and regulations. 

National standards, prescribed by the Department of Education in Washington, D.C., undoubtedly would be dumbed 
down to avoid accusation that the tests were unfair to disadvantaged poor and/or minority students. 

With the Department of Education designing the exams and defining the material to be covered, politics and social 
engineering goals would enter the picture. Liberals generally see the world one way; conservatives another. Partisan intrusions 
supplied by ever-changing administrations would not serve public education. 

Finally, what vital purpose would new national tests serve? The National Assessment of Education Progress tests 
are already taken by a sampling of students nationwide. Our state has the standardized Texas Assessment of Academic Skills 
text. College-bound students take the SAT and PSAT. Some districts also give their students nongovernmental national norrn 
tests such as the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. The Houston Independent School District will begin using the Stanford Achievement 
Test this year. 

What do these tests tell us? They tell parents and taxpayers that overall achievement in the public schools remains 
unsatisfactory and that significant progress, such as HISD is making, is uneven and slow. National tests would merely confirrn 
what Americans already know. 

Students spend too much of the school day taking tests as it is, but HISD Superintendent Rod Paige has expressed 
interest in having the district participate in the president's proposed national tests. However, he and other educators already have 
more than sufficient tools with which to gauge students' progress.• 
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JUDY MANN 
Testing's Bottom Line 

By Judy Mann 
Let's head into the new school year with a few disturbing facts: 
Only 40 percent of our nation's students meet basic reading standards in the fourth grade, and only 20 percent have studied 

algebra by the eighth grade, compared with 100 percent of the students in many other developed countries. 
The Czech Republic, which spends a third of what we spend per pupil, ranks sixth in math and second in science, while 

we rank 28th in math and 17th in science on internationally administered exams. 
These grim findings are cited in a discussion, prepared by the Educational Testing Service, of the Clinton administration's 

proposal for voluntary national testing of fourth- and eighth-graders in reading and math. 
Anthony P. Carnevale, an economist who is vice president in ETS's Office for Public Leadership and who co-authored the 

discussion paper, says the push for testing is part of the reinventing and reengineering that we are seeing in almost every American 
institution that is affected by the global economy. 

The need to adapt to global competition begins in the classroom, both for individuals and for the nation, at the same time 
that educational resources are growing scarce, he says. "It would cost $150 billion to drop class size to 20 people and add 15 to 20 
school days," Carnevale says. Education and health care, he says, both have serious productivity and service problems and both arc 
highly fragmented. And the public has made it clear with both that it doesn't want the federal government micromanaging. 

The way around this is to set up "outcome standards," he says. "The issue is how much efficiency can we drive into these 
systems. We spend three grand in Utah and nine in New York [per pupil), and Utah does much better. There is an efficiency problem 
here." 

Outcome standards are part of modem management systems that entered the manufacturing sector in the '70s, he says, then 
spread to the federal government and are now spreading to education. "Money gets tight, and that forces higher perfonnance. It's the 
people inside the industry that figure out how to do it." 

Clinton is proposing testing in areas that are relatively easy to measure and where we can all agree that basic skills are 
necessary. He has stopped short of backing a high school exit exam, for example, and he has stopped far short of anything that 
resembles nationally mandated standards. 

Instead, the model the administration seems to favor is the one used to develop the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress exams - known as the "nation's report card" - which test a statistical sample of fourth- and eighth-graders in reading and 
math every two years. The frameworks for these tests are developed by the National Assessment Governing Board in consultation 
with a wide range of professionals. . 

(ETS, a private testing organization, could receive a small fee for consulting work in developing the new tests.) 
Carnevale would like to see a strong business presence on any board developing the tests. "This is a role they could be 

playing in American life that would be very progressive," he says. 
What's crucial, he says, is to "build a fire wall between politicians and any test," and to insulate the tests from the latest 

educational fads. Putting the testing in the hands of a neutral body and outside the U.S. Department of Education, he says, "takes 
it away from the Big Brother stuff." 

National tests have all manner of pitfalls, including how to protect against cheating. But perhaps the most difficult reality 
we will confront is that, as Carnevale puts it, the schools with "the poorest kids will perfonn woefully on this test." 

"It will be a very precise measure of our collective social failure to give everyone an opportunity to learn. 
"If we find out poor Americans don't do as well on these exams, it becomes their enemy. This is a real test of people's 

willingness to face up to this. If all we are going to do is test them and not teach them, it will explode." 
What testing can do is show parents how their children are doing compared with children in other parts of the country. It 

gives parents the infonnation to push for improvements in schools that aren't educating their children. It is, says Carnevale, a "way 
to engage parents and build standards from the bottom up." 

We spend $720 billion on education and private- sector training, he points out, and the education system has almost no 
efficiency standards. "If you could just get 10 percent more efficiency, it could yield $72 billion." 

"Educators ought to remember that you don't go anywhere without going to school," he says. "They are more important 
than they've ever been, but they haven't kept up with the economics of learning. Their function is becoming more important, and they 
are about to become modernized." 

It's about time.• 



1. The Washington Post 
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National Tests: A Good Idea Going Wrong 
By Dianne Ravitch 
Six months ago I was an enthusiastic supporter of the president's proposal for national testing. I wrote articles in this paper and 

elsewhere endorsing the idea of testing fourth-grade reading and eighth-grade mathematics. In March I had the privilege of 
meeting with the president, the first lady. and the secretary of education to discuss the president's education agenda. At that time. 
I urged the president to place the national ~sting program under the supervision of an independent, bipartisan agency, not the 
federal Department of Education. · I 

Unfortunately, this did not happen. and now the Clinton administration is well on its way .to destroying the credibility 
of its good idea. Instead of turning the testing program over to the National Assessment Governing Board. which is independent 
and bipartisan, the administration has kept the test development process under its own tight control. It chose a contractor and 
selected committees to design the tests who may or may not be bipartisan and who may or may not represent the diverse 
spectrum ofviews in the fields of reading and mathematics. A few days ago it awarded a $13 million contract to a consortium of 
testing companies. 

Now the Internet is humming with charges that the national tests will be stacked to favor "whole language" theories of 
reading and against phonics and to promote "fuzzy math" (where the process of problem-solving, not the right answer, matters 
most) and against computation. I do not know whether any of these fears are valid. but the administration's partisan control of 
the test development processing has inflamed such feverish concerns. 

The National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) should be in charge of the national tests. Appointed by the 
secretary of education. NAGB is required by statute to be bipartisan and broadly representative: its members include governors. 
legislators. business leaders. teachers. school board members, public members and testing experts. NAGB was created by 
Congress I 0 years ago to set policy for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). This is the federal program 
that regularly tests national samples of American students in such subjects as reading. mathematics and science. NAEP has 
earned great credibility because it is supervised by an independent governing board. However, the Clinton administration plans 
to use the NAEP tests while bypassing NAEP's governing board. 

The issue of who should control the national tests is not just a technical quarrel. The decision to have a national test is 
of historic proportions; the federal government has never done anything like this before. This is certainly not the kind of 
initiative that should be undertaken without full public discussion and bipartisan support. 

The launch of national testing is precisely the kind of issue that ought to have congressional authorization. yet the 
administration is pushing ahead without public hearings or explicit authorization by Congress. I believe that a public debate 
would be healthy and that Congress would ultimately agree to endorse national tests. Every opinion poll shows broad public 
support for the idea. 

To date the administration has refused to seek authorization. apparently fearing that Congress would prohibit the tests. 
It was my experience, when I worked at the Depanment of Education. that any new program must be authorized by Congress. 
No matter how terrific an idea the White House might have. the nation's Founders did not believe that the executive branch 
should be able to impose new programs unilaterally. 

Spokesmen for the administration claim that they cannot ask NAGB to oversee the n·ational tests because it is not 
authorized to oversee individual testing of this kind. This is sophistry, however. because the Department of Education certainly 
has never been authorized to launch a national testing program for individual students. lfNAGB is prohibited from managing the 
new tests because it lacks specific authorization, then surely the department is also prohibited. 

Worse, the administration is establishing a dangerous precedent. If the party in power gets to control the national test. 
to pick the contractor without an open competition. to select the committees that will \Hite the tests and to control the reporting 
of the results, imagine what will happen when the other party comes to power. The next Republican secretary of education 
(Lynne Cheney? Phyllis Schlafly9 ) will revise the national tests. choose congenial experts to write the reading and math tests. 
and make the changes that seem right to the party in power. And all of this can happen without congressional authorization. 
because the Clinton administration demonstrated that it was not necessary' 

It isn't surprising that only six states have signed up to participate in the first national tests in 1999. even though the 
administration has offered to pay the cost for the first time only. So long as the testing program is directly controlled by political 
appointees. it will not gain the broad bipartisan support that it needs to be credible. 

