
Questions and Answers on School Vouchers 
January 20, 1998 

Q: When Congress returns later this month. Republicans are likely to continue their 
calls to support private school voucher programs as a solution for failing public 
schools. Why do you and most other Democrats continue to oppose private school 
vouchers? 

A: We need to focus on strengthening the public schools that serve nearly 90% of students 
and expanding choice within the public education system, such as through charter 
schools. 

Vouchers would siphon critical dollars from neighborhood public schools that are already 
short on resources in order to send a few selected students to private schools. They would 
distract attention from the hard work of reform needed to change failing schools into 
good schools and good schools into outstanding schools. 

As I made clear in Chicago recently, no child deserves to get a second class education. 
Where schools are failing, local and state education officials must step in and redesign 
them, or close them down and reopen them with new, more effective leadership and staff 
who will raise standards, put into place effective reforms, and create safe, disciplined 
leaming environments where students can succeed. 

Q: Some argue that vouchers are vital to help children escape ineffective, dangerous 
schools. What is your response to that? 

A: My opposition to vouchers is based more on what happens to students who do not 
participate in a voucher program than on what may happen to the few who do. The fact is 
that 90% of our students attend public schools, and our primary responsibility, especially 
with limited federal resources, is to make sure that the public schools they attend are 
among the best in the world. This means concentrating our time and money on raising 
academic standards, improving teaching, providing schools with technology and other up-
to-date learning tools, and creating charter schools and other forms of choice within the 
public school system. Vouchers only drain financial resources and energy away from our 
most important task — improving our public schools. 



Questions and Answers on School Vouchers 
January 19,1998 

Q: When Congress returns later this month. Republicans are likely to continue their 
calls to support private school voucher programs as a solution for failing public 
schools. Why do you and most other Democrats continue to oppose private school 
vouchers? 

A: I strongly oppose any legislation allowing the use of federal taxpayer funds for vouchers. 

We need to focus on strengthening the public schools that serve nearly 90% of students 
and expanding choice within the public education system, such as through charter 
schools. 

Vouchers would siphon critical dollars from neighborhood public schools that are already 
short on resources in order to send a few selected students to private schools, and would 
distract attention from the hard work of reform needed to change failing schools into 
good schools and good schools into outstanding schools. 

As I made clear in Chicago recently, no child deserves to get a second class education. 
Where schools are failing, local and state education officials must step in and redesign 
them, or close them down and reopen them it with new, more effective leadership and 
staff who will raise standards, put into place effective reforms, and create safe, 
disciplined learning environments where students can succeed. 

Q: Some argue that vouchers are vital to help children escape ineffective, dangerous 
schools. What is your response to that? 

A: My opposition to vouchers is based more on what happens to students who do not 
participate in a voucher program than on what may happen to the few who do. The fact is 
that 90% of our students attend public schools, and our primary responsibility, especially 
with limited federal resources, is to make sure that the public schools they attend are 
among the best in the world. This means concentrating our time and money on raising 
academic standards, improving teaching, providing schools with technology and other up-
to-date learning tools, and creating charter schools and other forms of choice within the 
public school system. Vouchers only drain financial resources and energy away from our 
most important task — improving our public schools. 
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We report on several recent developments in the school choice battle. 

Pettrson study. The favorable recent stud} on the Cleveland school choice program by 
Haijard professor Paul Peterson and his colleagues is welcome news. We worked closely with 
Prof. PetCTson to get the word out, and were delighted with ttie Sew York Times headline and the 
article under Prof. Peterson's bjlinc in the Wall Strett Jourrkl. 

Heritage Paper on Ugalhsu^s. Ust week, the Helitage Foundation released a 
backgroundCT I prepared entitled "School Choice, the Law. uid the Constitution: A Primer for 
Parents and Refoimers.** Copies are available from Heritage or the Institute for Justice. 

Distnct of Columbia. We have provided legal couniel lo Rep. Dick Anncy and Sen. Dan CN 
.oata on the proposedTj-Yiy] rnlnmhii nrhplllfinii'l rnitfriirii I tif nnfll lull n a g LiiJii ^ / 

provjjjiBfl jVippBwî sSased scholarships That can be used in private schools or suburban 
r pa>Tn<nt of scholarships to barents. Dick Komcr and I inet with 
representatives ofthe Catholic Conference, who urged that the bill contain Ihc full panoply of 
federal civil nghts regulations, including Title LX (gender) aikd disability provisions. We argued 
strongly against those regulations. We are pleased to report fehat the final biU contains only a 
general antidiscrimination requirement and espres-My provides that schools ire not "recipients of 
federal funds. ^ ^ . . ^ - ^ - ^ ' ^ 

The program, which will be anached to the Dislrict <Jf Columbia appropriation, should 
come up for votes over the next feu êeks. .K sinular bUl received majority support in both 
chamber* m the last Congress, but did not win enough Senat̂  support to overcome a filibuster. 
Thanks to strong backmg from Democrats Sen. Jo -eph Liebmnwi and Rep. Floyd Flake, and to 
cominunity support developed b> several school choice organizationa. we have a better chance 
this time. 

*u .̂ ^̂ Ŝ̂ ô"- We have filed our opening brief in the Vennont Supreme Court, and aŵ jt the 
other aide's response. Our motion to recuse two ofthe fiv« justices-on grounds that they were 
involved in developing the sute's posiHon before they were abpointed-waa granted We expect 
tWT) retired justices will be appointed in their places, giving û  the same Court that 
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decided lhe favorable 1·993 Campb•ll decision. In Wisconsin and Ohio. we await official word 
that the coum will hear the casias. foUo\Ved by a briiefing schedule. Groups interelted in joininc 
an on1ic1i11 brief should contact Jeanne Allen &t lhe Center for Education Reform, which once 
a.gain is coordinatin& o.micks support (thanks. .Je~!.). In Mai.n~. we are about fC? file a mo~on 
for summll'Y judgment The ACLL" has mo\'ed ro n:t"1'-ene. wtuc:h we are oppossng. In AnZona, 
we await ui irnmuienr legal challenge to the schofarship r.vc credit sq.ane &om the Arizona 
Edu"rion Associarion. We will r~pruant wveral low-income families along with a prominent 
iaxpaycr1 namely Joffiy Flake of dt.e Goldwater Institute. It promises to bt a Vety busy future! 
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EXEClJTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

October 30, 1997 
(House) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
(THIS STATEMENT HAS BEEN COORDINATED BY OMB WITH THE CONCERNED AGENCIES.) 

H.B. 2616 • Cbart~r Sd109k Amenihw:nf~ Act of 1997 
(Reps. Riggs (R) CA and Roemer (D) IN) 

t-'AGE 2/3 

The Administration supports House pwage of H.R. 2616, but has concerns about provisions 
in the bill that would extend, from three years to five years, the period for which Federal 
as.asrance could be provided to individual charter schools. 

The Administration Understands that the rule for considemtion of H.R. 2616 provides that the 
text of H.R. 2746, the Helping Empower Low-income Parents (HELP) Scholarships 
Amendments of 1997, be added to H.R. 2616 in the engrossment of the bill. Under 
B.R. 2746, States and local school districts could provide vouchers for basic instruction in 
private schools using funds that are otherwise availa'.ble for the supplementary costs of 
education reform undec Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. If 
H.B. 2616 is amended to include this hilt, the J>resjdent's senior advisers would recommend 
that the biJJ be yetoecf. Fedetal funding of private school vouchers is bad policy because it 
would divert needed attention and resoun:es from the Nation's public schools, which serve 
approximately 90 percent of students in kindeigartoo through twelfth grade. 

**••****** 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C, 205OS Octobcr 30,1997 
(House) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
(THIS STATEMENT HAS BEEN COORDINATED BY OMB WITH THE CONCERNED AGENCIES.) 

Jf.Tl. 1746 - Helpmy F.mpower T>ow^come Parents (HEl£L 
^htAarshiptj Antftndmcnts of 1997 
(Rep. Riggs (R) C:A and 11 others) 

The Admimstration strongly opposes HJL 2746. I f the bifl were presented to die Presideat, his 
senior advisoswouW recommend diat die bill be vetoed. Under H.R. 2746, States aad local 
sdiool districts could provide voudiers for basic instruction m private schools, using fiinds diat 
ate odierwisc available fbr die supplementary costs of education refistm under Tide VI of die 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Federal fimding of private school vouchers is 
bad policy because it would divert needed attention and resources fiom die Nation's public 
sdiools, which serve approximately 90 percent of students in kindergarten dirough twelfth grade. 
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October 28, 1997 
(House) 

H.R. 2616 - Charter Schools Amendments Act of 1997 
(Reps. Riggs (R) CA and Roemer (D) IN) 

The Administration supports House passage of H.R. 2616, but has concerns about provisions in 
the bill that would extend, from three years to five years, the period for which Federal assistance 
could be provided to individual charter schools. 

The Administration understands that an amendment may be offered to add the text of H.R. 2724, 
the Helping Empower Low-income Parents (HELP) Scholarships Amendments of 1997, to 
H.R. 2616. Under H.R. 2724, States and local school districts could provide vouchers for basic 
instruction in private schools using funds that are otherwise available for the supplementary 
costs of education refonn under Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965. If H.R. 2616 is amended to include this bill, the President's senior advisers would 
recommend that the bill be vetoed. Federal funding of private school vouchers is bad because it 
would divert needed attention and resources from the Nation's public schools, which serve 
approximately 90 percent of students in kindergarten through twelfth grade. 



Constance J. Bowers 
to/27/97 04:06:09;PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: James C. Murr/OMB/EOP, Janet R. Forsgren/OMB/EOP 
Subject: Draft SAP on HR 2724 — School Vouchers 

Attached is draft SAP language for HR 2724. Per the Department of Education's recommendation, the 
draft SAP states that the President's senior advisers would recommend that the President veto the 
bill, if he were presented to him. [Last week, OMB cleared an ED letter to the H. Committee containing 
a Secretarial veto threat. The Committee markup was postponed, and ED did not send up its letter.] 

ED reports that HR 2724 could come to the Floor this week without going through Committee markup. 
Alternatively, the bill could be attached to HR 2616, Charter Schools Expansion, which is scheduled for 
consideration by the House. ED recommends that the draft SAP language attached below be inserted 
into the SAP on HR 2616 if the voucher language is attached to the Charter Schools bill. 

Please provide any comments by 10:00 a.m., tomorrow, Tuesday, Oct. 28th. 

• 
hr2724#2.sap 

Message Sent To: 

Mary I. Cassell/OMB/EOP 
Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOP 
Barry White/OMB/EOP 
Robert M. Shireman/OPD/EOP 
Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP 
William R. Kincaid/OPD/EOP 
Ananias Blocker lll/WHO/EOP 
Lisa M. Kountoupes/OMB/EOP 
Alice E. Shuffield/OMB/EOP 
Jonathan H. Schnur/OVP @ OVP 
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DRAFT - NOT FOR RELEASE 

October, 1997 
(House) 

H.R. 2724 - Helping Empower Low-income Parents (HELP) 
Scholarships Amendments of 1997 
(Rep. Riggs (R) CA and 11 others) 

The Administration opposes H.R. 2724. If the bill is presented to the President, the President's 
senior advisers would recommend that he veto it. Under H.R. 2724, States and local school 
districts could provide vouchers for basic instruction in private schools using funds that are 
otherwise available for the supplementary costs of education reform under Title VI of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Federal funding of private school vouchers is 
bad policy because it would divert needed attention and resources from our public schools, which 
serve approximately 90 percent of students in kindergarten through twelfth grade. 



