
To: Nicole Elkon 

Fax: 212/236-8015 

From: Ann O'Leary 

Phone: 202/456-6275 

fa 

Nicole -

1 have attached several bits of information for you: 

(1) Press guidance on Children's Scholarship Fund 
(2) WP article stating that Clinton has publicly supported privately funded scholarships 
(3) Forstmann's testimony to House Budget Committee 
(4) USA Today piece about role of business in supporting education 

Also - other tidbits of info. 

The CEO of the Children's Scholarship Fund is apparently a woman named Darla Romfo who 
formerly was Sen. Breaux's LD. She can be reached at 212/515-7136. 

Mike McCurry is also doing a bit of outside consulting with the organization. 

When I go over to the Department (which I realized I will do this afternoon), I will also search 
for the memo on the Fund. 

Hope this helps. Sorry for the long delay. 

-Ann 



Q: This week, Ted Forstmann of the Children's Scholarship Fund announced 
the winners of a lottery for $170 million in scholarships for 40,000 kids from 
low-income families to attend private or parochial schools. Do you support 
this action? 

A: My objection to vouchers has always been over the use of federal funds, not 
local funds and certainly not private money. I applaud the involvement of 
private citizens and organizations in promoting good education, and believe 
that we all need to work together to focus on strengthening the public schools 
that serve nearly 90% of students and on expanding choice within the public 
education system, such as through charter schools. 
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The nation's l a r g e s t p r i v a t e l y financed scholarship program to help needy 
c h i l d r e n attend p r i v a t e schools i s now accepting a p p l i c a t i o n s from across the 
country, Children's Scholarship Fund o f f i c i a l s s a id yesterday. 

As many as 40,000 poor youngsters w i l l b e n e f i t next school year from the 
program, which began modestly i n Washington f i v e years ago and has expanded 
d r a m a t i c a l l y under the leadership of Wall Street b i l l i o n a i r e Theodore J. 
Forstmann. 

Forstmann and h i s partners gave scholarships to 1,002 needy Washington 
youngsters l a s t year. Over the summer, they announced plans to expand the 
program to a t o t a l of 35,000 scholarships i n 40 c i t i e s and three s t a t e s . 

Yesterday's announcement adds as many as 5,000 scholarships i n the r e s t of 
the country, said James C. Courtovich, president of the Children's Scholarship 
Fund. 

A p p l i c a t i o n s f o r the coming school year are due March 31. Winners w i l l be 
chosen by computer l o t t e r y A p r i l 22. Families i n the Washington area, or 
anywhere else, can c a l l 1-800-805-KIDS to request an a p p l i c a t i o n . 

The fund has expanded, Courtovich said, because Forstmann and h i s part n e r s , 
Wal-Mart h e i r John T. Walton and supermarket magnate Ron Burkel, are 
c o n t r i b u t i n g more cash -- a t o t a l of $ 130 m i l l i o n -- and because matching 
o f f e r s are pouring i n from others who bel i e v e poor c h i l d r e n should have the same 
chance to leave t r o u b l e d p u b l i c schools and attend p r i v a t e schools. 

"We r e a l l y had no idea t h a t we'd receive the support around the country," 
Courtovich said. "There i s a huge demand f o r people to have a choice f o r t h e i r 
c h i l d r e n ' s education." 

The Children's Scholarship Fund awards p a r t i a l scholarships to f a m i l i e s t h a t 
meet i t s poverty g u i d e l i n e s . The amounts range from $ 500 to $ 1,600, depending 
on a family's need, w i t h f a m i l i e s paying the balance of t u i t i o n . 

Last year, more than 7,500 D.C. students applied f o r the 1,002 scholarships. 
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Courtovich said the fund's 12,000 phone l i n e s were jammed yesterday a f t e r 
Forstmann appeared on Oprah Winfrey's TV show w i t h Bernice Gates, a D.C. parent 
whose three c h i l d r e n received scholarships t h i s year, to p u b l i c i z e the program. 