Yes, national testing is still a good idea. because our current patchwork of tests does not provide a common yardstick 
by which parents and educators can compare results. Some critics say that testing won't help children learn more. but testing 
based on high standards will give us vi}luable information about how we are doing. 

If we are to have national tests managed by the federal government. it is important to do it right rather than hurriedly. 
The administration's insistence on partisan control will destroy the future of national testing. 

The wri1er, a senior fellow al 1/ie Brookings /nslilution. was assistant secretary of education in the Bush 
administration.• 
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esting, testing, testing. No, 
this message isn't coming 
to you from your local pub­
lic address announcer; it's 

coming from the Clinton adminis­
tration, which is trying to sell the 
nation something it doesn't want 
and doesn't need. 

Since early this yeijl', President 
Clinton and Secretary of Education 
Richard Riley have actively cam­
paigned for two new national tests: 
one in reading for our nation's 
fourth graders and another in 
mathematics for eighth graders. 

Though the president and the 
secretary are convinced that more 
testing is the way to boost the aca­
demic achievement of American 
students, I disagree - and so do 
many of the nation's governors, edu­
cators, legislators and members of 
Congress (both Republicans and 
Democrats). 

We don't need new federally 
funded tests. We would rather 
send dollars to the classroom, bol­
ster basic academics and increase 
parental involvement. 

As a former teacher, principal 
and school superintendent, I know 
the value and purpose of testing. 
Tests help educators determine 
whether students are learning 
their lessons, and they are used to 
evaluate curriculum and teach­
ing. 

One of the many problems with 
the president's national test pro­
posal is that it comes at a time 
when we already have plenty uf 
testing. American students are 
tested, tested and tested. Nearly 
all the states and many local 
school districts have their own 
testing programs. There are 
already two federally funded 
tests. The !irst and oldest is NAEP 
(the National Assessment of Edu­
cational Progress), which 1s a 
national sampling of students in 
various subjects. 

The second test is provided 
under TIMSS (the Third Interna­
tional Mathematics and Science 
Study). All of this testing occurs 
above and beyond the classroom 
tests that teachers create. 

As a result of all this testing, we 
aln:ady know that nearly half our 
students are not performing as well 
as they should be. We don't need 
another test to tell us how our stu­
dents ;ire doing. We should help 
th..:se students - not test them 
a~ain . 

. There an: other concerns l have 
1 wllh the administration's proposal: 

The development of national 
tcs:s i,.; tuo controversial for the 
:iJimntst rat10n tu act without con· 

gressional review or authorization. 
The administration has no bill, nor 
has it indicated any intention of 
seeking legislation for this initia­
tive. There is federal legislation 
allowing for NAEP. 

The U.S. Department of Educa­
tion has quickly planned these new 
tests without wide public input. In 
addition, valid tests take years to 
construct. The fast-track nature of 
this initiative has alarmed many 
educators and policy makers. 

New national tests could lead to 
inappropriate 
and unfair com­
parisons of 
schools and stu­
dents. For 
instance, we 
already know 
that suburban 
students in 
Upper St. 
Claire, Pa., 
will, in all like­
lihood, outper­
form students 
from center 
city Pittsburgh. 
Why? Students 
from Upper St. 
Claire ha¥e 
more educa­
tional advan­
tages. There is 
no reason to 
develop 
another test to 
show us the 
deficiencies of 
disadvantaged 
students. 

Tests don't 
generate high­
er academic 
performance. 
The adminis­
tration and the 
U.S. Depart­
ment of Educa­
tion have talked as if a new nation­
al test will create better students. 
It won't. Standardized te.sts assess 
performance; they don't generate 
it. And, with any testing proposal 
we should be wary of the tenden­
cy of teachers to teach to the test. 

New national tests could lead to 
a national curriculum. ln develop­
ing new assessments, there is a 
tendency to create new curriculum 
tu match those assessments. But, 
like new national tests, a national 
curriculum 1s something Ameri­
cans don't want and don't need. 
Luca! control 1s a hallmark of 
.-\mencan education. 

Given what happened with the 
federally funded U.S. history stan­
Janls project ! a dismal initiative 

that generated political correct­
ness rather than history) we don't 
need to engage in any effort that 
could lead to a national curricu­
lum. 

Unlike the NAEP tests, which 
are governed by an independent 
board, these new tests will come 
from the U.S. Department of Edu­
cation. That puts the department in 
an extremely powerful position in 
our local schools. 

There is no significant support 
for new national tests. Since Mr. 

Clinton announced his test pr 
posal, only six governors have inc' 

- cated interest in it. 
Instead of developing nlC 

national tests, I want to direct fe 
eral resources to family litera< 
and preschool readiness. l al 
want to take steps to impro 
teacher preparation and impro 
the teaching and learning con; 
tions in our schools. Those sho1. 
be our priorities - not more te 
ing. 

Rep. Bill Goodli11g. Pe1111syf 
nia Republican, is chairman o_T 
House Committee on Educuc 
and the Workforce. Distributc<i 
Scripps Howard Ne\\'s Service 



• 

· or national school tests? 
properly constructed and 
voluntary national test 
would give a needed boost . 
o American education 

reform. Its results would enable us 
to see how our children and schools 
are doing; to compare schools and 
states; and to see whether our 
reform efforts are paying off. 

Tuday, such information is elu­
sive. We have decent countrywide 
data from the National Assess­
ment of Educational Progress, and 
some states have developed $Ound 

sure, but none of them is quite 
right. The "standardized" kind 
that most school systems use does­
n't actually contain any standards 
- and is prey to the notorious 
"Lake Woebegone" effect: Every­
one is told they're above average. 
State testing programs don't allow 
scores to be compared across 
jurisdictions. The NAEP is barred 
from reporting on units smaller 
than whole states. College 
entrance tests aren't taken by 
everyone - and are no ~~lp in the 

early-:· grades. 
International 

,1~~iji~~l~~liiii~~~ tests operate ~ on no regular 
schedule, are 
limited to math 
and science, 
and never give 
results for 
schools or chil­
dren. 

What's miss­
ing is a stan­
dards-based 
test of core aca­
demic skills 

l!j~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ andfundamen-
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tests. But it's still impossible for 
most taxpayers and parents to find 
out just bow their town or their 
child's school is really doing in 
relation to how it ought to be doing. 
Often they cannot even get satis­
factory information about their 
own child's progress. 
. That's because we have nothing 
like an "independent audit." The 
same folks who run the schools are 
responsible for measuring and 
reporting on their success. No 
investor would allow a corpora­
tion to get away with that. There's 
got to be an outside audit to veri­
fy the accuracy of the books and 
report to the shareholders. 

We have no such thing in U.S. 
education. We have plenty of tests, 

used at any 
level by any 
"client" (a gov­
ernor, parent, 
local school 
board, charter 
school princi­
pal, etc.), and 
that yields 
clear informa­
tion about cur­
rent achieve­
m e n t 
compared with 
rigorous stan­
dards and with 
other units and 
jurisdictions. 

Nothing like that now exists. 
That's the void President Clin­

ton soughtto fill with his national 
testing plan. Unfortunately, his ' 
approach is fatally compromised 
by its association with the federal 
government and the education 
establishment. 

The White House plan fails to 
recognize that credible national 
tests must be insulated from politi­
cians, bureaucrats and lobbyists. 
The integrity of their content, 
standards and management must 
be ironclad. They must not be col­
ored by the whims of appointed or 
elected officials - or of the very 
school establishment for which 
they will serve as an audit. 

That means the policies and 

operation of the national tests 
must be independent of Uncle Sam 
- and that parents, business lead­
ers and other education "con­
sumers" must be heavily repre­
sented in their governing board. 
The surest way to do that is to turn 
full responsibility over to the inde­
pendent National Assessment 
GoVerning Board, which already 
runs NAEP. (Another approach is 

The integrity of their 
content, standards and 
management must be 
ironclad. They must 
not be colored by the 
whims of appointed or 
elected officials. 

to privatize the national testing 
idea so it has nothing·to do with 
. Washington.) 

Instead, the-Clinton tests belong 
to the U.S; Department of Educa­
tion, where a platoon of assiStant 
secretaries and an army of 
bureaucrats can fuss with them. 
The job of setting "specifications" 
for them has been turned over to 
one of the major inside-the-Belt­
way voices of the education estab­
lishment. The main advisory 
committee consists largely of 
interest group and "producer" 
representatives. And the panels 
charged with determining what 
will actually be on the 4th-grade 
reading and 8th-grade math tests 
are packed with the sort of edu­
cation "experts" that foisted 
"whole language" reading and 

. "fuzzy" math on American 
·schools. 

No wonder few states have 
signed ul?J Clinton-style national 
testing is worse than no national 
testing. Which is a great pity, 
because a soundly conceived -
and totally independent - nation· 
al testing program would be good 
for America. 