Constance J. Bowers 
AO/26/97 11:37:30 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: 
Subject: REVISED SAP on HR 2616 - Charter Schools 

The draft SAP below has been revised for H. Floor to address the possibility of a Floor 
amendment to insert the text of HR 2724 (school vouchers). Therefore, it states that if 
such an amendment is attached to HR 2616 (charter schools), the President's senior 
advisers would recommend that he veto the bill. 

Please let me know by 4:00 p.m. today, Tuesday, If you agree with this SAP. (The 
bill could reach the Floor tomorrow.) 

• 
hr2616h#.sap 

Message Sent To: 

Mary I. Cassell/OMB/EOP 
Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOP 
Barry White/OMB/EOP 
Robert M. Shireman/OPD/EOP 
Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP 
William R. Kincaid/OPD/EOP 
Jonathan H. Schnur/OVP @ OVP 
Lisa M. Kountoupes/OMB/EOP 
Alice E. Shuffield/OMB/EOP 
Ananias Blocker lll/WHO/EOP 
Daniel J. Chenok/OMB/EOP 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release September 30,1997 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

Outside the Oval Office 

10:00 A.M. EDT 

THE PRESIDENT: Good morning. I have said that I had no 
higher priority than getting our children the best education in the 
world in the 21st century, and that to achieve that politics must 
stop at the schoolhouse door. I'm committed to making sure every 
8-year-old can read, every 12-year-old can log on to the Internet, 
every 18-year-old can go on to college, every adult can continue to 
learn through a lifetime. And we have made significant progress in 
our efforts to strengthen, improve and hold more accountable public 
education. 

As Congress continues to debate the education bill this 
fall it's become clear that there are some who are waging an effort 
to undermine our commitment to public education and our public 
schools. First, the Senate has passed an amendment that would 
virtually close the Department of Education and abolish some of its 
most successful efforts to expand school choice and charier schools, 
to bring computers to every classroom, to create more safe and 
drug-free schools. 

Second, the House of Representatives has actually voted 
to prevent our country from setting high standards of academic 
excellence with voluntary national tests to ensure that every child 
masters the basics in reading and math. I will veto any legislation 
that damages our commitment to public education and to high national 
standards. I am pleased that our effort on standards has received 
strong bipartisan support in the Senate and I intend to continue this 
fight for as long as it takes. 

Third, in a vote to occur today, some in Congress would 
diminish our country's commitment to public education by siphoning 
badly needed funds away from our public schools into a voucher 
program that would support private academies for a very limited 
number of students. 

Ninety percent of our children in America attend public 
schools. Our public schools do face a host of challenges. Every 
city especially faces problems with large numbers of poor children 



and often old facilities and other difficult challenges. But the 
answer, the answer is to put competition, change, excellence, 
accountability back into the public school system, not to take 
limited funds away from it. 

The District of Columbia has some very good public 
schools and others that are not performing as well as they should. 
We can have more competition there and more options for parents and 
children without abandoning the schools through public school choice 
and greater use of charter schools. I have worked very hard on these 
things for the last several years and will continue to support them. 

But instead of abandoning our schools, we should 
continue to support proven reform efforts, including getting more 
parents involved, improving teaching, getting drugs out ofthe 
schools, getting more discipline in the schools, raising the 

standards so that we can hold teachers and principals, schools and 
students accountable. 

Public schools are the cornerstone of our democracy. We 
have always recognized our common responsibility for preparing all 
our young children for the challenges ofthe future. I call upon 
Congress to challenge our public schools, to change our public 
schools, but not to walk away from them. 

Thank you. 

Q Mr. President, what are your concerns about a 
credibility or confidence crisis for the IRS, and what do you think 
about this Republican idea for an independent board for oversight? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, first of all, I think some very 
important things came out of those hearings to which the IRS has to 
respond. There has been some response already. But let me back up a 
little bit and say we have been working to professionalize, not to 
politicize, the IRS for the last several years. I signed the 
Taxpayer Bill of Rights about a year and a half ago. We established 
an IRS modernization board to improve technology and customer 
service. 

One of the things that I asked my staff to find out for 
me after the hearings were held is, how many of the abuses that were 
reported occurred before the Taxpayer Bill of Rights was passed, how 
many if they occurred after the Taxpayer Bill of Rights was passed 
were a violation of those law's requirements, and then, where are we 
going to go from here ~ that's the most important thing. 

For quite a long while now, the Vice President and 
Secretary Rubin have been working on a project, part of the Vice 
President's National Performance Review, to change and improve the 
IRS, and Secretary Rubin will have some more to say about that later. 
But we believe that we have to respond to what was said. 



There were some difficult issues posed, and you have 
pointed out some of them in your reporting. But I think that we 
should continue to press ahead with change. But I think it's very 
important that all the American people have confidence that they're 
going to be treated fairly and that taxes will be collected in a 
fair, nondiscriminatory and nonburdensome manner, and that we will 
not have any kind of abuse there. And so we intend to push ahead 

Q But are you concerned that the government's tax 
collecting agency faces credibility and confidence problems because 
ofthe specter of those hearings? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I think they raised some 
legitimate points that ought to be responded to. I believe the IRS 
is functioning better today than it was five years ago. I think it 
has to improve more. And I think we should not try to sweep any of 
these problems under the rug. I follow the hearings with great 
interest, and I am glad to see that there has been some action based 
on the evidence that was adduced at the hearings already, and there 
will be more. But I think it's also important to know that we have 
done a lot of things to try to make the IRS more accountable, more 
professional. We can do more. We should not politicize it, and we 
should not do anything that will in any way call into question 
whether it's being even-handed or fair in the future. 

Thank you. 

END 10:07 A.M. EDT 
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Remark! by U.S. Sttretary of Educ.ation Richard w. Riley 

Wbat Really Manen in Americaa Eduution 
National Press Club, Wubingtoa, D.C. 

S~ptembu 23, 1997 

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

I find these trips very worthwhile". I always come back to Washington Vwith a much better sense of what 
really matters and what is reaUy going on in the classroom. I want to make some comments about my 
impressions and then speak to several or the ~ssucs in the background paper that we are releasing today 
entitJe.d, ''What Really Matters'. 

One of the strongest impressions I have is that we have some very crowded schools. Right now we have 
52.2 million young people in our schools, a new national record. I was in Florida on Thursday and Friday, 
and I un t.eU you that the school construction issue is alive and kicking. I believe the Congress needs to 
revisit this issue within a balanced budget framework. 

A second impression is that a new American consensus has now developed about how to improve 
education... It h.a..s taken us over a decade since Ted B.ell issued his report,"A Nation at Risk" to develop 
this consensus but every where I go I see the core elements of this consensus being put in place_ 

There is a growing emphasis, for example, on early childhood and the importance of pre-k and 
kindergarten for all cl\ildren. I anended the President's Conference on Brain Research last year and I can 
tell you that the research is really galvanizing people. 

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

The President is on a national crusade to lift up American education starting with these two basics. This is 
why 79 % of all Americans suppon these voluntary national tests aceording to the latest Wall Street 
Journal poll, and why the American people have made education the number one issue that should concern 
the federal government. 

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



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

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

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

If teachers are burnt out, counsel them to leave the profession in a fair but speedy process or make sure 
they get the extra help they need from master teachers -what educators call peer reY1ew We know ho\I.· 
to fix ~g schools, and as this report indicates, there are school districts that are miling things happen 

The new American consensus on how to improve education is a pragmatic, mainstream consensus, and we 
are starting to see steady and positive results. Math and science 5cores have been rising for a decade. 
SAT scores are up, particularly in math, and ACT scores have gone up in four of the last five years. And 
on~third oft.his year's college freshmen class took Advanced Placement courses. 

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

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

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

The President in his Saturday radio address indicated his detennination to veto any legislation that includes 
the Gorton Amendment on block granting or the Goodling Amendment that would block the vohmtary 
national tests. I will also urge the President to veto any legislation that includes the DC voucher proposal 
now moving through Congress or the Coverdell IRA proposal - which is a voucher by anothc;:r ~e. 

I am not satisfi~ with the status-quo when it comes to public: education, but I will not stand by and see 
public educ.ation Nn down every chance that some people get. The American people believe in public 
education and that· s where they want to make the improvements. 
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This is why the President has made education his top priority and why he released $40 million in chaner 
schools grants last Saturday. Charter schools are creative schools that are making things happen but they 
are still public schools that are a"ountable. . · · 

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

Let's remember that public education has always been and continues to be the open door to American 
succea.s and good atizenship - the American way to achievement and freedom_ Vouchers would begin the 
unraveling of this uniquely American fabric~ the common public school that is open to all and gives 
everyone a fair chance to succeed. · · 

Every state in this nation prov1des for a free, public education and a great majority of them have written 
lhjs idea into their st.ate constitution. The ideal that e:very child in this country has a constitutional right to 
a free, public education is not to be dismissed lightly. I do not think that voucher proponents have thought 
long and hard about the very negative consequences of 'balkanizing' public education. 

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

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

I worry, too, that those who suppon vouchers have become almost myopic in their insistence that public 
education is failing across-the-board. Tell tl)at to the parents in Montgomery County, or in Louisville, 
Kentucky or in Charlotte, Nonh Carolina or in l:OW\tless school districts across the country where parents 
and community leaders support public education. 

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

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

This is the first choice that parents should be making - making sure their children take the tough academic 
(X)W'SeS like algebra., geometry, chemistry and other core courses. This is why I am always perplexed that 
voucher advocates almost never talk about how to improve reading, how to improve teaching. how to raise 
academic standards or how to fix CNmbling schools. · 

Their solution for e:very issue that confronts American education is vouchers. It is a very simplistic world 
view - a silver bullet solution - and it is just dead wrong. If a school is failing the solution isn !t to give 
scholarships to SO children and leave 500 behind, but to fix the whole school. 
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The current $7 million DC voucher initiative in Congress, which otrers vouchers for 2,000 low income 
D.C. public school students, is a case in point. It targets 2,000 children and leaves another 75,000 behind. 
Is th.is fair? 

If Congress has an additional $7 million to spend on education in the District, let me tell you how it could 
be spent. You can spend it to suppon additional tea.ding programs. We have already recruited 450 work· 
~dy college students from six local colleges to be reading tutors. Or you can spend it and help a lot more 
young people get ahead. Let me tell you how. 

Under my proposal S3.5 million would be used to match up 51 schools with proven education reformers 
like Robe:n Slavin's 'Success for All' program at John Hopkins University - .the New American Schools 
effort - or the Laboratory for Success at Tc:mplc University. 

