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Note for Paul Dimond 
From: Barry White Q # 
Subject: Technology initiative 

September 18, 1995 

Attached is a more detailed memo from my staff on the briefing paper. Major points: 

The Goal Statement. One can have "technological literacy" with littie improvement in 
educational achievement, or considerable improvement in educational achievement without full 
technological literacy. Goals2000 and School-to-Work express the President's commitment to 
the latter, the briefing paper acknowledges the leaming achievement component but focuses on 
the former. The Goal Statement should marry the two concepts. It is important that the 
President not look like he is jumping to a new idea without carrying forward his current (much 
beleaguered) initiatives: 

"The ultimate goal is to enable all children to achieve world class educational standards 
and to leam the skills they need to thrive 

Linkage to G2000 and StoW. The message should explicitly call for States in G2000 and StoW 
to integrate use of technology to revolutionize the leaming process into their education reform 
programs, whether as part of G2000/StoW or some other process. Secretary Riley should be 
"directed" to make an explicit part of his comments on State plans the degree to which they do 
this. The Governors, Chief State School Officers, and related reform bodies in the States and 
localities should be challenged to do the same. 

Rich/poor. We should be explicit in the paper and our plans that the biggest challenge lies in 
extending the benefits of technology to low-income areas. Our deployment of "Trust Fund" 
resources should be primarily to such areas. The rich districts surely need help in understanding 
how to use technology and in changing their teaching and leaming processes, but they have 
always had the money to do this if they wanted to; the poor ones don't. 

Content. This pillar on the Jefferson memorial pictograph is the weakest. Sales per se are not 
meaningful. We need to measure two things: (1) the quality of educational software, and (2) 
the use of quality software. Unfortunately, there is no acknowledged arbiter of quality. One 
proxy might be the degree to which new software is in fact used in schools whose children's 
leaming gains are more rapid and to higher standards than before - i.e., a measure of the actual 
incorporation into school reform with a results orientation (see below). This would require a 
periodic survey, but so do the other measures. And the survey need not be Federally directed. 

Results. The pillars are all inputs, as if good things will naturally flow from their achievement. 
We need the "capstone" or dome to be a meaningful results measure. Improvements in NAEP 
scores is one to consider. Another would be State by State data on achievement against their 
own new standards and on their new tests tied to those standards. It is basically the task of the 
National Education Goals Panel to devise and track these measures anyway. The President could 
ask for their input or at minimum make clear that the measures they use to track educational 
improvement against the national goals will be the measure of success of this initiative as well. 



Note to: Barry White 

Through: Lisa Fairhall 

From: Mary Cassell and Aromie Noe 

Subject: Comments on Schmidt's paper entitled "Technological Literacy: Equipping Our 
Children with the Skills they Need to Thrive in the 21st Century Information 
Age-

Below are our comments and suggestions to the White House technology paper we 
received this morning. This note starts with some general comments and then we try to provide 
some specific comments. If you have any questions, please let us know. 

General comments: 

(1) There should be a clear link between school reforms and this initiative - specifically, a link to 
Goals 2000 and School-to-Work. Please note there is a footnote on p. 5 that raises this as an 
unresolved issue (the note explains that some believe ed. technology must be in the context of 
school reform, otherwise it won't be utilized. Others believe that linking it to Goals 2000 makes 
ed. technology provokes "unnecessary controversy"). 

Why a link to Education Reform: This link is necessary because the purpose of education 
technology isn't simply to teach skills and to expose children to computers. Rather its benefit is 
to improve leaming so that all kids can meet rigorous standards. We think this is probably the 
sentiment of this piece, but it doesn't come across clearly. In general, the lack of integration of 
technology into a broader school reform plan and into the classroom is one of the biggest barriers 
to using technology for instruction other than "skill and drill" exercises. 

