
cnce and the DLC's Third Way event showcased a new 
generation of center-left leaders who have abandoned 
the lcft's traditional reluctance to use force and are deter­
mined to meet the challenges of economic globalization 
and regional turmoil. Now. more than ever. the Atlantic 
Alliance is America's most important asset in shaping 
the world of our future. 

Counterpunching on School Vouchers 

Access and Accountability Are the Keys 

The last week of April was pretty gloomy for defend­
ers of the public education status quo. Business ex­
ecutives Ted Forstmann and John Walton formally 

unveiled their Children's Scholarship Fund. a philan­
thropy that will pay for the private education of some 
40,000 low-income children. More than 1.2 million poor 
families have applied to participate in a lottery for these 
privately funded vouchers. Meanwhile, the GOP-con­
trolled Florida legislature enacted Republican Gov. Jcb 
Bush's proposal to create state-funded private school 
vouchers for poor families whose local public schools 
earn failing grades on state assessments. The other Bush 
brother, GOP Gov. George W. Bush of Texas, and GOP 
Gov. Gary Johnson of New Mexico arc pressing hard to 
win passage of similar legislation in their states. New 
York City Mayor Rudy Giuliani formally sought public 
funds for private school vouchers in his budget propos­
al. Finally. in Michigan a citizens' initiative to authorize 
vouchers secured enough signatures to earn a place on 
the ballot in 2000. 

The guardians of the educational status 

quo have won a few battles but are in 

danger of losing the war. America's great 

tradition of universal public education is 

hanging in the balance. 

The public response to the Forstmann/Walton initia­
tive was a thundering vote of no-confidence in the na­
tion's public schools, especially in the inner cities. It and 
the growing momentum for vouchers in various states 
show that many Americans have abandoned hope that 
public education can be reformed. 

The developments of late April should be a wake-up 
call to liberal Democrats who have blocked, watered 
clown. or gummed up reforms such as charter schools 
and other types of public school choice. higher stan-

clards and an end to social promotion for students. and 
accountability for teachers and administrators. The 
guardians of the educational status quo have won a few 
battles but arc in danger of losing the war. America's 
great tradition of universal public education is hanging 
in the balance. 

New Democrats should continue fighting to make all 
public schools high-performance institutions. especially 
the citadels of failure and despair masquerading as 
schools in many inner cities. Herc's a specific sugges­
tion: When someone introduces voucher legislation in 
your state legislature or city council, urge your represen­
tatives to offer an amendment that would require partic­
ipating private schools to (I) open their doors to all 
children in the community and (2) meet or exceed speci­
fied performance benchmarks to continue receiving tax­
payer funds. (Indeed, that latter provision should apply 
to all state-supported schools, public and private.) Such 
an amendment would effectively turn voucher-support­
ed private schools into public charter schools. 

A public school is not defined by who "owns" it. but 
rather by two features: universal access and accountabil­
ity to the public for results. We don't care whether public 
schools are run by a local school board. a group of par­
ents, a teachers union. a Fortune 500 company. or the 
Little Sisters of the Poor. Indeed. many existing charter 
schools are run by parents' groups and other private en­
tities that must abide by performance contracts and non­
discrimination laws in exchange for public money. 

"Access and accountability" amendments to voucher 
bills would make the following points crystal clear to 
school operators: If you want taxpayers' money, then 
you can't pick and choose from among taxpayers' chil­
dren and you have to guarantee taxpayers a solid return 
on their investment. This will make perfect sense to 

most voters and even to some voucher proponents. 
After all. parents and taxpayers would be livid if they 
discovered that their local government bought a com­
puter system or hired someone to fix leaky roofs with­
out a contract that spelled out what the recipient of the 
public money was supposed to do. But that's exactly 
what most voucher plans are - no-strings-attached con­
tracts with government vendors for the provision of a 
vital public service. The simplest way to construct an 
access-and-accountability amendment would be to use 
language from a strong charter school law. Minnesota's 
is a good example. 

Many voucher proponents (and private schools) will 
scream bloody murder over access-and-accountability 
amendments to their bills. Fine. Let's separate the sheep 
from the goats on education: let's find out who's really 
interested in improving student achievement and who's 
interested in simply gutting public education. 

Democrats and others who attack vouchers and de­
fend dysfunctional public schools are getting clobbered. 
It's time for supporters of high-performance public 
schools to get into the ring and start countcrpunching. + 
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Making Choices that Matter 

I have watched with interest the debate on vouchers and have raised my own voice on the 

subject. However, of late I think that most of the discussion misses the bigger picture. 

Those who are against vouchers cite the potential damage to public education and the 

whole fabric of a common society they might cause, the constitutional questions they raise, and 

the questions of fairness that they create. Those who favor vouchers speak of their belief in the 

power of the market to reform education, the right of parents to choose where their children go to 

school and the necessity for creating an avenue of escape from failing inner city schools for 

children. Both sides of the argument have merit, but all seem to be missing the fact that we do 

not have a dual system of education in America with the private schools on one side of the divide 

and public schools on the other. 

American education is essentially divided into at least four different systems, and it is 

only by understanding this that one can begin to view the voucher issue realistically. There are 

four quadrants of schools. On the right side of the divide you have privates and on the left 

publics, but within each system there are two very different kinds of schools. 

Private schools are really the high-end day school and boarding schools where the 

economic elite who choose private education send their children. They are the schools such as 

St. Albans or Sidwell Friends School where the Gores and Clintons educated their children at 

price tags of ten, or fifteen thousand dollars a year. Or they are the schools like Choate or 

Phillips Exeter where other elites such as the Bushes boarded their children. Since they are 

boarding schools, the cost is even higher. 



At the other end of the spectrum one finds Parochial Schools. I would include in this 

group the non-Catholic religious schools run by Protestant groups or even some of the storefront 

schools run by ethnic groups who have a political theme that they wish to promote. These 

schools also charge tuition but the rates are much lower-two or three thousand dollars a year. 

Often the parents have to invest "sweat equity" through volunteering and fundraising, to keep 

these schools going. You might say that these schools are really poor private schools. 

What both types of schools have in common is that in most cases they are selective in 

whom they accept and whom they keep as students. Students with serious learning or behavioral 

problems are rarely accepted or retained for any significant period of time. 

On the other side of the line are the public schools. They are technically open to 

everyone and have a broader, more inclusive philosophy. They, too, are divided into two groups. 

One group consists of those schools that serve poorer neighborhoods be they urban or rural. 

They are typically funded at lower levels and serve student bodies who, because of their 

impoverished social circumstances, tend to present greater learning challenges. 

The other group of public schools can best be described as "privileged." They are public, 

but they exist either in communities where one must buy into expensive homes to access the 

schools, or they are magnet or special schools that have been created to cater to a more selective 

group of students by virtue of interest or talent. They tend to be funded at much greater levels, 

have the best of teachers and leaders and produce excellent graduates who fare well in college 

and later in life. In fact, their graduates are competitive with, or superior to those coming from 

the private schools previously mentioned. 

And there is the point. The reality is that the schools in the top two quadrants (private 

and privileged) are much more similar to each other than they are to the schools in the bottom 



quadrants (parochial and poor publics.) Likewise, the two on the bottom are really more alike 

than they are to their better off sister schools. What we have created in America is a two-tiered 

system of schools that are based on income and family circumstances-the level of funding they 

have-- and not on the source of the money receive. 

That takes us to the current voucher discussion. While vouchers (or the more currently 

politically attractive term, "scholarships") are promoted as parental choice, they are still 

dependent on the schools accepting the voucher. Further, most of the vouchers are so modest in 

value as to limit which schools can be accessed. The reality is that unless schools are obligated 

to accept any child who has a voucher, it is not really a parent choice plan-it is a school choice 

plan. And unless the voucher will cover the costs of educating the child, it will not be attractive 

to the school. The truth is that wealthy private and privileged public schools will not accept 

students who are difficult to educate. Parochial schools might. So all the current voucher plans 

under discussion are really plans to move poor children from poor public schools to poor private 

schools. 

If we are really serious about creating a market-driven system of parent choice, we will 

have to develop a voucher plan that carries significant tuition credit-ten to fifteen thousand 

dollars at least so wealthy private and privileged public schools have an incentive to accept poor 

students with greater learning needs. And we will have to regulate private and privileged schools 

so that they have to take voucher-bearing students regardless of their abilities, if we are really to 

give parents options. To date, no voucher program has addressed the reality of multiple systems 

of education based upon income. We are faced with politico's promoting a voucher system that 

moves poor children from one kind of poor school to another but not to schools that their own 

children attend. That is, at best, a very poor choice for all of us. 



• 

Paul D. Houston 

Executive Director 

American Association of School Administrators 



~ Andrew R~th_erham <arotherham@netzero.net> 
:~-- ·---c---' 10/06/99 10.58.47 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Andy Rotherham/OPD/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: Fw: [eddra] SOCIAL, ECONOMIC MAKE-UP OF COMMUNITY, NOT CHARTER,ISKEY DIFFERENCE 

BETWEEN PRIVATE, PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

-----Original Message-----
From: JimmyKilpatrick <eddra@egroups.com> 
To: JimmyKilpatrick@EducationNews.org <JimmyKilpatrick@EducationNews.org> 
Date: Tuesday, October 05, 1999 10:06 PM 
Subject: [eddra] SOCIAL, ECONOMIC MAKE-UP OF COMMUNITY, NOT CHARTER,ISKEY 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PRIVATE, PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

http://www.educationnews.org/ 

SOCIAL, ECONOMIC MAKE-UP OF COMMUNITY, NOT CHARTER, IS KEY DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN 
PRIVATE, PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 
Case study findings challenge conventional wisdom that private school 
practices 
are superior to public school practices 
Washington, D.C. - Current policy debates about education are missing the 
most 
important reform issues by focusing on school quality based on its public or 
private charter, according to a report released today by the Economic Policy 
Institute (EPI). The most significant variations in schools are the social, 
cultural, and economic differences between communities, not between public 
and 
private schools in the same community, the report finds. 
In Can Public Schools Learn From Private Schools? (co-published with The 
Aspen 
lnstitute's Nonprofit Sector Research Fund), EPI Research Associate Richard 
Rothstein, Stanford University Professor Martin Carnoy, and Luis Benveniste 
of 
the World Bank, report on case studies of eight public and eight private 
elementary schools in California to determine whether there are any 
identifiable and transferable private school practices that public schools 
can 
adopt to improve student outcomes. 
The private school practices examined in the report include accountability 
to 
parents, outcome expectations, clarity of emphasis on both academic and 
moral 
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objectives, and teacher selection and retention policies. The report finds 
that 
the inner-city private schools shared more in common with public schools in 
low-income communities than with affluent suburban private schools. Suburban 
public schools shared more characteristics with suburban private schools 
than 
with urban public schools. 

Despite commonly held generalizations about the superiority of nonprofit, 
private school practices, the authors made the following discoveries among 
public and private schools surveyed within the same community: 
· Private elementary school personnel are not necessarily more accountable 
to 
parents than are public elementary school personnel. 
· Private school outcome expectations for students are not more clearly 
defined 
than are public school outcome expectations. 
· Private elementary schools do not necessarily aim to produce higher 
nonachievement outputs - behavior and values, for example - than do public 
elementary schools. Moreover, private schools do not always allocate a 
higher 
proportion of resources to these nonacademic objectives than do public 
schools. 
· The report found no school, public or private, where formal evaluation, 
supervision, or mentoring of teachers was a meaningful indicator of 
variation. 
· Private school innovations do not in every case stimulate improved 
practices 
at the public schools with which they compete. 
These observations could have important implications for those who champion 
"choice" in public education as the basis for improving academic 
achievement. 
The authors find that a much greater complexity of factors must be 
considered 
when developing "fixes" for our nation's schools. 
"We found both public and private schools that had greater or lesser parent 
accountability, more or less well-defined expectations and student outcome 
goals, more or less emphasis on nonacademic goals, traditional or less 
traditional curricular materials, more or less rigorous teacher selection 
and 
retention policies," according to the report. "Schools learn from each 
other, 
whether they are public or private." 
The Economic Policy Institute is a nonprofit, non-partisan think tank 
founded 
in 1986. 
Richard Rothstein is a research associate of the Economic Policy Institute, 
a 
contributing editor of The American Prospect, and an adjunct professor of 
public policy at Occidental College. Recent publications include The Way We 
Were? The Myths and Realities of America's Student Achievement, and Where's 
the 
Money Going? Changes in the Level and Composition of Education Spending 
1991-96. 
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Martin Carnoy is professor of education and economics at Stanford 
University. In 
the area of education, he is author of Schooling and Work in the Democratic 
State. 
Luis Benveniste is an education specialist at the World Bank. He has 
conducted 
research on formal and informal school accountability mechanisms in public 
and 
private schools. 
Can Public Schools Learn From Private Schools? is co-published by EPI and 
The 
Aspen lnstitute's Nonprofit Sector Research Fund. The full-text of the 
report 
is available online at The Aspen lnstitute's Nonprofit Sector Research Fund. 
Call 1-800-EPl-4844 to order copies at $13.95 each (plus shipping). 

Forwarded by 
Jimmy Kilpatrick 
EducationNews.org http://www.EducationNews.org 
ReadbyGrade3.com http://www.readbygrade.com 
k-12Science http://www.educationnews.org/science.htm 
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SCHOOLS, GOVERNMENT, AND THE FEDERAL ROLE IN EDUCATION 

The action in Kurt Vonnegut's novel Cat's Cradle is driven by an effort to protect 

the world from ice nine, a form of water that is solid at high temperatures. Normal water 

is transformed into ice nine upon contact, so that a drop of it can freeze an ocean and an 

animal that drinks or breathes it is instantly frozen solid. 

Has the federal government been the ice nine of K-12 education, inexorably 

transforming public schools from intimate community assets into complex, impersonal, 

rule-driven institutions? This paper will argue in the affirmative. Contact with the federal 

government has not transformed schools as absolutely, or to as disastrous an extent as 

Vonnegut's book portrays contact with ice nine. But many of the weaknesses of today's 

public schools are caused by their forced adoption of attributes common to bureaucracies 

and regulated industries, and not previously common to schools. 

This paper argues that the federal government can eliminate the aspects of its 

program that weaken schools without abandoning its commitment to equal educational 

opportunity for poor, minority, and handicapped children. Federal policy can be rebuilt 

on the premise that no program or rule must burden schools if there is any other way to 

reach a public objective. 

Since enactment of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 1965, federal 

programs and related state and court actions have made schools more like standard 

government institutions in lhree ways, by forcing schools to: 

Become operators of programs and appliers of rules, rather than intimate 

communities; 

Cope with a complex political environment engineered by courts, bureaucracies, 

and legislatures; 



Operate under constraints imposed by flawed proxy measures of equity that 

facilitate government oversight but interfere with effective instruction. 

These government-imposed preoccupations differ from schools' specific mission, 

which is to instruct, inspire and nurture children. Are government and good schools 

completely incompatible? This paper will answer no, schools can certainly be both public 

and good. However, we Americans have now gone too far in patterning schools on other 

government institutions, and are paying the price, as public schools become more formal, 

politicized, and regulated, and less effective. 

The federal government had good reason to become engaged with the public 

schools when it did, in the aftermath of the Brown decision in 1954, and not all the 

consequences of government involvement can or should be reversed. Before the federal 

government accepted a role in K-12 education, schools in white areas had no obligation 

to admit African-American students or anyone else who was "different." Schools could 

readily give up on children who were slow to learn, and severely handicapped students 

could be excluded altogether. Federal intervention in K-12 education has made it illegal 

(if still not rare) for schools to discriminate on the basis of color, and to exclude 

handicapped students. These gains are real and no one suggests that America reverse 

them now. 

But has federal policy made the schools better, i.e. has it improved the average 

quality of schools available to the children that attend them? The answer is surely not a 

clear "yes." Government has succeeded in what it can do best, which is to create broad 

movements, make investments, and redistribute opportunities. But it has not succeeded in 

doing what it is seldom good at, Which to create intimate, imaginative, and highly 

productive institutions. 

Good Schools and Government 

Good schools are intimate places, where teachers and other adults stand in for 

parents, but with a special responsibility to make sure children learn things they will need 

to function as adults. Schools have definite ideas about what students should learn at a 

particular time, and most assume that groups of children can learn together. 

However, recognizing that every child develops at her own rate - and that a child 

who has mastered one set of skills can struggle with another - good schools leave room 

for individualization. Because it is impossible to anticipate everything necessary to help a 

child or a group of children learn, good schools are flexible. Neither students nor teachers 

.. 



can be programmed in advance. Schedules and job descriptions cannot prevent a school, 

or an individual teacher, from doing whatever is necessary at the time. Though no school 

can do everything, a good school is flexible and it deploys its staff members to the best 

advantage of students. To the degree possible, every child gets access to the teacher or 

instructional experience that she needs at a particular time. 

No good school ignores a child because of her race gender, or physical abilities. 

However, no school is good just because it does not discriminate or promote invidious 

relationships among people. A school is good because it nurtures and guides all children 

and teaches effectively. 

People who, like the present author, attended both public and Catholic parochial 

schools, are often struck by two competing perceptions. First, on average, Catholic 

schools now have higher academic standards and are more communal, focused on 

instruction, and coherent than public schools. Second, Catholic schools are not much 

different now than they were 30 or 40 years ago when most people considered them 

mediocre. How to reconcile these perceptions? The answer is that the Catholic schools 

have stayed roughly the same, or improved slightly, while public schools have declined. 