These are programs 'With a solid track rceord that are specificaUy designed to turn around fajling i.Mer 
schools. This effort would impact 29,000 District children - not 2,000 children - b\Jt 29,000 children. 
Each of these programs is based on solid research that will help local schools redesign themselves with a 
program of high academic standards, professional. teacher development, and real parent involvement. 

We need to respect home rule here in the District and let tvery parent in D.C. know that all of their 
children deserve the best education possible. Our challenge is not to help 2,000 students move out, but to 
help all 78, 000 students in the District move-up academically. 

My proposal would also set aside $3.5 million to suppon 70 new a.fter.schoo·I programs in the public 
schools to help 7,000 children. The FBI tells us that the after-school hours·· from 3 pm to 6 pm-· are the 
most dangerous for children. Let's give these young people safe-havens where they can be safe and get the 
extra tutoring help they need. 

Does public educ.at.ion need to be improved? Of course it docs and there is a consensus about how it can 
be done. Public tax dollars ought to be spent to improve re.ading and math. to improve the skills of 
America's teachers, to get computers into the classroom, to renovate and build new schools·· to make 
sure that high school diplomas really mean something. 

I believe that if we focus in on what we agree on and what really maners rather than on what divides us •• 
we can make the next ten years the 'golden era' of American education. The American people have made 
the improvement o(public education a national priority. We know how to fix our schools. Now is the 
ti.me to roU-up our sleeves and get it done. 
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Q. Yesterday's New York Times reported a very favorable evaluation of the Cleveland 
school voucher program. The Administration is opposed to vouchers. Has this study 
caused you to reassess your views? 

A. No, for several reasons. 

First, the New York Times article is misleading. The "evaluation" findings it reports are 
not from the official, independent state evaluation being conducted by Indiana University, 
and whose first report is not scheduled to be released for several weeks. 

Second, this study actually focuses on students in only 2 of the 41 schools participating in 
the Cleveland voucher program -- only 15% of the students involved in the voucher 
program. These two schools are resource-intensive, run by avowed pro-voucher 
advocates, and are not typical of the other private schools participating in the program. 

Further, the study relies on questionable analysis techniques. For example, it uses 
questionable testing procedures and fails to take into acount the background or prior 
achievement of the voucher students. 

Third, our opposition to vouchers is based as much on what happens to students who do 
not participate as on what may happen to the few who do. The fact is that 90% of our 
students attend public schools, and our primary responsibility, especially with limited 
federal resources, is to make sure that the public schools they attend are among the best in 
the world. This means concentrating our time and money on raising academic standards, 
improving teaching, providing schools with technology and other up-to-date learning 
tools, and creating charter schools and other forms of choice within the public school 
system. It means holding schools accountable for the results they achieve -- something 
fundamentally impossible to do with private schools which are, by design, unaccountable 
to the public. Instead, vouchers drain financial resources and energy away from our most 
important task -- improving our public schools. 



Questions and Answers on School Vouchers 
Septem her 23, 1997 

Q: While integration was the civil rights issue of the SO's and 60's, some African 
Americans (such as Martin Luther King Jr.'s daughter) see vouchers as the civil 
rights issue of the 90's. What is the administration's position on vouchers in DC? 

A: The Administration strongly opposes any legislation allowing the use of federal taxpayer 
funds for vouchers, including in D.C. 

We need to focus on strengthening the public schools that serve the vast majority of 
students and expanding choice within the public education system, such as through charter 
schools. 

Vouchers would siphon critical dollars from neighborhood public schools that are already 
short on resources in order to send a few selected students to private schools, and would 
distract attention from the hard work of reform needed to change failing schools into good 
schools and good schools into outstanding schools. 

Q: Doesn't the failure of the DC schools to manage so basic a task as opening the 
schools on time call into question the capacity of the school system here to improve? 
Shouldn't vouchers be allowed here at least? 

A: The delay in opening the DC schools has been very unfortunate. However, vouchers 
would do nothing to speed the process of repairing DC schools, and would accomplish 
nothing for the vast majority of students who will continue to attend these schools. In 
fact, vouchers would divert attention and resources away from the public schools and the 
hard task of reforming them. We need to confront the real problems that the DC school 
system has -- by raising standards, putting into place effective reform strategies, and 
holding students, teachers, and schools accountable for their performance. Establishing 
vouchers in DC would set a dangerous precedent for using taxpayer funds to support 
schools that are unaccountable to the public. 



Q: A Harvard University study recently found that students participating in 
Cleveland's school voucher program performed very well. Has this study caused 
you to reassess your views? 

A: No. First, the study is quite limited: it focuses on students in only 2 of the 41 schools 
participating in the Cleveland voucher program --and these schools are unusually well­
funded. 

More important, my opposition to vouchers is based more on what happens to students 
who do 001 participate in a voucher program as on what may happen to the few who do. 
The fact is that 90% of our students attend public schools, and our primary responsibility, 
especially with limited federal resources, is to make sure that the public schools they 
attend are among the best in the world. This means concentrating our time and money on 
raising academic standards, improving teaching, providing schools with technology and 
other up-to-date learning tools, and creating charter schools and other forms of choice 
within the public school system. Vouchers only drain financial resources and energy away 
from our most important task -- improving our public schools. 
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House Panel P~es D.C. Bill With Vouchers, Without CutS 
By Vernon Loeb -----The House Appropriations Com­

mittee agreed :yesterday to drop a 
$300 million spending cut from the 
$4.2 billion D.C. appropriations bill 
but refused to rem<m! numerous 
other bigbly contnm!rsial riders, in­
cluding one aeating a school vouch­
er program in the District. 

The bill DOW goes to the full 
House, where a fierce partisan de­
bate is expected next week over the 
voucher provision, which would prcr 
vide public subsidies of up to $3,200 
a year that as many as 2,000 D.C. 
schoolchildren could use for tuition 
at public or private schools. 

The Senate is expected to debate 
an identical voucher provision today, 
with Congress fashioning a temper 
rary spending measure to fund the 
District through Oct 21, when GOP 
leaders from both houses believe a 
final spending plan can be put in 
place. 

In the House, Democrats took 
little solace in having helped per· 
suade Rep. Charles H. Taylor CR· 
N.C.), chairman of the House Apprcr 
priations subcommittee on the Dis­
trict, to remove his provision man-

dating a $300 million spending cut in 
fiscal 1998, which begins tomorrow. 

Rep. James P. Moran Jr. (D-Va.), 
the subcommittee's ranking Demer 
crat, said that even without the $300 
million spending cut, the legialation 
reached new heights in microman­
aging the District. He predicted a 
veto by President Clinton, should a 
measure emerge from a House-Sen­
ate conference committee.· 

Del. Eleanor Holmes Norton (D­
D.C.) called the committee's vote a 
"charade" and said in an intervieW 
afterward that Taylor and Republi­
cans on the committee should have 
backed a consensua budget sent to 
Capitol Hm by Mayor Marion Barty, 
the D.C. Council and the D.C. finan.. 
cial control board. 

Norton said that it was "disgrace­
ful" for House GOP leaders to have 
decided weeks ago to allow the fiacal 
year to begin without a D.C. budget 
in place so that Republicans could 
use the city's appropriations bill as a 
vehicle to advance school vouchers, 
limits OD punitive damage awards to 
plaintiffs in medical malpractice law­
suits and other conservative causes. 

Moran noted during committee 
debate that the District's budget bill 
included 62 riders, such as provi­
sions that_ would reopen Pennsyfva-

Dia Avenue and prohibit private heli­
copter rides over the District. Rep. 
David R. Obey (D-Wis.), the commit­
tee's ranking Demoaat, added that 
he had "never seen an effort on the 
part of the Congress to so micro­
llUIDllge any unit of government• 

But the committee's Republican 
ma,jority was unmoved by those argu- · 
menta, rejecting an attempt by Moran 
to substitute the Senate Appropria­
tions Committee's D.C. budget biD­
which conlllins no riders-for the 
House version crafted by Taylor. . 

"Thia subcommittee has finally tak­
en the opportunity to be bold,• said 
Rep.JamesT. Walah (R-N.Y.), Taylor's 
predecessor as subcommittee chair­
man. °Eftr}'One in the country knows 
what's bappenini to this city. It's time 
that the Congreas atood up and took 
its re&pODSIDility." 

Alk:r defeating Moran's amend-

men( Taylor and his GOP colleagues 
chose only to remove the $300 million 
spending art, a mandate for a 10 
percent cut in all D.C. 'Worken and a 
residence requirement that would 
have forced aD D.C. employees to li?!e 
in thedty. I 

ThO&e deletioDB were part of a 
so-called manager's amendment ol­
fered • by Taylor that be and other 
Republicans argued.was necessary to 
provide tax relief in the city and 
quicken the pace of reform. Among 
other things, Taylor's amendment re­
quires that aD tax revenue that ex­
ceeds pro,ie¢oDB in the coming fiacal 
year be used to lower taxes in the dty. 

It also mandates that aD savings 
produced by management reforms go 
toward further reductions in the dty's 
long-term debt 

Fmally, the Taylor amendment ap­
pr<m!d yesterday changes substantial-

1y the city's plan for allocating a 
$235 million surplus apected in the 
coming fiscal year as a reauh of Prem. 
dent Clinton's D.C. rescue package. 

Barry, the D.C. Council and the 
control board bad allocated $202 miJ. 
lion of the surplus for debt reduction, 
$30 million to support management 

HOUH 
Appropitatl- ' .• 
Committee 
Chalnnan Bob . 
LlvlnCaton (R-1.a.),; 
left, talks to Rep ••. 
Chllltes H. TllJlat 
(R-N.C.), chalrmaa.-· 
of the tfouM ·' 
Appropdatlons . ; . 
subcommittee ow r. 
the Dlltrlct. 

reforms and $3.5 million to support a ~ 
$50 million bond sale for capital pre>- • • 
jecta. 

But Taylor's amendment appropri- ;· · 
ates only $5 million for management ·. 
reform, earmarking $200 million for 
debt reduction and $30 million for 
school and road repairs. 



Vouchers May Open Few Doors 
D.C. Students Would Fmd Costs High and_ Openings Scarce 

By Cindy Loose and Valerie Slrau88 
....... r.t9lll!Wlllon' 

Sen. Dan Coal& (R-Ind.} told colleagues that · 
he was dlshearteDed by the •aquaildered 
potential" of poor children la D.c: public 
schoola but that he had eomethlag immedi­
ately helpful and hopeflll" to offer. Vouchera 
for $3,200, he urged last week, 110uld allow 
nearly 2,000 cblldren to attend public and 
private schools throughout the ·Washington 
area. 

But there ls a question about how much 
choice those voucheni 110uld buy. 

Suburban public schoola charge out-<>f-

county etudents about three times u much u 
the voucher PIJlllenll provide, and many have 
DO extra room. 

The ft8t llllJority of eecular private 
achoo~d many religious schooi.-.elao . 
chirge much more than $3,200, and etudenta 
must compete for openlog8. . . 