Whv Link it to Goals 2000 and School-to-Workf STW): Both Goals 2000 and STW are 
Presidential initiatives and priorities. These two initiatives provide a framework for all other 
elementary and secondary education programs. The President can show that he has already been 
at the forefront of this issue and can present a more coherent policy if he links all of his education 
initiatives. In addition, under Goals 2000, several States have developed technology plans and 
many of which are quite good. Grants that go out from the trust fund should be in the context of 
these strategic plans. 

(2) This paper proposes establishing the "educational technology trust fund." It is our impression 
that the paper does not provide compelling reasons why the federal government needs to set aside 
billions dollars for educational technology. It seems very important to articulate clearly what the 
trust fund will accomplish and what the federal government's overarching commitment is in this 
educational technology area. We also believe that it would be useful if this paper had presented 
more specifics on the content of the trust fund and on how the trust fund will be "operated." 



(3) There should be some mention of helping to get resources to the kids who most need them 
and a brief discussion of the growing disparity between technology haves and have-nots. 
Technology can play a valuable role in decreasing, rather than widening, the gap in high quality 
education. 

(4) You may want to consider stronger links between homes and schools. There are a few 
passing comments about this, but we think it should be more of a focus. Rather than expanding 
this initiative to reach pre-schoolers, it should expand to reach into the 66% of homes that do not 
have computers. 

Specific comments: 

In light of the above general comments, we recommend the following: 

INTRODUCTION AND GOAL 

(1) Change "World Class Skills for All Kids" to "World Class Knowledge and Skills for All Kids" 
or "World Class Leaming for All Kids" or "World Class Standards for All Students" or "High 
Achievement for All Students" ("skills" tend to be associated simply with ability to use computers 
and other technology). 

(2) You may wish to include an indicator on home computers and/or set-top boxes and ideally on 
connections between homes and classrooms. 

(3) The indicator of technology content should be something other than sale of software ~ the 
biggest problem with content is it's lack of integration into the classroom and it's questionable 
instructional quality. One indicator could be state and local plans to integrate technology into the 
classroom or the use of technology in content-rich, challenging curricula. 

(4) Under "Goals" change "enable all children to leam the skills they need" to "enable all children 
to gain the knowledge and skills they need". 

(5) Under "Goals" add to the end of the first bullet "and every school reform effort" 

BACKGROUND ON TECHNOLOGY AND LEARNING 

The Challenge 

(1) This section is geared entirely toward teaching kids to use technology instead of using 
technology to teach kids. This is one place where the link to school reform should occur. One 
suggestion is to include something like the following to address education reform: 

There is a tremendous need for education technology if we are to reach the National Education 
Goals and help all children, even those furthest behind, to reach a high level of academic 



achievement. Technology can help students work at their own pace, pursue their own academic 
interests, problem solve in a "real-life" context — the kinds of exciting instruction that keeps kids 
actively engaged in school, excited about leaming, and prepared for the thinking skills required in 
today's high performance workplace. Many experts and business leaders argue that widespread 
school reform will not be possible without more integration of technology into the classroom. 

And add something like the following on technology disparities: 

Currently, schools face barriers to the use of technology that range from lack of phone lines in 
classrooms to lack of model curricula that utilize easily-accessible technologies. Without 
sufficient technology in every classroom, the gap between rich and poor widens. Only students 
from the 29% of homes with computers the one-third of schools that have sufficient education 
technologies will be equipped with the knowledge and skills that will be a basic necessity in the 
workplace of the next century. 

(2) In the third paragraph, take out the sentence which states: "Unconscionably, television and 
VCRs, fax machines and the first several generations of computers simply passed by most 
classrooms." Lack of technology hasn't generally been an "unconscionable" choice, but rather 
there have been actual barriers to its use. In addition, these are not the best examples of lack of 
technology in schools -- over 95% of schools have VCRs and monitors, for example. 

(3) If this paper needs to be shortened, we recommend that the second paragraph be deleted and 
the first half of the third paragraph be edited extensively. 