Forstmann and hi s partners b e l i e v e p u b l i c schools have d e t e r i o r a t e d because 
of t h e i r monopoly on educating the vast m a j o r i t y of the nation's c h i l d r e n . They 
say p u b l i c schools w i l l improve only i f they are forced to compete f o r students 
w i t h p r i v a t e schools and p u b l i c c h a r t e r schools. 

Republicans, and a few Democrats, i n Congress have made s i m i l a r arguments i n 
t r y i n g to set up taxpayer-funded school vouchers f o r poor c h i l d r e n . 

President C l i n t o n has opposed such e f f o r t s and vetoed l e g i s l a t i o n t h a t would 
have allowed vouchers i n the D i s t r i c t , saying p u b l i c money should be spent on 
p u b l i c schools. 

C l i n t o n has expressed support f o r p r i v a t e l y funded scholarships, however, and 
Forstmann's e f f o r t s have l a r g e l y steered c l e a r of the o p p o s i t i o n generated by 
p u b l i c voucher proposals. 11+ 
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Dante once observed t h a t "A great flame f o l l o w s a l i t t l e spark." For me the 
spark was i g n i t e d by my work over many years w i t h New York's Inner C i t y 
Scholarship Fund, run by the New York Archdiocese. Impressed w i t h i t s success a t 
educating c h i l d r e n f o r h a l f the cost the government system f a i l s t o educate the 
same c h i l d r e n , I thought: why not s t a r t a fund to help lowincome f a m i l i e s seek a 
good education wherever i t could be found. 
So I got together w i t h John Walton and we o f f e r e d 1,000 p a r t i a l scholarships to 
students i n Washington, DC. A f t e r j u s t a couple of months, we had received 
n e a r l y 8,000 a p p l i c a t i o n s . Confronted w i t h t h i s huge demand, we decided to go 
n a t i o n a l : John and I put up $100 m i l l i o n to fund 40,000 scholarships, and the 
Children's Scholarship Fund was born. 
Throwing a l i f e l i n e to kids trapped i n the worst schools seemed l i k e a good idea 
to me, but would others be w i l l i n g t o brave the i n e v i t a b l e controversy and j o i n 
our cause? I soon found out. Those who stepped forward to j o i n our board range 
from c i v i l r i g h t s leaders such as Andy Young, Martin Luther King I I I and Dorothy 
Height - from n a t i o n a l leaders such as General C o l i n Powell, White House Chief 
of S t a f f Erskine Bowles, Barbara Bush, and both the m a j o r i t y and m i n o r i t y 
leaders of the U.S. Senate, Trent L o t t and Tom Daschle - from sports and 
entertainment f i g u r e s , such as baseball legend Sammy Sosa, actor W i l l Smith, 
Michael Ovitz, Bob Johnson of Black Entertainment T e l e v i s i o n and MTV's 
president, Tom Freston - from business leaders such as J i l l Barad, Chairman and 
CEO of M a t t e l , to Jim Kimsey, founder of America Online, j u s t Oto name a few. 
The d i v e r s i t y of our board has been a great source of our s t r e n g t h . People from 
a l l walks of l i f e were generous, not j u s t w i t h t h e i r time and e f f o r t - but t h e i r 
money as w e l l . Soon we had r a i s e d $70 m i l l i o n to match our i n i t i a l investment -
and w i t h t h i s we set up programs i n 40 c i t i e s and three e n t i r e s t a t e s . As c a l l s 
poured i n I thought: why l i m i t our scholarships to j u s t these l o c a l programs? We 
worked through the l o g i s t i c s , came up w i t h e x t r a funds,and on the Oprah show we 
made our scholarships a v a i l a b l e to every s i n g l e low income f a m i l y i n the United 
States of America. 
Yet nothing, not even our experience i n Washington, D.C, could have begun to 
prepare us f o r the explosive l e v e l of demand f o r these scholarships. By our 
March 31 s t deadline we had a p p l i c a n t s from a l l 50 states and t e r r i t o r i e s --
from 22,000 c i t i e s and towns across America. I n many areas huge blocs of the 
e l i g i b l e population applied: 26% i n Chicago; 29% i n New York; 33% i n 
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Washington, D.C; and i n Baltimore, MD 44% applied. 
In t o t a l we received one m i l l i o n two hundred and f i f t y thousand a p p l i c a t i o n s . 
That i s an almost inconceivable response - made even more so when you remember 
t h a t t h i s i s only from people who had heard of our program. 
To understand the magnitude of t h i s demand, please remember th a t these are 
p a r t i a l scholarships (parents must c o n t r i b u t e $1,000 per year .on average) and 
low-income applicants (average income less than $22,000 a ye a r ) . Consider t h a t 
$1,000 over four years from the parents of one m i l l i o n , two hundred and f i f t y 
thousand c h i l d r e n adds up to $5 b i l l i o n . Five b i l l i o n d o l l a r s from f a m i l i e s who 