Moat schoola that are affordable are Catho­
Bc elementary echoola. Yet eftD parochial 
schools are fuD In the Virginia and Maryland · 
111burb1, though the Archdiocese of Washing­
ton bu empty eeats In the District's 16 lnner­
cilJ echoola. Moreover, opponents of vouchers 

see VOUCBERS,A12, Col. I 
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The Voucher Issue· 

B. OnI HOUSE and Senate will be called upon. 
to vote in connection With this year's appro­

: . . priations process on a proposal to give· a 
. lftnited number of vouchers to children seeking to 
:p,pt out of the D.C. public school system. The 
"°uchers could be cashed at private schools or in the 
:sµburos. . . . 
'. -~. The fight is a national one in which the city has 
,become, without quite willing it, part testing 
:ground, part political trophy. The national battle in 
;furn has taken on an ideological resonance having ·w Ao with public vs. private services, the role of 
~~ublic employee unions and much else, extending 
:well beyond the schools. 
·;, ! The main arguments have· become familiar. 
hoponents say that vouchers, by creating a buy­
'.ef's market and competition, will prod the public 
~chools to get better, lest the families they are 
·meant to serve abandon them. What seems to the 
other side as already an abandonment they de­
~cribe as a way of reenergizing what is now a 
monopoly, and as an instrument of reform. They 
make a fairness argument as well. The better-off 
already exercise choice by moving to the suburbs 
or shifting to private schools; means-tested vouch­
er such as contemplated here would put lower-in­
come families on a similar footing. . . 
. , . The arguments against ~e that the public funds 
··should be spent to improve the public schools; that to 
·spend them instead to help students leave those 
schools is wrong and will in the long run do more 
hann than any good; and that vouchers create an 
i.iistant church-state problem. No matter that the 
money is filtered through parents, much of it still will 
.end up as federal aid to sectarian schools at one 
remove. 

The president says that for all these reasons he will 
veto a bill containing the vouchers. The fight be­
comes all the more symbolic-a matter of gesture all 
around-if you assume such a veto would be 
~stained. In fact, it's unclear this proposal could pass 
:~ church-state court test If it did, however, it might 

be worth at least a cautious, provisional try. You 
balance risks in a case such as this-4he risk that the 
vouchers could do harm against the risk of wa1king 
away from a plan that could do some good. We don't 
agree that this limited plan is powerful enough to 
have the effect on the school system-create the 
healthy competition-that its sponsors describe. But 
maybe it would produce some of that; we would find 
out In the meantime, it isn't clear that it would do the 
damage that its detractors predict, either. Both sides 
may be inflating this one. 

What it would do, while we waited to see the rest, is 
give 2,000 children a year an alternative they cur­
rently lack. Some would use their vouchers wisely, 
others poSSl"bly not We would have a chance as well 
to test the commitment of those who favor vouchers 
to supporting the city system at the same time. The 
people who sneer at the District school system as if it 
were everywhere ineffectual are wro~, and some of 
them sound as if they are rather reveling in this 
misconception too, for unworthy political reasons. It 
is not all as innocent as it is made to look. Of cour8e, 
the system needs to be shaken up; Which scliool 

· system of its kind in the country doesn't? The District 
also has its strong schools, principals and teachers 
alongside the weak, a fact too widely ignored. A 
modest voucher experiment might help energize the 
public schools. It won't replace them. People who 
think of vouchers as a way somehow of evading the 
responsibility for public education are blowing 
smoke. And such a program, we believe, will not do 
harm to the system or by implication suggest that it is 
a permanent loser. As we ~ •. the schools in this city 
do not present one solid, bleak picture such as the 
political critics sometimes paint The point-the 
hope-would be that such an experiment could be 
one small part of the effort being undertaken with 
vigor and optimism by the new school team to bring 
the District system to a higher, more even standard 
of achievement, one that reflects the quality of our 
best schools, which are the models. 
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS, DEMOCRACY, AND FREE ENTERPRISE 

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

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

"The General Assembly shall provide for a system of free public elementary and 
second.1ry schools for all children of school age throughout the Commonwealth, 
and shall seek to ensure that an educational program of high quality is established 
and continually maintained.'' (Virginia) 

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

Therein lies the power of the American system of education - it is truly public. The 
"common school" - the concept upon which our public school system was built - teaches 
children import.ant lessons about both the conunonality and diversity of American culrure. These 
lessons are conveyed not ooly through what is taught in the classroom> but by the very 
experience of attending school with a di verse mix of students. The common school has made 
quality public education and hard work the open door to American success and good citizenship 
and the American way to achievement and freedom. 

VOUCHERS THREATEN THE FUNDAMENTAL MISSION OF PUBLIC EDUCATION 

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

• Add to the public cost of education. A voucher system would substantially increase the 
public cost of education by providing public funds to pay private school tuition for 
children who are already enrolled in private schools. If a voucher program open to all 
students were implemented today, it would cost American taxpayers over s 15 billion to 
pay the tuitions of the S million students already enrolled in private schools. 1 This 
enormous cost would drain resources from public schools at the same time that billions of 
dollars are needed just to accommodate the 1.9 million additional students projected to be 
enrolled in public schools in 20072 (NCE.S, The Cooditi911 oUdueatioo. 1997). 

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

• Force private and parochial schools to become less private and less parochial. If a 
syste.mwide voucher program were adopted, the influx of public dollars into these 
unregulated schools would result in increased pressure for greater public scrutiny and 
accountability for these public expenditures. Quality private and parochial schools are 
valuable parts of the educational variety in our democracy, and these pressures would 
ultimately interfere with their unique missions and curricula.. 

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

1 Based on average privat.e ~ool tuition ofSl,116 in 1993-94. 

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

IMP ACT OF VOUCHERS ON SCHOOLING 

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

• Private school! ba~·e little capacity to absorb a substantial number of additional 
students. According to a California studyt less than 1 percent of public school students 
in that state could expect to find spaces in existing private schools. (Corwin ano Di1111da. "'Whai 

Can We Rull) upu1 from Largc0 SCikl Voucher Programs," Phi OelLA K,appa.o. 1993] Til.e Study found that IDOSt 

private schools that were interested in participating in a vouch~r program were already 
operating at 85 percent or more of their capacity. AJthough some private schools might 
be created or expanded, a voucher system would do little or nothing to address the needs 
for educating the 89 percent of students in public schools ( 46. 5 million students). 

• Most private schools are religious in nature, and few are likely to give up their 
religious mission in order to oYercome constitutional barriers to receiving public 
funds. Religious schools account for 79 percent of all private schools and 85 percent of 
private school students. A recent survey foWld that most associations of religious schools 
believe their schools would not participate in a voucher program if they were required to 
permit exemptions from religious instruction for students transferring from public schools 
(M111'8Skili a al., Blllrim Bgicfi15. aod eoru o! Using Prjyere Schools LQA!lcvlat( (h:crcrowqin& in Public School:!: f'BliminaD 

~ 19117]. In addition, government officials should not be expected to choose which 
private and religious schools merit taxpayer support. For a religiously diverse country 
like the U.S., this is a road to onerous problems. 

0 Private schools could select the best and the brightest studenu. As Representative 
Bill Goodling (Pennsylvania), then ranking minority member. of the Education and Labor 
Commiru:e, said in 1991, "If you have SOO students in a school aod 250 of them are the 
'thousand points of light' and decide to go to a school of choice. that leaves 250 faUen 
angels behind." rcoogrusjogaJ Ouoncrly 1991, p. 379) Research shows that pnvate school vouchers 
do skim more advantaged students - those whose parents have more education, higher 
expectations for their children, and higher incomes. This finding holds even for programs 
where vouchers are restricted to low-income families. For example: 

C11j T • Clt·1 

ln San Antonio, mothers of low-income voucher students were three times more 
likely to have had some college education than mothers of comparable public 
school students (55 percent vs. 19 percent). (MattlftU.. v .. et a1. (199S). "The ~ccs crf 
School CboiQe: Who Lt.aves and Wbo Smys in the lnnu Clry," Socia! Science 011W1b. Sqitm1be.r .} 
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In England, researchers found that parents who e.xpresse,tpref erences for schools 
outside their immediate neighborhoOd tended to be more highly educated and 
have more prestigious ~cupations than those who expressed a preference for their 
neighborhood school. Moreover. in the most competitive areas, "schools are more 
likely to choose students than students are to choose schools." csreams, s~hool Rsfoan· 
l&ssons fr9rnEncland. 1~6) 

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

IMP ACT OF CHOICE AND SCHOOL TYPE ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 

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

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

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

Descriptions of studies that support these themes follow. 

Impact of Private and Public School Choice Programs on Student Achievemen.t 

Research on the impact of existing private school voucher programs has not demonstrated 
substantial achievement benefits for these programs. ln fact, most differences between 
performance in public and private schools can be explained by the family background of the 
students (i.e., family income, parents, educational attainment). (C.Olcman, Hoffer, an11 Kil~. Hieb School 

Affiieveroerabb!ic C!!lhghs; W)d PriYMS Schools Cgmpmd. 19&2) Even when studies control for these factors, they 
probably still overstate achievement differences because they usually cannot control for "self· 
selection bias" - the fact that parents and students who choose to attend schools other than their 
neighborhood school may have higher motivation and place a higher priority on education than 
similar families who do not exercise choice. 

Three separate evaluations of the longesH·wming publicly·funded voucher program (in 
Milwaukee) found vastly different results. The first evaluation fowid voucher students' 
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achievement did not improve significantly from their previous achievement in public schools 
(Wiae ei 111 .. Foua.D·Yur Report: Mil"'JY•tt Pmo1a1 Choirs Pmmm. 1994), but a second evaluation of the same data 
did find evidence that the Milwaukee voucher program had a substantial positive impact on the 
achievement of studentS who remained in the program for 3-4 years [Green~. Peri:rson, and Du, ·'The . 