Chester E. Finn Jr. is John M. 
Olin Fellow at the Hudson Insti­
tute. He served as assistant US . 
secretary of Education from 1985 to 
1988 and as chairman of the 
National Assessment Governing 
Board from 1988 to 1990. Distrib­
uted by Scripps Howard News Ser­
vice. 



1. Richmond Times-Dispatch 
August 13, 1997 

Uncle Sam Wants YOU to March Back to School to the Tune 
That He Composes 
By Robert Holland 

Americans used to be a fiercely independent people. Surely, therefore, there was a time when children and their parents 
managed to make the annual back-to-school trek without the United States Education Department (USED) and its 
collaborationists taking them by the hand, wiping runny noses, and telling them what they should think about assorted issues in 
education. ! 

Anyone remember such a time? Well, it's bygone. USED is beating the drums for an America Goes Back to School 
Initiative that, according to USED's monthly propaganda sheet, Community Update, will be "annual" and will run "especially" 
(hence not exclusively) August through October. The fanfare invites the painful conclusion that official Back to School will be 
with us always, as inescapable as a government sermon on Lifelong Leaming, and just as edifying. 

The sheet reports that Education Secretary Richard Riley "will be joined in this effort by parents, educators, and 
members of the Partnership for Family Involvement in Education." Who are these Partners? Update doesn't identify them, except 
that it does mention in a cutline of an Al Gore photo that the National PTA - that reliable shill for Big Education - is one 
Partner. 

CALL 1-800-USA-LEARN and get a "free copy" of the "America Goes Back to School" kit, which supposedly tells 
about the Partners. Or you can visit USED's website for family involvement: www.ed.gov/Family/agbts/. 

Okay, that website does list every single Partner, but if you want to check them all out, be prepared for online eye 
strain. Thousands of schools appear (did you ever think how many elementaries are named Lakewood?), along with many 
associations, businesses, and churches. One wonders if their patrons realize they have been conscripted as foot soldiers in the 
federal Back to School march. 

Your humble scrivener, an avid collector of government documents that (miraculously) cost not a penny, called the 
800 number and was informed that there actually are six Back-to-School kits, divided as to Family, School, Business, 
Community, Religion, and Universities. So which one will it be? 

"Well, I belong to a family, visit schools, work for a business, am a member of a community, pray for our country 
constantly (especially since 1992), and have an alma mater." 

"Okay," Miss USA-LEARN chuckled, "we'll send you all of them." 
"Thanks, and give my regards to Dick Riley." 
SECRETARY Riley says he wants the America Goes Back to School Initiative to challenge all Americans to do such 

things as read with a child so the child can "read well by the end of the third grade." Evidently, the first and second grades, not to 
mention kindergarten, are to be reserved for baby-sitting purposes. 

The I-million homeschoolers, as well as other conscientious parents, who teach children to read by age 5 or 6 - often 
using systematic phonics - just need to kick back and get with the government's leisurely third-grade emphasis. 

Speaking of which, Riley also wants Back to School to be about "learning more about how your school, school district, 
and state can sign up to take the 1999 national tests in fourth-grade reading and eighth-grade math to make sure students are 
mastering the basics." (The preceding was a paid political advertisement.) 

Yep, those are the tests the Clintons have put on a fast track without asking for congressional authorization. So the 
President is making law. Civics apparently is not one of the basics. 

THE OFFICIAL Back-to-School Initiative attracted "thousands" of participants last year, according to Update: 
In Macomb, Michigan, fifth-grade teacher Frank Miracola and his principal, Kathy Markel, had a "back-to-school 

barbecue" for teachers, parents, and others. (America's official backyard cookout?) And Hemmings Motor News in Bennington, 
Vermont, gave its employees two paid Education Participation Days to do something with local schools. (Did they have to bring 
back a note from teacher?) 

Evidently, Satellite Town Meetings (also "free"?) will help USED direct all Americans in the correct back-to-school 
track. Update listed nine of them for the coming school year, under a partnership (yes, another one) of USED, the National 
Alliance of Business, and the Center for Workforce Preparation. 

The September 16 meeting will be "Back to School: Families and Communities Together for Leaming." And by 
calling the above 800 number you can receive a "Just Add Water" kit enabling you to "use the national broadcast of the Satellite 
Town Meeting to create a local event in your community." 

Dissidents need not apply. These are for correct-thinking people who will not snicker when Riley utters such 
profundities as this one at the June satellite session: "We know now - more than ever - that the first few years of life are 
absolutely critical to a child's development." So we knew that, but now we really, really know it, especially since Hillary Clinton 
had her Brain Summit at the White House last spring. 

The thrust of the June satellite powwow was to sign up parents for government training in how to be parents. And we 
really, really know that government is good at stuff like that, right? Says so right here in the government-issue tool kit. 



WANT MORE Partners? Well, there's also the Education Excellence Partnership, which brings together USED, The 
Business Roundtable, the teachers' unions, the National Governors' Association, and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce - the 
usual suspects. 

This outfit is enlisting millionaire baseball players to cut public service ads urging everyday moms and dads to "be a 
big-league parent" and offering yet another free(!) booklet entitled "Strengthening Your Child's Academic Future." Just call 
1-800-38-BE SMART for that gem. 

"This advertising effort," Secretary Riley assures us, "will result in champions in the classroom." 
Sure: Better ed through ads. Duh. Government propaganda no doubt will make us even smarter than monopolistic 

government schooling already has made us.• 



1\1 o ·e ' esting Is No Solution 
U testing Is the answer to our edu­

cation problems. It would han solved 
·them a long time ago. American etu­
dents are tested, tested, tested, aad the 
CUolDn admlalstratlon la propoeing ID 
tat our chlldtta again. 

Contrary to The Post's Aug. 7 edi­
torial. "Get On With Student Testing," 
reprdiar President CUntoa's national 
test laltiative, the proposal Is not 
"'bogged down la politics and process." 
lbe propoul Is bogged down because 
Americana don't want and don't need a 
aew aatlonal reading lest for fourth· 
graders aad a ne• national mathemat­
ica test for eighth graders. 

Though the prl"Sidcnt and Srcn·lary 
of Education Richard Rilt·y arc con· 
vlnced thal more lrsling is the way to 
boosl the acadrinic achlt'vl'ml'nl ol 
Amerkan ~tudt'nt,, I disagree-and so 
do many ol the nation's governors, 
educators. legislalor.. and members ol 
Congress (both Republican and Demo­
cratic). To date. only siX governors 

have Indicated Interest In the presl· 
dent's proposal. 

The Post Is correct In saying that I 
Intend ID block funding for the Initia­
tive, but my effort 11 not polltlal. 11'1 
common eeask.al. Al 1 former teacher, 

'lhl<lng Exception 

principal and school superintendent, I 
know the value and purpose of testing. 
I also know that we don't need new 
national lestl. The presldmt's proposal 
comes 11 a timt' when we already have 
plenty of lnting. Nrarly aU the stairs 
anil many local SC"hool cli,lric1s havr 
their own It-sling 11rogram~. We al· 
ready have two federally fundt·d trsl~. 
ll1r first and oldrsl is NAF.P (the 
National Asscssmrnl of Educational 
l'rogrcss). which ls a samplloii of 
sludenls in various subjects. The sec­
ond lf'st is providcd under llMSS (lhe 
Third lnlernational Mathematics and 

rational advantages. No reason exists 
to develop anothcr test to show us the 
deficiencies of di111dvantaged studenls. 
• Tests don't geoerale higher aca· 
demk performance. The adminislla· 
lion and the U.S. Hepartmenl ol Edu­
cation have talked as if a new national 
tesl will create better students. It won't. 
Standardiud tests a:;sess pt'rfor­
mance: they don't generate it. And with 
any testing proposal we should be 
wary of lhe tendency of tnchers to 
teach lo the lesl. 
• New national tests could lead to a 
national curriculum. lo developing 
new assessments. the tendency is to 
creale a new curriculum lo match 
thdse assessments. Bui like new na­
tional lests. a nalional curriculum is 
somt'lhing Americans don't wanl and 
du11·1 net·d. Local ronllol is a hallmark 
ol Amrrican 1·ducation (jivl'n what 
h;oppcnt•d with lhc fednaUy lundt·d 
ll S. hislory standards project (a dis­
mal initiative lhat generated political 

Science Study). /\II of lhls te1>1ing oc­
cun above and beyond the daseroom 
teats that teachen create. 