Barriers to the Effective Use of Technology in the Classroom 

(1) The section on connections would be strengthened if it contained some statistical information. 
(From the National Center for Education Statistics's Advanced Telecommunications in U.S. 
Public Schools, K-12: Overall, 35percent of public schools have access to the Internet but only 
3 percent of all instructional rooms in public schools are connected to the Internet; For the 35 
percent of public schools having access to the Internet, 51 percent of the schools have a 
connection in one instructional room, 27percent have connections in two or three instructional 
rooms, and 13 percent have connections in four or more instructional rooms.) 

(2) The section on computers and interactive technology may need to be clearer about the rapid 
pace of technological innovations being a major factor of making schools difficult to keep up with 
more relevant and up-to-date technologies. We feel that this technology/supply-side issue will 
present a great deal of challenge to the federal and State governments and schools in establishing 
long-term plans and strategies for the effective use of educational technology. 

(3) Is there any empirical evidence to support claims in the "teacher training and support" 
section? 



(4) The content section should discuss lack of integration of technology into the classroom to 
improve leaming and raise student achievement. This is perhaps the most significant barrier and 
should be moved to the top of the list. In addition, add something like the following: 

o Change "Shortage of Meaningful Content" to "Lack of Integration into Instruction." 

o Also begin the paragraph with something like: "Technology has been under-utilized in the 
classroom to improve leaming and raise academic achievement. 

(5) We are not sure about the purpose of second footnote. Is this paper asking the President to 
resolve this issue? How will this issue be resolved? What about mentioning the School-to-Work 
program in relation to the school reform discussion? 

Reason for Hope 

(1) If this paper needs to be shortened, we recommend deleting the "reason for hope" section. 

(2) If this section has to be included, we recommend compressing the text. All three sections 
make the same basic point that technology can help students leam more and experience more. At 
the very least, the last paragraph in the section could be deleted. 

FRAMEWORK FOR PROGRESS 

(1) We find the "framework for progress" section interesting, but have some difficulty in 
understanding why the President needs to know all those problems related to the pictorial 
presentation (figure 3). 

(2) Same comments as above (in the INTRODUCTION AND GOAL section) on the indicators. 

(3) Change title to "Framework for Measuring Progress" 

(4) Change "equip all American children with the skills" to "equip all American children with the 
knowledge and skills" 

(5) The third footnote presents an important question. In our opinion, this question should be 
presented in the text, not as a footnote. It would be even better to present what the author(s) of 
this paper is (are) proposing on the target date, rather than to leave it as an open question. 

A SUBSTANTIVE PLAN FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE ACTION 

(1) This section is buried in this memo. If decisions are needed on this, that should be clearly 
stated. 

(2) This section discusses the objectives differently than does the first section ~ "content" is 
changed to "student use", which I think is a better goal. We suggest changing the front end part 



about improving the content of software to rhetoric that reflects a focus on increasing student use 
of technology and content-rich software. 

The Trust Fund 

(1) We do not feel that this section presents compelling reasons why the Federal government 
should set up the "educational technology trust fbnd." It would be useful to articulate what the 
"overarching federal commitment" is and what the trust fund will accomplish. 

(2) There is not much included on the content of the trust fund. The original proposal linked the 
trust fund to meeting the four objectives; this should be put back into the proposal. Also, the 
trust funds should: 

There could be a number of innovative elements included in it. For example: 

o grants should be tied to State and local, long-term strategic plans, especially those 
already developed under Goals 2000. 

o the trust fund should give priority to resource poor districts or it could require a smaller 
match 

There could be a number of innovative elements included in it. For example: 

o it could be a "bank" not just for money but for in-kind contributions and technical 
assistance (some people recommend that one of the most useful things that companies 
could be would be to offer assistance in how schools could restructure in order to take 
advantage of technology, since this is many companies have had to do as well) 

o it could provide a way for successful schools to generate resources ~ for example, 
schools could help other schools implement a successful technology plan to cover their 
match — a kind of "sweat equity", like that used by Habitat for Humanity in building 
housing for low income people. 