E.fftctivcncss of School Chaiccin Mil11<auk.ee: A Sec.oDdary Analysis of Oiia from lhe Prognim·s Evolwiiion," 1996). Tb.is second 
analysis, however, has serious methodological flaws, including the attrition of 85-95 percent of 
voucher studentS in the two years in which significant results were found, and a failw-e to 
account for student family background and prior achievement. Yet a third analysis [Rouse, MPriv111e 

Scllool VO\l~e~ and Studen1 Achievement An Evaluation of the Milwau..kee Parenlal Choice Pn>grnm: 1991) repeated Greene, et 
al. 's analysis, and found that voucher recipients did significantly outperform non-enrolled 
voucher program applicants and a random sample of Milwaukee public school students in malh, 
but did not in reading. These conflicting results provide more of a lesson in the art of statistics 
than in the effectiveness of voucher programs. The one clear implication of these studies is that 
the impact of voucher programs on stud~nt achievement remains un_proven. 

ln Cleveland, the voucher program has only been in existence since the Fall of 1996, and 
no systematic research on the impact of the program on student achievement is yet available. 
The Ohio Department of Education is currently sponsoring an Indiana University evaluation of 
third-graders in the Cleveland voucher program, and a first-year report is expected in late 
September of this year. However, a recent, well-publicized Harvard press release on the 
achievement gains of Cleveland voucher students has been touted as evidence of the benefits of 
voucher programs. (Harvard Unlversiry, "Oaitu in Test Soorts in the C!GVe!and Voucher Program Found,~ 1997} This 
analysis, conducted by Paul Peterson and funded by the Olin Foundation, claims that students 
enrolled in two schools in the Cleveland program have reaiized "moderately large" gains in 
reading and "even more substantial" gains in math. However, even this analysis concedes that 
these academic results are mixed, with language scores declining by 5 percentage points overall, 
and declining by 19 percent among first graders. More importantly, this analysis is in no way a 
representation of the effectiveness of the Cleveland voucher program, as it is based on only 15 
percent of participating students who are enrolled in uniquely operated, resource-intensive 
schools, and it suffers from severe methodological problems.3 

Lastly' a Hudson Institute study (Wcinschroll aod K.ilgon::, "Educa&ional Ch.lice ChariWle Trun: All Experimenl In 

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

3 Among the problems with the Pctmon analysis are; {l) il does not compare the gains of these voucher 
studen.~ to their eowiterparts in the Cleveland public schools; (2) it does not control for the family b~kground 01 

prior achievemeat of the voucher students; (3) it i.s based on the resUlts ofan old, invalid form oftbe California 
AclUeveme.nt Test; (4) it lumps together results for students in grades K through 3, suggesting that diffen:nc:es 
among grades are being masked; and (S) the researchers tested the voucher students within the same school year 
(fall a.Dd spring), an approach that has been widely rejected by test expertS as producing artificially positive 
achievement gains. 
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An analysis of 1991 International Assessment of Educational Progress data in 16 
industrialized nations provides international evidence showing that private schools do not have 
significantly higher student achievement than public schools after controlling for student 
background. [Bishop. "'Nerd Hanu.."1Tlcnt. lncenlives, School Priorities and Leaming,· 1996) Tbis study found that, after 
controlling for family background, independent schools did not have higher math and science 
achievement (for 13-year-olds) than public schools and religiously-controlled schools had 
significantly lower achievement levels. In Canada, where there is no constitutional prohibition 
against public subsidies of religious schools and 20 percent of the schools are religiously 
controlled, students at religious schools scored 3.9 to 4.5 points lower on science and math test.s 
than public school students. 

Some research indicates that public schools of choice show as large a benefit (if not 
larger) than private schools in producing better student achievement. For example, a recent 
analysis of data from the National Educanonal Longitudinal Survey (Oamoran. Msn.den1 Ach>e-.cmcnt i.n 

Public Magne\, Pl.iblic Comprehensive, and Privale City High Sehools.• E.dyc.gjopa! £vajuation Md Policy Malxsis. 1996) found that 
magnet schools were more effective than comprehensive public high schools at raising the 
proficiency of students in science, readirig, and social studies, while secular private schools did 
not offer any advantage, after controlling for pre-existing differences among students. 

Impact of CounetakiDg and Standards on Student Achievement 

The choice of courses taken has been shown to have a direct connection to student 
achievement. As Figure 1 depicts, an analysis of National Educational Longitudinal Swvey 
(NELS) data suggests that the mathematics courses students take in high school are more 
important for achievement that the type of high school attended. While recognizing that a great 
deal of diversity exists among public: and private schoolss it is useful to note that when 
cow-setak.ing panems are accounted for, the mathematics achievement of students in both 
categories of school is very similar. Public and private school students who had taken the same 
mathematics courses were almost equally likely to score at the highest achievement level on the 
NELS twelfth-grade mathematics achievement test. This was also true for low-income public 
and private school srudents. Additionally, among both public and private school students of all 
incomes, students who had taken more rigorous mathematics courses were much more likely to 
score at the highest achievement level. 
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A growing body of evidence demonstrates that public school reform efforts like 
challenging standards and rigorous courseb.king can improve achievement for the majority of 
students who are in the public schools. States and local communities that have set more 
challenging standards are seeing substantial gains in student achievement. For example: 

• Kentuck-y's comprehensive school reforms continue to result in substantial improvement 
in school perfonnance. More than 92 percent of Kentucky's schools posted achievement 
gains in 1995-96. Fifty percent of schools in the state met or exceeded their performance 
goals. These schools are distributed across all grade levels, throughout every geographic 
region in the state, and in poor as well as wealthy communities. Elementary schools 
performed well above expectations, as they exceeded their statewide performance goal by 
2 7 percent. (1'.t.nbl i;ky Dqiartment of E4 ui;ation Prc:s.9 Rel ease, Oclo bcr I 996 J 
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• In New York City, tougher graduation requirements are spurring thousands more high 
school srudents to take and pass college-preparatory mathematics and science courses. 
The number of Hispanic and blaek students who passed the science test more than 
doubled from the previous year (Nc111 x0m Times . .s~~SJ. Entering freshmen ac the City 
Umve~ity of New York are the best prepared academ.ically in two decades (Ne .... Yoo;: Ijmcs 

1211o~SJ. Grade schools in the city continue a four-year rise in test scares Qltw York Ijmcs. 

6/'21m1. 

FUND AMENT AL IMPROVEMENTS ARE NEEDED IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

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

Promoting student perfonnance starts with a focus on the basics, safety, discipline, and 
parent involvement. Sustained improvement must be based on what works, and supported by 
parents, educators and the larger community. Research suggests that student achievement can 
best be improved by supponing a comprehensive set of district and school level reforms. (Sec, for 
example. Ne'"1'IMllUI aml \It' ch h11e. • S 11cc.nsful School llcsv'uctl&rln&: A Rtpon to Ute Public and Ed llCIUDrs by tl'le Cent:r on Qrianiz.ltion and 

Ralnic:nari/lg of Scl'loo•s, • 1995: LeiJI. Jol'lrLSon, and Ragland, SUS«ssfill Icxas Scboglwjde Pmgram.: · &esew:cb Srudy Rcsu!l5. 1996) 

These reforms include: 

0 Safe, disciplined, and drug-free schools. A prerequisite to comprehensive, enduring 
school reform which promotes student performance is ensuring that our children have a 
safe, strong, and drug-free learning enviroMlent. Providing such an enviroNilent 
requires a focus on strong discip1ine in the schools and zero tolerance for drugs. 

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

• Parent involvement and public commitment ao improving schools. Thirty years of 
research show that greater family involvement in children's learning is a critical link to 
achieving a high quality education and a safe, disciplined learning environment for every 
student. rv.s. Dcpanmeru ofEducalio.a. SR'9oa Eamilh;s- sqpngScllools 1994} Districts and schools must 
reach out to parents and corrununity members to develop a shared commitment to 

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

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

• Buildings and technology suited for learning. Children cannot learn to high standards 
in schools that are literal!~ falling do"'TI.. Environments where children learn best are 
schools that are safe and modem·, more spacious and technologically equipped, and that 
can be used not only during the school day but after school and d·uring the summer, as 
well. ! 

• Rein!orcemenl lhrougb afier·scbool and summer programs. Research shows that 
students in quality after-school programs (lower student to staff ratios, age-appropriate 
activities, academic and enrichment activities) demonstrate higher academic achievement 
and have better attitudes towards school than children left alone or wider the care of 

· siblings. (P0$1lCr and Vi111ckll, ISllJ4) Moreover, according to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
youth are most at risk of getting in trouble or being victims between 3 p.m. and 6 p.m., 
after the regular school day. 

• Greater school autonomy and ac:countability. Greater school autonomy when coupled 
with performance accountability. also can contribute to conditions that make optima.I 
learning possible. Unreasonable· regulations can produce a compliance mentality in 
which no one takes ownership oi is personally responsible. If teikhers are to act as 
professionaJs and not & automatons, they need to be given responsibility for making 
professional decisions regarding classroom practice and school policy. Holding our 
students to high standards requires that adults take responsibility for improving student 
performance. 

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

ln some cases, drastic actions are needed to improve chronically troubled schools. For 
example, in San Francisco, failing schools have been "reconstituted." The district has shut down 
these schools and reopened them with new administrators, teachers. and programs. 
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NATIONAL AND LOCAL INDICATORS SUG~EST REFORMS ARE BEGINNING TO 
WORK 

Trends in Improvement Nationwide 

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

• Students are taking more rigorous subjects and courses. The proportion of high 
school graduates taking the core courses recommended in A Nation At Risk ( 4 years of 
English, 3 years of social studies, 3 years of science, 3 years of math) increased to 52 
percent by 1994, up from 14 percent in 1982 and 40 percent in 1990. Sun.ilarly. the 
percentage of graduates taking biology, chemistry, and physics has doubled, rising from 
11 percent in 1982 to 19 percent in 1990 and 21 percent in 1994. (NCES Hieb S.'.t199Llran$cript 

~- variow y~) 

Similarly, panicipation in advanced placement (AP) courses has also increased, and the 
nwnber of AP exams that scored at 3 or above has tripled since 1982. The number of AP 
examinations that received a passing score rose from 131,871 in 1982 to 523,321 in 1996. · 
[U,llcgc Board., AP f'roqNE)" N11jgna! SHIM!oey. YlriOllS ~In) · 

• The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) bu shown long-term 
gains in student achievement in mathematics and science, areas th.at have been the 
focus of national attention. Average perfonnance in mathematics and science has 
improved since the late 1970s and early 1980s for all three age groups tested and in every 
quartile. The improvement in math achievement was equivalent to at least one grade 
level. NAEP scores in reading and writing showed small, inconsistent changes and were 
stable overall. The achievement gap between white and minority students narrowed 
substantially over the period, although improvement has stalled since the late l 980's. 
[NCES, NAEP 1996 Iryods In Aqdem!c Promss. 1997) 

• College admissions tests have shown increases in average scor,es even as the 
numbers and diversity of test-takers are increasing. On the ACT, the nation3..l 
composite score increased to 21.0 in 1997 (from 20.6 in 1992) - the fourth year in the 
last five that the national average has increased. {ACT. Cmnpos11e A.,,eragC" by Sam:. 19971 ACT 
president Richard L. Ferguson attributed the increase in scores to more students, 
especially fem ales and minorities, taking higher-level courses in English, math, social 
studies, and science. (ACT, "Trend ofln<:rccses in ACT CoUege E.anr"e SQ>rcs CorniltllCS." 1997) On the SAT, 
combined verbal and math scores increased 19 points from 1982 to 1997 (and increased 
by 15 points from 1992 to 1997) and the average mathematics score is at its highest level 
. 26 4 . lll years. (College Board, CoUueBound Senioi:& N@t!Qllal R,spprt. 199?) 