Some contrasts between today's Catholic parochial schools and their neighboring 

public schools illustrate the ways in public and Catholic schools now differ. 1 

Catholic schools have missions stated in terms of the kinds of the knowledge, 

skills, and values of the graduates they intend to produce. Public schools are 

organizations that run externally-mandated programs. 

Catholic schools recognize the differences among children but regard these 

differences as at most temporary impediments to the student's learning the 

knowledge, skills, and habits that the school intends to impart to all students. In 
contrast, public schools classify students as handicapped, language minority, 

1 See, for example, Coleman, James S. and Thomas Hoffer, Public And Private Hig!1 Schools: The 
Impact Of Communities, New York: Basic Books, 1987., and Bryk, Anthony S., Valerie E. Lee, et. al, 
Catholic Schools and the Common Good. Cambridge MA, Harvard University Press, 1993; Hill, Paul 
T., Gail E. Foster, and Tamar Gendler, High Sc!wols with Character, Santa Monica CA, RAND, 1990; 
Crain, Robert L., The Effectiveness of New York City's Career Magnet Schools. Columbia Univ., New 
York, NY. Institute on Education and the Economy, 1992; Gamoran, Adam, "Do Magnet Schools 
Boost Achievement?" Edttcational Leadership, v54 n2 p42-46 1996); and Hill, Paul T., Lawrence 
Pierce, Paul Schneider, and Sara Taggart, Schools' Integrative Capital, Seattle, Unive~sity of 
Washington Center on Re-Inventing Public Education, 1998 . 
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gifted, etc. and offer distinct programs of study for different categories of 

student.2 

Teachers and administrators in Catholic schools are jointly responsible for the 

school's results, while public school teachers and administrators are responsible 

for their specific personal tasks. 

Staff members in Catholic schools are employees while staff members in public 

schools are civil servants who work under formally written job description sand 

collective bargaining agreements that spell out everything from hours of work to 

what students they can serve. 

The point of these contrasts is not to praise Catholic schools but to trace the 

effects of government on public schools. Before federal elementary and secondary 

education programs were enacted, public schools had far fewer separate programs. 

Children were not classified according to guidelines set by regulators outside the school, 

and schools did not have to compete for teachers' allegiance with external funding 

sources, administrative units, or unions. 

Not all of the policies, programs, rules, and contractual provisions that have 

weakened schools were initiated by the federal government. Some are the results of 

litigation, some come from collective bargaining, and some come from state laws 

established in imitation of federal statutes. However, it was federal government programs 

and initiatives that introduced the idea that government could act on some parts of 

schools and not others, introducing programs for some children and not others, different 

rules to control the work of different teachers, and central office coordinators who would 

choose and supervise some teachers. 

All major federal initiatives in K-12 education stemmed from the Brown decision, 

which first construed school enrollments as state action and established that 

discrimination denies children their rights under the 141
h Amendment. Though many 

federal policymakers have understood that non-discrimination does not in itself make a 

good school, most major federal programs started as anti-discrimination measures. The 

largest federal education program, Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education 

2 Even today private schools use the concept of "disabilities" very sparingly because there is no 
government fiscal or regulatory structure to push them into classifying students. Nobody denies 
that there are children with special needs, and that they appear in all schools including private 
schools. But the label "special education" has now become so elastic that it now includes 
children who would, in the absence of a federal program, be assisted by their regular classroom 
teachers and never considered "different." 
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Act, was meant to overcome school districts' perceived habit of neglecting the needs of 

low-income and minority students. Federal programs for the handicapped and limited 

English speaking students were patterned after court orders resulting from lawsuits that 

alleged denial of equal protection of the laws. Aside from the large funding programs, the 

most conspicuous federal activity on K-12 education has been the enforcement of anti­

discrimination statutes by the Office for Civil Rights. Though it has also mounted small 

programs intended to train teachers, conduct research, or develop new instructional 

methods, compared to the big group-oriented programs, these have received miniscule 

amounts of funding and have had short, uncertain lives. 

Can we sustain our national commitment to equal educational opportunity for all 

without weakening schools? The final sections of this paper will say yes and suggest 

principles for a new federal role. The three sections immediately below will show how 

government policies have made schools more formal and complex; engineered political 

pressures that distorted schools' operations and priorities; and imposed requirements that 

facilitate oversight by legislatures, bureaucracies, and courts yet impede effective 

instruction. 



FEDERAL PROGRAMS MAKE SCHOOLS FORMAL AND COMPLEX 

The ice-nine of government policy has made it difficult for many schools to retain 

the characteristics of good schools discussed above. Public schools that receive federal 

funds are organized around programs, each designed for a given category of students; 

students are instructed accordingly. Teachers specialize, taking responsibility for 

particular instructional routines and for the students classified as needing or entitled to 

them. How did this happen? 

Forcing Students and Teachers Into Categories 

Until the 1960s, elementary and secondary education policy was considered "off 

limits" for the federal government. President John F. Kennedy strove to establish a 

program of general federal aid to education, but his effort foundered politically on the 

issue of whether Catholic schools would also benefit from federal funds. President 

Lyndon Johnson found a way to get around the church-state barriers, via a new theory of 

federal aid, the "child benefit theory." Under this theory, the federal government could 

pay for services to children without increasing funding for schools. Thus, federal funds 

could benefit children in Catholic schools without supporting religious education. Under 

the same theory, federal funding for public schools could be shaped in ways that 

encouraged educators to place greater priority on the education of children who, because 

of their poverty, racial minority status, or other characteristics, had not been the primary 

concern of local schools.3 

Under the child benefit theory, Title I was not designed to improve schools as 

wholes. It supported only extra services, or the purchase of equipment, for special 

programs for specified populations.4 Special staff members provided these services and 

used equipment paid for from federal program funds. Children for whom federal 

programs were not specifically intended were not supposed to benefit in any way from 

the goods and services thereby provided. 

In the first decade of its existence, Title I was a clear political success, providing 

funds to every Congressional district and the vast majority of school districts, dominating 

3 See, for example, Hughes, John F., and Anne 0. Hughes, Equal Education, A National Strategy, 
Bloomington, Indiana University Press, 1972, ch. 2. 
4 There were small federal programs intended to help schools and districts improve classrooms 
and teaching methods and, for a time, the federal government subsidized the training of teachers 
no matter where they chose to teach. But such initiatives lacked the political appeal of 
intervention on behalf of children who had suffered neglect or discrimination, and they were not 
nearly as stable or as well funded as the Title I-style programs. 
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the time and attention of local administrators,~ and generating research and publicity. 

Though the program's effectiveness in raising student achievement was not clear, its 

effects on changing patterns of service delivery were evident everywhere. Title I could 

not fund services for every disadvantaged child, and its services were normally focused 

on reading and arithmetic instruction in the lowest-income schools. 

Title I also demonstrated the federal government's power, via threats to cancel 

grants that local schools had come to depend on, to force reallocation of state and local 

funds. School administrators who had resisted Title I as an unwarranted exercise of 

federal power were succeeded by people who bought into -- and became expert at 

administering -- federal programs. 

Other federal programs have built on this politically successful model. ESEA now 

contains more than 60 programs in addition to Title I, funding services for students with 

limited English proficiency, Native Americans, migrants, and supporting school safety, 

magnet schools, diverse teacher training initiatives, and many other purposes. In the mid-

1970s a major new program for the handicapped built on the Title I example, and the pre­

existing Vocational Education program came to imitate it. To varying degrees, these 

programs all required separate and distinct services for their beneficiaries and forced 

equal use of state and local funds. 

Federal programs were not the only acts of government that transformed schools. 

States enacted additional programs modeled on Title I, each targeted to a category of 

student, teacher, or service. State-funded programs often supported similar services for 

disadvantaged children in elementary and high schools not covered by Title I. Litigation 

in federal courts led to decrees affecting how schools are organized, staffed, and 

operated. 

Contracts between school boards and teacher unions also contributed to the 

formalization of schools. At about the same time Title I and its imitators were changing 

the nature of schools, many local school boards found that they could no longer meet 

teacher unions' salary demands. They started to offer unions concessions over teacher 

5See, for example, Hannaway, Jane," Administrative Costs and Administrative Behavior 
Associated with Categorical Programs", Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis; v7 nl p57-64 
Spring 1985; Hannaway, Jane, and Lee S. Sproull, "Who's Rurutlng the Show? Coordination and 
Control in Educational Organizations", Administrator's Notebook, 1978, v27 n9 pl-4 1978-79. 
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work rules, policies on teacher assignment, limitations on teacher responsibility outside 

their classrooms, and constraints on school principals' management discretion.6 

Limiting Teacher Responsibility 

Title I and subsequent federal programs introduced something that schools had 

never before encountered: programs and funds controlled outside the school, providing 

staff and equipment that are sent into the school to perform particular purposes. 

This arrangement ensured that federal program funds could be tracked to 

identifiable adults, whose activities could be readily described to federal program 

auditors and evaluators. The down-side of this arrangement was that programs developed 

on a district-wide basis often did not consider the specific needs of individual schools. 

Specialized teachers might not use the same teaching methods and present material on the 

same schedule as regular classroom teachers. Principals and classroom teachers had no 

formal authority to demand that the specialists collaborate with them, though many did so 

successfully on their own.7 

As the number of federal programs increased (and as state legislatures enacted 

additional programs patterned after Title I), schools (especially those in poverty areas 

eligible for several separate programs) were served by increasing numbers of specialist 

teachers who did not work for the principal and did not need to coordinate with regular 

classroom teachers. 

Classroom teachers' responsibility for individual children's learning was diluted, 

as more and more of their students' instruction was provided outside the classroom and 

by others. A teacher who could not expect a child to attend her reading class .every day -­

and whose students might be confused by things they are taught elsewhere -- was not 

clearly accountable for what that student learned. Similarly, a principal who could not 

coordinate teachers' schedules and methods -- and had little to say about who was 

assigned to teach in the school or whether teachers who had become school mainstays 

would be abruptly transferred out --could not be expected to run a coherent instructional 

program. 

6 
See McDonnell, Lorraine, and Anthony Pascal, Teacher Unions and Educational Reform. Santa Monica 

CA, RAND, 1988. See also McDonnell, Lorraine, and Anthony Pascal, Organi:.ed Teachers in American 

Schools, Santa Monica, CA, RAND 1979. 
7For a detailed account of these problems and schools' responses see Kimbrough, Jackie, and 
Paul T. Hill, Problems of Implementing Multiple Categorical Education Programs. Santa Monica, CA, 
RAND, 1983. 



In light of consistent research findings that disadvantaged students learn more in 

schools that are unified around a clear instructional mission,8 pressure to reverse the 

fragmenting effects of federal programs has been strong. Congress and Federal Title I 

administrators recognized this as a problem as early as the late 1970s, and progressively 

softened the requirement that program services be distinct and easily identifiable.9 

However, the basic pattern was set. Simplification of Title I and other program 

regulations (starting with the Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act in 1980) 

has continued to the present time. Efforts to strengthen schools, however, constantly 

struggle against the centrifugal tendencies created by federal and state program 

requirements and work rules established in union contracts. Despite the many efforts to 

strengthen and unify schools, it is now virtually impossible to place all of a public 

school's administrators and teachers into the same boat. Different adults owe loyalty to 

different program administrators in the central office; many have work rules that limit 

their obligation to invest time in overall school improvement; and (despite the heroic 

voluntary efforts of many individuals) many have job security that allows them to resist 

school-wide improvement efforts that might require changes in their teaching practices. '0 

As schools are increasingly patterned by the ice-nine of government, they 

progressively lose their integrity as organizations." Assets (staff members, equipment) 

are added to or subtracted from schools. Constraints in the form of new goals, 

performance quotas, testing programs, and regulations governing treatment of students 

and teachers, are imposed on schools by· school boards, central office administrators, and 

8 See for example, Newmann, Fred M:, et. al., Authentic Achievement: Restructuring Sclzools For 
Intellectual Quality ,San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1996; Coleman, James S. and Thomas Hoffer, 
Public And Private Higlz Sclzools: The Impact Of Communities, New York: Basic Books, 1987., and 
Bryk, Anthony S., Valerie E. Lee, et. al, Catholic Schools and the Common Good. Cambridge MA, 
Harvard University Press, 1993; Hill, Paul T., Gail E. Foster, and Tamar Gendler, High Schools 
witlz Character, Santa Monica CA, RAND, 1990; Crain, Robert L., Tlze Effectiveness of New York 
City's Career Magnet Schools. Columbia Univ., New York, NY. Institute on Education and the 
Economy, 1992; Gamoran, Adam, "Do Magnet Schools Boost Achievement?" Educational 
Leadership, v54 n2 p42-46 1996); and Hill, Paul T., Lawrence Pierce, Paul Schneider, and Sara 
Taggart, Schools' Integrative Capital, Seattle, University of Washington Center on Re-Inventing 
Public Education, 1998. 
9 Le Tendre, Mary Jean, 'Title I Schoolwide Programs: Improving Schools for All Children". Journal of 

Education for S111dents Placed at Risk v 1 n2 p 109-11 1996. 
10 See, for example, Muncey, Donna, and Patrick McQuillan, Reform and Resistance in Schools and 
Classrooms: An Ethnographic View of tlze Coalition of Essential Schools. New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1996. See also Bimber, Bruce A., The Decentralization Mirage: Comparing Decision-Making 
Arrangements In Four High Sclzools. Santa Monica, CA RAND, 1994. 
11 For an account of the effects of these programs see Jackie Kimbrough and Hill, Paul T., The Aggregate 

Effects of Federal Education Programs, Santa Monica CA, RAND, 1980. 
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state and federal funding agencies. Staff members and students are brought into the 

school or taken out of it in pursuit of district-wide priorities, such as fulfillment of union 

contracts and maintenance of racial balance. New curricula and staff training programs 

are selected for whole districts and then infused into schools. Budget shortfalls are met 

by mandated district-wide reductions in school staffing or services, and the use of budget 

increases is also determined at the district level, in negotiations between the school board 

and teachers' unions. 

People in schools still strive to make them caring and adaptive places that meet 

students' needs. However, teachers and principals must now negotiate their ways around 

rules, structures, and working conditions imposed by government. Whether or not 

government's initiatives were necessary at the time, they have certainly burdened 

schools. 

FEDERAL PROGRAMS SUBJECT SCHOOLS TO POLITICAL ENGINEERING 

Federal programs have deliberately put schools under new political pressures. On 

the assumption that past neglect of disadvantaged students was caused by local politics, 

in which their parents had few allies and little influence, federal programs tried to change 

the balance of local political forces. All large federal programs were expressly organized 

around constituency groups, helped parent groups organize, and gave parents official 

roles in school decision-making. Some gave parents new access to judicial remedies, on 

the assumption that the ability to threaten litigation would increase their influence on 

schools. Most tried to colonize state and local education agencies with individuals paid to 

advocate for compliance with federal program rules. As a result teachers are sometimes 

forced to treat students differently, depending on their links to organized external groups 

that have been set up and empowered by government actions. Many school principals' 

jobs have been changed, from the managers of small productive organizations to brokers 

among well-established interest groups and coordinators of compliance processes 

Schools were never without their politics. Even in private schools where 

government has little influence, different parents sometimes make competing demands, 

and the way these are resolved can affect teacher actions and student opportunities. 

Donors have influence. Staff members can disagree, and even form competing factions, 

about the relative importance of arts and sciences, or athletics versus academics. 

Individual staff members can also compete for approval, status, or good job 

opportunities. 



However, in those situations, people's interests and their influence are defined 

within the school community. Federal programs, court orders, and regulations have 

deliberately sought to re-engineer the politics of individual schools, increasing the 

leverage exercised by certain groups within the school and creating leverage for outside 

groups that previously had no standing in school decision-making. The consequence is 

that individual schools operate in a far more complex political environment now than 

before ESEA was first enacted. 

Federal Programs' Focus on Constituencies 

Like other Great Society programs, Title I was founded on a political argument 

that state and local education politics favored the white middle class and excluded the 

poor and minorities. In order to help low-income and minority students, the federal 

government would have to over-ride, and ultimately alter, the innate bias of state and 

local politics. Title I therefore required that federal funds be tied to easily identified 

objects or services, and that those assets be used only for the benefit of individual 

children deemed eligible under federal rules. 12 In the face of evidence that some 

localities, especially in the South, resisted using federal funds in these ways, the Office of 

Education created increasingly stringent program rules. These required localities not only 

to use federal funds as intended, but also to show that as much state and local money was 

spent on disadvantaged students as on other pupils. 13 

This evolution of the federal role was strongly promoted by a coalition of U.S. 