have very, very l i t t l e - simply to escape the system t h a t they've been relegated 
to and to obtain a decent education f o r t h e i r c h i l d r e n . 
I n anybody's book, t h a t has to be an amazing demonstration of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n 
w i t h the present system - and a demand f o r a l t e r n a t i v e s . That's why A p r i l 2 1st-
our n a t i o n a l l o t t e r y day- w i l l be remembered as a t u r n i n g p o i n t i n the h i s t o r y 
of American education. The parents of 1.25 m i l l i o n have put an end to the debate 
over whether low-income f a m i l i e s want choice i n education: they passionately, 
desperately, unequivocally do. Now i t i s up to the defenders of the status quo 
to t e l l these parents, and the m i l l i o n s of others they represent, why they 
cannot have i t . We have heard most of these arguments before. But as pressure 
f o r competition and education a l t e r n a t i v e s grows - as now i t must - we are bound 
to hear these same arguments r e p r i s e d w i t h increasing frequency and 
exaggeration. The arguments against choice f a l l i n t o four categories: 1) p o l i c y , 
2) h i s t o r i c , 3) c i v i c , and 4) l e g a l . I ' d l i k e t o address each of these b r i e f l y -
since each, l i k e a l l arguments designed to deny freedom, u l t i m a t e l y reveals a 
hollow core.Policy The f i r s t argument against competition i n education 
e s s e n t i a l l y runs something l i k e t h i s : since 90% of c h i l d r e n are i n the p u b l i c 
education system, we must " f i x " t h a t system - and f i g h t choice, because choices 
b r i n g competition, and competition w i l l "destroy" the p u b l i c schools. 
Let's examine t h i s one. I t ' s c e r t a i n l y t r u e t h a t 90% of c h i l d r e n c u r r e n t l y 
receive education from the government system, or what we c a l l p u b l i c education. 
But f a r from being a reason f o r r e j e c t i n g competition, i t i s p r e c i s e l y why we 
must embrace i t . Because a system t h a t can command, indeed enforce, a 90% market 
share i s a monopoly. And as everyone knows, monopolies always produce bad 
products at high p r i c e s . Because when there i s no competition, customers have no 
a l t e r n a t i v e s . And w i t h no a l t e r n a t i v e s , they have no recourse but to accept 
whatever a monopoly decides to produce, and pay whatever a monopoly decides to 
charge. 
This i s e x a c t l y the record of the government monopoly i n education. I n the past 
f o r t y years alone, we have almost quadrupled per student spending while reducing 
the student/teacher r a t i o by nea r l y 40%. Yet student achievement has stagnated, 
w h i l e important areas l i k e l i t e r a c y and safet y have s e r i o u s l y gotten worse. 
Today, f o r example, a p u b l i c school education i n New York C i t y costs about 
$8,000 a year compared to roughly $3,500 i n an inner c i t y p a r o c h i a l school. Yet 
the inner c i t y p u b l i c schools lose h a l f t h e i r students before graduation, while 
t h e i r p a r o c h i a l school counterparts graduate nearly a l l t h e i r students and send 
most o f f to college. 
I n the face of t h i s shabby performance, we are t o l d t h a t i f we j u s t keep 
plugging away at the same o l d f a i l e d s o l u t i o n s - spend more money, h i r e more 
teachers, and reduce class sizes -- we w i l l get d i f f e r e n t r e s u l t s . 
I n the meantime, what happens to the c h i l d ? To people who want to maintain the 
sta t u s quo, t h i s i s not the primary concern. The primary concern i s not what 
happens to the c h i l d i f he i s forced to stay - but r a t h e r what happens to the 
system i f he i s fr e e to leave. By t h e i r reasoning, no matter how bad the 
s i t u a t i o n gets, we must not help the c h i l d to leave l e s t i n leaving he makes a 
bad s i t u a t i o n worse. Does t h i s make any sense at a l l ? Does the c h i l d e x i s t to 
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serve the system, or does the system e x i s t to serve the c h i l d . ' ? 
But even i f t h i s argument were not so morally bankrupt, i t runs completely 
counter to long s e t t l e d economic t r u t h s . Long before the Sherman A n t i - T r u s t Act 
we knew t h a t monopolies s t i f l e i nnovation and defraud the customer. The s o l u t i o n 
has never been to increase the power of the monopoly. The remedy, which has 
worked time and time again i n American experience, i s to encourage competition. 
H i s t o r y Competition may be deeply ingrained i n America - but according to 
defenders of the status quo, so i s what they c a l l p u b l i c education. 