4 This figure is not affected by the College Board's recent "re--centering" of SAT scores be.cause previous 
scores have been adjusted for equivalence with 1997 scores. 
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• Dropout rates show similar improvements, particularly for minority students. From 
1982 to 1995, the dropout rate for persons 16·24 years old fell from 13.9 percent to 12.0 
percent and has been relatively flat throughoufthe 1990's.5 For blacks, the dropout rate 
fell from l 8.4 percent in 1982 to 12.1 percent in 1995 - a 34 percent decrease. For 
whites, the rate fell from 11.4 to 8.6 percent over the. same period - a 25 percent 
decrease. ()'.ICES. rnm1 gff4ycatigp Sytis1iq. 19'36) 

Exemplary Efforts at Comprehensive School Reforms iD Urban Districh 

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

• San Antonio Independent School District underwent a major organizational restructuring 
aimed at placing maximum emphasis on instructional needs, giving more direcc support 
to schools in matters of instruction and cwriculwn, streamlining decisionmaking, and 
strengthening intradistrict comm~catioh and collaboration. The district implemented 
site-based decision-making (as mandated by the state) during the 1994-95 school year by 
incorporating it "'ith its broader strategic plan. Each school bas an lnstructionaJ 
Leadership Team (IL n composed of school staff, parents. and community residents, who 
receive annual training provided by the district. A ten-year grant from the Rockefeller 
Foundation supports professional development and technology for teachers, as well as 
promoting community involvement through monthly public towri hall meetings and a 
community newslener. In 1996, the district entered into a partnership with the New 
American Schools Design Corporation (NASDC), and half of the district's schools have 
committed to a whole school design through NASDC. Student aehievement on the Texas 
Assessment of Academic Skills (T AAS) bas shown significant gains; from 1995 to 1996, 
the percentage of students passing the T AAS rising from 33 percent to 41 percent for 4th· 
graders and from 31 percent to 36 percent for 10th graders. Math skills showed even 
greater improvement, with the percentage of students passing the math portion of the 
T AAS rising from 42 percent to SS percent for 4th-graders and from 35 percent to 42 
percent for 10th graders. 

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

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

• Milwaukee's experience in raising students' math performance to challenging standards 
provides a remarkable example of systemwide improvement. The impetus came out of 
cornmunicy embarrassment over its math assessment and a requirement that students pass 
the assessment to graduate. While Equity 2000 provided a focus for the effort, support. 
came from higher standards, professional development of teacher's, special assistance for 
students who fail\'!d the test, parental involvement, and feedbac..k on results. There has 
been a substantial increase in enrollment in algebra and more advanced math courses; 
ninth-graders' enrollment in Algebra I rose from 33 percent of all students in 1990 to 100 
percent today, while the number of tenth-grade students talcing geometry or more 
advanced math increased from 24 to 57 percent. The percent of srudents passing algebra 
bas remained essentially unchanged, at about 56 percent, despite the expansion of algebra 
enrollment from a select group to all students. 

• Cincinnati has injected accountability for both administrators and students into the 
educational system. School district administrators' pay raises are now linked to job 
performance. The policy change replaced automatic cost-of-living adjustments and salary 
rates with new criteria. including: performance on staff development, management, and 
community involvement; studen~' scores on standard.i2ed tests and on the state's 
graduation test; and graduation, promotion, passing, and dropout ·rates. At the student 
level, promotion is now based on specific standards that define what students must know 
and be able to do. The standards are designed to prepare students to pass a ninth-grade 
proficiency test. Cincinnati also reorganized its school system in 1991, cutting the centraJ 
office staff- mostly mid-level managers - by 70 percent, in order to direct a greater 
sh.are of its resources to the school and classroom levels. 

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

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

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

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

'"A general diffusion of knowledge being essential to the preservation of the 

liberties and rights of the people, it shall be the duty of the Legislature of the St.ate 
to establish and make suitable provision for the support and maintenance of an 
efficient system of public free schools." (Texas) 

"The General Assembly shall provide for a system of free public elementary and 
secondary schools for all children of school age throughout the Commonwealth, 
and sha11 seek to ensure that an educational program of high quality is established 
and continually maintained." (Virginia) 

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

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

VOUCHERS THREATEN THE FUNDAMENTAL MISSION OF PUBLIC EDUCATION 

Using public tax dollars for private school vouchers fundamentaUy undennines 200 years 
of public education in America. As Neil Postman has suggested in his book The End of 
Education, " ... public education does not serve the public: It creates the public. And in creating 
the right kind of public, the schools contribute toward strengthening the spiritual basis of the 
American Creed. That is how Jefferson understood it, how Horace Maru1 understood it, how 
John Dewey understood it." Private school vouchers strike at this ideal because they would: 
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Divert attention from the need to impro\'e the public schools. Prov1ding private 
school vouchers for a few children will not help to improve the quality of education for 
most of America's children. Expanded choice in public schools tluough magnet schools 
and charter schools, coupled with a focus on the basics, increased parent involvement., 
improved teaching, and high standards for achievement and discipline, can do far more to 
improve the education of !11 children than private school vouchers for a few. The 
purpose of any school improvement idea should be to invite effective innovation in more 
schools, particularly those schools that are lagging behind. 

• Add to the public cost of education. A voucher system would substantially increase the 
public cost of education by providing public funds to pay private school tuition for 
children who :u-e already enrolled in private schools. If a voucher program. open to all 
students were implemented today~ it would cost American taxpayers over $15 billion to 
pay the tuitions of the 5 million students already enrolled in private schools. 1 lllis 
enormous cost would drain resources from public schools at the same time that billions of 
dollars are needed just to accorrunodate the 1.9 million additional students projected to be 
enrolled in public schools in 20072 [NCES, Tbs Copdi1ion ofEdycmion. 1~7). 

• Reduce accountability. Vouchers could create a situation at the elementary/secondary 
school level analogous to that at the postsecondary level; in the last four years. 700 for. 
profit schools in our nation's higher education system were remove:d from Lhc federal 
loan program by the U.S. Depanment of Education because of their misuse of federal tax 

dollars. Pri vale schools operate outside of the scope of public authority, and therefore 
have no public accountability for providing a quality education to all srudents. 

• force private and parochial schools to become less private and less parochial. If a 
systemwide voucher. program were adopted, the influx of public dollars into these 
unregulated schools would result in increased pressure for greater public scrutiny and 
accountability for these public expenditures. Quality private and parochial schools are 
valuable parts of the educational variety in our democracy, and these pressures would 
ultimately interfere with their unique missions and curricula. 

• Violate the Establishment Clause of the U.S. Constitution. Using public rax dollars to 
pay tuition at religious schools would violate the constitutional separation of church and 
state. Indeed, publicly funded voucher programs in Milwaukee and Cleveland have been 
legally challenged for their inclusion of religious schools in their programs, as judges in 
both Wisconsin and Ohio have ruled that the participation of religious schools violates 
federal and state constitutional provisions barring government aid to religious 
institutions. Voucher program advocates in both states have consistently appealed these 
decisions to higher courts, but no court has yet to overturn this basic ruling. 

1 Based o.n average private school tuition of $3,116 in 1993·94. 

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

IMPACT OF VOUCHERS ON SCHOOLING 

A voucher program which served a substantial nwnber of public school students would 
suffer from serious implementation problems related to private schools' capacity and rruss1on.. 
and would violate basic principles of equity and a quality education for all students 
Specifically: · 

• Private schools have little capacity to absorb a substantial number of additional 
students. According to a California study [Corowin and Dlanda, "What Cao w~ Really Ex~ct from Large· 

Scale Voucher Programs," Phi 0~11a KappBll, 199JJ, less than 1 percent of public school students in that 
state could expect to find spaces in existing private schools. The study found that most 
private schools that were interested in participating in a voucher program were already 
operating at 85 percent or more of their capacity. Although some private schools might 
be created or expanded, a voucher system would do linle or nothing to address the needs 
for educating the 89 percent of students in public schools (46.5 million students). 

• Most private schools are religious in nature, and few arc likely to give up their 
religious mission in order to overcome constitutional burier!' to receiving public 
funds. Religious schools account for 79 percent of all private schools and 85 percent of 
private school students. A recent survey found that most associations of religious schools 
believe their schools would not participate in a voucher program if they were required to 
permit exemptions from religious instruction for students transferring from public schools 
[l'wlurosl.:in et el.,"Bllflim. J)~nefll\ nnd Com ofUsjng Privfi!c Sch(\ols to AJlgyjatg O'iwwiwd~~ll0°1CIQI<>: P~ 

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

• Private schools could select the best and the brightest students. As Representative 
Bill Goodling (Pennsylvania), then ranking minority member of the Education and Labor 
Committee, said in l 991, "If you have 500 students in a school and 250 of them are the 
'thousand points of light' and decide to go to a school of choice, that leaves 250 fallen 
angels behind." (Congrmjona! Ou;uwly. 1991, p. 379] Research shows that private school vouchers 
do skim more advantaged students - those whose parents have more education, higher 
expectations for their children, and higher incomes. This finding holds even for programs 
where vouchers are restricted to low-income families. For example: 

In San Antonio, mothers of low-income voucher students were three times more 
likely lo have had some college education than mothers of comparable public 
school students (SS percent VS. 19 percent). (Ml!l'linez., "The Consequences t>fSchool Chl)iu: Who 
lea't'es and Who S1ay1 in the Inner City." 1995) 
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In England, researchers found that parents who expressed preferences for schools 
outside their immediate neighborhood tended to be more highly educated and 
have more prestigious occupations than those who expressed a preference for their 
neighborhood school. Moreover, in the most competitive areas, "schools are more 
likely to choose students than students are to choose schools." 1s~e.rn~. School R.cfnlJD.; 
Lessons Crom Endand. 1996] 

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

.IMP ACT OF CHOICE AND SCHOOL TYPE ON STUDENT ACHJEVEMINT 

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

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

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

Descriptions of studies that support these themes follow. 

Impact of PriYate and Public School Choice Programs on Student A'chieYcmcnt 

Research on the impact of existing private school voucher programs has not demonstrated 
substantial achievement benefits for these programs. In fact, most differences between 
performance in public and private schools can be explained by the family background of the 
Students (i.e., family income, parents' e'1ucational attainment). (Coleman, Hotfer, U'ld Kilgore, High School 

Achievement: Pol>ljs Cptho!ic 11n4 Prjn{S S§bools CompareJ, 1982] Even when studies control for these factors, they 
probably still overstate achievement differences because they usually cannot control for "self­
selection bias" - the fact that parents and students who choose to attend schools other than their 
neighborhood school may have higher motivation and place a higher priority on education than 
similar families who do not exercise choice. 

Three separate evaluations of the longest·running publicly-funded voucher program (in 
Milwaukee) found vastly different results. The first evaluation found voucher students' 
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achievement did not improve significantly from their previous achievement in public schools 
(Wine ct ol., founh·Ycar Report: Milwaukee Parental Choice Prvsram. 1994], but a second evaluation of the same data 
did find evidence that the :Milwaukee v~ucher program had a substantial positive impact on the 
achievement Of Students who remained in the program for 3-4 years (Greene, Petenon, Du, ct al., "'Ilic 

Etl'ecli ... eness of School Choice In Milw111lkee: A Second4ry Analysis ofDOl!I from ihc Prosram's Eva.lulllion.'' 1996). This second 
analysis, however, has serious methodological flaws, including the attrition of 85-95 percent of 
voucher students in the two years in which significant results were found. and a fa1lure to 
account for student family background and prior achievement. Yet a third analysis (Rou.<c ·Pnvat: 

S.;hool Youchc"' and Student Achicvcrncnt: An £.,.alu111iori of the Mllwauk~c Purcntd.I Choice Program.," 1997] repeated Greene, et 
aJ. · s anaJysis, and fowid that voucher reCipients did significantly outperform non-enrolled 
voucher program appl.icants and a random sample of Milwaukee public school students in math, 
but did not in reading. These conflicting results provide more of a lesson in the art of statistics 
than in the effectiveness of voucher programs. The one clear implication of these studies is that 
the impact of voucher programs on student achievement remains unproven. 