Office of Education officials and newly burgeoning Washington based educational 

interest groups. As Halperin wrote approvingly in 1975: "ESEA has become a rallying 

point for those concerned about achieving full educational opportunity for specific 

segments of the population [leading to]. .. special programs for out of school 

youth ... migrant workers ... neglected youngsters and juvenile delinquents ... handicapped 

children ... children forced to speak one language at home and another in the -

schools ... preschool children ... Now the social movements which spawned ESEA are 

merging with those demanding greater child development and day-care services ... and 

have pushed through school lunch, breakfast, special milk, and related programs." 14 

12Federal policy in this regard was influenced strongly by University of Chicago professor 
Benjamin Bloom's research showing that disadvantaged children could benefit by 
"compensatory" (e.g. additional) instruction. On the influence of Bloom's work see Hughes and 
Hughes, op. cit. p. 43. 
13 Washington Research Project, Title I of ESEA: Is It Helping Poor Children? New York, NAACP 
Legal Defense and Education Fund, 1969. See also Hughes, op cit. Ch. 2. 
14 Halperin, op. cit., p. 149. . 



Title I tried to create local bases of political and administrative support by 

building cadres of federally-paid compliance officers in state education departments and 

local school districts, and by creating low-income parent advisory councils that could 

veto school districts' plans for the use of federal funds. It also put pressure on state and 

local superintendents by requiring frequent public evaluations of program effectiveness. 

Pressure to demonstrate student learning gains led most states to focus their Title I money 

on children in early grades, where reading gains are easier to measure. Performance 

pressure also led the U.S. Department of Education to require "concentration" of Title I 

funds in local schools with the highest proportions of low-income children. 

Politicization of Parent Involvement 

Since the earliest days of Title I, federal officials have tried to stimulate creation 

of grassroots support groups for it and other programs like education of the handicapped 

and bilingual education. Influenced by War on Poverty empowerment strategies, federal 

regulation writers' preferred approach was to organize the parents of program recipients 

and give them veto power over local uses of program funds. This, it was believed, would 

insure that funds were spent on the right children. Federal administrators also encouraged 

formation of local interest groups of citizens and educators dedicated to the schooling of 

specified groups of children. The Title I program pioneered these approaches, but federal 

administrators of programs for handicapped children raised the creation of local support 

groups to a high art. is Federal programs for the handicapped did more than organize 

parents; they also gave parents of handicapped children unique legal rights to oversee 

services proposed for their children and to bring lawsuits against school districts that did 

not offer what the parents thought their children needed. 

Administrators of state programs followed suit. By the mid- l 970s, the soft 

collaborative ideal of parental involvement in education had taken on a hard political 

edge. Localities where students were compelled to attend certain schools because of 

desegregation court orders tried to compensate by giving parents a chance to influence 

school programs. The idea of authoritative parent advisory councils influenced the "site 

based management" movement that started in Miami and was quickly adopted throughout 

the country. Teacher groups also demanded decision-making power. The idea of shared 

parent-teacher governance .of schools reached its apogee in the 1988 Illinois State law on 

Chicago reform, which mandated elected local site councils to govern all Chicago 

schools. 

15 See Hill, Paul T. and Ellen L. Marks, Federal Influence over State and Local Government: The Case of 
Nondiscrimination in Education. Santa Monica CA, RAND, 1982. 



Some schools improved under this new politicization of parent and teacher 

involvement, but many did not. Many Title I parent advisory councils were inactive, and 

others were controlled by activist factions that less combative parents could not 

challenge. Other groups (e.g. parents of the gifted and talented) organized politically to 

protect their children's education in the face of the extraordinary legal leverage enjoyed 

by parents of the handicapped. As Bryk and others reported about the Chicago school 

reform, some schools changed dramatically for the better but the majority did not 

improve and many got dramatically worse as latent rivalries among parent and teacher 

factions came to the surface and dominated school life. 16 

Engineering New Leverage for Favored Groups 

Until the mid- 1970s, federal programs had generally paid for all the activities -­

services, purchasing, and administrative record keeping -- that they required states and 

localities to undertake. In the late 1970s, however, Congress and federal officials started 

exploiting all the leverage available to the donor of funds that the recipient has come to 

rely on. States and school districts that had become accustomed to receiving and using 

Title I funds found that new strings were attached. If they were to continue receiving 

Title I and other grant funds, they had to create new sports programs for women, make 

their buildings accessible to handicapped children, follow federal standards for equal 

employment opportunity, etc. 

The most important unfunded mandate, the federal program for handicapped 

children (now called IDEA, The Individuals With Disabilities Education Act) 17
, created 

an entitlement, requiring that some students receive all the services they need regardless 

of the effects on other school or district activities or the needs of other students. 

Unfunded entitlements strictly limit school leaders' ability to make judgments 

about services to children. The severity of the tradeoff between fulfilling entitlements and 

serving other students depends on the numbers of entitlees and the cost of their services. 

The numbers of disabled children range from less than 10% to nearly 20% of the students 

in some districts. Though services for children with the most common forms of 

handicapping conditions typically cost only 20 to 50% more than local average per-pupil 

16 Bryk, Anthony S., Democratic Localism: a Lever for Institutional Renewal, Los Angeles, Westview 
Press, 1997. 
17 

Morrissey, Patricia, "The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1997: Selected Observations'', 

National Association of Secondary School Principals' Bulletin; v82 n594 p5-11 Jan 1998. 



expenditures, services to more profoundly disabled or disturbed students can cost five to 

ten times the district average. 

In the early days of the federal program for handicapped children, it was difficult 

to see the ways in which funding of special education services affected the regular school 

program. Extremely expensive were rare. In a school district serving 5,000 students, a 

$50,000 placement for one student would require a transfer of at most $10 (and probably 

far less than that) from the average amount available for the education of any other child. 

This deduction was difficult to observe, since cross-subsidies among groups of students 

were (and still are) created in the school district central bureaucracy, where parents 

cannot easily see them. However, as special education has grown and the numbers of 

students and handicapping conditions has increased, regular classrooms increasingly bear 

- and show - the cost of accommodations made. 18 

Unfunded mandates are a form of political engineering. They use the federal 

government's leverage as a donor - based on the implied threat to remove a grant on 

which the recipient has come to depend -- to give designated groups new claims on 

locally-funded services. 

By the late 1970s the federal government enacted the biggest unfunded mandate 

of all, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. That statute established a 

new civil right that was limited to a particular class of citizens. It required all school 

districts to provide "appropriate" services to all handicapped children, as defined by an 

individualized educational plan approved by parents and experts in education of the 

disabled. School districts were required to reconcile two quite different principles: to 

educate handicapped children in the "least restrictive environment" while providing any 

form of service considered necessary for the child's education. Parents who were not 

satisfied with a district's plans could seek redress in the courts, and school districts were 

required to pay for any service or placement required (including, in some cases; 

placement in private residential facilities), whatever the cost. 

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act did not derive from Title I but 

was based on court orders that had established new rules for the education of severely 

handicapped children in Pennsylvania and elsewhere. 19 It established the principle that 

the federal government could make certain children the beneficiaries of an absolute 

j-:18As one superintendent said in an interview conducted for this paper, "If people knew how 
much special education drives a school system's budget, there would be a revolution." 
19 See Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. Pennsylvania, 343 Supp. 279, 307 (D.D. Pa. 
1972). 



service entitlement -- an entitlement that was established without reference to the needs 

of other students or the budget priorities and tax capacities of states and localities.20 

Early supporters of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act claimed that 

the number of children requi~ing expensive special services was low, and that the 

financial impact on regular education would be slight. Critics feared that the demands of 

parents with severely handicapped children would escalate; others predicted that the 

numbers of parents seeking special accommodations for their children would increase 

and an alliance between these parents and handicapped-education providers would lead to 

uncontrolled expansion of special education programs. 

Special education grew rapidly in the late 1970s and 1980s. Real school spending 

increased by 61 percent from 1967 to 1991. However, only about one-fourth of the 

increase was directed at "regular education." The share of expenditures going to regular 

education dropped from 80 percent to 59 percent between 1967 and 1991, while the share 

going to special education climbed from 4 percent to 17 percent. Of the new net money 

spent on education, about 38 percent went to special education for severely handicapped 

and learning-disabled children. 21 Increasing numbers of parents sought individually 

tailored accommodations for their children, and the definitions of "handicapping 

conditions" proliferated. Virtually any child who had trouble learning to read or adjusting 

to the behavioral demands of schools could be considered handicapped and was therefore 

entitled to a special accommodation. Litigation on schools' obligations under the law also 

forced schools to acceptresponsibility for medical services (e.g. catheterization) and 

limited schools' ability to deal aggressively with disruptive student behavior.22 

Not every parent who warited individualized treatment for his or her child was 

willing to accept the "handicapped" or "special education label." Thus, many parents and 

advocacy groups organized to seek special treatment for other children under such labels 

as "gifted" or "bilingual." The high water mark for such efforts was a proposar made by a 

Title I reauthorization commission in 1993, to give every child in the United States a 

judicially enforceable "opportunity to learn" guarantee. To date, no group other than the 

20 See Neal, David, and David L. Kirp, The Allure of Legalization Reconsidered: The Case of Special 
Education, Stanford Univ., Calif. Inst. for Research on Educational Finance and Governance, 1983, 
See also Hill, Paul T~, and Doren Madey, Education Policymaking Tlirough tlie Civil justice System, 
Santa Monica, RAND, 1982. 
21 See Rothstein, Richard and Karen Hawley Miles, Where's t11e Money Gone? Clumges in the Level 
and Composition of Education Spending, Washington D.C. The Economic Policy Institute, 1995. 
220n rules for dealing with student behavior see Toby, Jackson, "Getting Serious about School 
Discipline", The Public Interest, 133, Fall 1998, p. 68-83. 



handicapped has been able to gain an absolute entitlement to services. 23 Once organized 

for action, however, many of these groups were able to win political concessions from 

districts and schools. 

By establishing that some students have more claims on political and legal 

protection than others, programs for the handicapped helped foster a virtually universal 

feeling among public school teachers and parents that they are not being treated fairly and 

that they must, therefore, look out for themselves. As Alfie Kohn has shown, many 

advantaged parents act on this feeling by using their influence and access to obtain the 

best placements for their own children.24 

For schools, as for communities, political engineering by outside parties can have 

disastrous consequences. Nobody knows what a group will do with new powers, or how 

groups will react to policies that afford advantages to their rivals. The local school or 

district is responsible for making realistic decisions about what can best benefit the most 

students and what accommodations for special needs are possible. However, if only one 

group has such an entitlement, district and school leaders face a different problem: they 

are obliged fully to satisfy the entitlements first and then fund the education of all other 

children out of what is left. 

One thing is clear, however: politicizing school life draws attention toward the 

agendas of organized adult groups and away from the more mundane concerns of 

teaching and learning. 

Colonization of Local and State Agencies 

Local school systems, especially in large urban districts, depend heavily 

on federal funding to staff their central offices. Federal funds pay for major shares of 

most school districts testing and evaluation programs, teacher training programs, and 

purchases of equipment. Though they are generally not as dependent on federal funding 

as state departments of education, local districts are heavily influenced and constrained 

by federal programs and their resident managers. Federal program coordinators often 

resist local reform initiatives that increase individual schools control of funds, citing 

possible disruption of relations with the federal government, and possible job loss for 

23 The HEW Office of Civil rights did succeed for a while in creating an administratively-enforced 
entitlement to bilingual education, based on the principles established in Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 
563 (1974). Lau had force of law only in the defendant school district, San Francisco, but HEW 
agplied the terms of the court order to school districts throughout the country. 
2 Kohn, Alfie, "Only for My Kid: How Privileged Parents Undermine School Reform", Phi Delta 
Kappan, April 1998, pp. 569-577. 
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specialists employed to deliver federal program services. 

This situation is the result of a deliberate effort by federal program managers to 

colonize state and local education agencies. By offering to pay for staff members who 

would administer federal programs and manage federally-mandated compliance 

processes, federal programs like Title I and IDEA created new sources of leverage on 

schools' use of funds and distribution of services. 

Ted Sanders' experience in Ohio shows how thoroughly colonized the states have 

become. When he became Ohio's Superintendent of Public Instruction in 1991, Sanders 

intended to make the state education department a force for school improvement 

throughout the Buckeye State. He quickly discovered, however, that he had practically 

nothing to say about the responsibilities of the over 600 employees who nominally worked 

for him. The vast majority of them were funded by federal programs -- Title I, programs 

for the handicapped, vocational education, etc., and had demanding oversight and 

enforcement duties. Those people were often the best-educated and most experienced 

employees of the Ohio Department of Education; most of the remaining employees were 

administrators and financial specialists, not people who could contribute to a statewide' 

school improvement program.25 

As Table I shows, many state departments of education draw most of their 

funding from federal sources.26 In many states, the only employees on the state payroll 

are those who work directly for the superintendent and those who collect funds from the 

legislature and write checks to localities. Though some states, notably Kentucky, have 

been able to steer their own courses independently of the federal government, many have 

no real agenda beyond keeping federal funds flowing. 

Table I: Federal Share of State Education Agency Operating Funds in 1993 

All Federal Sources 

All states 41% 

Michigan 77 

Iowa 71 

Alabama 69 

25Govemor's Task Force on Education, Model for tlze F11ture ... an Organization St11dy of tlze Ohio 
Department of Ed11cation, Columbus, State of Ohio, 1991. 
26 Data in the text are drawn from U.S. Department of Education (1998) The Use of Federal 
Administrative Funds for Administrative Costs: Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, 
Planning and Evaluation Service. 



South Dakota 62 

Maryland 61 

New Hampshire 60 

North Dakota 59 

Utah 59 

Starting in the early 1990s, several states tried to reassert control of their 

departments of education; hoping to turn them into forces for general school 

improvement. Kentucky, Virginia, Illinois, Texas, and Ohio, were among the first to try 

to rehabilitate these institutions. In the mid-1990s, states that were committed to 

standards-based reform also tried to make their education departments into instruments 

for general school improvement (e.g. Washington, Maryland, Oregon, Missouri). Though 

some are starting to make progress, the continuing presence of many paid "colonists" 

from federal programs remains an obstacle. · 

Today's chief state school officers are often experts in the administration of 

federal programs. Their delegate in Washington, the Council of Chief State School 

Officers, supports strong "categorical" regulations on the use of federal funds and 

opposes initiatives that would give individual schools greater discretion. 

Local school districts are not as thoroughly colonized. The majority of central 

office staff members are still paid from state and local funds, and the superintendent is 

clearly more accountable to the local school board than to federal program managers in 

Washington and the state capitol. 

However, colonization definitely limits the flexibility of local school districts. 

Many districts are unable to take full advantage of flexibility provisions recently written 

into Title I because their federal program coordinators insist on maintaining patterns of 

service that have withstood earlier compliance audits. Federal program coordinators also 

resist allowing schools to choose the teachers who will deliver federally-paid 

instructional services, and they control much of the money available for teacher in­

service training. Though superintendents are often able to negotiate successfully for 

cooperation, they must treat their own federal coordinators as representatives of an 

outside power. 

Such constraints on superintendents impede certain kinds of local school 

improvement initiatives. Superintendents often find that they cannot deliver on promises 



to evaluate schools on the basis of productivity, not compliance. School leadership teams 

of teachers and administrators often find that promised "lump sum school budgeting" is 

not real, because teachers hired with federal program dollars are still controlled by central 

office coordinators. Philanthropists often find that schools cannot implement privately­

funded reform initiatives because federal program operations cannot be changed to 

accommodate them. 

Through these methods - creating new political leverage for selected parents, 

favoring certain groups in the competition for funds, helping potential interest groups to 

form and create agendas, and colonizing state and local education agencies -- the federal 

government created new forces to influence schools. By the same methods, federal 

programs have helped turn public schools into inflexible government institutions, forced 

to respond as much to political forces as to the imperatives of teaching and learning. 

FEDERAL PROGRAMS EQUATE EQUITY WITH POOR PROXIES FOR IT 

Forty-five years after Brown v. Board of Education, the 14'h Amendment remains 

the basis of the federal role in education: virtually all federal programs and rules identify 

inequalities and attempt to remedy them. 

Equity is the historic basis for federal initiatives in K-12 education. Before the 

Brown decision, many states and localities practiced discrimination and neglected the 

needs of minority students. Actions in federal courts, the enactment of Title I, and 

enforcement efforts by the U.S. Office of Education (predecessor to the Department of 

Education) turned American school districts around. 

Despite these successes, equity has often proven to be a problematic basis for 

action. Equity in education is difficult to identify. Because different children need 

different instructional experiences, identical treatment, or identical levels of expenditure, 

are not always equitable. Teachers are not commodities, and a few minutes with one may 

benefit a child more than several hours with another. Some children learn a great deal 

from books, while others are inspired by contact with computers, and others respond best 

to a great deal of interpersonal "face time." 

Even an "identical outcomes" standard is not unequivocally equitable. Some 

children find it easy to attain high levels of skill in some areas (e.g. drawing, instrumental 

music, or dance) that others (for example, the present author) could never attain. Would it 

be equitable to require schools to teach all students to the same level of proficiency if that 

meant that the most gifted students would not fully develop their skills? ls it equitable or 



inequitable to allow a student with low aptitudes in a given subject to neglect it in order 

to develop skills in an area where she has higher aptitude. Teachers and parents face such 

questions all the time, and try to resolve them in the best interest of individual children. 

No single equity principle can apply: What is best - equitable - in one case might not be 

equitable in another. 

Formulas that define equity as universal attainment of certain minimum outcomes 

offer only a temporary escape from this conundrum. Ultimately, one must face questions 

similar to the ones raised above, e.g. is it equitable to accept a universal outcomes 

standard, no matter how high or low, if there is evidence that people who exceed the 

standard do better in jobs, further education, etc? 