A5 a result of all lhil testing, we 
know that nearly half oiu students are 
not performing as ftU aa they should 
be. We should help these students-

' not test them again. The Post editorial 
maintains that new national tests are 
needed la order ID "Identify a chlld'a 
academic weaknesse1 and plan lm­
prOYemeots. • This Is already accom­
plished through the panoply of tests 
already In use. Moreover, test develop­
ers and publlshrrs maintain they are 
crrating uniform tests that are compa­
rable ~L~te to stale and school to 
school I havf' othrr concerns with 'the 
ad1ninisllalion's proposal: 
•The adminisllalion Is sending mi.ud 
signals. Since 1993 l'rrsldenl Clinton 
and Srrrrtary Riley have actively 
pu~hed lhdr lioals 2000 rrograrn. 
which encourages, and provides funds 
for, stales to crrale I heir own standards 
and tests In es~nce. the admlnlslra· 

don't need to engage in any effcirf Uiat 
could lead lo a national curriculqm. 
Unlike the NAEr tests, wtilch are 
governed by an independent. bOard, 
these new tesls will come from the U.S. 
Deparlment of Education That ,PUis 
the deparllnenl in an cxllcmely po-r· 
lul position in oiu local schools. · · 

Instead of developing new naiioiial 
tests, I would rather send douars'IO tbe 
classroom. bolster basic ac3if~cs 
and increase parental involvement. I 
want to dired federal reaollrcH to 
family literacy and prescbo!ll readi­
ness. I also want to take steps to 
improve learher prt>paralion and"'the 
leaching ancl lt·arning conditions In our 
schools. Thost• should be our priori· 
ties-- not more testing. • · 
.... - . ·-- ··- -------,-
J111·w1 ita. 11 /frp11Miu111 1 °11 

"'"' r.,.. n/11 ti l't!f1<1m I '1•1111Sylva rmi, Is 
clrairmarr oftl1t I/. 11~c Commilt•,., 

.. r: 1,, ,,, ... ..... I''~· t•~,,..,.1,, .. ,.r 

lion has backed decenllali.ied relorm. 
Now, with lhls new test proposal. ii 
appeare lo be backing centralized r~ 
form. Why the switch? 
• The development of national tests is 
too controversial for the administration 
to act without congressional review or 
authorization. The administration has 
no bill. nor bu It Indicated any Inten­
tion of seeking legislation for this 
lnltlative. for Instance, federal lt'gisla­
tion allows for NAEP. But the U.S. 
Department of Education bas quickly 
planned these new tests without wide 
public Input. In addition. valid tests 
take yean ID construd. The fast track 
nalure of thl9 lnitlativr alarms many 
rclucators and pollcyn1akrrs. 
• Nrw national ll'sls could lr;1d lo 
inappropriate and unlair rnmµarisuns 
ol schools and stuclrnts. For instancr. 
w1· alrtwly know that 'ul.ourba11 slu· 
dcnls in Uppt·r St Clain·. l'a .. wiU. in all 
likelihood. outperform ~t.udrnts lr11111 

center city f'illsburgh Why? Students 
from Upper St. Claire have more edu· 

Wash'"'jtt>" Pc.~ 
~v* \\ 1<147 
"P~ AZ-I 



1. The Sunday Patriot-News-Harrisburg 
08/I 0/97; Section: OP-ED 

As We See It: More testing won't improve learning 
By Rep. Bill Goodling 

Testing, testing, testing ... No, this message isn't coming to you from your local public address announcer; it's coming 
from the Clinton administration, which is trying to sell the nation something it doesn't want and doesn't need. 

Since early this year, President Clinton and Secretary of Education Richard Riley have actively campaigned for two new 
national tests: one in reading for our natio9's fourth graders and another in mathematics for eighth graders. 

Though the president and the secretary are convinced that more testing is the way to boost the academic achievement of 
American students, I disagree - and so do many of the nation's governors, educators, legislators and members of Congress (both 
Republican and Democratic). 

We don't need new federally funded tests. We would rather send dollars to the classroom, bolster basic academics and 
increase parental involvement. 

As a former teacher, principal and school superintendent, I know the value and purpose of testing. Tests help educators 
determine whether students are learning their lessons, and they are used to evaluate curriculum and teaching. 

One of the many problems with the president's national test proposal is that it comes at a time when we already have plenty 
of testing. American students are tested, tested and tested. Nearly all the states and many local school districts have their own testing 
programs. There are already two federally funded tests. The first and oldest is NAEP (the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress), which is a national sampling of students in various subjects. 

The second test is provided under TIMSS (the Third International Mathematics and Science Study). All of this testing 
occurs above and beyond the classroom tests that teachers create. 

As a result of all this testing, we already know that nearly half our students are not performing as well as they should be. 
We don't need another test to tell us how our students are doing. We should help these students - not test them again. 

There are other concerns I have with the administration's proposal: 
The development of national tests is too controversial for the administration to act without congressional review or 

authorization. The administration has no bill, nor has it indicated any intention of seeking legislation for this initiative. There is 
federal legislation allowing for NAEP. 

The U.S. Department of Education has quickly planned these new tests without wide public input. In addition, valid tests 
take years to construct. The fast-track nature of this initiative has alarmed many educators and policy makers. 

New national tests could lead to inappropriate and unfair comparisons of schools and students. For instance, we already 
know that suburban students in Upper St. Clair will, in all likelihood, out perform students from center city Pittsburgh. Why? 
Students from Upper St. Clair have more educational advantages. There is no reason to develop another test to show us the 
deficiencies of disadvantaged students. 

Tests don't generate higher academic performance. The administration and the U.S. Department of Education have talked 
as if a new national test will create better students. It won't. Standardized tests assess performance; they don't generate it. And, with 
any testing proposal we should be wary of the tendency of teachers to teach to the test. 

New national tests could lead to a national curriculum. In developing new assessments~ there is a tendency to create new 
curriculum to match those assessments. But, like new national tests, a national curriculum is something Americans don't want and 
don't need. Local control is a hallmark of American education. 

Given what happened with the federally funded U.S. history standards project (a dismal initiative that generated political 
correctness rather than history ) we don't need to engage in any effort that could lead to a national curriculum. 

Unlike the NAEP tests, which are governed by an independent board, these new tests will come from the U.S. Department 
of Education. That puts the department in an extremely powerful position in our local schools. 

There is no significant support for new national tests. Since President Clinton announced his test proposal, only six 
governors have indicated interest in it. 

Instead of developing new national tests, I want to direct federal resources to family literacy and preschool readiness. I 
also want to take steps to improve teacher preparation and improve the teaching and learning conditions in our schools. Those should 
be our priorities - not more testing. 

Rep. Bill Goodling, R-Seven Valleys, is chairman of the U.S. House of Representatives' Commillee on Education and the 
Workforce.• 
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Consensus needed for national testing 
--....... ~·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

By MrcHAEL H. KEAN 

SANY policy-maker will 
tell you, consensus ts the 
key ractor in change. 
You must have consen­
sus to move legislation 
and policy proposals. 

Severalyefµ"S ago, the 
Clinton admtn1stration"s national 
health care program died because 
of a lack or a consensus. So did 
Ronald Reagan's "Star Wars" 
arms proposal in the 1980s and the 
Equal Rights Amendment in the 
late 1970s. George Bush, on the 
other hand, made sure he had con­
sensus on Capitol Hill before going 
rorward with the gulf war. 

In education- an area rtfe with 
new Ideas and reronns - consen­
sus is the linchpin or success. 

This summer, the Cllnton ad­
mtntstration will need to build 
consensus for Its voluntary na­
tional test proposal ror U.S. 
fourth- and eighth-grade stu­
dents. But Republicans are trying 
to halt the proposal out or concern 
that it ts moving too rast. 

National tests stand as being 
the largest challenge ror Mr. Clin­
ton's education agenda. Despite 
the Importance the administra­
tion has placed on developing and 
implementing national tests, few 
governors are committed to it. 

Only six states - Maryland, 
Kentucky, Massachusetts, Michl-

To aurreaders 

Peter A. Jay ts on vacatton. 
Hu column wtll return tn Sep­
tember. 

gan, North. Carolina and West Vir­
ginia - are on board. Despite this 
lack or consensus, the White 
House ts moving rorward in devel­
oping the test. 

Rep. Bill Goodling, R-Pa., may 
try to apply the brakes prior to the 
August recess. Cha1nnan of the 
House Education and the Work­
rorce Committee, Mr. Goodling 
has previously attempted to stop 
the proposal with amendments 
that were later quashed. 

This summer, however, he may 
succeed. He ts preparing a resolu­
tion barring the U.S. Department 
or Education rrom further plan­
ning or development of the tests 
until Congress gives the go-ahead. 

President Cllnton and Educa­
tion Secretary Richard Riley 
maintain they don't need congres­
sional approval or an appropria­
tion. They nre tunding the propos­
al with $22 milllon already avail­
able in the Fund for the Improve­
ment orEducation. 

Building consensus 
Mr. Goodltng tnststs that· the 

president build a consensus. Since 
President Clinton proposed the 
plan rour months ago, the Depart­
ment of Education has moved rap­
idly to develop the tests-without 
doing the fteld work to create a 
clear consensus among educators 
and policy-makers that national 
testing ts needed. Without consen­
sus, the proposal ts a target. · 

Much testing already occurs in 
our schools. Forty-six states have 
taken steps to develop their own 
standards and assessments. Many 
individual school districts have 
testing programs, too. 