America, many of us have been l e d to b e l i e v e , was founded upon a system where 
government was responsible f o r educating the p u b l i c and, as such, t h i s system 
must be considered an underpinning of our democracy, and a r e f l e c t i o n of our 
Founding Fathers' deepest a s p i r a t i o n s and i d e a l s . 
The only problem w i t h t h i s argument i s th a t i t i s a t o t a l and complete 
falsehood. The government d e l i v e r y system we have come to know as p u b l i c 
education wasn't established u n t i l roughly 100 years a f t e r our country's 
founding. The system i t replaced - the system of education our country was 
founded upon - was char a c t e r i z e d above a l l by d i v e r s i t y , competition and choice. 
Parents could choose from a mix of d i f f e r e n t options - while competition spurred 
innovation and expanded services. This approach wasn't p e r f e c t , but worked w e l l 
and was improving. Not only d i d i t arguably produce some of the greatest 
Americans of our h i s t o r y , the most basic measure of achievement - l i t e r a c y - was 
very high, i n many states higher than i t i s today. 
C i v i c The t h i r d argument claims t h a t the fre e market approach may have worked i n 
a more homogeneous so c i e t y , but i n today's diverse c u l t u r e we need the 
government system to promote s o c i a l harmony and teach c i v i c values. 
At l e a s t the c i v i c argument i s a more honest echo of the sentiments f i r s t voiced 
by p u b l i c education's e a r l y pioneers. Because while Horace Mann and h i s 
f o l l o w e r s d i d b e l i e v e i n the e f f i c i e n c y of a government model, there was also 
something else at work i n the mid- 19th century. As huge waves of immigrants 
fanned some Americans' fear of fo r e i g n e r s , education reformers played upon these 
concerns to r a i s e doubts about the a b i l i t y of immigrant parents, w i t h t h e i r 
e x o t i c r e l i g i o n s and m u l t i - c u l t u r a l backgrounds, to make proper decisions w i t h 
regard to the education of t h e i r c h i l d r e n . The proposed s o l u t i o n was to f i l t e r 
these f o r e i g n c h i l d r e n through some s o r t of standardized system.Conflict began 
immediately. A f t e r the c r e a t i o n of uniform i n s t i t u t i o n s f o r a l l , the same 
f a m i l i e s t h a t had p e a c e f u l l y co-existed i n a l l kinds of d i f f e r e n t schools - non 
denominational, Quaker and Lutheran, c l a s s i c a l and t e c h n i c a l - now found 
themselves at odds. Parents were faced w i t h an unwelcome dilemma, e i t h e r accept 
t h a t others' values would be imposed on t h e i r c h i l d r e n , or t r y to impose t h e i r 
own values by ta k i n g c o n t r o l of the system. Issues changed, but the dynamic 
remained the same, e r u p t i n g i n c o n f l i c t over Creationism, sex education, school 
prayer, r e l i g i o u s h o l i d a y s , and values education such as the "rainbow 
curriculum." Attempts to deal w i t h America's r e l i g i o u s d i v e r s i t y -whether the 
r a d i c a l secularism promoted by the l e f t , or the common-denominator school prayer 
promoted by the r i g h t - have f a i l e d because they remain locked i n s i d e the 
parameters of the status quo. By claiming to d e l i v e r what f a m i l i e s need, r a t h e r 
than g i v i n g them the power to pursue what they want - they needlessly trample 
i n d i v i d u a l r i g h t s and create s o c i a l c o n f l i c t . 