Inequalities such as those recognized by Brown , e.g. government policies 

expressly constructed to deny minority children access to publicly-funded schools, allow 

unambiguous remedial action. However, not every need and deficiency of schools can be 

approached effectively from this perspective. Some differences in student outcomes are 

caused by factors other than discrimination. Some educational failures affect every 

student in a school, district, or state, and cannot be addressed by interventions on behalf 

of a particular subset of students. Some educational problems require flexible and 

innovative solutions that must be crafted within the classroom or school. 

Government does not fare well in the face of such complexity. Faced with the 

need to judge complex situations from a distance, government agencies and courts are 

forced to adopt relatively simple proxy measures for equity. To the degree that these 

practical definitions do not resolve puzzles such as those posed above, it is difficult for 

anyone to be sure that government-has actually promoted equity. 

Government programs and prescriptions can inhabit an unreal world in which 

contrary prescriptions can be smoothly integrated, adult tasks can be easily distinguished, 

and children can be easily classified. Teachers, students, and parents do not live in such a 

world. 

Nothing about this analysis is news: government programs in all fields are forced 

to adopt measurable bases for action, and are liable to goal displacement if the proxies 

they use are bad. In education consistent use of bad proxies for equity can thwart efforts 

to make sure disadvantaged students get effective instruction.27 

27State-level litigation about whether different groups were getting equitable shares of federal 
and state program funds also led to rigid court-imposed funding categories, so that districts and 
schools are forced to spend fixed sums for items like student transportation, even when they 



Absent a sharp definition, equity has become defined in practice as a set of 

actions that are easily verifiable and that appear to create advantages for people who have 

received fewer resources, less attention, or attained poorer outcomes, than others. An 

activity can be considered equity-promoting whether or not it creates the greatest possible 

advantage per dollar spent, or benefits as many people as possible, or makes some people 

worse off in the course of making its direct beneficiaries better off. Federal programs are 

built this way. They can sometimes create equity, at least as measured by the 

government's chosen proxies, without creating all the intended benefits. For example: 

Title I requires school districts to concentrate funds on certain schools, so that a 

low-income child in one school may get services while an equally low income 

child in another, higher-income, school does not. 

Programs for education of the handicapped allow parents of individual children to 

press their demands in the courts, whether or not the benefits they gain are paid 

for by reducing expenditures on school programs that benefit poor, minority, or 

disadvantaged students.28 

Students classified as "behavior disordered" can be removed from classrooms 

only if their Individualized Education Plan" (IEP) is formally changed, regardless 

of whether they are learning in the class of or the consequences of their behavior 

for other students.29 

Government civil right agencies will act against a charter school that enrolls 

handicapped children and does not provide the services specified in those 

children's Individualized Education Plans. This can happen even if parents chose 

the school expressly because they thought their children were being harmed by 

the public school district's special education program.30 

would prefer to use additional funds for teachers, instructional materials, etc. See, for example, 
Washington State Special Education Coalition vs. State of Washington, et. al. (known as the 
Doran Decision III). Thurston County Superior Court (WA), 1988. 
28 See Kimbrough and Hill, 1979, for evidence that some services for handicapped children are 
:eaid for by reducing what is provided to Title I-eligible students who are not also handicapped. 
•
9for a discussion of the consequences of these requirements for handicapped children as well as 
for others see: Toby, Jackson, "Getting Serious About School Discipline", Tlze P11blic Interest, 133, 
Fall 1998, p. 68-83. 
30 These results will be reported in a forthcoming University of Washington book on the results of 
a national study of charter school accountability. 



Another example of an equity definition that does not benefit the children it is 

intended to protect: Title I and other federal programs require equalization of local 

spending per child before federal funds can be added on. But the proxies for equal 

spending they use do not challenge the biggest real source of local spending inequalities, 

which is the distribution of high-salaried teachers. As a proxy for equity, federal 

programs count the numbers of teachers in schools, not their real-dollar cost, so that the 

schools in the lowest-income neighborhoods, which attract the lowest-paid and least­

qualified teachers, actually get far less than their share of funds. 31 

By convention, if not in reality, all procedures described above promote equity. 

But they may not do as much for those children as other arrangements that strengthen the 

schools they attend, or create significant movement toward the undefined but intensely 

desired goal of educational equality. 

Using such proxies for equity places great emphasis on the rituals of compliance, 

not on problem solving. It is better suited to the protection of existing programs and the 

stabilization of adult working environments, than to finding solutions to the problem of 

how to improve education for the disadvantaged and handicapped. 

A dialogue overheard by the present author illustrates how commitment to poor 

proxies for equity can act like ice-nine in schools. Two academics, one who had devoted 

his career to studying school desegregation, and another who had specialized in school 

effectiveness research, were asked to define a good school. The first academic replied, "A 

good school is one in which every person knows her rights and suffers no 

discrimination." The second academic replied, "a good school is a caring e.nvironment 

where the adults use all their knowledge and energy to find ways to help every student 

learn to high standards." 

These definitions of a good school might be compatible, but their differences in 

emphasis are clear. Under the second definition, a school is a unique problem-solving 

organization unified by a commitment to helping all children meet a common standard. If 

it lives up to its commitments, it will not classify any child in an arbitrary way or give up 

on any student without first exhausting all the time, energy, and expertise available. 

Under the first definition, a good school is built around a set of rules intended to prevent 

discrimination. There is reason to question whether a school so constructed can teach any 

child to the limits of her ability. 

31Haycock, Kati, "Eliminate Gross Disparities under Your Control", School Administrator, p30-31 
May 1997. 



Associating equity with specific regulations and processes makes federal 

programs difficult to assail, but it does not make them effective. It also impedes serious 

discussion about how best to use all the resources available for the education of 

disadvantaged children. From the standpoint of people who equate fairness with the 

proxies for it developed under federal programs, critics who propose changes in Title I 

targeting or decision-making processes, or current methods for determining handicapped 

children's placements, are by definition risking equity. 

Government naturally deals with large issues, mass programs, and gross-grained 

oversight. It cannot, and generally does not need to, exercise fine-grained judgment about 

the activities of unique, intimate local groups. In trying to translate national objectives 

into education programs, government has entered into situations where doing good is 

very difficult. The methods of administration and oversight that come naturally to a 

government of continental scale require use of simplifications and proxy measures that 

match up poorly with the needs of schools. The results are all but inevitable: government 

is forced to use measures of merit that are only loosely related to its goals and schools are 

forced to do things that make them less effective. 

After a brief section that attempts a balanced assessment of what the federal 

government has accomplished to date, this paper ends with suggestions about how 

changes in federal policy can help public schools thaw out after their exposure to 

government's ice-nine. 

ON BALANCE: THE EFFECTS OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

There is little doubt that federal initiatives in K-12 education have succeeded in 

making disadvantaged children the top priority at the national, state, and local levels. 

However, though federal programs have caused changes that helped low income and 

minority children, federal programs have often done harm to those same children's 

education -- and everyone else's -- by weakening the schools. They do so by diverting 

funds and energy away from regular instruction and toward special programs - much as 

the child benefit theory anticipated and even ordained. 

Public discourse about education has changed since the 1960s. No one seriously 

questions the importance and moral rightness of providing disadvantaged children with a 

fair opportunity to gain skills, stay in school, attend college, and achieve advanced 

training. School systems are now staffed almost entirely by people whose training is 

deeply influenced by values about education of the disadvantaged. 



Changes in legal doctrines (e.g. the 1954 Brown decision and subsequent 

Supreme Court actions), and demographic changes that make business more dependent 

than ever on immigrants and native born minority workers, have also transformed 

national priorities. 

However, the federal government has not been able to follow up its success in 

setting new priorities with effective action. Many of its programs and rules have, in fact, 

weakened schools by putting process before results, caused displacement of goals from 

serving students to guaranteeing administrative compliance, and weakened schools' 

ability to pursue effective instructional programs and solve the problems presented by 

their students. 

No one intended these outcomes. In fact, the people who write and advocate for 

federal program regulations can often demonstrate that local educators do not recognize 

or use all the options they have and that the negative outcomes of federal programs result 

from choices that state and local educators make.32 

Federal programs have provided needed funds for many cash-strapped school 

systems but they have also set off chains of events that have weakened the very 

institutions on which all children, rich and poor, depend for their education. Federal 

programs did not directly cause the current unrest about public education. But they have 

contributed greatly to schools' loss of institutional coherence and educators' eroding 

sense of personal responsibility, which in turn led to pressure for new schools operated 

under new rules, the campaign for parental control via school choice, not political 

involvement, and the belief that public schools are not safe and caring enough. 

The flight of middle and working class parents of all races from city schools,33 

and African American parents' growing demand for new options and the opportu·nity to 

send their children to private schools when nearby public schools are failing34 have many 

sources. But it is hard to see how they would have happened to the current degree without 

the negative aspects of federal programs discussed above. 

32 See, for example, Kimbrough, Jackie, The Aggregate Effects of Federal Education Programs, Santa 
Monica, Calif.: Santa Monica, RAND, 1981. 
33 Doyle, Denis P., Where the Connoisseurs Send Their Children to School. Indianapolis, IN., Hudson 
Institute, 1995. 
34 See, for example, Horowitz, Sari, Poll Finds Backing for D.C. School Vouchers: Blacks Support Idea 

More Than Whites. The Washington Post, May 23, 1998. See also Johnson, Jean and John Immerwahr, 
First Things First: What Americans Expect from the Public Schools, American Educator; v 18 n4 p4-
6,8,l 1-13,44-45, 1995 



There are no villains here. One might blame the people who, in the 1960s and 

1970s, were confident that the new federal initiatives would help the poor without 

harming anyone else (and would provide new advantages for poor children without 

simultaneously creating new obstacles to their education). The present author, whose 

work on the 1977 Title I reauthorization made a significant contribution to the regulatory 

structure of Title I, does not berate himself now for actions taken then, nor should anyone 

else. Yet, refraining from judging past actions does not justify persisting in the face of 

current knowledge about the harm done by many federal programs and policies. No one 

can claim that the current chaotic system of laws, regulations, constraints, and 

preferences is the best one that we Americans could design for our children. 

How can the federal government maintain its commitment to improving education 

for the disadvantaged, while promoting, rather than interfering with, the improvement of 

schools? Though many localities would probably retain their current commitment to 

improving education for poor and minority children even if all federal programs were 

eliminated, some might not. Moreover, some localities, particularly the poorest rural 

areas and biggest cities, would have difficulty maintaining even the marginal quality of 

their instructional programs without continued federal aid. 

The next section will suggest principles on which a more constructive federal role 

could be constructed. 

TOWARD A MORE POSITIVE FEDERAL ROLE 

The federal government cart be both a force for general school improvement and a 

source of initiative on behalf of the poor and disadvantaged. Accomplishing those goals, 

while helping schools become less governmental and more communal, requires 

fundamental changes at three levels: Federal programs must be funded and operated 

differently; the Department of Education must be organized differently, to become a 

national resource, not a captive of constituency-based interests; and Congress must 

oversee the Department and its programs differently, focusing on its contributions to 

schools rather than its operation of separate categorical programs. 

Can these things be done within the lifetimes of people reading this paper? Of 

course they can, if Congress decides to do it. Though the infrastructure built up to 

administer existing federal programs is large and powerful, it is not significantly larger or 

more powerful than the county-based welfare apparatus that Congress disassembled a 

few years ago. Similarly, though the constituencies that support the existing programs 



are large, they are not strongly united: beneficiary groups, especially low-income and 

minority parents whose children benefit from Title I, are far more interested in better 

schools than in continuation of a particular federal program. 

The foregoing statements come easily to a person who, like the present author, 

lives a continent away from Washington and spends much more time in the halls of 

schools than in Congress or the Department of Education. Schools and local education 

agencies would suffer if federal funds were withdrawn, and they would benefit if funding 

were, as it should be, increased. But most schools and districts could readily adapt to 

drastic revisions in federal program structure and administration. The barriers to change 

are not in the schools, states, or localities, but in Washington, in the form of providers' 

lobbies and other adult groups who gain from the ways the programs are now run. 

Necessary change will be politically difficult. But the needs of children and schools must 

not take a back seat to the self-protection interests of politicians. 

A new federal role can and should be built on a simple set of principles:35 

Subsidize Children, Not Jurisdictions. 

The federal government should support the education of disadvantaged children 

directly, by funding the schools that actually educate children, not government 

administrative structures. Congress should consolidate all federal grant programs into one 

funding mechanism, with procedures for identifying individual beneficiaries, providing 

funds directly to the schools those children attend, and ensuring that schools attended by 

beneficiaries get the same amounts of local and state dollars per pupil as other schools in 

the same district. 36 

Federal laws and regulations should not require that money be traceable to 

particular programs, services, or students. No federal program should require localities to 

treat identical children differently, depending on what school they attend. 

Federal funding should not remove responsibility for judgments and trade-offs 

about a child's education from the only people who can make them well, her teachers and 

35For a compatible, but different, set of principles see Finn, Chester E., and Michael J. Petrilli, 
"Washington Versus School Reform", The Public Interest, 133, Fall, 1998, p. 55-64. 
36 Diane Ravitch has given this idea a name: a portable entitlement. See Student Performance: the 
National Agenda in Education, in Kanstoroom Marci, and Chester E. Finn Jr., eds., New 

Directions: Federal Education Policy in the Twenty-First Century, Washington, The Thomas B. Fordham 

Foundation, 1999, p. 139-146. 
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parents. Congress might establish especially high weighting factors for severely disabled 

children or children in extremely high-cost areas. But laws that create absolute 

entitlements to specific services, or permit court orders requiring optimal services for 

some children regardless of the consequences for other children's education, must be 

amended. This implies avoiding federal prescriptions about who must sign off on 

decisions, what sorts of planning processes states and localities must follow, and who, if 

aggrieved, has a private right of legal action. 

Congress might allow localities to set age-level priorities (e.g provide twice as 

much federal money per beneficiary pupil in grades 6-8 as in grades 9-12). But it should 

not allow localities to create horizontal inequities among beneficiary children of a 

particular age, no matter where they go to school. Children's beneficiary status should 

depend on their demographic characteristics, not on their test scores or other school 

performance. Funding should not be reduced for disadvantaged students who perform at 

high levels. 

This proposal will almost certainly strengthen demands for increased federal 

funding. The 30-40% of disadvantaged children who do not now receive Title I services 

would finally get them, and the need to spread federal funds among a larger number of 

students will generate demands to increase funding to match current per-child amounts.37 

Because the money and its uses would be visible at the school level, the case for 

increased funding should also be easy to make. A school could add another teacher for 

every 50 or 60 disadvantaged students, thus creating many new opportunities for 

instructional improvement. 

Because some of the data required to identify individual children can be collected 

only at the local level, federal grants would have to follow the general procedures used by 

Title I: use census data (poverty counts) to allocate funds to the county level and use 

locally collected data (e.g. free lunch counts, surveys of family language backgrounds, 

school surveys to identify handicapped children) to identify beneficiaries. These 

assessments might best be done at the county level, rather than by individual school 

districts. Government agencies that distribute funds should be paid administrative fees for 

their services, but these should not lead to establishment of permanent federally funded 

monitoring staffs. 

37 Unpublished estimates of the added cost of a "portable entitlement" range from $4 to $20 
billion annually. The size of the estimate appears to depend on the analyst's view of the 
desirability of such a change in federal program strategy . 

.. 



rates. States could be required to analyze these data, comparing student growth rates in all 

schools in which federal funds are used versus all other schools. States could then be 

required to create new schooling options for students in low-growth rate schools. These 

options could be provided via state intervention, reconstitution, or creation of new 

schooling options (including by use of district-wide choice plans, vouchers, or charters). 

The Department of Education could also periodically commission national 

sample-based studies of localities and schools, and provide information on problems to 

governors and mayors. 

· Attack Emergent Problems \Vith Short-Term Special-Purpose Grants. 

States and localities will continue to need help solving short-term problems like 

teacher shortages, facilities decay, lack of technology, or overcrowding. However, the 

federal government should avoid creating expectations that particular jurisdictions will 

receive permanent federal support. It should not fund any state or local government entity 

for more than three years without at least a one-year hiatus. Further, these short-term 

interventions should be limited to a fixed percentage (e.g. 10%) of all federal spending on 

K-12 education. 

The Secretary of Education could then control a very substantial fund for investment 

and responses to emergent problems of states and localities. The Secretary, in 

consultation with a board representing Congress, presidential appointees, governors,. and 

local educators and school providers, could devote as much as $1.5 billion per year to 

specific problem-solving activities. Because this fund could not become an entitlement 

for any locality or function, and no one program could continue for more than three 

years, the use of this fund could be disciplined by becoming a significant issue in 

presidential campaigns. 

Make The Education Department A National Resource, Not A Federal Ministry 

The Department should be re-missioned to emphasize national issues over the use of 

federal regulatory power. Its current organization, which fosters close alliances between 

particular constituency groups and the bureaus that run programs, should be changed.38 

All the separate categorical program offices could be replaced by a unified division that 

writes checks and ensures that funds go to the schools and children for whom they are 

designated. 

38 Cite Chris Cross' paper. 
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The first step toward redefining the federal role would be to consolidate all 

federal grant programs into one statute and create clear definitions of beneficiaries. 