It ts unknown to what extent 
the proposed national tests would 
complement or replace existing 

testing programs. The adminis­
tration's proposal ts mute on how 
the national tests will be better. 

The White House is also send­
ing mixed messages about educa­
tion· reform. For the past four 
years, it has supported and tund­
ed decentralized reform through 
Goals 2000, its education agenda. 
This tnlttative encourages the 
states to create world-class stand­
ards and new assessments to mea­
sure pupil progress. 

But, under Mr. Clinton's new , 
test proposal, the U.S. Depart­
ment of Education will develop as­
sessments ror use by the states. 
The proposal seeks a centralized 
result without ftrst gatntng sup­
port in a decentrallzed education 
environment made up or 50 states 
and 16,010 school districts. 

The U.S. Department of Educa­
tion must ensure that the national 
tests are inte~ted with existing 
state and local testing programs. 

In the United States there are 
50,453 public elementary schools 
and 9,075 public middle schools. 
The posslbWty of testing more 
than 4 milllon students at the 
rourth and eighth grades poses 
enormous challenges. 

National schoolchild testing 
may very well be the right idea. 
But, given the number of ques­
tions that need to be answered, 
and given the significance of the 
'proposal and its impact on our 
children and schools, Mr. Cllnton 
must take the time to clearly justi­
fy the need and enllst the support 
a strong group of informed sup­
porters rro~ across the nation. 

Mtchael H. Kean, of 
CTB/McGraw-Htll, ts former chair 
of the Test Committee of the Asso­
ctatton of American Publishers. 

In a quaint summer cottage, Lincoln fo IJ 

By DAVID M. SHRIBMAN 

i\SHINGTON 
Here Abra.ham 
Lincoln and his wife 
retreated in grief 
atter the death of 
their son. Here the 
wartime president 

and his family found a few 
moments of peace and solace 
amid war and struggle. Here the 
Great Emancipator learned of the 
Union Victory at Antietam. 

restoration project waiting to 
happen. The capital is a festival of 
wide boulevards- and tiny 
corridors of power. 

It ts a city of monumental 
buildings - and hidden power 
centers. It provides a giant stage 
for performers- and a few real 
levers of power. And so one of the 
lessons orWashington - not only 
in our time but in all time - Is to 
seek power in the nooks and 
crannies. in the out-of-the-way 
OIA.r.PS hPvnnti tno rnr"""" r.f'+.\..."" 

glory, but for grief. 
Here, in a place that once was 

remote, a setting that 
Washingtonians used for horse 
carnage rides and Ice skating, 
America's wartime president went 
into retreat. Sometimes he would 
slip away to visit hospitals where 
the ambulance trains dumped the 
wounded soldiers from across the 
Vlrginia line. 

Pain endured 



1. The Des Moines Register 
08/01/97; Edition: 4 Star; Section: Main News; Page 12 

Leave schools to the states 
Forget national education testing. 
For three reasons. 
First, each state knows best what it needs to do to improve. States already are working hard to raise the academic 

achievement. Most states wrote or revised standards for public schools in the past year, according to the American Federation of 
Teachers, a teachers' union. 1 

Second, states will take more oWllership of standards they set for themselves. Federal standards, even if voluntary, 
don't have the same appeal: Only six states so far have endorsed President Clinton's call for nationai testing, with about a dozen 
others saying they would probably give the tests. Suspicion of the hand of politics in shaping national standards hurts their 
credibility. 

Third, if each state's goal is excellence, states can learn from each other, and from the many education groups issuing 
stronger guidelines. Washington's role is better left to providing money for school innovation -such as the Goals 2000 program 
that is bringing Iowa about $3 million this year. States will be more creative and flexible than a distant bureaucracy. 

Behind the push for national education standards is the fear that the United States won't be globally competitive if its 
youngsters aren't better prepared in math, science, social studies and English. That's why states are rethinking things, too. The 
"Nation at Risk" report in 1983 set the education-reform wheels in motion; now they seem to be picking up even greater speed. 

Iiowa is reported to be the only state not working on common academic standards, according to the American 
Federation of Teachers. Whether Iowa should is controversial, given a tradition of strong schools with local control. But here, 
too, there is nervousness about the future. 

The state Board of Education's strategic plan calls for renewed emphasis on local districts looking at their academic 
standards and reporting on how they are doing, said Klark Jessen, an Iowa Department of Education spokesman. And a state 
commission headed by Des Moines businessman Marvin Pomerantz is expected to make recommendations in September on how 
to have better public schools. 

Iowa's approach, in any case, should be left to Iowa.• 
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1. The New York Times 
07/20/97; Edition: Late Edition - Final; Section: Section 4; Editorial Desk; Page 15, Column I 

Wake Up, America: Apathy Can Be Dangerous 
Unless the heat has warped our memory, it was only a couple of years ago that Americans were so mad at Washington there could 

have been a new Congressional election every month. Today, the cry of "throw the bums out" is seldom heard, and the people 
storming the ramparts of the Capitol are mostly the usual suspects looking to cut the usual deals. 

John Huang had ties to a company with ties to the Chinese Government while raising millions of dollars for the Democrats? The 
loyalists whom Newt Gingrich had taken to his bosom tried to ace him out? What does any of this have to do with the price of a 
double-decaf iced mocha latte? 

The reason for this complacency, according to the polls, is that most Americans believe the country as a whole and they themselves 
are better off than at any time since who knows when. But boredom with government is a threat to the people's long-term interests. 
including people who make a living saying things like "boredom with government is a threat to the people's long-term interests" -
the experts, pundits, gurus and others known collectively as the Beltway insiders. 

A few leading commentators and others were asked to explain once again just why all good citizens must get serious. Here are 
their responses: Ralph Nader is the author of"No Contest: Corporate Lawyers and the Perversion of Justice in America." 

Strange, isn't it, that thousands of corporate lobbyists are actually excited about what is going on in Washington. For they are 
pushing legislation to limit or eliminate their liability for their corporate crime, fraud and abuse against citizens and investors whom 
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they injure. These corporate interests use Oiwellian language to call their bills "tort refonn," "securities refonn," "regulatory refonn" 
and "banking refonn." 

Should these measures pass, you will pay more and have less recourse to justice, and health and safety standards will be weaker 
and less vigorously enforced. 

On another front, more of your tax dollars will go to huge corporate welfare programs and giveaways ($70 billion worth of public 
airwaves to existing TV broadcasters, for instance) if people do not back the politicians - both liberals and conservatives - who 
are fighting in Congress to end these boondoggles. 

Stay bored and government becomes more of an instrument of the rich and powerful against the rest of America. Get active with 
your fellow citizens and you might just see more government of, by and for the people. 

Nonnan J. Ornstein is resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute. 
Peace and prosperity: great developments for the country, but tough going for politicians and pundits. Good times mean 

complacency among voters; combine that feeling with the underlying cynicism about politics, and it is no wonder that, outside the 
Beltway, events in Washington are even fess compelling than they were in the halcyon days of cold war tension and economic 
tunnoil. 

The benign neglect of Washington has been fed by a sense that President Clinton, Speaker Newt Gingrich and the Senate majority 
leader, Trent Lott, have found ways to cut deals to make modest changes that steer the nation in the right direction. 

Their ability to keep the process on track has been admirable, but it is plenty tenuous. The very lack of outside threat or internal 
crisis leaves a vacuum that has been filled by often vicious partisan bickering and ideological warfare that could, if unchecked, poison 
the atmosphere enough to make further compromise and action impossible. 

"So what?" you ask. Times will not always be good. If we continue to make small but tangible progress in areas from Medicare 
refonn to expanding free trade to campaign finance refonn, we can prevent pain and dislocation down the road when we can least 
afford it. David Gergen is editor at large of U.S. News & World Report. 

People are so bored with Washington, says my friend Mark Shields, that they are turning offC-SPAN in favor of the Weather 
Channel. True enough, but there's much about our long-tenn future that needs attention. 

Beyond the obvious lack of nerve in refonning Social Security and cleaning up campaign finance, we seem unable to figure out 
what can be done to rebuild American families. The past 40 years have witnessed the largest collapse of family life in recorded 
history and it won't be repaired with V-chips and $500 tax credits. 

Meanwhile, much of Washington is also strangely silent on the disasters unfolding in public universities in California and Texas 
- and soon to appear elsewhere - as affinnative action is thrown out. Racial preferences are no longer sustainable politically, but 
a return to segregation would be even worse. Clearly, we need to pursue much stronger efforts at remediation in secondary school. 

On a wholly different front, we are shortchanging one of our most vital long-tenn investmeRts: basic scientific research. Federal 
spending has dropped four years in a row and is still heading down. To allow a continued deterioration would compromise prospects 
for our security, economy and quality of life. Marian Wright Edelman is president of the Children's Defense Fund. 