Also, it sounds as though the outreach that has already occurred has generated some 
business commitments — these should be spelled out in terms of what and how business will 
contribute to the trust fund. 

[Please also note that ED (through David Stevenson) believes that we do have the authority for a 
trust fund under the Technology Title in ESEA (Title III). It would require a few changes, such 
as language on a match, but that this could be done through appropriations. That program 
provides fimds to States in the same proportion as they receive Title I funds, then goes to LEAs 
on a competitive grant basis.] 



Other Potential Federal Actions... 

Connections: 

Is there anything the federal government can do to: 
- get discounts for schools for telephone use (the Senate version of the 
telecommunications bill would require phone companies to give substantial 
discounts to schools) 
- help get computers and set-top boxes into homes and link them to schools 
- buy computers in bulk (at a cheaper cost) for schools to purchase — or States could do 
this 

Computers: 

o We wouldn't focus on pre-schoolers, but rather on getting computers in families with middle 
and high school students. The public will not see computer games for pre-schoolers as a high or 
even a meaningful priority. First, it should be a higher priority to reach middle and high school 
students than pre-schoolers. Second, reaching the home market is one of the motivating factors in 
business involvement in education technology. Third, parents can also benefit from the use of this 
technology and can play a more active role in the education of their children. 

In general, placing a focus on pre-schoolers will be too far out in front of the where the public 
(and most schools are) on this issue an could undermining the credibility of the rest of the 
proposal. 

Training: 

o The Federal government should facilitate connections between schools that utilize technology 
and those that don't as a form of technical assistance. 

Content: 

o ED should share strong examples of State technology plans submitted under Goals 2000. There 
are a few very good ones includes those from Kansas, Maryland and New Mexico. 

PROCESS FOR SECURING "CHAMPIONS" . . . 

This text is kind of dense. Can it be laid out as a calendar? 



September 18, 1995 
Note for Paul Dimond /^A) 
From: Barry White 0 O 
Subject: Technology initiative 

Attached is a more detailed memo from my staff on the briefing paper. Major points: 

The Goal Statement. One can have "technological literacy" with little improvement in 
educational achievement, or considerable improvement in educational achievement without full 
technological literacy. Goals2000 and School-to-Work express the President's commitment to 
the latter, the briefing paper acknowledges the leaming achievement component but focuses on 
the former. The Goal Statement should marry the two concepts. It is important that the 
President not look like he is jumping to a new idea without carrying forward his current (much 
beleaguered) initiatives: 

"The ultimate goal is to enable all children to achieve world class educational standards 
and to leam the skills they need to thrive 

Linkage to G2000 and StoW. The message should explicitly call for States in G2000 and StoW 
to integrate use of technology to revolutionize the leaming process into their education reform 
programs, whether as part of G2000/StoW or some other process. Secretary Riley should be 
"directed" to make an explicit part of his comments on State plans the degree to which they do 
this. The Governors, Chief State School Officers, and related reform bodies in the States and 
localities should be challenged to do the same. 

Rich/poor. We should be explicit in the paper and our plans that the biggest challenge lies in 
extending the benefits of technology to low-income areas. Our deployment of "Trust Fund" 
resources should be primarily to such areas. The rich districts surely need help in understanding 
how to use technology and in changing their teaching and leaming processes, but they have 
always had the money to do this if they wanted to; the poor ones don't. 

Content. This pillar on the Jefferson memorial pictograph is the weakest. Sales per se are not 
meaningful. We need to measure two things: (1) the quality of educational software, and (2) 
the use of quality software. Unfortunately, there is no acknowledged arbiter of quality. One 
proxy might be the degree to which new software is in fact used in schools whose children's 
leaming gains are more rapid and to higher standards than before - i.e., a measure of the actual 
incorporation into school reform with a results orientation (see below). This would require a 
periodic survey, but so do the other measures. And the survey need not be Federally directed. 