A reform of this scope would require scrutiny of some programs that do not normally 

come up for reauthorization at the same time as ESEA, for example, Vocational 

Education, IDEA, and the Department of Education's research structure. There is, 

however, no reason why those programs cannot be considered for reauthorization on the 

ESEA timetable. Including such programs in a review of ESEA is a necessary 

precondition for creating a rationalized and effective federal role in education. 

Become School-Friendly. 

Federal policy must work with,, not against, the reality that the only people who 

can help a student are that child's teachers, parents, and neighbors. Washington should 

avoid buttressing any particular administrative regime or creating permanent groups of 

federally paid state or local employees. It should, similarly, avoid mandating any 

particular orthodoxy in educational organization, whether that is "systemic" reform that 

aligns standards, tests, curriculum, and teaching, charter schools, educational contracting, 

home schooling, cyber schooling, or anything else. 

Other than eliminating earmarks that require states and localities to fund program­

specific compliance monitors and coordinators, the federal government should neither 

solidify nor disassemble current state and local administrative structures. It should take a 

permissive but neutral stance toward such innovations in education provision as lump­

sum budgeting of schools, private provision of school space and staffing, investment and 

school management by non-governmental entities, and voucher plans that expand 

educational options for the disadvantaged.· 

Define Results In Terms Of Student and School Performance. 

The federal government should measure the effects of its programs in terms of 

overall improvement in the educational outcomes of children, both disadvantaged and 

advantaged, not on maintenance of a particular administrative or service scheme. 

Accountability based on detailed fiscal reporting and regulatory compliance do not lead 

to good instruction. 

To assess results of its subsidies for students and schools, the federal government 

could conduct special analyses of the results of new statewide standards-based tests. 

These tests, now either in place or under construction in a majority of states, are designed 

to produce school-by-school comparisons in students' average test scores and growth 

• 



A second major Investments Division would sponsor research, development, 

statistics, and emergency investments. No matter how states and localities seek to 

improve their schools, they will depend on the availability, both in their regions and 

nationally, of well-trained teachers, sound techniques for student performance 

assessment, new technologies and ideas about instruction and school management, and 

evidence of the effectiveness of particular instructional methods. Through its Investments 

division, the Department of Education could invest in new ideas and fund rigorous 

clinical trials and demonstrations. Consistent with the principle that the Department 

should be a source of ideas and not a regulator, these results would be disseminated via 

the marketplace of ideas, not translated into laws, regulations, or incentives. 

CONCLUSION 

Would initiatives based on these principles thaw out all of the ice-nine created by 

today's federal programs and regulations and establish a perfect federal role? The answer 

is 

no: just as today's problems could not be anticipated in the 1960s, the challenges 

facing America's schools in the year 2010 cannot all be foreseen now. Future 

Congresses will need to reconsider and amend actions taken in 1999 and 2000. 

Groups of providers and beneficiaries will always try to use federal power and 

dollars to create and solidify advantages for themselves. Professors and business leaders 

will be tempted to write their own ideas - about use of technology, adoption of whole­

school designs, the best teaching methods, the correct average class size, or the perfect 

way to select and train teachers - into federal law.39
.j() Interest group representatives will 

draft laws and regulations that favor their constituencies; some will try to inflate court 

orders that apply only to specific cases into regulations that affect all schools. 

The structure of the new federal role must be simple enough, and grounded on 

sufficiently clear principles, to withstand the inevitable processes of advocacy and 

advantage-taking. The foregoing suggestions lay a good foundation. But a more 

constructive federal role will need tending and defending: to coin a phrase, it is one thing 

to 

create a new and more constructive federal role, and quite another to keep it. 

39 For lists of such proposals see Pogrow, Stanley, Title I: Wrong Help at the Wrong Time, and 
Palmaffy, Tyce, Title I: Despite the Best of Intentions, in Kanstoroom and Finn, op. cit . 
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Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: 
Subject: Column re Fed report & charter school conversions 

Friends, I thought this might interest you. This column next week in 3 of Minnesota's 4 
largest daily newspapers. It mentions the new US Dept. of Education charter report. 
By the way, this is a marvelous school and a wonderful principal. 
Joe Nathan 

Nerstrand Elementary principal Bonnie Jean Flom smiled as she spoke to about 100 fellow 
principals last week. " I'm working harder, and enjoying it more, that at any other time in my 
career." Flom was explaining why her school, with permission from the Faribault district, 
had converted to charter school status. 

The Nerstrand school is in a lovely little town, an hour south of the Twin Cities. A corn 
field is right outside the school's back door. Nerstrand Woods park is a mile away. 
"For years, people wondered if our school would survive," Flom recalled. About ten years 
ago, we were down to about 90 students. With Faribault's encouragement, the school became a 
magnet, emphasizing ecology, along with basic academic skills. "Our theme was, 'if we built 
it, they will come.' They did!" 
Enrollment almost doubled. Students came from several neighboring districts. 

Flom says that "Families told us that they loved our school's small size and the family 
atmosphere. They liked how we used the nearby fields, farms and forest." 

Flom is a solid, practical lady. She has worked in urban and suburban public schools, as 
well as in Nerstrand. "Things were going well, but our faculty wanted to make sure all the 
teachers shared our vision. We wanted to make more decisions about budget, and to retain 
control over our curriculum." 

Teachers in converted charters retain the right to belong to the statewide teacher 
retirement association, and as well as the right to belong to a union. 

"Conversion made great sense for us," Flom explained at last week Minnesota Elementary 
School Principals conference. "State and federal startup charter funds gave us more than 
$100,000 to purchase things we really wanted. State lease aid allowed us to rent our 
building from the district, producing addition revenue for them. 

A new federal report, "The State of Charter Schools 2000," says that 173 public schools 
have converted to charter status in the last seven years. (The report is available at 
www.uscharterschools.org) 

In Minnesota, as in most states, converting to charter public school status means people in 
the school decide who works there, and how ALL the money is spent. Charter school educators 
also accept responsibility for improving student achievement, under terms spelled out in a 
contract, or charter. 

Converting isn't just for small elementary schools in little towns. Some of the nation's 
most respected charters are large, urban public schools. Yvonne Chan, principal at the 
Vaughn Street charter in Los Angeles, says converting to charter status allowed the school to 
increase teacher pay. It also meant that teachers could purchase supplies and equipment 
immediately, rather than waiting months for district officials to process requisitions. 



Results at Vaughn include higher student achievement, and higher staff morale. 
The federal charter report says schools convert to charter status to "realize a vision and 

gain autonomy and flexibility." "Sounds right," Flom concluded. "Working in a charter 
allows me to be the kind of educator I've dreamed of being." 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Andy Rotherham/OPD/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: RE: help 

we've spent so much time trying to not highlight the private conversions 
that we don't call on them often for "highlighting". Consequently I don't 
know many of these schools or their stories that well. But here are some 
nominations from some discrete calls: 

Arizona 
State Board of Education conversions 
1. Academy of Tucson. 
2. CASY Country Day School 
Scottsdale. 4th graders boosted scores on Stanford 9 more then 10 points 
from 1998 to 99 
3. Kachina 
State Board for Charter Schools conversions. 
1. Khalsa 
2. Villa Montessori 
( 1998 highest 6, 7 and 8th grade scores on math test at their grade level in 
the state) 
3. Franklin Phonetic Primary School 
4. Center for Educational Excellence 
5. Sedona Charter School 

Michigan 
Nataki Taleba Schoolhouse of Detroit, run by Carmen N'Namdi, 313-531-3720 
178 kids, K-8, enrollment rippled after turning to charter status. Opened in 
78 with 18 kids. Afro-centric, but "teaching from the norm ... that means 
there are no Black History Month or special African-American Studies, even 
though all of the students are African-American. Instead, African-American 
history is integrated into regular curriculum." (from Miracles in profile, 
from CMU). Kids doing transcendental meditation every morning and afternoon 
to calm down and learn to focus on learning. 

Walden Green Day School, Montesorri, 100+ kids, Tom Hicks director: 
616-842-4523, charter going to be renewed by CMU, doing well. Opened in 
1983, with 35 kids and grew to 120 students, K-8 as a charter. Spring Lake, 
Ml, 120 kids, 21/1 pupil teacher ration, waiting list of 40. 
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Introduction: The School Reform Debate 

The discussion about the future of America's 
public schools is beginning to make real progress. 
This is not because new ideologies are appearing, but 
because the old ideology of public education is being 
broken down. 

In 1983 the Nation at Risk report focused public 
attention on the deteriorating levels of student 
performance. Fairly quickly, and sensibly, the 
education system decided not to be defensive about what 
was so apparent. It conceded: we can do better. 

Next came a powerful message from good friends of 
public education that, if learning were to improve, 
schooling would have to be changed, and radically 
changed. In 1984, in their different ways, John 
Goodlad's A Place Called School and Ted Sizer's 
Horace's Compromise pressed this conclusion. Fairly 
quickly this point, too, was conceded. 

Then the teachers' organizations -- most notably 
Albert Shanker, president of the American Federation of 
Teachers -- saw the opportunity to argue that in order 
for schooling to change, the school district would have 
to change. In 1985 the Carnegie Task Force on 
Education and the Economy, with Shanker as a key 
member, established "restructuring" as the key item on 
the improvement agenda: more authority for the 
individual school, professional status for teachers and 
(less stressed, and less noticed) a real accountability 
for student performance. 

Now comes the further assertion -- most recently 
and most forcefully from John Chubb and Terry Moe in 
Politics, Markets and America's Schools -- that in 
order for districts to change the larger system will 
have to change: students should no longer be assigned 
to schools, and schools should no longer be organized 
as a monopoly public bureau under political control. 

To this last analysis and proposal the people in 
public education are responding in essentially 
ideological terms. They do not want to look into the 
system for the causes of the troubles in the schools. 

http://www.dlcppi.org/texts/social/beyond. TXT 
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For them it is enough simply to say that a "market" 
would violate the theory of public education. They are 
uninterested in a practical discussion about what might 
help. If pressed, they point to the dangers of 
competition. It is as if you had a group of people in 
the North and fuel was low and a blizzard was coming 
and you appealed for help, and what you got was a 
lecture about the dangers of fire. 

Steadily, however, the national discussion is 
moving on; gradually thinking through the ideas of 
choice and competition and their relation to public 
education. There is a real problem in the schools. 
There is an urgent need to improve. There is a 
practical problem of how to get it done. So there is a 
growing willingness to look at new ideas -- however 
uncomfortable they may be to educators -- to see if 
they might work. 

In the background is the general sense of the 
limitations of "command" systems, reinforced in the 
past year by the events in eastern Europe. What has 
really stimulated the current discussion, though, is 
the dramatic turnaround in the public and political 
attitude toward the idea of choice. 

This was summarized in a report by the Gallup 
organization in the September, 1990 Kappan magazine. 
Over the past 10 years the proportion agreeing that 
people should be able to choose the public school their 
children attend has climbed from 12 percent to 62 
percent. Support is higher among parents with children 
in the public schools (65 percent). It is highest in 
the big cities, but over 60 percent everywhere. 

It is highest among people of average income 
($20,000 to $40,000) and among people of average 
education (high school graduates). Among people of 
color 72 percent are in favor; 18 percent opposed. 
Perhaps most striking: support varies directly with 
age. Among persons over 50 it is 54 percent; among 
those age 30 to 4 9, 63 percent; among those 18 to 29, 
72 percent. 

These numbers are apt to command respect among 
people in political life. President Bush has begun to 
use this issue to invade the Democratic heartland. 
Education was the issue around which he convened the 
governors in September 1989, and it was the topic for 
the first public task force organized during the Bush 
administration. The President has bypassed the 
Congress, which could not enact choice if it wanted to 
(and probably would not if it could). He has moved 
directly to the states and to the people. 

Yet the political response to the changing public 
attitude appeared first in Minnesota, a liberal and 
Democratic state with relatively good schools, where a 
liberal and Democratic governor, Rudy Perpich, proposed 
in 1985 that choice be opened up within the public 
school sector. Five years later that program is fully 
in operation in Minnesota, and has spread in some form 
to Arkansas, Iowa, Colorado, Nebraska, and some other 
states. 
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Growing support for choice is the public's 
response to the failure of public education to put 
children first. The education establishment has been 
full of good intentions, and more than willing to spend 
the public's money. But it has not been willing to 
change itself in basic ways. Public education has 
remained a system of big organizations -- big schools 
in big buildings, with a traditional, top-down 
organizational structure like the Army or the Postal 
Service. No matter how unresponsive and ineffective 
this way of organizing learning has become, the 
prevailing ideology insists that local school districts 
must retain their monopoly on providing public schools 
to the children of the community. 

It is time to say this: our system of public 
education is a bad system. It is terribly inequitable. 
It does not meet the nation's needs. It exploits 
teachers' altruism. It hurts kids. 

Citizens are now rebelling against this system in 
one way or another; sometimes challenging the local 
district directly but increasingly moving to the state 
to get a different system more responsive to their 
needs. 

In 1988, neighborhood groups in Chicago, supported 
by the business and civic community, went first to 
Mayor Harold Washington and then to Springfield for a 
law creating school-level boards, with parent 
majorities and with the power to hire the principal. 
When the Chicago district opposed that legislation the 
coalition took on that opposition and beat it. 

Most recently the political response has taken a 
turn toward private schools. In Kansas City, after the 
suburbs declined to open their schools, the federal 
court has been now been asked to rule that only in the 
private schools can the children get an integrated 
education. 

And now there is Polly Williams. 

In Milwaukee the black community on the city's 
North Side had been left by a "desegregation" order of 
the federal court with about 20 all-black schools. 
Representatives of the black community then asked the 
district and the state for a separate district through 
which they could run those schools themselves. They 
were turned down. So in 1990 state Rep. Polly Williams 
put through the legislature a bill opening the way for 
their children to attend private schools at public 
expense. 

Here is a black woman, a former welfare mother, a 
supporter of the Rev. Jesse Jackson, interested not in 
ideology but simply in what works for her people, 
telling the Republican governor (who favored the same 
idea) to stay out of the way so she can pass the bill, 
which she did. 

Everyone senses the political implications. If 
leadership with that kind of ability and credibility 
begins to tap the public support for choice now 
apparent in the polls, some very large things could 
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begin to change. Public education cannot easily resist 
a Polly Williams. For the first time, it faces a 
practical need to make a strategic move; to come up 
with a positive proposal of its own on the issue of 
system change. 

So do the mostly Democratic elected officials in 
the larger cities. With their preoccupation with the 
traditional interest-group politics of education they 
have essentially stood against the effort by the 
residents of those cities -- their natural 
constituency -- to secure what those people know they 
need most if their children are to have any hope of 
rising out of poverty: a good education. The decision 
not to provide a good education -- not to challenge the 
system in the interest of the kids -- could very soon 
appear a profound political miscalculation. 

Americans today face a practical question: how can 
we use this powerful idea of choice to improve the 
schools while retaining the essential purposes of 
public education? The answer needs careful thought, 
because some of the proposals that fly under the banner 
of choice may not hold firmly to the ideas of the 
common school, of equity and of public purpose. 

In this coming discussion the key people will be 
those not directly involved in public education. The 
change that is coming calls into question the 
fundamentals of the system; and the people who live in 
that system will not take the lead in that. 

This report proposes a strategy for revitalizing 
public education by stimulating the creation of new 
public schools. Under this approach, the states would 
intervene strategically to introduce incentives for 
school districts to change, by allowing families to 
choose the schools their children attend and by 
allowing someone other than the local district to start 
an innovative public school. That will require that 
the states withdraw from local school districts the 
exclusive franchise for owning and operating public 
schools. School choice alone won't change a closed 
system; what's needed is to open the system to 
enterprising people who want to start innovative new 
schools. 

The system proposed here is a competitive system, 
on the theory of some Fabians in Britain that 
"competition favors the survival of the helpful." But 
it is also a public system. The schools will serve 
public objectives and will be publicly accountable for 
the public support they receive. 

Before explaining the proposal, however, it is 
important to examine the problems with the path the 
education discussion is presently traveling. 

The Limited Potential of School Restructuring 

People like to act directly. They see a problem 
with schooling. They know the district owns the 
schools. So they want to get the district to change 
its schools. The business community has bought into 
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this notion of restructuring. State governments are 
now being pressed to buy in as well. 

It is an appealing idea: shifting more 
responsibility from districts to "site-managed" or 
"self-governing" schools, assessed and rewarded for 
progress in improving what students know and are able 
to do. Certainly, restructuring improves on the old 
prescription of higher salaries, smaller classes and 
better training. 

The problem is that the districts aren't 
responding nearly quickly enough. Nor are they likely 
to, because they don't have to. 

Restructuring is not without its successes. There 
are important demonstrations in many schools. A number 
of districts have restructuring contracts. In 
Kentucky, the program will be tried statewide. All of 
these efforts are widely reported. The media create 
the impression of a changing system. 

But change is more than getting words on paper, in 
contract or in law. Change must get established. It 
must last. And it must spread. Yet even in the most­
noted restructuring districts, the implementation is 
proving -- as the superintendent in Rochester, New 
York, Peter Mcwalters, said recently -- "damned hard." 
In some districts the educators do not want to use all 
the authority they are given. In others the changes 
made may now be slipping away. The much-praised 
restructuring in East Harlem has been in real jeopardy. 
Strenuous efforts by its friends may save it. But how 
many such defensive battles can be fought and won? For 
how long? 