Congress and President Clinton have a historic opportunity to address a shameful and solvable problem shared by 10 million 
uninsured children, most of whom live with working parents. The House-Senate conference committee will soon decide whether to 
adopt a Senate plan to insure at least six million children with good benefits. 

The Senate plan is partly financed by a 20-cent tobacco tax that would curb teen-age smoking and save hundreds of thousands 
of lives. The inferior House plan leaves the door open for special interests to raid the child health fund and gives no assurance that 
a single child will actually receive coverage. 

Every American must speak out for our children's health so that special interests like Big Tobacco are not the only voices our 
lawmakers hear. Lynne Cheney is fonner chairwoman of the National Endowment for the Humanities. 

One reason that people outside the Beltway should care about what's going on there is that Washington can render state efforts 
moot. Consider "whole math" instruction, which has been making its way into schools for several years. The idea is that mathematics 
is a natural activity that students will invent procedures for if only they are given mathematically rich problems to solve. 

Parents concerned that this idea will prove destructive are working to be sure that states require instruction in basic skills. They've 
made headway, but the Administration could reverse it. The national math test for eighth graders being planned for 1999 could easily 
overwhelm state efforts, and it is being shaped entirely by advocates of the "whole math" approach. Arianna Huffington is 
chairwoman of the Center for Effective Compassion. 

A very important piece of legislation - the charitable tax credit - is getting scant attention in Washington. The proposal would 
allow families to give up to $1,000 of what they owe in taxes to a poverty-fighting charity of their choice. Not only would it provide 
billions of dollars for effective grass-roots groups but it would also strengthen the frail bonds of community. 

In the course of deciding what group to support, citizens would have the opportunity to become more invo1ved in the lives of those 
in need. And the charitable tax credit would establish a hierarchy of charitable priorities at a time when both political parties have 
tragically neglected the crisis of poverty and violence in our inner cities. Kevin Phillips is editor and publisher of American Political 
Report and author, most recently, of"Arrogant Capital." 

For voters to ignore Washington's corruption hearings because Congress won't pass meaningful refonn anyway is sagacity, not 
apathy. 

Besides, Washington is never the nation's prime focus near the peak of a financial boom and stock market bubble - not in the 
early l 890's, not in the late I 920's and not now. That's true even though money's corruption of politics often tops out close to other 
peaks of the money culture- the record-setting Dow and the economists' announcement of the end of the business cycle. When (and 
if) the bubble pops, voters will get involved with a vengeance. Michael Mandelbaum is the author of "NATO Expansion: A Bridge 
to the Nineteenth Century." 

As Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic received invitations to enter NATO, and American officials assured Estonia, Latvia 
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and Lithuania that they. too, could join, one feature of NA TO expansion received less attention than it deserves: the price tag for 
Americans. 

Upgrading the military establishments of the new members and sending Western troops to the territories of the three Baltic 
countries to protect them from their huge neighbor, Russia, could cost hundreds of billions of dollars. The new members cannot pay; 
the Western Europeans will not pay. 

So Americans would foot the bill, requiring higher taxes, less social spending, abandoning a balanced budget, or all three. All 
Americans should care about that. Zbigniew Brzezinski was national security adviser to President Jimmy Carter. 

Three issues deserYe public attention; each, if mismanaged, could affect every American's pocketbook and even cost American 
lives. 

The first involves Europe. By widening NA TO, we can reduce the chances of new intra-European conflicts. Otherwise, Americans 
could soon find themselves again engaged in European bloodshed. 

The Middle East cries for more engagement by the United States in the stalemated Israeli-Palestinian peace process. Renewed 
conflict could quickly ignite a major energy crisis. 

Last but not least, a more powerful China is emerging, while America's relationship with that awakening giant is in a state of drift. 
By portraying China already as our enemy, some commentators are engaging in a self-fulfulling prophesy. 

In brief, ignorance is not bliss. Vinnie Rosario is a bartender at The Capital Grille. 
As the economy has heated up, Washington has seen a revival of SO's indulgence with a 50's retro twist, demonstrated by the 

unusual number of martinis, cigars and steaks being ordered at The Capital Grille when Congress is in session. 
And over the hustle and bustle of bar interaction, the old jokes can be heard, like, "How many politicians does it take to screw 

in a light bulb?" The most timely response these days, though, is, "They'd immediately form a committee to determine the most 
effective way to meet the challenges of this great task." 

What does all thjs mean for the rest of America? Hey, a bartender neyer reveals hjs secrets • 
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FairTest 
The National Center for Fair & Open Testing 

Race Discrimination Suit Filed 
Against NCAA Test-Score Rules 

The Jong struggle to end the 
National Collegiate Athletic 
Association's (NCAA) contro­
versial use of cut scores on the 
SAT and ACT to determine 
initin.l athletic eligibility moved 
to Federal court in early Janu­
ary, when two student-athletes 
filed a lawsuit in Philadelphia 
charging that Proposition 16 
discriminates against African 
American student-athletes. 

The class action suit, which 
grows out of research and 
advocacy carried out by 
FairTest and the Mcmtosh 

· ion, was brought by a 
l team led by the Washing-
0.C.-based Trial Lawyers 

for Public Justice CTLPJ>. 
According to the complaint, 

Cureton v. NCAA, the NCAA' s 
· use of a fixed minimum score 

on standardized tests to decide 

who is allowed to play fi.rst­
year college sports and receive 
athletic scholarships violates; 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 and its implementing 
regulations, which prohibit race 
disc:rirninatio11 by Institutions 
receiving federal funds. 

The plctlntilfs are see.king an 
CONTINUED ON PAGE FOUR 
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New FairTest Executive Director 
Following a three-month national search, Laura Barrett has been 

hired as FairTcst'~ new Executive Director. She replace8 Pamela 
Zappardino, who left FairTest to lead several programs in her home 
state of Rhode Lsland. · 

l.a.ura .has 11 years of experi('nce in advocacy, public policy and 
non-profit management. Most recently, she was the E:icecutive 
Director of the Tax Equity Alliance for Massachusetts Educat"ion 
Fund, a Boston-based organization that researches fiscal issues ,1nd 
promotes tax fairness. 

Laura worked at the TEAM Ed Fund. and its siskr organil' ... 1tion 

TF.AM, beginning in the fall of l 990 when she joined the can\paign 
to nppo1>e an initiative on the Massachusetts ballot that would have 
cut taxes and rcvenues by nearly $2 billion. 

CONTINUED ON PAGE TWO 
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Clinton Proposes 
National Exam, Again 

In his State cit the Union address, Presi­
dent Bill Clinton revived a proposal 
soundly defeated during the Bush admin­
istration to create national exams, this time 
to test reading in grade 4 and math in 
grade 8. Earlier this decade, FairTcst 
organized the successful campaign to halt 
far more ellr;tensive proposals for a national 
exam (see E:raminer. Fall 1992, Summer 
1991). 

Responding to President Clinton's 
proposal, FairTest called it "a step back­
ward in school reform" and a "return to 
the fraudulent notion that you can improve 
educational quality by impo.ciing more 
tests." 

The statement noted, "Since test-driven 
reform did not wor" when he was gover­
nor of Arbnsas, how can Bill Clinton 
logically ellr;pcct the same approach to 
enhance academic performance nationally? 
His proposal foils the test of serious educa­
tion refom1." 

According to Clinton's proposal. the 

CONTINUED ON PAGE TWElvt: 
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Clinton Proposes National Test Agai,n 
reading test would be b;ised on 
the current Ni'ltional Assessment 
of Educ.1tional Progress (NAEPl. 
which now szunples both lest 
items and students to obtain 
data &1t the national and state 
levt!ls (i>ee l:'xm11i11n, Summer 
1996). Thl! ll\ilth test wouldfbe 
based on the Third lnternationnl 
Mathematics and Science 511.u:ly 
<TIMSS). which wns the basis for 
a recent intematiunal compari­
son of student achievement . 

Reasons for opposition 
There are n number of impnr­

tant reasons for rejecting Pres. 
Clinton's prciposal: 
• U.S. students .lre already the 

most tested in the industri<il­
ized world. and Clinton·s 
proposal will make it worse. 
All but a few states te~t 
students in both reading and 
math ol\ a regular basis. The 
President's plan is simply 
o\ferkill. 

• Believing we can improve 
scnoCJling by ;idding one more 
test is like l:>elicving we can 
fotten cattle by weighing them 
mote often. Not only is the 
claim wrong, it also defl~ts 
attention from more impor­
tant is.c;ues and wastes limited 
resources . 

• Enhancing te11chers' ilbility to 
Assess all children accurately 
and f<1irly in order to impro'lle 
instruction is what schools 
most i1eed in the area of 
assessment. This require::; a 
serious commitment of time 
and money for teacher profes­
sional development. Another 
"accountability" test does 
nothing to met>t this need . 