Results. The pillars are all inputs, as if good things will naturally flow from their achievement. 
We need the "capstone" or dome to be a meaningful results measure. Improvements in NAEP 
scores is one to consider. Another would be State by State data on achievement against their 
own new standards and on their new tests tied to those standards. It is basically the task of the 
National Education Goals Panel to devise and track these measures anyway . The President could 
ask for their input or at minimum make clear that the measures they use to track educational 
improvement against the national goals will be the measure of success of this initiative as well. 



URGENT 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

Washington, D.C. 20503-0001 

10/5/95 

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM 

LRM NO: 2684 

FILE NO: 39 

Total Page( 

TO: 

FROM: 

OMB CONTACT: 

Legislative Liaison Officer* See Distribution,bolow: 
Janet FORSGREN (for) 
Assistant Director for Legislative Referenc 
Connie BOWERS 395-3803 
Legislative Assistant's line (for simple responses): 395-7362 

SUBJECT: Proposed Statement of Administration Policy RE: S143, Workforce Development Act of 1S95 

D E A D L I N E : 5:00 p.m., today Thursday, October 05,1995 

In accordance with OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above subject before 
advising on Its relationship to the program of the President. 

Please advise us if this item will affect direct spending or receipts for purposes of the 
"Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title XIII ofthe Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. 

COMMENTS: Senate consideration of S. 143 Is scheduled to begin on October 10th. 

A FLOOR MANAGER'S AMENDMENT MAY CONTAIN PROVISIONS THAT DIFFER FROM 
THE TEXT OF S. 143, AS REPORTED AND SUBSEQUENTLY MODIFIED PER 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 8/11/95 pps. S. 12461-12489. THAT NEW LANGUAGE IS 
NOT YET AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW. THEREFORE, THE SUBSTANCE OF THIS DRAFT 
SAP MAY BE CHANGED TO REFLECT THAT AMENDED VERSION. HOWEVER, SINCE 
SENATE FLOOR ACTION IS IMMINENT, YOUR COMMENTS BY THIS DEADLINE ARE 
NECESSARY. 

m - 9^01 80:91 966I-90-IJO 



LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM 
Distribution List 

LRM NO: 2684 

FILE NO: 39 

SUBJECT: Proposed Statement of Administration Policy RE: S143, Workforce Development Act of 1995 

AGENCIES: 

30-EDUCATION - Jack Krlsty - 2024018313 
52-HHS - Sondra S. Wallace - 2026907760 
59-INTERIOR - Jane Lyder - 2022086708 
61- JUSTICE. Andrew Fols - 2025142141 
62- LABOR - Robert A. Shapiro - 2022198201 
76-National Economic Council - Sonyia Matthews - 2024562174 
88 -Office of Government Ethics - Jane Ley - 2025235377 
128-US Trade Representative - Fred Montgomery - 2023953475 

EOP: 

KenApfel/J. Hlmler 
Paul Dimond 
Jeremy Ben-Ami 
Jeff Connaughton / 
OMB LA JiA 
Tom O'Donnell (Paul Deeaa/y 
Laura Tyson (Dena Weln^jei/*) 
Jennifer OConnor 
Pat Griffin 
Maureen Walsh 
Joe Wire 
Carole Kltti 
Lisa Fairhall 
Aromie Noe 
Janet Looney 
Dan Chenok 
Kathy Wallman 
Joe Wholey 
Jonathan Breul 
Ed DeSeve 
Bob Damus 
Steve Altken 
Art Stigile 
Keith Fontenot 
Chris Ellertson 
Ahmad Al-Samarrle 
Nancy Schwartz 
Janet Forsgren 
Jim Murr 
Josie Dade 

h'Z "d T m i ™ J3N - U'Ol 80:81 S66T-S0-IOO 



NOTE: This d ra f t SAP addresses text of S. 143 as i t aopears i n ' t he 8/11/95 
Congressional Record. A Floor Manager's Amended vers ion, which is not 
yet ava i lab le for review, may require changes to the substance as draf ted 
below. 