There is also a problem of scale. This country 
has 40 million kids and 2.2 million teachers in 84,000 
schools in 15,000 districts. The problems are general, 
and serious. The change has got to be systemic. 
Restructuring is simply not moving fast enough for the 
job that has to be done. 

Restructuring is a vision. 
for action. 

It lacks a strategy 

Few institutions welcome radical change. They 
need a reason to change. Restructuring does not give 
the school district a compelling reason to change. It 
continues the traditional assumption that altruism is 
an adequate motivational base for change. It expects 
that boards, superintendents and teachers will do 
things they find personally difficult and 
institutionally unnecessary because these are important 
for the country and good for kids. 

Restructuring does not go to the heart of the 
problem. It is trying to persuade districts to change, 
while accepting as given the system of public education 
that makes it hard for them to change. 

This makes no basic sense. We need a new 
approach. We need to find what makes it so hard to 
change, and change that. 
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The Exclusive Franchise Is the Heart of the Problem 

Almost certainly, what makes change so hard in 
education is the districting of the system. 

Education has boundaries. Each set of boundaries 
creates an area in which there is one organization 
teaching public school, to which the kids who live in 
that area are assigned. Public education is organized 
as a pattern of these territorial exclusive franchises. 

Under this arrangement, the state leaves to the 
district final decisions about improvement. Governors 
and legislators like to talk as if they can improve the 
schools. They can't. Legally schools do not exist: 
districts exist. The state deals with districts, not 
with schools. Only districts can change the schools. 
Governors and legislatures can propose and promise, 
plead and threaten. They can give money. They can 
issue orders. Often the districts respond. But 
whether they do or not in the end is up to them. If 
the district does not do better the state does not send 
in another organization that will. It accepts the pace 
of improvement at which the district is able or willing 
to move. 

It does not matter how much students learn. 
Within very broad limits the state assures the 
districts their existence, their students, their 
revenues, their security and virtually their annual 
spending increases -- their material success 
independent of the level of student success. 

Hence, it is no mystery why in public education 
the cards are stacked against innovation. An 
organization with an exclusive franchise is under 
little pressure to change. 

David K. Cohen, at Michigan State University, put 
it gently when he wrote in 1986 that education contains 
"weak incentives for the introduction of innovations 
that would cause internal stress." Proposals for 
radical change surely do cause internal stress. Change 
disrupts settled routines, upsets people, causes 
controversy. It threatens the real interests of 
powerful organizations. 

As they consider proposals for change, the 
superintendent, board, principal, unions, and teachers 
weigh the potential benefits to the kids against the 
risk of creating "internal stress." They want to help 
the kids. But upsetting people might cause 
controversy. It might produce a grievance, lose an 
election, cause a strike, or damage a career. 

The risks are real. There is nothing 
countervailing, nothing that requires kids' interests 
to be put first, nothing very bad that will happen if 
the decision is to say "no." As things stand, a "no" 
is the end of the matter: the principal who wants to 
change has nowhere else to go. The teacher has nowhere 
else to go, and parents and students have nowhere else 
to go. There is almost nothing anyone can change 
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without getting someone else's permission. Yet almost 
everyone has the power to check everyone else. 

Moreover, practically nothing depends on making 
the improvements for which the public is pressing: 
clear objectives, measurement of performance, new 
technology or better learning methods. Unless 
something quite unusual happens, the students and the 
revenues will be there anyway. Good educators tell 
their colleagues, "We have to change." But that is not 
true in any real sense. 

The kids get what altruism, courage and the random 
appearance of exceptional individuals provide in the 
way of improvement -- which is often a lot. But the 
system puts them second. The system puts adults first. 
As Albert Shanker told the Itasca Seminar in Minnesota 
in 1988: "This is a system that can take its customers 
for granted." 

Why the State Is the Critical Actor 

It is unproductive and unfair to put people under 
incentives that are not aligned with the mission they 
are supposed to perform. That leads to blaming the 
people for failures that are the fault of the system. 
Parents blame teachers and administrators. Educators 
in response blame parents and kids. It is all wrong. 
As Ted Sizer remarks near the end of Horace's 
Compromise, "the people are better than the system." 
Instead of blaming the people, we should fix the 
system. 

The system is not immutable: it was built by 
policy; it can be changed by policy. But to change it 
we will have to go beyond the district. "We can never 
turn around enough districts," Frank Newman, president 
of the Education Commission of the States, said in a 
"Statehouse to Schoolhouse" discussion, "without 
changing the incentives in the system." 

Changing incentives means providing opportunities 
and reasons for people to do in their own interest the 
"stressful" things that change requires. Changing 
incentives ''in the system" means restructuring the 
environment in which districts live. It means 
withdrawing their exclusive franchise. 

Only the state can do this, for districting is 
created by state laws. The responsibility for action 
rests with the legislatures, and with the governors 
whose proposals begin the law-making process. 

The state should not get into restructuring 
directly. The state's job is not to run the schools, 
but to provide a workable system for those who do. It 
owes boards, teachers and administrators -- and the 
public -- a system in which those who do change and 
improve are supported and rewarded, and in which those 
who do not are the ones put at risk. Yet everywhere in 
this country the state is in default on that 
obligation. 
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What Would It Mean to Withdraw the Exclusive Franchise? 

The exclusive franchise means the district can 
keep students in and can keep other school-teaching 
organizations out. To withdraw it the state would have 
to make it possible for some other public organization 
to sponsor the public school in the area, and would let 
students enroll in those schools if they chose. 

Choice and new public schools would go to the 
heart of the problem. No district would have to do 
anything. But none could any longer take its students 
for granted. If the district schools did not improve, 
other and better schools might appear. Suddenly, a 
decision not to change and improve would no longer be 
without practical consequences. 

These twin ideas -- choice and new public 
schools -- face a formidable challenge. They will have 
to get enacted, which obviously will not be easy. And, 
first, they will have to be put in workable form. The 
prospects for enactment will depend partly on the skill 
of the design -- on whether the ideas of choice and new 
public schools can be made to serve the purposes of 
public education. 

What follows is an effort to suggest a practical 
program that could be enacted. It will deal first with 
the idea of transferring the attendance decision from 
the system to the student; then with the issues 
involved in letting "someone else" offer a public 
school. 

1) Extending School Choice 

The discussion of choice has to begin with the 
fact that choice exists today. 

Every state has had a choice plan since the Pierce 
decision in 1925. It is a simple plan: kids can go to 
any schools, anywhere -- private or public -- if their 
parents can pay the tuition or the cost of moving their 
place of residence. It is in use: lots of people 
choose. It works. It is inequitable: it discriminates 
against the poor. A family with a lot of money has a 
lot of choice. A family with little money has little 
choice. 

What some state legislatures are doing is 
extending choice, using public resources to offset the 
inequalities of the private market. It can reasonably 
be called a liberal thing to do. 

Not every choice plan does that well. Choice is a 
design question. Everyone discussing choice has to 
decide: (a) What students will be eligible? (b) What 
schools will be eligible? and (c) Under what rules will 
they come together? What "choice" means depends on how 
you answer those questions. And how you answer those 
questions depends on what you want to accomplish. 
Choice, like any other instrument, is neither good nor 
bad itself. Everything depends on what you want to do. 
You can use choice to create an elitist, segregated 
system, or to create a much more equitable system than 
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the one that exists today. 

The state that has answered these questions most 
fully -- Minnesota -- improved the equity of the 
system, as it decriminalized the student's decision to 
enroll in a district in which she or he does not live. 
Minnesota made choice available to all kids enrolled in 
public schools. It established a set of controls on 
choice: for racial balance, against selectivity, etc. 

But choice alone is not enough. In a discussion 
recently at the National Governors Association, David 
Hornbeck, formerly the chief state school officer in 
Pennsylvania and in Maryland, noted that in the last 30 
years large numbers of families have exercised their 
power to choose by leaving the central cities -- yet 
their action did not improve the schools of those 
districts. Precisely. There was choice, but still the 
exclusive franchise; still no opportunity for anyone 
else to offer a public school in that area. 

Choice makes an alternative legally and 
financially accessible but -- so long as the exclusive 
franchise remains -- not practically available. The 
other organization the student wants to attend is 
always in some other place. So choice becomes an 
argument about who has to travel and about who should 
pay the cost of travel. 

For choice to work -- to help the student and to 
stimulate the district to change -- the state will have 
to provide both choice and choices: different schools 
for kids to choose among where they live. It is like 
the epoxy kit you buy at the store: neither tube has an 
effect alone. The dynamics appear only when the two 
are mixed. In education, the dynamics will appear only 
when choice and innovation mix. 

2) Beyond Choice to New Public Schools 

What shape might new schools take? People both 
inside and outside public education tend to share a 
conviction that new schools should have some of the 
characteristics of private schools -- the autonomy, the 
smaller size, the freedom to innovate -- along with an 
appropriate accountability for the public resources 
they receive. The problem, not surprisingly, is in 
translating that into workable specifics. 

From within the system the principal proposal has 
been for "school-site management." The idea is that 
districts themselves will voluntarily create autonomous 
schools, delegating resources and holding schools 
accountable for results. It is a key part of the 
restructuring idea. 

From outside the system come calls to use existing 
private schools, put under some (usually minimal) 
public supervision. These schools exist in most 
communities, their costs are low, many (especially the 
Catholic schools) now enroll a substantial number of 
minority (and non-Catholic) children and many need 
students. Both John Coons and Steve Sugarman, in their 
"California Scholarship Initiative" and Chubb and Moe, 
in their plan, would draw in these schools. The new 
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program in Milwaukee allows students to use publicly 
funded vouchers to attend private schools that offer 
non-sectarian instruction. 

Both of these proposals are flawed. Most 
districts are unwilling to delegate meaningful control 
to their schools. Where site-management has happened, 
as in Chicago and in Britain, it was imposed by the 
state. Thus far, the private school option has not 
proved practical, not so much because these schools 
teach religion (it is easy enough to design a non­
sectarian program) as because no one has yet been able 
to solve the dilemma of autonomy and public 
accountability. Moreover, no less than their public 
counterparts, private schools are often highly 
traditional in their approach to learning. 

One problem with these approaches is that they use 
existing schools. A third approach would be to create 
new schools which operate under contract to some public 
entity. Only new schools can stimulate the widespread 
innovation that public education needs. It is common 
in other parts of our public sector to use a non­
governmental organization to accomplish a public 
purpose: all kinds of programs, including Medicare, are 
built on what Charles Schultze of the Brookings 
Institution has called "the public use of the private 
interest.'' It has simply been outside the givens of 
public education. 

This is where we now might break through. We must 
grapple with several practical questions: For what 
would the school be accountable? To whom would it be 
accountable? Could it select its students? Could it 
"top up" the public payment with fees? What rules 
would apply? 

Chubb and Moe are firm that new schools must be 
autonomous. "Any group that applies to the state and 
meets these minimal criteria (relating to graduation, 
health and safety, and teacher-certification) must then 
be chartered as a public school and granted the right 
to accept students and receive public money." The 
school's accountability must be only "downward", to its 
parent/student community, and it must be able to admit 
as many or as few students as it wants, based on 
whatever criteria its organizers think relevant. 
Schools must also be free to exercise their own 
informal judgment about individual applicants. 

That is dramatically different from many people's 
(most important, many legislators') definition of a 
public school. However, it is possible to design a 
system a little closer to the traditional definition 
that might have a greater chance of enactment. Such a 
system would define public education not in terms of 
how schools are administered, but in terms of the 
public purposes they are designed to serve. 

3) A New Public School System 

What follows is an outline for a new public school 
system that operates through contracts rather than 
vouchers. Such an arrangement would provide public 
accountability, since a public body would set the 
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objectives and monitor performance, as well as 
autonomy, since new schools would be independent 
entities, would be responsible for results, and would 
have some choice about the public body with which they 
wanted to work. 

A contract system would: 

1. Be open to a wide variety of organizing 
groups. New schools could be formed by educators 
administrators or teachers -- or by groups of parents. 
Other options include social-service agencies or 
private groups in the learning business. 

2. Designate more than one chartering body. It 
would make sense to open this up to whatever public 
organizations are authorized to run schools today. 
This would include the local district, which might 
approve such a school either within or outside its own 
boundaries. It would also include colleges and 
universities. Some once ran K-12 schools, and could 
again. It might also include other governmental units. 
Most states have a "joint powers" law. Some let two 
governmental units do together what either one is 
allowed to do separately. This means a city, a county, 
a housing authority, a public zoo or museum could 
through agreement with a district acquire the authority 
to sponsor a school. 

States should also be able to charter schools. 
The legislature might create schools directly -- as 
some have, for the arts or for math and science. Or it 
might give the state board of education general 
authority to approve new schools proposed by others; or 
it might set up a new agency for the purpose. 

The federal government might also start new public 
schools. In the 1930s the New Deal built TVA as a 
yardstick by which to measure electric utilities. It 
built the "Greenbelt" towns as a model for community 
planning. It might do the same now for schools. And 
might well begin in the District of Columbia; Congress 
being in effect the state legislature for the District. 

3. Let the school take whatever legal form it 
wants. The organizers might choose to operate as a 
public corporation, a non-profit, a professional 
association, or a co-operative. 

4. Have the school be accountable in two ways: to 
its approving authority (the state or some other public 
body) through the contract; and to its families, 
through choice. This would be a big improvement over 
what exists today: no performance contract and no 
choice. The contract relationship forces 
accountability in ways that the employment relationship 
does not. It requires the public body to know what it 
wants. It frees the contractor to decide how the job 
is to be done. It forces an evaluation and therefore 
measurement. And it provides consequences: a contract 
can be terminated for cause, or simply not be renewed. 

5. Give all applicants an equal chance of being 
admitted. Such a policy would differ significantly 
from the Chubb-Moe approach, under which the school 
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would choose its students. Yet it would still let the 
school limit its size, and even specialize in some 
subject, by age-level, or in kids with some particular 
characteristics. The state could also target the 
opportunity to create new public schools, say to big 
cities, or to districts it has declared bankrupt, or to 
kids not doing well. 

6. Make sure good information is available. Some 
people have more skills at organization, and greater 
financial resources, than others. The state would 
equalize this capacity. There should be some help both 
to groups in forming these schools and getting approval 
and to families in finding these schools once formed. 

7. Keep the new school clear of traditional 
requirements. Civil rights, student rights, and health 
and safety must be assured. Beyond that, the 
legislature should resist the impulse to load up the 
new school with all the traditional requirements. The 
idea is, after all, to produce a different school; not 
a replica of the school that exists today. The 
traditional school will remain, for people who want 
that option. So will the traditional private school. 

8. Establish some defense against, say, a Robert 
Mapplethorpe School. The state cannot allow any group 
to receive public money simply by declaring itself a 
school. It may not be possible to control this with 
criteria. It may be simpler to require an applicant­
group to win the approval of, or to be sponsored by, a 
public body which the state can trust to make a common­
sense judgment. 

9. Set the accountability in terms of student 
performance. Schools relieved of the need to meet 
"input" requirements should accept responsibility for 
outcomes. The state might write new performance 
standards. Or it might adopt the solution worked out 
by Minnesota for its home school controversy: a student 
in a new school would have to meet whatever standards 
the board is willing to impose on the regular-school 
students in the district where he or she lives. Or the 
school might be held simply to whatever outcomes it had 
itself said it would meet. 

10. Let the school lease space, wherever it can. 
It might approach the district about an existing 
building. A district might be required to lease space 
on reasonable terms, if space is available. 
Alternatively, the school would set up in space it 
leased in the community. 

11. Pay full cost and give the school its money 
in a lump. Precisely how the money-mechanism will work 
will depend on how the state pays for education today. 
Most states have a "foundation" program. This means 
each district every year pays a uniform percentage of 
its wealth toward the cost of education; and, whatever 
this raises in dollars, the state pays the difference 
between that local effort and some dollar-amount 
hopefully the full cost of educating a child for a 
year. 

In simpler though less familiar terms: in a 
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foundation-aid system the local district pays in full 
for the education of as many kids as its local effort 
will cover, and the state pays in full for the 
education of all who remain. In such a foundation 
system the marginal kid is state-paid; so when a 
student moves the state would deduct the full 
foundation amount (not just the "state aid portion") 
from what it pays the resident district, and send that 
amount to the new school or to the other public body 
sponsoring the school. 

States without foundation programs could perhaps 
require the resident district to transfer its revenue 
directly to the new school. Some states might need to 
enact a foundation program. A state might want to give 
a new school slightly less than what a district spends. 
Or it might decide to pay more for the education of 
less-advantaged kids. 

12. Let the school organize itself in whatever 
way it wants. The whole point is to leave to the 
school decisions about the use of time, the method of 
instruction and the roles of the teachers and 
administrators. 

13. Let the district schools have the same 
opportunity. They deserve the chance to compete on an 
equal footing. Providing in law a standard plan for 
chartering schools that would be available both to new 
and to existing schools would open up a far more 
effective route to "site-management" than exists today. 
At the moment, a district seeking the freedom to make 
its own decisions must try to negotiate a delegation of 
authority from an often-unwilling district. Districts 
do sometimes become jealous of successful schools, and 
try to close or change them. Those innovative but 
controversial schools would be in a much stronger 
position vis-a-vis the district central office if they 
knew they had the option to withdraw and to be 
sponsored by some other district, by a public 
university, or by the state. 