• A national test will push 
teachers to teilch to what i~ on 
that test. Most 111.11jor tests are 
rather narrow and limited. 

Tenching to them meo:ins that 
curriculum often gets watered 
down, and instnKtion is often 
dumbed-down to test coach­
ing by drill-and-kill methods. 
While coaching can improve 
ttlSt scores in the short run, it 
does not improve learning in 
the long run and therefore 
also runs counter to the desire 
for high t1tandards for student 
learning. 

• Proponents of more tests like 
to claim that having these 
tests will increase student 
motivation. However, r~ 
search shows that testing 
reduces motivation for many 
students. Teaching to the test 
usu.111ly produces a boring 
curriculum that turns many 
children off from learning. 
Instead of learning to like 
education. kids learn to 
dislike school. The end result 
is that instead of improving 
achievement, for many 
sh:ldents more testing will 
iictually reduce real achieve­
ment. 

• Whoever controlc; the test will 
strongly influence the curricu-

lum of all the kids in the 
country, even if it ts a ··volun­
tary" test. While President 
Clinton claims it will be 
voluntary. his proposal 
creates a slippery slope 
downhill to a full-fledged 
national exam that wlll 
establish a de facto national 
curriculum through the back 
door. For example, when the 
National As.qessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) 
was created, the public was 
told there would never be 
state scores. Now there are. 
When Congress authorized 
state scores, the public was 
told there would never be 
individual scores. Now that is 
exactly what Bill Clinton 
wants, as apparently does the 
National Assessment Govern­
ing Board which oversees 
NAEP (see E:r11mina, Summer 
1996). 

• Once NAEP produces Indi­
vidual scores. not only will it 
control curriculum. but 
neither the public nor educa· 
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Clinton Calls 
far More Testing 
will be able to dfatingui.qh what 
kids really know from what they 
j"st memorized for the test. A 
useful monitoring device -­
NAEP -- will have been altered 
to produce more redundant : 
comparative data about ldds. 
• One form of assessment 

cannot adequately or fairly 
assess all students equally 
well, due to di"ersity in 
learning styles, c.."Ultural 
backgrounds, and social 
experiences. For reasons of 
cost and convenience, one 
fonn or a limited range of 
assessment most likely will be 
used.. 

• Finally, once the exams are in 
place, higher-stakes conse­
quences are likely to follow 
for both individual students 
and for schools. Damaging 
effects, such as retention in 
grade for not passing the test 
(caJled. for by President 
Clinton at Education Summit 
IT last summer), will most 
heavily impact students who 
attend schools which receive 
the least financial support, 
disproportionately studenbl of 
color and those from low­
income families. 
While holding schools ac­

countable for properly educating 
their students is desirable, doing 
so on the basis of a test score is 
not reasonable. Richer, stronger 
and more weful forms of ac­
countability can be and are being 
developed (see Exami11er, Sum­
mer 1996). 

~ For a pack.et of articles on 
the previous proposal for a 
national exam send a SASE with 
$.55 pos~age to "NaUonal Test" 
at PairTest. 

TV10 Books Refute 
Bell Curve Findings 

/neqwility by Design: Cracking 
the Bell Curve Mytl1 by six 
members of the University of 
California, Ucrkeley, Depart­
ment of Sociology does pre­
cisely what its title promises. 
Through a reanalysis of the data 
set used in the infamous 
Hermstein and Murray book 
(see Examiner, Winter 1994-95), 
the authors refute the claim that 
inherited dilferences in intelli­
gence cause inequality. Instead. 
they show that racial variations 
in achievement are the result of 
a society's inequality, not an 
unavoidable consequence of 
genes. With statistics from a 
host of sources. they make a 
persuasive case that the social 
status of an individual's birth in 
a highly stratified culture is the 
primary link to his or her future 

· economic success. Based on this 
analysis, they call for a focus on 
policies designed to reform the 
"rules of the game" to close the 
widening gap between rich and 
poor. 

Ci:t. lntqWJlity by Design is 
available from the Princeton 
University Press, 41 William 
Street, Princeton, NJ 08540; 
$35.00 doth; $14.95 paper. 

Another reanalysL'i of 
Hermstein and Murray's work. 
concluding that its fundamental 
conclusion is erroneous, ap­
pears in the peer-reviewed 
electronic journal EduCRtion 
Policy Analysis l\rchivts. Haggai 
Kupermintz of Stanford Univer­
sity takes up a challenge from 
the Bell C11rve coauthor Charles 
Murray to "k)reate some other 
scales and use some other 
method of combihlng them" to 
dctennine if "cognitive ability" 
has an effect independent from 
family social economic status 
(SES>. Adjusting for an 
individual's own years of 
education, Kupennintz finds IQ 
is no longer dotnlnant and that 
SES has a crucial role. He 
concludes. "Attempts to disen­
tangle the independent effects 
of cognitive ability and harsh 
environment are doomed, nof 
because of technical complica­
tions, but because American 
50clal reality is less than gener­
ous toward its weakest citi­
zens." 
~ A copy may be found on 

the internet at http:// 
olam.ed.asu.edu/epad/ 
v4n20.html. 
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Whose National Standards? 

DOCUMENT 2 OF 2 
AN 1970920012 
HD •Whose Nati~nal Standards? 
BY + By Lynne ~· Cheney 
WC 933 Words I 
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CC 628S Characlers r 
PD • 04102197 I 

SN The W~ll Strl.i.t Journal 
PG Al4 r-
CY (Copyright (f) 1997, Dow Jones & Company, Inc) 
LP Today a gro~p of business leaders will gather o.t the White House to 

endorse Presider,t Clinton's effort to establish national education 
"' standards. Sh0111ldn't we have leamed by now the danger of embracing 
•national standar:ds when we have no notion of what form they'll take? 

Not long ago, President Bush and the ambitious head of the National 
Governor's Ass >ciation, Bill Clinton, emerged from an education swnmit 
in Charlottesville, Va .• with what seemed to many a terrific plan: 

• "world-class standards" for U.S. schools. But several years and millions 
of taxpi!yer doll~s later, when the experts came forth with the details, 

• standards no longer seemed like such a good idea. Ninety-nine me~bers of 
•the U.S. Scnatd. voted to reject history standards that would have 
students leamin~ more about Joseph McCarthy than George Washington, 
more about the f ndian chief Speckled Snake than Thomas Edison. 

ID So how is itlthat today President Clinton's plans for national 
"' standards for rdurth-grade reading and eighth-grade mathematics are 
proceeding so s~1oothly? Otherwise-sensible politicians are backing the 
proposal even though the details are unknown and the few things one can 
speculate about bre not reassuring. _ 

The president lt1as given his proposal an aura of specificity by 
• promising to mpdel the new standards on the respected the National 
Assessment of ijducational Progress. But because the NAEP tests are not 
intended to mc~aure every child in the nation, they will have to be 
overhauled. Th Department of Education intends to award contracts worth 
some $9 milliot a year over the next few years to groups outside the 
govenunent to rf work the tests. Therein lies the danger: If those groups 
are so inclined, hey can tum out a product that differs significantly 
from the model, just as outside groups did in the Jast round of 

dard 
. I 

stan -settmg1 
Mr. Clinton trles to allay such concerns by suggesting that in 

reading and ma±-- as opposed to controversial subjects like history -
universal agrec1rnt prevails about what students should know and be 

Source: Wall $tree1 Journ~I. April 2. 1997 
------1------
Copyrigbt «:l 1997 Dow ~onea & Company, Inc. t\ll Rlchts Reserved. Page I 
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tested for. ''Fro~ Maryland to Michigan to Montana,'' he said recently, 
"reading is readlng and math is math." Apparently the president has not 
heard of "wholellanguage" instruction, an approach to reading and 
writing that has !created firestonns in several slates, most notably 
California. Wh~le-language teachers focus on student "empowerment." They 
prefer not to ta!~ about student errors, but about "approximate 
spelling." They ~lso don't talk much about phonics, one of those dreaded 
instructional techniques requiring drill and memorization. 

I ' 
Although common sense and recent research argue against 

whole-language! instruction, it has powetful ndvocates, including the 
National Council of Teachers of English, a group sure to have influence 
in the develop~ent of a reading test. Since it is impossible to imagine 
the process goi9g forward without the NCTE, it is quite possible to 
imagine a natio.l/lal reading test in which it matters not a whit to 

I 

students' scores 1

1

irthcir answers arc full of spelling and grammatical 
errors. 