In Cleveland, the voucher program has only been in existence since the Fall of 1996, and 
no systematic research on the impact of the program on student achievement is yet available. 
The Ohio Department of Education is currently sponsoring an Incliana University evaluation of 
third-graders in the Cleveland voucher program, and a first-year report is expected in late 
September of this year. However, a recent, well-publicized Harvard press release on the 
achievement gains of Cleveland voucher students has been touted as evidence of the benefits of 
voucher programs. (l-W...atd Universiry, "Oalns in Tesl Scores In the ClevelQl\d Voucher Prog,rnm Found,~ 1997] lbis 
analysis, conducted by Paul Peterson and funded by the Olin Foundation, claims that students 
enrolled in two schools in the Cleveland program have realized "moderately large" gains in 
reading and "even more substantial" gains in math. However, even this analysis concedes that 
academic results are mixed, with reading scores for first graders declining by 19 percent More 
importantly, this analysis is in no way a representation of the effectiveness of the Ckvcland 
voucher program, as it is based on only 15 percent of participating students who are en.roUed in 
uniquely operated, resource-intensive sc,hools, and it suffers from severe methodological 
problems.3 

Lastly' a Hudson institute study (Wcinschroll und Kilgore, K&fuca1io11al Choice Charitllblc Trust: An Ell:pcrimenl io 

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

3 Among the problems with the Pet~rson analysis are: (l) it does not compare the gains of these voucher 
students ro their counterparts in the Cleveland public schools; (2) it does not control for the family background or 
prior achievement of lbe voucher students; (3) it is based on the results of an old, invalid form of the California 
Achievement Test; (4) it lumps together results for st\ldents in grades K through 3, suggesting that differences 
among grade:> arc being masked; and (S) the researchers tested the voucher srudents within the same school year 
(fa.JI and spring), an approach that has been widely rejected by test experts as producing aniticially positiYe 
achievement gains. 
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An analysis of 1991 International Assessment of Educational Progress data in 16 
.industrialized nations provides international evidence showing that private schools do not have 
significantly higher student achievement than public schools after controlling for student 
background. (Dish<.'p, ·Nerd Harassment, !Jlceotives, School Priorities ODd Le11ming," vrorli:ins paper 1196-10, Cctttcr for Advlltlced 

Human Rc~our~c Scudics. 1996] Th.is Study found that, after controlling for family background, 
independent schools did not have higher math and science achievement (for 13-year-olds) than 
public schools and religiously-controlled schools had significantly lower achievement levels. In 
Canada, where there is no constitutional prohibition against public subsidies of religious schools 
and 20 percent of the schools are religiously controlled, students at religious schools scored 3.9 
to 4.5 points lower on science and math tests than public school students. 

Some research indicates that public schools of choice show as large a benefit (if n.ot 
larger) than private schools in producing better student achievement. For example, a recent 
analysis of data from the National Educational Longitudinal Survey [GamonlA. "S1uden1 Achievement i11 

rublic Mag/u!l. Public Compr.:h~ruivll, and Private City Hi.gh Schools." Edusntjonal Eya!ya!jon Md Policy An~trjs. 19961 found that 
magnet schools were more effective than comprehensive public high schools at raising the 
proficiency of students in science, reading, and social studies, while secular pnvate schools did 
not offer any advantage, after controlling for pre-existing differences among students. 

Impact of Coursetaking and Standards on Student Achievement 

The choice of courses taken has been shovm to have a direct connection to student 
achievement. /\$Figure 1 depicts, an analysis of National Educational Longitudinal Survey 
(NELS) data suggests that the mathematics courses students take in high school are more 
important for achievement that the type of high school attended. While recognizing that a great 
deal of diversity exists among public and private schools, it is useful to note that when 
coursetaking patterns are accounted for, the mathematics achievement of students in both 
categories of school is very similar. Public and private school students who had taken the same 
mathematics courses were almost equally likely to score at the highest achievement level on the 
NELS twelfth-grade mathematics achievement test. This was also true for low-income public 
and private school students. Additionally, among both public and private school students of all 
incomes, students who had taken more rigorous mathematics courses were much more likely to 
score at the highest achievement level. 
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Figure 1. 
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A growing body of evidence demonstrates that public school reform efforts like 
challenging standards and rigorous coursetaking can improve achievement for the majority of 
students who are in the public schools. States and local communities that have set more 
challenging standards are seeing substantial gains in student achievement. For example: 

Kentucky's comprehensive school reforms continue to result in substantial improvement 
in school performance. More than 92 percent of Kentucky's schools posted achievement 
gains in 1995-96. Fifty percent of schools in the state met or exceeded their performance 
goals. These schools are distributed across all grade levels, throughout every geographic 
region in the state, and in poor as well as wealthy commwiities. Elementary schools 
performed well above expectations, as they exceeded their statewide performance goal by 
27 percent, and comprised the majority of schools that met or exceeded their goals. 
[Kentucl..")' Department of Education Press Release, o,tobcr 1996) 

• In New York City, tougher graduation requirements are spurring thousands more high 

7 



school students to take and pass college-preparatory mathematics and science courses. 
The number of Hispanic and black students who passed the science test more than 
doubled from the previous year IThe New York.limes. SJ9/9SJ. Entering freshmen at the City 
University of New York are the best prepared academically in two decades me New York 

Times. 12Jt0'95J. Grade schools in the city continue a four· year rise in test scores (The NC""· Y2ds 

11.!:w. 6121196 J. 

FUNDAMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS ARE NEEDED IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

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

Promoting student performance starts with a focus on the basics, safety, discipline, and 
parent involvement. Sustained improvement must be based on what works, and supported by 
parents, educators and the larger community. Research suggests that student achievement can 
best be improved by supporting a comprehensive set of district and school level reforms. (Sec, for 

example. N~llUlnn and Wl!hJag~. "SuccessfVI Sch2ol Ros1111cturing: A Report IO the Public and Educ~to" by the Center (ln Or1pnization sn\i 

Re~cturing of Schools," 1.995; Lein, Johnson, and Rastand, Succ.c~~ful Ten~ Schoolwide Programs: R.e.«arch Study Results, 1996) 

These reforms include: 

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

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

Parent involvement and public commitment to improving schools. Thirty years of 
research show that greater family involvement in children's learning is a critical Link to 
achieving a high quality education and a safe, disciplined learning environment for every 
student [U.S. Dcpnrtmcr>l of Education. StrooK famjllc' S1rqng School#. (1994)]. Districts and schools mu.st 
reach out to parents and conununicy members to develop a shared commitment to 
excellence and equity for all students and to work in partnership toward th.at goal. 
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• High academic standard~ and rigorous coursetaking. Probably the most effective 
educational choice that parents and students can make is to choose to take more 
challenging academic courses. Taking tougher courses is one factor that produces 
substantial gains in student achievement. Making challenging curriculum and engaging 
instruction available to all students must be schools' central mission. 

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

• Buildings and technology suited for learning. Children cannot learn to high standards 
in schools that are literally falling do~. Environments where children learn best are 
schools that are safe and modem, more spacious and technologically equipped. and that 
can be used not only during the school day but after school and during the summer. as 
well. ·i 

• Reinforcement through after-school and summer programs. Research shows that 
students in quality after-school programs (lower student to staff ratios, age-appropriate 
activities, academic and enriclunent activities) demonstrate higher academic achievement 
and have better attitudes towards school than children left alone or under the care of 
siblings. [Posner nnd Vandell, 1994) Moreover, youth are most at risk of gening in troub.le or 
being victims between 3 p.m. and 6 p.m., after the regular school day. 

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

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

In some cases, drastic actions are needed to improve chronically troubled schools. For example, 
in San Francisco, failing schools have been ··reconstituted." The district has shut down these 
schools and reopened them with new administrators, teachers, and programs. 
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NATIONAL AND LOCAL INDICATORS SUGGEST REFORMS ARE BEGINNING TO 
WORK 

Trends in Improvement Nationwide 

U.S. education is improving on many measures of student learning, especially in critical 
areas on which schools, communities, states, and this nation have focused sustained effort. A 
wide variety of nation&.l indicators are showing substantial gains, both :ihort-tenn and long-term: 

• Students are takin.g more rigorous subjects and courses. The proportion of high 
school graduates taking the core courses recommended in A Nation At Risk ( 4 years of 

.English, 3 years of social studies, 3 years of science, 3 years of math) increased to 52 
percent by 1994, up from 14 percent in 1982 and 40 percent in 1990. Similarly, the 
percentage of graduates talcing biology, chemistry, and physics has doubled, rising from 
11 percent in 1982 to 19 percent in 1990 and 21 percent in 1994. fNCES. High School Trpno;crip1 
Srudr 19'2 1987 !990 encl !9941 

Similarly, participation in advanced placement (AP) courses has also increased, and the 
number of AP exams that scored at 3 or above has tripled since 1982. The number of AP 
examinations that received a passing score rose from 131,871 in 1982 to 523,321 in 1996. 
(The College BoW"d. AP Progrgm· NgtlogW SummaD'. VW"ious years) 

• The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has shown long-term 
gains in student achievement in mathematics and science, areas that have been the 
focus of national attention. Average performance in mathematics and science has 
improved since the late 1970s and early 1980s for all three age groups tested and in every 
quartile. The improvement in math achievement was equivalent to at least one grade 
level. NAEP scores in reading and writing showed small, inconsistent changes and were 
stable overall. The achievement gap between white and minority students narrowed 
substantially over the period, although improvement has stalled since the late l 980's. 
[NCES, h!AEP 1996 TD)pds in Acqdem!c Progress. 1997] 

° College admissions tests have shown increases in average scores e'·en as the 
numbers and diversity of test-taken are increasing. On the ACT, the nation.al 
composite score increased to 21.0 in 1997 (from 20.6 in 1992) - the fourth year in the 
last five that the national average has increased. [ACT. CC>mposi1c A'venigcs ti> S1b1c. 1997] ACT 
president Richard L. Ferguson attributed the increase in scores to more students, 
especially females and minorities, taking higher-level courses in English, math, social 
studies, and science. ("Trend of Increases in ACT College Entrance Sccrc' Con1im1cs,'' t"c"'1 from tbe ACT. 8/13/97) 

On the SAT, combined verbal and math scores increased 19 points from 1982 to 1997 
(and increased by 15 points from 1992 to 1997) and the average mathematics score is at 
its highest level in 26 years.4 

(1997 College Bound Senion N111.lonal Report] 