13 of 19 

Divestiture: A Radical Option 

The gradual development of a new public school 
system, through the opportunity for people to start new 
schools and the opportunity for students to choose 
among them, will force the school board to rethink its 
role. More and more students will be educated 
"outside" the district; geographically or 
organizationally. Little by little the state might 
take over the policy role: setting the objectives, 
raising the revenue and evaluating the performance. 

At the moment school boards are resisting the new 
ideas. Board members oppose choice in almost the same 
proportion as the public supports it. The school board 
is a troubled institution, struggling -- less and less 
successfully -- to maintain some control over education 
policy against the pressure from state regulations on 
the one side and from its employees, in the bargaining 
process, on the other. Their defense -- in response to 
Chubb and Moe -- has been to lecture their critics 
about the role of school boards in American democracy. 
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It might be better for the boards to make a 
decisive move: to secure their role in policy not by 
trying to enlarge but by abandoning their ownership of 
the schools. In short, they might divest themselves of 
school operations. 

There is a real case for divestiture. The school 
board today is caught in a fundamental conflict of 
interest. It is trying to represent the parents and 
the public, to whom it promises the best possible 
education for the kids. But it also sits as the board 
of the only teaching-business in town. This is a self­
dealing arrangement, in which the board's role as 
producer tends to dominate. Almost inevitably the 
board spends more of its time worrying about its staff 
(who can leave) than about its students (who cannot). 

In a divestiture, school administration would be 
split off into a separate entity, essentially on 
contract to the board. In a district of significant 
size it might be divided into two or more operating 
groups, each with its contract to the board. 

Divestiture would clarify the board's role 
dramatically. The issues that now clog up the board's 
agenda would become matters to be decided by the 
operating organization: personnel, schedules, books, 
supplies. The board would have to think about 
objectives, about outcomes, about revenues and about 
which organizations it wanted to have teach the kids. 
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Each of the operating groups would operate 
district-wide. This would give parents in every 
neighborhood two or more different organizations to 
choose among. Two or more groups might even set up 
school in a single building. 

People in a number of cities are looking for a way 
to break up the big school bureaucracies. In Illinois, 
for example, Senate Republicans in 1988 proposed 
breaking up the big Chicago district into about 20 
smaller districts. The plan that passed that year 
created a board for each of the roughly 600 schools, 
under the city-wide board. The reform coalition is 
working hard to make that decentralization succeed; so 
far successfully. The concern is that what can be 
decentralized can be recentralized. 

Divestiture is different. In Chicago the city­
wide board would have remained, for policy decisions, 
and there might have been four operating groups, each 
contracted to operate about 150 schools, each with a 
presence in every neighborhood. Divestiture would have 
provided decentralization and choice at the same time. 

Teacher Ownership of New Schools 

Withdrawing the exclusive franchise would take 
away from teachers, as from districts, the security of 
the traditional arrangement. This is necessary: 
educators should not be able to take their customers 
for granted. But as the state makes this change it 
should in fairness offset the risk it creates for 
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educators with some opportunity for reward. 

That reward could be the opportunity for the 
educators -- specifically, for the teachers -- to own 
the schools. This would give them the opportunity to 
grow in professional responsibility and perhaps to 
increase their personal income. 

The school is not the building, of course. 
Someone else would likely own the building. The school 
is the people, and the instructional program. A group 
of educators might own a single school, or several 
schools. Or it might own a program or department 
math, language, science, or music -- which might 
operate at several sites. 

That option is not available today. If you want 
to be a teacher you have to be an employee. If you are 
an imaginative, aggressive teacher with good ideas for 
improving education; and if you have the desire and the 
ability to build an organization around those ideas, 
public education has no place for you. 

The idea of owning the school is bound to be 
attractive. Nationally the K-12 system is a $200-
billion-a-year enterprise. It is a guaranteed market. 
The customers are required by law to use the service, 
and there is universal third-party coverage, financed 
by taxes. New schools with a prospect of doing better 
should be welcome: the public wants improvement, the 
kids are disaffected, the employees are frustrated and 
leaving. 

There is also great potential to do better -- to 
try new ways to get kids more engaged in learning, and 
to cut expensive overhead. The costs of entry are low. 
All that has been missing is the opportunity to get in: 
some public organization authorized and willing to say 
"yes" to educators who have a better idea, and the 
prospect that the teachers could get the benefits of 
their idea if it works. 

Educators who want to own their group, school or 
program would receive the per-student cost for the 
total enrolled. They would be accountable for results, 
and they would have to persuade their students to come 
and to stay. But they could keep either for use in the 
program or as personal income what they did not need to 
spend. The employment option would remain for 
educators who prefer to be employed, as many will. 

Unions would serve both employee-teachers and 
owner-teachers. They would bargain only for the 
former: teachers who own their organization would 
obviously set their compensation themselves. But 
unions could have the owner-teachers as dues-paying 
"associate" members, and provide other services they 
require. The concept of associate membership has 
recently appeared within the AFL-CIO. Its author is 
Albert Shanker. 

Can It Happen? 

Withdrawing the exclusive franchise and 
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divestiture would threaten the system. The decision 
would have to be made in the legislature. The 
education organizations would probably resist. They 
are powerful politically. 

But perhaps the conventional -- the realist -­
opinion is wrong. The fundamentals for sweeping change 
are in place: improvement is necessary, restructured 
schools are necessary for improvement, and districts 
need incentives, to produce restructured schools. 
Things that are necessary eventually tend to happen. 

We are beginning to understand, and accept, that 
the problem is not people and not money, but is in the 
structure of the system itself. And it is becoming 
clear how we might work through that structural 
problem. 

The public wants accountability; educators now 
refuse to accept it. Many teachers argue they are 
responsible only for their professional practice, not 
for what students learn. They will not agree to 
measurement if it involves published comparisons of 
performance. They will not agree to sanctions for poor 
performance. The concept of accountability in the 
current restructuring discussion is essentially that if 
you do well, you get more money; if you do badly, you 
get more training. 

People are receptive to the idea of teachers 
having professional status, and autonomy is of course 
the essence of professional status. ("Tell me what you 
want. Don't tell me how to do it. I know how to do 
it.") But governors, legislators, school boards, 
parents, taxpayers and citizens are not likely to give 
up control. They are not likely to turn over the 
decisions about the instructional program while still 
allowing teachers to keep the protection both of 
tenured employment and of union contract. That does 
not pass the accountability test. 
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The idea of teacher-ownership might break this 
impasse. It would give teachers a reason to accept 
accountability. That in turn would give the public a 
reason to grant the autonomy. Teachers might soon 
find, as some other professionals have, that the more 
accountable they are the more autonomous they are. 

Perhaps most hopeful is the way the decisions are 
now moving beyond the community of education 
professionals, into the hands of general political 
officials who are able and willing to think outside the 
system's givens. It is also very important for the 
power of the presidency to be oriented now not toward 
the Congress, which does not have the power to change 
the structure of public education, but toward the 
states, which do. 

Resistance will be fierce. No district will want 
new schools appearing in its territory. The district 
will be anxious to preserve its exclusive franchise. 
It will argue that if new and different schools are 
necessary it should be the organization to start them. 
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The district's ability and willingness to start 
new schools is bound to be limited, however, by its 
desire not to threaten the other schools it owns. A 
district fears new schools; even its own. Its interest 
is entirely in restructuring existing schools. "Help 
all schools" will be the cry. The result would be what 
it is today: selected demonstrations, and waiting lists 
-- always the visible evidence of a reluctance to let 
change cause internal stress. 

Governors and legislators will need to see that 
their interest is different than the district's 
interest. The state cannot let its options be limited 
to actions that begin with "re": restructuring, 
revitalizing, reforming and retraining old institutions 
is the slowest way to change. There must also be a way 
to create new, different, and better schools. 

There are some other reasons to be optimistic. 

First is the success of the choice legislation. 
That was outside the "givens," but it happened. The 
key was to take an idea previously associated with the 
private sector and apply it to the public sector. 
People always knew they could choose a school: they 
just assumed it had to be a private school. Similarly, 
educators have always known they could start a school: 
they just assumed it had to be a private school. The 
state made it possible to choose a public school; the 
state can make it possible to start a public school. 

Second is the willingness now of some leaders in 
public education to think about incentives. Progress 
here is recent, and tentative, for incentives remain 
controversial. Some see them as rewarding people for 
doing what they ought to be doing anyway. Some warn 
about unintended side-effects. Some think there can be 
"up-side" incentives but never "down-side" incentives: 
good things for schools that do change but nothing bad 
for those that do not. 
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Still, the willingness now to discuss incentives 
at all suggests a recognition that appeals to altruism 
will not be enough. The talk, however, has been about 
incentives for schools and teachers. The need is to 
create incentives for districts. 

Third is the growing sophistication of business 
leaders. Business is still ambivalent. Many chief 
executives still shrink from confrontation. Some still 
hope major change will result from "partnerships." 
Many still think the discussion today is about how to 
structure an organization rather than about how to 
structure an industry. 

But many business leaders are impatient now with 
"feel good" partnerships. More sense that state action 
is the key. The Business Roundtable now has a CEO 
assigned to every governor. In some states the CEOs 
are willing to contemplate radical action despite the 
certainty of conflict: Chicago may have been a 
watershed for business. 

Fourth is the possibility that thoughtful people 
inside education will find the change in their own 
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interest. They will not save public education by not 
changing it. A bad system will not attract good 
people. The pressure could grow to let kids go to the 
non-public schools at public expense. The legislation 
this year in Wisconsin, for Milwaukee, was a straw in 
the wind. 

Fifth is the awareness of the consequences of not 
getting it right this time. Something like 20 million 
kids went through high school during the seven years 
after the Risk report. It would be a serious 
problem -- for educators and for the political 
leadership -- to have to confess, after another 20 
million had cycled through, that once again the adults 
had not got it right. 

Finally, there is something to be said for state 
action that confines itself to a single, radical 
stroke: introducing the dynamics for change, with the 
schools left free to introduce the changes themselves 
in their own way, over time. The public is ready, the 
Gallup survey for the Kappan reported in 1989, for 
radical change. 
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Conclusion: Go To The Heart of the Problem 

It is popular today to put down strategies like 
this. "There are no silver bullets," some people like 
to say when they want to steer you toward conventional 
action. 

But sometimes it is possible to do a single thing 
that will change everything else for good. Technology 
sometimes does it; as the satellite forced the 
restructuring of the telephone industry. Business 
actions sometimes do it; as the money-market fund set 
in motion a chain of events that is restructuring the 
financial industry. Public policy can sometimes do it. 

Surely that is what it means to "be strategic." 
The effort to change schooling needs to be strategic. 
At the moment it has mainly an idea of what a district 
and school should look like, passing for a strategy 
about how to get there. That vision, and exhortation, 
is not enough. 

The state cannot "do" improvement. The state must 
do things that will cause improvement. Incentives are 
best: better than mandates, better than money. The 
state should remove from the district its ability to 
take its students for granted, by making it possible 
for new and different public schools to appear, where 
the kids live and which kids can choose. The district 
then will find improvement necessary, in its own 
interest. 

All efforts to improve public education will fail 
unless the district finds improvement necessary. We 
are not serious about improvement if we do not withdraw 
the exclusive franchise in public education. 

**** 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Andy Rotherham/OPD/EOP, alex_medler@ed.gov 

cc: 
Subject: Re: help 

I agree with your third wave thought. Secretary Riley has visited New Visions School - a 
converted private non-sectarian school which works with kids who have not succeeded. It has 
had its contract renewed by Minneapolis School Board for clear evicence of improved 
achievement. 

Re district dynamics - how about agreement by boston to create new pilot schools after 18 of 
first 61 Mass charter proposals came from Boston? Have you seen the Eric Rofes report in 
whicn several districts where there were strong charter laws, there were clear district 
responses? Worth citing I assume Alex can get it for you, if you haven't see it. 

Also, I am past a great sttement from the former Flagstaff Arizona supt to this message. It's 
something both of you should have - great examples of district response from a very credible 
former charter skeptic. 

Joe Nathan 

Dr. Kent D. Matheson - Flagstaff, Arizona Supt. 
Speaking at Idaho School Administrators Conference 
2/21/98 

(Dr. Matheson previously was president of the Washington State Superintendents Association, 
and had been Washington State Supt. of the Year). He retired from Flagstaff at the end of the 
(1997-98) school year. (206) 433-7511, 1822 SW 156th, Burien, Washington 98166 

1. Presentation to the entire conference. 

We administrators must deal with choice, competition and change. We can no longer draw a 
line in the sand and prevent certain things from happening. They are happening. We have to 
deal with them. 

When charters were first proposed in Arizona, proponents described them as gentle acorns 
which would grow up and blossom. Opponents described them as cut worms which could hurt 
the whole field (of public education). I was on the side of those viewing charters as cutworms. 
When you are planting a field and see a cutworm coming, you use pesticide. That's what I 
wanted to do - stop the charter movement. But I, and other like-minded superindents couldn't 
do that. 

Why couldn't we stop the charter movement? 

#1 Some families have been disappointed in the job done by public schools. Part of that 
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perception comes from the news media, which has mislead the public. The news media has 
generally ignored the important research from people like David Berliner, who has described 
the great accomplishments of public education. But despite our accomplishments, we have not 
done well with all students. And there are some (legitimately) unhappy parents. 

#2 Charters offer the promise of accountability. We need to be sensitive to this issue. The 
problem in Arizona is that some charters are not very accountable. But public education has 
not been very accountable either. The vast majority of charters are doing a very good job. But 
some kids and parents participating in charters are getting cheated. 

We find ourselves in a situation in Arizona where the legislature is not offering a level 
playing field. They permit a $500 tax credit for people contributing to charter schools, and 
only a $200 tax credit for those contributing to public schools. 

Another problem with charters in Arizona is that some districts are charging a finder's fee. 
Some districts have said we will approve charters if you give us $20,000 a year. This sets up 
a situation where the district is not eager to see the charter close down (especially if it is a 
charter outside its district). A number of districts have sponsored charters miles from their 
own district. 

We as superintendents need to compete, collaborate, and be creative. We need to encourage 
"top notch" operations, such as the charter started in Flagstaff by former state teacher of the 
year Karen Butterfield. We are developing ways to collaborate with Butterfield. 

Public school districts need to provide more choices and to market the good things we are 
doing. The public no longer will just accept our word that public schools are the best option. 
The world in which we live in provides choice, flexibility and opportunity. 

If we don't respond, we will have more competition. I've learned that you can compete and 
collaborate at the same time. 

2. Presentation to a concurrent session on dealing with charters 

Charter schools were a wakeup call for me. We superintendents, and our districts, must be 
competitive, collaborative, and creative. 

In the School Board News of October 27, an article reported that LA charter schools 

* are making traditional schools work hard to please families 
* are developoing programs for difficult kids 
* have adopted promising practices that traditional districts often have not adopted 
* are using more innovative staffing approaches 

What are we doing in Flagstaff as a result of the charter movement? 

1. We went with a full day kindergardten at 8 of our 12 elementary schools. We used Title 1 
dollars in eligible schools. Eleven of our 12 elementaries now have full day kindergarten. 

2. One charter closed a week before it was scheduled to open. We met with those parents and 
"made them feel welcome." We wanted them to know that we wanted their kids. 

3. We went with a modified calender in two of our elementary schools. Two of thse schools 
have beyond year round schools. 
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4. We set up a new magnet middle school emphasizing performing arts, science and 
technology. This is a new magnet school which has been very popular. Our middle magnet 
school starts at 9:00 and ends at 4: 15. parents like the later start and ending time. 

5. Our principals are now more active in explaining to community groups that we have good 
schools. 

6. We'll be starting a new magnet elmentary school - ACT (Academics, Character and 
Technology). All students will wear uniforms. This school serves are predominantly 
Hispanic students. We went to 5 stores, asking for their best price on unifomrs which would 
allow enough to have 5 days worth of clothes without wearing the same thing twice. JC Penney 
put together a package for $65. 

7. We've asked business leaders to interview a representative sample of high school seniors. 
This is becoming part of our graduation process (being able to make public presentations). 
The students are impressive and this word is spreading through the community. 

I don't think we would have responded as much if we had a weaker charter law. Our state's law 
was "a very strong motivating force making us want to compete." 

When the charter law passed, I was "bristly and angry." "I have a completely different 
attitude now. 

Superintendents and school districts are going to have to deal with these issues. School boards 
need to understand that the world is changing. 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Andy Rotherham/OPD/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: Another District impact of charters 

From: Nelson Smith [mailto:Smith@dcpubliccharter.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 04, 2000 5:36 PM 
To: Jon Schroeder 
Subject: Re: District impact 
Andy, another example of district impact, this time in the District of Columbia. 
Joe N. 

We've got exactly the same story happening in DC. The 
traditional public school system went from about 140,000 kids in 1970 to 
about half that today. Except for a blip in 1993, the public school 
enrollment declined every year -- until this one. The school system lost 
another 1,037 kids, but charters gained 3,348 -- for an overall increase of 
more than 2,300 students. 