October 5, 199 5 
(Senate) 

S. 143 - Workforca Davelopment Act of 1995 
(Sens. Kassebaum (R) KS and Kerrey (D) NE) 

The Administration supports a number of the key features of 
S. 143,, including substantial program consolidation and 
simplification, organizing youth activities within the School-to-
Work framework, and establishing a one-stop career delivery 
system for adult training. Although the Administration has many 
significant concerns with the b i l l , the Administration supports 
the b i l l for purposes of Senate passage and w i l l work to address 
these concerns as the workforce legislation moves through 
Congress. Among the most significant concerns are: 

• Failure to empower adult traingos through S k i l l Grants. A 
key component of the President's G.I. B i l l for America's 
Workers i s to put training resources directly in the hands 
of dislocated workers and low-income adults through S k i l l 
Grants, enabling them to choose the education and training 
that best meets their needs. S k i l l Grants would replace 
bureaucratic accountability with a market-driven system of 
accountability based on individual empowerment, informed 
customer choice, and provider competition. S. 143 f a i l s to 
ensure the use of S k i l l Grants for adult training. 

• Inadequate authority to continue the current School-to-Work 
Opportunities Act initiative, s. 143 does not ensure that 
States and loc a l i t i e s w i l l complete their school-to-work 
system building activ i t i e s . S. 143 [ should ] [ f a i l s to ] 
require States that are receiving Federal implementation 
grants to maintain funding levels in order to fully finance 
their system implementation. 

• Insufficient funding when compared to the needs of the 
workforce and the economy. While the President has proposed 
to increase funding for training by $1 billion, S. 143 would 
cut funding by about 15 percent. I t would eliminate 
entirely any Administration's ability to directly aid 
victims of mass layoffs and Defense downsizing through 
targeted grants administered at tha national level. Reduced 
authorization levels undermine our ability to provide 
American workers with the vocational training, education, 
and employment services they need to meet the demands of the 
2lst century. In addition, the b i l l f a i l s to provide 
national leadership funds for data collection f technical 

fr/s -a 'f 'aavaw m - u-oi tr-ti S66T-SO-IDO 



a s s i s t a n c e , r e s e a r c h , p.val nation, and d t ssem-i naf-i on of 
e f f e c t i v e nrartHr^g. 

• Inadequate accountability for bmion in Federal 
trainin? and vocational education fun<js. S. 143 lacks 
clear, firm lines of accountability and responsibility 
between the Federal government and States. At the Federal 
level, S. 143 would establish an unwieldy new bureaucracy, 
which could not assure taxpayers that Federal funds were 
achieving the national goals of improving workers' s k i l l s , 
f a c i l i t a t i n g individuals' transition from school to work, 
and helping severely disadvantaged people enter the 
education and work mainstream. 

• Downsizing and eliminating the successful Job Corps as a 
national program. By devolving Job Corps to the States, 
S. 143 would create over 40 costly, duplicative St^te 
administraive arrangements for Job Corps. The provisions to 
close 25 Job Corps centers would effectively deny 
opportunities for about one in four seriously disadvantaged 
youth currently served, despite the program's proven success 
in turning around the lives of young people. 

• Elimination of Trade Adjustment Assistance retraining 
services. In repealing the TAA and NAFTA/TAA training 
programs, S. 143 retreats from our long-standing, special 
commitment to workers dislocated by our trade policies. We 
renewed that commitment less that two years ago when we 
passed NAFTA, and last Fall when we passed GATT. 

Depending upon possible floor amendment, the following might be 
ncluded: 

• The b i l l f a i l s to support programs that address the 
education and literacy needs of adnIts. No funds within the 
workforce education portion of the State workforce 
development grant i s reserved for adults education and 
literacy a c t i v i t i e s . ] 

Pay-As-You-Go Scoring 

S. 143 would affect direct spending and receipts; therefore, i t 
i s subject to the pay-as-you-go requirement of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1990. The Office of Management and 
Budget's scoring estimate is currently under development. 

* * * * * * * * 
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