Even mathem~tics is vulnerable to such fashionable nonsense. In 1989, 
• the National c9~ncil of Teachers of Mathematics set forth standards 
embodying whlit one might call "whole math" instruction. As powerful in 
its field as the ijCTE is in English, the NCTh1 lambasted "a long-standing 
preoccupation ~ilh computation and other traditional skills," which 
makes students !into "passive receivers of rules and procedures rather 

• than active participants in creating knowledge." The council's standards 
urged that drill,

1
;practicc and memorization be downplayed in favor of 

"number sense,' "operation sense" and "cooperative work." Parents in at 
* least four stale., have blamed the NCTM standards for inadequately 
fostering math literacy. Given the NC1M's likely role in developing a 
national test in ~ighth~grade mathematics, parents across the country 
could soon be itate. Worse, in the absence of other tests, a national 
examination thdt downplayed skills like computation might well disguise 
student inadeq~acies. which would be very bad news indeed. 

A third groupi that could play a rol~ in developing tests is the 
National Centet for Education and the Economy. With $20 million from the 
Pew CharitablejTrusts and the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur 
Foundation, th~ NCI:::E has been m work for the past few years on 

•standards and ~sscssments for fourth-, eighth-, and 10th-graders. Thus 
• it is very well fOSitioned to influence any new standards -- and well 
connected, too.IHillary Clinton and Ira Magaziner are among those who 
have served on\its board Mike Cohen, fonnerly NCEE executive director, 
is now chief edpcation adviser at the White l louse. 

Undersecretaty of Education Mike Smith has worked closely with the 
NCEE. Like R6bert Schwartz., then head of educational giving for the Pew 
Foundation, Mr. Smith was among those whom NCEE president Marc Tucker 

I 

brought togetlu:r right after the 1992 election to advise Mrs. Clinton. 
After the meetirg Mr. Tucker wrote an 18-pnge letter to "Dear Hillary" 

Source: Wall Street JoutjnaL April 2. J 997 
---- ·----. i····--· -- . --
Copyright CJ 1997 Do~ Jones l~ Company, Inc. All Rights Rucrved. P1gel 
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. I . 
advising that th~ Clintons aim to "remold the entire American system" of 
education and tr~inmg. Crucial to spinning a "seamless web" of 
education and laibor policy that would envelop all Americans "from cradle 

•to grave," Mr. lucker wrote, are "clear national standards of 
performance." I 

Mr. Tucker's lftter offers vivid support to those who worry that the 
Clinton reading ~nd math tests arc merely the first step on a path 
toward central cbntrol of all aspects of education. Many of those who 

I 
have come out i11 supportfofthe Clinton proposal would no more approve 
ofthis idea than!lhey would of approximate spelling; but, as the last 
round of standwd-setting showed, what is proposed in the beginning may 
bear little relatidnship to what results in the encl. 

I 

;,,, Cheney if a senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute. 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

Source: Wall Srreet Jourijul. April 2. 1997 
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'If You Have Brains, 
You Might Decide 
To Skip This Test 

Michilf.lll Hiish·School Exam 
Has Bright Kids Smartin~ 
And Parents in Re\"olt ~ 

1\:-~\:::.-
By JniE KlosHOLZ 

Sta/I Rtoparc•r o/ Tur. W4LL .Snr.n Jul •""•L 
BIRMINGHA.\I. Mich. - ii hat lf :hey 

cave a test and no one took 11? 
Or wone. what if they ra•·e a 1es1 and 

the really bright students - :he kids "no 
study Japanese m their span ume. the 
klcb whose small talk runs to deve!o!lments 
in robotics: kids with J.9 (l'l4..-po1n1 
a veraires and asp1rauons :o careen in 
engineering-refused to tau 11? 

Which is what happened .,.hen !he state 
of Mlchlian announced 11 "·ouid lest 1ll 1ts 
high school juniors lor lC10em1c proli· 
ciency. and the juniors :n BimunflWTI 
said no. 

The Amencan public. ~c~rry !or 1c· 
countability in its schoolS, ;e1is pollSters 11 ; 
wants standardized tests: :ou{ll ones. 
lone ones. lots of them. States that ~on 1 
have tests are wnun~ them: stales that do 
have tests are rewnlinc !hem 10 mue 
them hanler: President C:inion. sens· 
ing the mood. is proposmr national tests 
!or founh and eighth rrade:-s. 

Michigan was a beat ahud of mucn of 
the country. Last year. 11 dra!led the Hl~h 
School Proficiency Test. lJl 11 l.'1 ~ur 
high-achievement marathon wnose results 
were 10 he stamped on l '(T":lduaie s 
d1"IC1m• as • son o! s.al ot stale ao· 
11rova1. 

In February 1996. 100.000 ~11c1Ugan .•u· 
nion took the first proficienq· 1es1 - ;na 
the results were less than commenaaoie. 
Statewide. about a lh1rd were declared 
'"proficient" in wrmnir ana science. lif", 1n 
reading and hall in math. 

Those who weren l proi1c:tnl were 11· 
bl'led either ""novice .. or ·noq·ei no,ice. 

designations lhll Q almost everyone -
now al(Tees were 111· . 
chosen. Binnm'· 
hams juniors 

-scored well above _., ~ A' 

; lhe Stale averaire- r . 0' ' . 
I but sliH not as well . __.........,., . ;::· ' 
: as 1h1s school· , · __ . 
! proucl. follow-the· ·-. :: · 
1 rules Republican ~ j 
I suburb or Detroit 1s d "-~ 

used to scorml( on A 
, tests. /T7\ 

Ballknlpt SChools? 
Gov. John Engler has proposed leinsla · 1 

tion that would let him declare a school 
distrtct "educatlonally bankrupt" and ap· 

. point a receiver If too fey; stuaenis pass the 
hlgll-school prollclenC)• test. Bui he hasn ·1 
said what the receiver would do to resiore 
solvency to B1nnmlfham. where SAT 
scores alread)' are llll points above the 
national average. 

lnlieed, Gov. lo:ngler recent!)' an· 
nounced that Mich1,an )-oungsters. who 
alrelldy take 1tanaan11zed tests in third. 
fourth. lillll. ieVenth and e1ghlll grades. 1 

wlll take the pres1denr1 nauonat exams as 
well. It's not a popular decision: "Public 
pressure is growing against testing," sa\'S 
Diane Smollen. the MichiRan school 
board"• director of assessmen11. 

Test maken U)" JTades on new 1es1s 
always ~tart lo"" unul kids learn h<'w to 
lake them and teachers learn now 10 coach 
them. And Mlrh1gan·s test was panicu· 
larl)' tricky because or ltS hea\"\' demand 
lorvmunir. a skill must scnools don'! leach 
any more. 
Lesson for the President 

There's a cauuonar.· 1a1e there for lhc 
president. lhs na11ona1 tests would be 1 

voluntary. and after the hrsl \-eaa". 1999. 
the states would have to par the admin1s· i 
tratlve costs of Kivmir them. There would 
bl' nothlnlf to l\'a1n from dom, well. none"· 
federal 11Tdnts or aid. and evervthing to 1 
lose by domir poorly - your school's name i 
and results would be splashed across the 
Internet. And the Educauon Depanment 1s 
predicting plenty of kids will do poorly- up 
lo a ICY.; !allure rate the f1!';1 \'ear. 

Jonathan Salz. mean,.·n11e. figures he 
didn't gain anythinK bl" 1~~m~ Inc M1ch1· 
gan test 1as1 vear. And Konni• l'1l'tor. wno 
worried !hat his rcnma1.sni11 n11ch1 l'OSI 
him points on lht' wr11ini: !t'SI. lhinks hl' 
d1ctn·1 IO~l' anythin~ oy S!ill02' 11 ou1 this 
vear. 
· "When lhev wrote lhe le~1slal1on ... 
~Ir. Ballard says. ""lh•1 lo~zot haw smart 
our kids re all)' are. 

A lhtnl or more 
of Blnningllam's ju· Jonathan Sal.: 

nton were declared '"novice" at reading. 
wrtunc. malll or science when Ille test 
results came back last summer. One of 
lllem wu Jonathan Salz. 

Jonathan. 17 yean old. was declared a 
novice at wnunr. But by lllat lime. he haa 
already been accepted at the Massacnu· 
setts lnslilute of Technology. California 
Institute of TechnolD(y. Carnerie Mellon 
Univeni!}". Rensstlaer Polvtechntc lnsli· 
tute and Ille Umvenlly of Illinois. He had 
earned a perfect score on the Amencan 
College Testing. or ACT. exam. which Mid· 
western states favor over the Scholastic 
Aptitude Test; he had scored a near-per· 
lect 770 out or 800 on Ille verbal portion of 
the SAT; he had accumulated a 3.993 grade 
point averacr: he wu a National Meni 
Scholar. had a perfect grade m advance· 
placement Enrtish. and was on his way to 
graduating at Ille head of his class. 
Low·Yleld Rist 

"ll scared me." Jonathan savs. '"I had 
never failed a test before in m" iire." And 
because the Michigan tests· are never 
returned and the grades never explained. 
he' had no way of knowing why he hadn't 
passed this one. 

The buzz went around Binninlrttam: 
The test can ·1 help you with colleire·ldmis· 

Pit= 7'tlnr to~All. Column I 