We're drawing small but significant percentages from private, parochial, and 
home schools -- as well as pulling dropouts back into school. And about 122 
students Uust from schools chartered by this Board) are from families that 
were living in other jurisdictions last year. 

l'I bet this phenomenon isn't limited to KC and DC. 
--Nelson Smith 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Andy Rotherham/OPD/EOP 

cc: alex_medler@ed.gov 
Subject: Re: help 

Hi Andy 

The Boston Federation of Teachers proposed creating a new small school program, about Sago. 
It was to be modeled on the small schools programs in NY and Chicago_ The school board said 
"no." Then the charter law passed. 18 of the first 61 charter proposals to the state were 
from people in Boston, including some teachers who helped develop the union's small school 
proposal. Faced with the potential loss of hundreds/perhaps thousands of students, the school 
board reconsidered. 

The union guy in charge of the ol proposal (Pilot Schools) told me somewhat reluctantly that 
the charter law "had a big impact" on the school board's decision to approve the pilot school 
proposal. 

By the way - did you get the message re the Flagstaff supt? That guy is a gem. 

Joe Nathan 
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bac:t ID ltar1 a pla)<>ll game 
slnco 1970. 'Ibo fOnaer Tulane 
1181'. 4-1 as a 11a11er. laces tile 
Wuhlngtoa RedSltlm Salunlay. 

The · new look 
ofTVnews 

Fueled by market fever, TV news 
becoming all business, all the time 

By David Lieberman 
USA TODAY 

NEW YORK - lbe trend had been 
builc1ang for monl.JJS. bul Uus week. dlncnied 
ll &sm5 ne"\li~ is g~· a staple of mam­
IU'eam lelf'YWon. 

Thld1uooa1 newscasts that onre d& 
mmed busmess news as loo geeky and non· 
vtlLlaJ for TV ran bre.alhless reporu Bboul 
Amenca On1.1nr·s agrftmtnl lo buy Tune 
Warner. de'YuCJll& prec10US OW'UJ'De lo D p.'.W' 
ot CEOs who JOke Lb.ilJ. U'le)··ve eae11 bad a 
"clWuma b)"PO"-• 

Bui U'lral was OY!'naken b)· 1lwBd8)' 
&coarr. CNBC's Roi lnMre l'W'WM'I PrMi- when. ln a dllzyu'\I. bUSL11"55-nN'S cycle. 
.... Clntcrl cuY1g \'<al s._. - Tlulday. Presidenl Clmloa lrek>.od lo tile Door or \Ile 

TV business boom 

Nf'\11' \'brk Stocll E.xcrian,;e 10 Lalk to I· 
nancl.>I nows ChanDel ~BC; Bill Gales unupecledly 
'""" up bis CEO CIO'loll at M1croson. and Federal RP. 
oerw Ouunaan Alllll Groenspan debve~ a speech "1-
DBlltll new mows OD U'Uera1 l'Ule. 

To bt ""°'· ~ was an unusual 

~_Q_y ER =:c~ ~· ~b~·~.:u~·ro~~;:,~ ,... ..... ,..~,, 
CNBCWi~\~.' ti.Ii _.,_,_..,_n_1 ;;;ew;~:;d ;:r:~u~~':; 

iqnad ln>m Wall Sllftt to Main St!ftl Off ~ 11.6 Mona Banuorno. aochOr ol CNBC's 51,..1 511!'\J but 

S besl.--known for her Uve reporu from tne busU&ng loor ol 
U ....._ • 3' ~ 11.on. a.cnanse.111)'! sne he.an u aU the tune. ·1go10 
' 

1 ~ ':OT'i I::! weddlnp and watt en com• up to me and ""'- 'V.'llat 

~ [ 2 ~_; ~I= ::~":i;:;~~:·~au ln awe II lht 
., - ........ us.A 'w..• pace or change &n 1ectlno1oc;y and ntw media. ·u seems 

hle tbere·s an uplas1on Ul ftnanCLDl news.."~ Robert 
1Jcn1er. presaden1 of u.e.cenier tor Media and Publle AJ­
latn. "lb< I"'"' ol bnaoc1a1 jow1lallsm IMl't Just a beat. 
11"5 • whole Mldustr)' or ILS own.· 

Ucn1en group found tna1 tM num~r or bus.lness 110-
nes twn on ma11151R8m ABC. CBS and NBC rug!IUy 
newscasts"""' 1w-:; las! )'Oar. lo 1.17~ ln>m 989 In 11198 

-vr'bal has 10 captlvalrd "-'ts lht lnterne1 l"Pt'Oluoon.· 
111)'5 WlUow 8.o)·. CCHU1Ch0r of CNN·s Moneybnr. "'11"1 
transform.lnl our~ We. And ~veston don·1 wan1 
lo m.lSS oul • 

Some of &be P1JW1n1 Dttenuon lo buSlnea and 6naoce 

Please - COVER STORY oat P8I' ... 

Everytliingfor~~lb A.~ AL'DTr1 !;_,,.,,.,, _ 
"rour Home ~UVl..c..L~.1' .. ..Cet'''V' 
fr Office... Sht>po..1r ... VA.- .. c.aTdl-r...,1m1591~ 

----------·---.. ·----

YOUR GUIDE 
TO 'THE 
SOPRANOS' 
The whole gang 
is back - bada-bing' -
with **** infamy. 
If you missed the fin;t 
season. nim to the 
episode-by-episode 
rundown. 1-3E .. --··.., 

- Qondolfft. """ - °""**' etar.. 

Slnuiuay, Jan. 15 Sunday, Jan. 16 

1:t30 p..m. ET, CBS 1:t30 p..m. ET, Fo• 

~~· 
lllAMI ot JACKSONVIUl lllNllESGTA ot ST. UMS 

4 p..m. ET, FoJi 4 p..m. ET, CBS 

~-0-0 
WASlllNGTOll ot TAlll'l\ llAY llllllE$S& ol lllDiAIW'OUS 

Microsoft's 
Gates steps 
aside as CEO 
By Deborab Solomon 
USA TODAY 

BIU Gates. •tao transformed 
Mlcnison Into tile """d's mosl 
pawer1ul company. beealDe tile 
wor1d'1 net.ell man anc.1 came 
lo symbolltt corporal• lmperl­
alilm. said 1bund3'V Uial be 

was """''"' dowD o5 ctuer ex· 
ttull"'f' Of lM IOftwarP gJML 

Gates. 44. remwru; rnauman 
but Is b:lndJng the CEU "'lllS to 
Sltvt Ballmer. Microsoft's 
president and lht mnn who 
many uy h8S run day-co-ci~· 

operations II tile com-· fOr 
mort Ulan e yar. 

The ....... <Dllld be • posllM 
ai.;J; lor S!tlle'menl talks bl UW 
anUD'Ull C8M' a,:alr151 M.1CT0-
10n. 101D< uporu 5ald- '"llU> 
could be a lllpal tlley'"' ready 
to ~ senOU5 and negouate. ~ 
Bnlit.rust dpcn ll'Ullllm Kovac· 
1c of George Waslunglon Uru· 
Yen.if)' b\li.. school Siil.ld. 

Gates and 11.lllmer 5'11d tile 
m~· ,..as uuended to help M1-
crooon 11.l). ahead ol lhe pack 
81 o Ume ,.·hen ti faces ~ula· 
tory and lechnlcal Ch.allt'nges.. 

Tht' announct'men1 camt' 

~ More than a simple 
title shuffle. 1 B 

Jus1 a day alter ntwS surtactd 
ULa1 the 10\'emment would 
Sttk a bre.a.i.up of I.ht' company, 
wrucn Lale last ~ ..,.as dt­
clored a monopoly Nexl 
monlh, U.S. Judge Thomas 
Penll•ld Jocll!On ts expectod 10 
rule U\al M..1c:roson broke feeler· 
al &n.Ul.N.SI la'll.'S. 

Gales. 'lihO co-founded L'\e 
compan'J 2.5 ~~ ago ond is 
won.ti more th.an $80 bUJ.ion. 
la.Id ht -.·as Sleppll\& as10t so 
be COUid srend "'almasl 100~ .. 
of tu.s ume focused on the com­
pany's sorNo-~ 11ra1egy. 

M1croson co-founder Paul 
Allen. "A'ho no lunger Ls W1U'I the 
compan)". 1.1.id U'le mOYr would 
lel Ballmer -put bb O\llo"D saamp 
on u.e company whilt' frft:U\G 
up Bill lo RC• locus on Int' ~ 
of le<:hnology and software. 
wb.lcb be IS pass1ona1e aboul'" 

Tbougn the IDl\DWICtmenl 
cam' 8.\ a IUl'plUf. U\duwy 
wa1cnen 1a1d Gales probably 
would corwn~ ma1un,g man)· 
dec&i&OllS DI Ult company 

But m05I agreed Microsoft 
~ IU moae It CRW\Ct:' ~ II 

wan&s lo SUl'VIW:. II Ms Slwn· 
bit<! With Its ln1emet 111111egi'. 
Ill clevtloPltll techDology lor 
non-PC products. sucn as Wft­
le» phones ond hond-beld 
rompu1rn.; and u fans~ 
to Us operaun& rys1em doml­
Nlllct b)' a llew of upst.;u"U. 
p.llUCWarl)' Uoux. 

"It =·1 teep operallnR on 
the same poKh. • lilld WLIU&un 

Ep~anlo, IKllnotogy anol)'SI 
witll J.P. Morsao 

Ballmtr. 43. Bl5«> mJ,ghl pul I 
kinder. 1enUer lace on °" 
company dunng selUement 
u.1u ,.,,n uw ~rume.n.t. 

But at the news CODJ~net: 

lb~·. Ballmer - DO 
"""5 or bendlnl io Ille -m· 
menl He ..Wd II would bt "'ab­
solultl)' ...aJess 8IMI lnapon· 
llble" ID brull up lbe COIDpall)'. 

I 
M1aosott 
MlJI .. ""\" ~u LXlu\I' 
_ ... ,~""~ ..... .Jn, 

f11w1 ... n '""'•JO'l111·twl11~ 

....... _.... 

Clinton plan 
for airline 
safety offers 
immunity 
Bv Alan Lrvtn 
u'sA TODAY 

WASHINGTON - l'nsldenl 
CW\ion todil)' plans lo an­
nounce a ne"* salt-I)" BIJ'ft"" 
menl lo U\duce airl.Lnt •on:en 
10 repon the Uru1~ of 5.lle!)' 
lapses and errors Iha.I could 
lead lo ma1or acadenu.. 

Under Ille nr'tl• p~ ad­
rrurustr.mon liOun:es say, rm­
plo)"ffS ... -no m.i.i..e minor er­
rors lha1 could compronwit 
s.atery can D\'Old d.l!t.Ciplul..lt'y 
acuon ll the)' repon lbt IP· 
c1den1 .. 1uun 24 hoU1"'5. 

The Fedrral A\1.lllOD Ad.nun-
1StraUOn rel..lll\5 Ult ~·u 10 
prosrnne emplnyees 1.1\'NIVf'd 
I.I\ d.nlg ur alcol\01 \101.1.1..10(\.). Ul· 
trnuoo.al fill.slfica.Llon of m-­
orm or cnm.mal bel\.avior. 

"'\l.'hrre U'lere·s a bole 11'1 lhc 
sygem, uus LS D ~I 10 Ll.lurn.J· 
nate U\81 bolt a.nd lo 111crease 
lhe lolJery Jor eYer;i.ody maa 
naes.R says Jolln Coi.. a US AJr· 
WIJ'."'5 PLIOI Qnd AJr l.Joe PL.IOU 
ASSOCl.llJon 1Bftf} expert. 

US AU"Woys upenrnea1ed 
"'tll I simll.:lr program Ill Lii< 
bit' 19tl05al'ler11 dlsCOYered pi­
lots llY1111 1rts at lhe "'""'RB al.U­
lude.s. Thf' w.rtine VU1"aJly 
ellml.DlUed lht problem by 
work.Ing WU.ti the uruon. Amen· 
can IW"Wle. WMJ 1u. wuon. me 
Alllod Piiots AmoaOllOO. lllSO 
operate a cooperau\'~ program 
to unc'O'W!r problems ,.,UIOul 
prnal.Wn,g emplo~ woo wl­
un1ttr anJormauon. 

Olbtr a&r11nes b3Ye bfto un· 
willul.£ 10 beiJll llltLIJar rro­
grums unul tile FM lormatl)' 
sel dawn ru.lo 10 prutec1 them 
and U\ell' ~mplO)ftS trom eo· 
lon:ement ac1.1ons. 
~t attendants. mecllaola 

and <Wpa1cnen ~·al.SO~ Kl· 
eluded 11'1 tM Prt'IJ1"31U. dubbed 
ASAP !or AVllWon Safety A£· 
~on Pro)eCL 

The lldm1DblralJOn's mOYr B 
JUSI ooe of teYrral programs La 
tile woru ID 1at11er benor -
ty cllla. 

A pra,1dtDU.ll COmmb:lkla 
tel o &OD.I or redu~ ll)e IV\a· 
bOn tcodeDI 111&.t 80".; b)· 2007. 

s,;..,i \#:, , • .,,._. I•~• 

. S~n 1-1 ~'R'••"' -· .......... 

. S.J~ 1• 1 • I~ 
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From Brazile to Bradley 
For a party that claims to have a 

special kinship with the racial con­
cerns of African-Americans. the De­
mocrats sure hare developed a funny 
way of showing it. 

First we had the C'rude attack by Al 
Gore's black campaign manager. 
Donna Brazile, on the integrity of 
black Republicans like Colin Powell. 
But now they're carving up each other 
over race. This week Bill Bradley ham­
mered Al Gore for introducing the 
Willie Horton issue 
into politics-eight 
years ago. 

"Gore intro-
duced him into the 
lexicon," said the 
former Rhodes 
scholar. "It bothers 
me a great deal." 
\Ve can hardly wait 
for further edifica­
tion when these 
two famous ci\'il- Colin Powell 

lfoms ug11i11s/ 
rights veterans race card 
continue to carve 
Pach other up over 
ra('f' in their dc'hate this Monday 
e\ ening on i\lartin Luther King Day. 

For our part. we'd like to ponder 
briefly r.1s. Brazile's contribution. To 
her mind: "Republicans bring out 
Colin Powell and J.C. Watts because 
they have no program. no policy. 
They play that game because they 
have no other game. They have no 
love and no joy. They'd rather take 
pictures with black children than feed 
them." This almost sounds like an ex· 
cerpt from a conversation Ms. Brazile 
was having on the 7 train with John 
Rocker. 

Of course. General Powell and Con· 
gressman Watts don't net:d us to ex· 
plain that their interest in their race 
runs deeper than photo ops with black 
children. But in his letter to the Vice 
President. General Powell cautioned 
Mr. Gore against "playing the polariz· 
ing ·race card,' which immediately 
contaminates and destroys the oppor· 
tunity for open debate on issues of im· 
portance to all our children." 

In a better world. the candidates 
would take General Powell's words se· 
,..;,...,.,r1,. o,,+ +h,... ,,.,..,....,1,-.1,...,1''f .. ,...,... ___ r---~ 
••'-''-"•·"Jo "'-'U.L '-II'- II VI IU VI ltJ.L.l.l.l J, UVI C 

and Bradley is the Democratic pri­
maries. This requires campaign 
strategies to mobilize black voters. 
and thus r.1s. Brazile's dutiful dema· 

gog11ery. Such language, however. 
ma:: also be a function of the fact that 
in important ways the debate is slip· 
ping away from the Democrats. 

Parents in more than :io states are 
calling for alternatives to the public 
school ghettos failing their children. 
To be sure. Democrats exist who sup· 
port scl10ol choice, but as party policy 
it's anathema. Come the elections and 
Democrats are left cowering at the 
teachers unions. r.linimum-wage 
hikes continue to pass as an anti· 
poverty measure. no matter that black 
youths contmue to be chronically un· 
employed. Meanwhile. Republicans 
oppose local laws and regulatwns that 
make it hard for entrepreneurial 
blacks to start businesses in their own 
communities-from jitney services in 
New York to beauty salons in Califor· 
nia. Why no bipartisan Democratic 
support for even this? 

\Ve wonder if indeed the clock isn't 
running on the Braztle·Bradley 
worldview on race. In a recent issue 
of the New Republic, Orlando Patter· 
son. a black sociologist. suggt>stecJ as 
much: "The racial divide that has 
plagued America since its '.ounding is 
fading fast-made obsolete by migra· 
tory. sociological and biotechnologi· 
cal developments that are already un· 
der way. By the middle of the ~1st 
century. America will have problems 
aplenty, but no racial problem what· 
soever." 

Professor Patterson isn't alone. In· 
creasingly, black thinkers are difficult 
to pin down politically. Harvard Law 
Professor Randall Kennedy has 
openly criticized promiscuous use of 
the race card among black leaders. 
Yale Law Professor Stephen Carter 
has taken liberals to task on affinna· 
live action and other issues. Former 
Democratic Rep. Floyd Flake hasn't 
had a problem embracing aspects of 
the supposedly nonexistent Republi· 
can agenda for black Americans. such 
as school choice. Nor has C. DeLores 
Tucker, who in recent years has 
alig'lled herself with Republican fig· 
ures like William Bennett to address a 
number of issues affecting black com· 
munities. 

uu1111u 01uliit''::.1 e111<.11i<.::.111av 11ave 
been so much blather. But her boss is 
running for President. The pity is peo· 
pie have to look elsewhere for enlight· 
enment. 
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