Legal Why not simply enable parents to pursue the education they want? According 
to the f o u r t h , and f i n a l argument: i t ' s against the law. 
Here's where the l e g a l argument against choice binds parents i n a catch 22. 
Because the same people who i n s i s t t h a t the F i r s t Amendment prevents c h i l d r e n 
from e x e r c i s i n g t h e i r f a i t h w i t h i n the p u b l i c system, argue t h a t i t also 
prevents f a m i l i e s from using a f r a c t i o n of t h e i r own tax money i n order t o 
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leave i t . 
Since some c h i l d r e n might f l e e to the inexpensive option of p a r o c h i a l schools, 
we're t o l d t h i s would represent an u n c o n s t i t u t i o n a l establishment of s t a t e 
r e l i g i o n . This argument holds t r u e i f , and only i f , you take one t h i n g out of 
the p i c t u r e : the parent. Because i n a competitive system, i t would be the parent 
who would get the money and do the choosing. The f a c t t h a t t h i s argument f a i l s 
to take the parent i n t o account can't merely be an oversig h t : i t ' s almost as i f 
the government monopoly has so long discounted the customers - the parents -
t h a t they've f o r g o t t e n t h a t they even e x i s t . 
The i r o n y i s th a t so long as the curre n t monopoly continues to shut out 
competition, n o n - p r o f i t , r e l i g i o u s schools w i l l be the only option many f a m i l i e s 
w i l l be able to a f f o r d . Of course, t h i s i s a r i d i c u l o u s r e s u l t . A t r u l y open, 
competitive environment i n education would witness a l l kinds of new su p p l i e r s 
coming to the f o r e . I f I can persuade you f o r j u s t one moment to look beyond the 
sta t u s quo, perhaps you can begin to see the v i b r a n t p o s s i b i l i t i e s , dancing on 
the horizon of a not too d i s t a n t tomorrow. Who knows where the schools w i l l come 
from. I t might be M i c r o s o f t , or IBM, or National Geographic, or the Museum of 
Fine A r t s . 
To refuse to l e t such p o t e n t i a l s u p p l i e r s compete w i t h a government monopoly i s 
not only senseless - i t i s wrong. We have seen what s t a t e - sponsored, 
government-run monopolies have produced i n terms of cars, l i k e the Yugo, or 
airp l a n e s l i k e the ones b u i l t i n the former Soviet Union. There has never been 
an i n d u s t r y , a business or a product t h a t competition has not improved. And 
here, please remember, we are not t a l k i n g about cars or airpl a n e s - we're 
t a l k i n g about our c h i l d r e n . 
I n s hort, we must introduce competition i n t o education, by b r i n g i n g down 
b a r r i e r s to a l t e r n a t i v e sources of supply, a l l o w i n g some new providers to 
compete, and al l o w i n g parents to decide where t h e i r c h i l d r e n w i l l go t o school. 
Competition, as i n a l l other aspects of American l i f e , w i l l be good f o r 
education. I t w i l l be good f o r teachers, f o r parents, f o r c h i l d r e n , and f o r any 
schools t h a t can d e l i v e r high q u a l i t y education. Competition w i l l not h u r t 
p u b l i c education, i t should renew i t . I be l i e v e t h a t every c h i l d , regardless of 
t h e i r parents' income, should have access to a high q u a l i t y education, and t h a t 
can be achieved only through opening up the government's monopoly on education. 
END 
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Forget about soccer moms worr i e d about schools or the White House 

and Congress worrying t h i s week over who w i l l win the education 
vote: Today's r e a l reformers are business leaders worried about 
i n h e r i t i n g a generation of workers weak on w r i t i n g and math. 

In Texas, i t was business leadership t h a t i n 1993 pushed through 
a t e s t i n g - a n d - a c c o u n t a b i l i t y program t h a t today gives Texas the 
r e p u t a t i o n as the nation's top school reformer. 

I n Maryland, i t was the Business Roundtable f o r Education t h a t 
stepped i n t o the governor's race four years ago to b o l s t e r the 
f a l t e r i n g resolve of now Gov. P a r r i s Glendening to s t i c k w i t h 
the s t a t e ' s tough and respected t e s t s . 

And perhaps the best example: the 1996 IBM education summit produced 
a group c a l l e d Achieve, which has p u l l e d together 21 states i n t e r e s t e d 
i n launching a common Sth grade math t e s t -- an achievement President 
C l i n t o n and Congress couldn't p u l l o f f . 

Sounds good, but not a l l i s on tr a c k . Business support has s p l i t 
i n t o two d i r e c t i o n s , and the consequences f o r urban p u b l i c schools 
could be severe. 

A new generation of entrepreneurs, enriched on Wall Street or 
through technology s t a r t - u p s , i s wary of p u b l i c schools. They're 
p u l l i n g chips o f f the p u b l i c school p l a y i n g t a b l e and b e t t i n g 
on p r i v a t e school scholarships aimed a t inner c i t y c h i l d r e n . Escape 
hatches, i f you w i l l , f o r the generation of students f o r whom 
serious reforms w i l l come too l a t e . 

Wall Street b i l l i o n a i r e Ted Forstmann chipped i n $ 50 m i l l i o n to 
get things r o l l i n g w i t h the Children's Scholarship Fund, which 
now has more than $ 200 m i l l i o n . And tha t ' s j u s t one of many such 
funds. 

Good f o r them. They're stand-up p h i l a n t h r o p i s t s a i d i n g the inner 
c i t i e s . 

But the p u b l i c school reform movement can't a f f o r d to lose the 
k i n d of steady, corporate pressure t h a t has come from leaders 
such as Louis Gerstner of IBM and Ed Rust of State Farm. A recent 
Rand study looking a t why Texas and North Carolina have made f a s t e r 
progress than other states concluded t h a t day-by-day business 
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commitment was the key. 

The new generation of business a c t i v i s t s says t h a t may not be 
necessary -- tha t p r i v a t e scholarships w i l l generate competition 
t h a t w i l l d r i v e p u b l i c schools to improve. 

But what works on Wall Street and i n S i l i c o n V a l l e y may work less 
w e l l i n p u b l i c schools, which lose s t a t e and fe d e r a l a i d w i t h 
each departing student and need home town business leaders r o l l i n g 
up t h e i r sleeves. 

Further, i t comes as some education reformers are worrying t h a t 
t r a d i t i o n a l business support may be s l i p p i n g as merged companies 
lose community t i e s . The two trends combined could leave urban 
schools abandoned. 

To avoid t h a t , business leaders need t o see urban school d i s t r i c t s 
and teachers unions embracing the kinds of reforms t h a t have worked 
i n p u b l i c schools elsewhere. For d i s t r i c t s , t h a t means r e a l school 
a c c o u n t a b i l i t y . For unions, i t means r e a l teacher a c c o u n t a b i l i t y 
and t e a r i n g up contracts t h a t prevent d i s t r i c t s from sending the 
best teachers to the neediest schools. 

Then the new entrepreneurs might see hope. 

I t ' s already on d i s p l a y every day i n places l i k e the Mount Carmel-Holy 
Rosary elementary school i n East Harlem as p r i n c i p a l Yvonne Lewis 
walks her charges through a morning. Her formula: high academic 
expectations f o r a l l , t r a d i t i o n a l teaching methods f o r reading 
and math, and l o t s of r o u t i n e ways to express respect f o r teachers 
and s t a f f . 

Students passing the c a f e t e r i a a f t e r assembly wish the cook a 
p o l i t e "good morning." She ba r e l y has time to make the meatloaf. 

When urban p u b l i c schools move toward c r e a t i n g t h a t k i n d of l e a r n i n g 
environment, the next generation of business leaders w i l l come 
w i t h t h e i r sleeves already r o l l e d up. 
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