" This figure is not affected by the College Board's recent "re-centering" of SAT scores because previous 
scores have been adjusted for equivalence with 1997 scores. 
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• D.ropout rates show similar improvements, particularly for minority students. From 
1982 to 1995, the dropout rate for persons 16-24 years old fell from 13.9 percent to 12.0 
percent and has been relatively flat throughout the 1990's.~ For blacks, the dropout rate 
fell from 18.4 percent in 1982to12.1 percent in 1995- a 34 percent decrease. For 
whites, the rate fell from 11.4 to 8.6 percent over the same period - a 25 percent 
decrease. [NCES, Digest ofl!ducntlon S1ailu1cs· 1996. Table IOI] 

Exemplary Efforts at Comprehensive School Reforms in Urban Districts 

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

• San Antonio Independent School District underwent a major organizational restructuring 
aimed at placing maximum emphasis on instructional needs, giving more direct suppon 
to schools in matters of instruction and curriculum, streamlining decisionrnaking, and 
strengthening intradistrict conununication and collaboration. The district implemented 
site-based decision-making (as mandated by the state) during the 1994-95 school year by 
incorporating it with its broader strategic plan. Each school has an Instructional 
Leadership Team (IL T) composed of school staff, parents, and community residents, who 
receive annual training provided by the district. A ten-year grant from the Rockefeller 
Foundation supports professional development and technology for teachers, as well as 
promoting community involvement through monthly public tovm hall meetulgs and a 
community newsletter. In 1996, the district entered into a partnership with the New 
American Schools Design Corporation (NASDC), and half of the district's schools have 
commined to a whole school design through NASDC. Student achievement on the Texas 
Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) has shown significant gains; from 1995 to 1996, 
the percent.age of students passing the TAAS rising from 33 percent to 41 percent for 4th­
graders and from 31 percent to 36 percent for 10th graders. Math skills showed even 
greater improvement, with the percentage of students passing the math portion of the 
TAAS rising from 42 percent to 55 percent for 4th-graders and from 35 percent to 42 
pen:ent for 10th graders. 

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

5 The dropout rate is defined as the percent of 16-24 year-olds who have not completed high school and 
were not enrolled in scl\ool that year. 
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based decisioomaking and models of school reform to support students in meeting the 
standards, and creating a new belief system within the school system. The district 
developed content standards in seven core curricular areas that reflected the Lifelong 
Leaming Standards adopted by the community and disseminated guides to show what 
instruction and curriculum that reflects these standards should look like in classrooms. 
All Memphis schools now have site· based decisionmaking councils composed of equal 
numbers of teachers and parents to set school policy and allocate school budgets. ln 
addition, since 1995, about half of all schools have adopted a "break-the-mold" reform 
model, including several of the models developed by the New American Schools 
Development Corporation. In 1996, the disnict opened its new Teaching and Leaming 
Academy, which coordinates professional development opportunities for all teachers in 
the district. The Academy offers workshops in all m3jor areas of school reform including 
leadership, core content, performance assessment, and uses of technology. 

• Milwaukee's experience in raising students' math performance to challenging standards 
provides a remarkable example of systemwide improvement. The impetus came out of 
community embarrassment over its math assessment and a requirement that students pass 
the assessment to graduate. While Equity 2000 provided a focus for the effort, support 
came from higher standards, professional development of teachers, special assistance for 
srudents who failed the test, parental involvement, and feedback on results. There has 
been a substantial increase in enrollment in algebra and more advanced math courses; 
ninth-graders' enrollment in Algebra I rose from 3 3 percent of all students in 1990 to 100 
percent today, while the number of tenth-grade students taking gcom\:':tr: or more 
advanced math increased from 24 to 57 percent. The percent of students passtng algebra 
has remained essentially unchanged, at about 56 percent, despite the expansion of algebra 
enrollment from a select group to all students. 

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

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

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

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

13 
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Comments on Draft Remarks on "What Really Matters" 

Overall 

• There needs to be a strong mention of the problems with the Gorton block grant bill. 
Currently there is none 

P. 1 

• In this particular speech, at this particular juncture, does it make a lot of sense to talk 
about the "bipartisan consensus" -- seems a little off-key right now. 

P. 2 

• I wouldn't refer to the tests as a "symbol" but stick with the argument that they are 
substantively important to give needed info to parents, teachers, and communities. 

• lfwe can get underlying numbers on the Wall Street Journal poll it might be helpful to us 
to discuss in a little more detail (say, racial breakdown on test support) 

• In discussion of the test, need to make the case that opponents are taking the approach 
that states, school districts and parents shouldn't be given the option to choose whether 
they would like to have this tool for raising student achievement. George Miller did a 
great job on this during House floor debate. 

• Need to hit the "no social promotion" theme at some point in relation to fixing failing 
schools, etc. 

P. 3 

• For AP number, should show that this is an increase over the past. 

P. 4 

• Currently no voucher provision in Labor-H bill and should remove language on POTUS 
veto. 

• On commitment to public school choice, should play off POTU S's event from this 
weekend, noting that the Presidend just visited a charter school, released $40 million in 
grants, that charters have gone from 1 to 700 under this administration, and that charter 
schools are PUBLIC schools that are accountable for high standards and only stay open as 
long as they do a good job. 



P. 5 

• Anti-voucher rationales seem all over the map. Cynical journalist will ask how right to a 
free public education is not met by just giving $ to attend a private school? Balkanizing 
argument is not developed. Also, I would encourage that we leave the 
religious/constitutional argument to others, and focus on the argument that vouchers 
would help very few kids while drawing attention and resources away from the hard work 
of improving our public schools, in effect undermining the schools that have been a 
bedrock of our democracy. 

• Naming only Fairfax and Montgomery counties as school districts that work sounds pretty 
suburban. 

• Secretary should be prepared to discuss 3 or 4 concrete things that we have been doing to 
help the DC schools get back on track. 



Remarks of 
U.S. Secretary of Education 

Richard W. Riley 

What Really Matters in American Education 
National Press Club, Washington, D.C. 

September 23, 1997 

Good morning. I am pleased to be back in Washington after completing the 

first leg of my annual' America Goes Back to School' campaign. In the last 

three weeks, I have visited with parents and teachers in Pennsylvania, 

Wyoming, Alaska, Colorado, North Dakota, Ohio and Florida. 

I find these trips very worthwhile. I always come back to Washington with a 

much better sense of what really matters and what is really going on in the 

classroom. I want to make some comments about my impressions and then 

speak to several of the issues in the background paper that we are releasing 

today entitled, 'What Really Matters'. 

One of the strongest impressions I have is that we have some very crowded 

schools. Right now we 52.2 million young people in our schools, a new national 

record. I was in Florida with Governor Chiles on Friday and I can tell you 

that the school construction issue is alive and kicking. I believe the Congress 

needs to revisit this issue within a balanced budget framework. 

A second impression is that a new American, bi-partisan consensus has now 

developed about how to improve education. It has taken us over a decade since 

Ted Bell issued his report,"A Nation at Risk" to develop this consensus but 

every where I go I see the core elements of this consensus being put in place. 
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There is a growing emphasis, for example, on early childhood development, 

and the importance of pre-k and kindergarten for all children (N.Dakota/NH). 

A second element is a commitment to higher standards and strong assessments. 

( Philadelphia/David Hornbeck). 

The American people also recognize that progress is only going to happen if we 

make sure that every child has masters the basics once and for all. That's the 

third element -- a clear focus on the fundamentals. This is a very conservative 

idea so it always surprises me that conservative attack the President's proposal 

for voluntary national tests in reading and math. 

Critics of these tests see them as a form of federal intrusion but the American 

people see them very differently. They recognize that they~re a symbol a~ a 

means to make sure that we start every American child off on the right foot 

when it comes to giving them a first class education. 

The President is on a national crusade to lift-up American education starting 

with these two basics. This is why 79 °/o of all Americans support these 

voluntary national tests according to latest Wall Street Journal poll, and why 

the American people have made education the most important issue that 

should concern the federal government. These tests coupled with our strong 

investment in education can change the status-quo. 
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As I travel around the country I see four other elements to this new education 

consensus falling into place. These include a stronger focus on teacher quality; 

a greater investment in technology; more parental involvement; and a growing 

recognition -- even among young people -- that taking the tough core courses 

pays off. I was very impressed by the recent College Board report that 25°/., 

of all incoming college freshman took the tough AP courses in high school. 

Another element to this consensus is the willingness of school leaders to get 

tough when it comes to turning around failing schools. We know how to fix 

failing schools, and we have a new and tougher breed of superintendents who 

are willing to hold people accountable. Rudy Crew in New York, Paul Vallas 

in Chicago, Bill Rojas in San Francisco, David Hornbeck in Philadelphia -- just 

to name a few -- are all 'no nonsense' leaders who are committed to raising 

standards. 

They are not willing to put up with mediocrity or failure and neither am I. If a 

school is failing don't let it drift. You have to be willing to close it down or 

reconstitute it. If a principal is slow to get the message, superintendents need 

to be willing to replace them. If teachers are burnt out, counsel them to leave 

the profession in a fair but speedy process or make sure they get the extra help 

they need from master teachers. What educators call peer review. 

We know how to fix failing schools, and as this report indicates, there are 

school districts that are making things happen. 
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The new American consensus is a pragmatic, mainstream consensus, and we 

are starting to see some positive results. Math and science scores have been 

rising for a decade. SAT scores are up and ACT scores have gone up in four 

of the last five years. 

Public education is improving. We are not where we want to be, but we are 

headed in the right direction. This is why we need to stay focused and not get 

side-tracked by divisive issues like vouchers. Let's remember that 90(Yo of all 

of our young people go to public schools and the great majority of our public 

schools are successful. 

And, I can tell you this -- if you gave the American people a choice today 

between using federal dollars to renovate and build new public schools or give / 

out vouchers to subsidize private education there would be no question how the 

American people would vote. It would cost between $5 billion to $25 billion 

just to pay the tuition of the 5 million children already enrolled in private 

schools in this nation. The last thing we should be doing at a time of record 

enrollment increases is to be draining public tax dollars from public education 

to subsidize~e private education of some child re~ 

I strongly oppose the current voucher proposals now moving through the 

Congress and so does the President. [!_he President will veto the Labor-HAS 

appropriations bill if it includes a voucher proposal] Both the President and I 

believe in public school choice. We have been at the forefront of growing effort 

to expand charter school movement. 

/ 
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But vouchers are wrong for many reasons and we need to be clear about what 

is at stake. Vouchers are undemocratic and undermine a 200 year American 

commitment to the common school. Every state constitution in this country has 

a clause in it that makes free and public education available to all children. 

The idea that every child in this country has such a constitutional right to a 

free, public education at the state level is not to be dismissed lightly. I do not 

think that voucher proponents have thought long and hard about the very 

negative consequences of 'balkanizing' public education. 

As the background paper notes vouchers would reduce public accountability 

and make private schools less private and less independent. There is little 

certainty that religious schools that now make up 79°/o of all private schools 

would be willing to give up their religious mission in order to overcome 

constitutional barriers. The paper also notes that private schools simply do 

not have the capacity to absorb additional students much less those children 

with special disabilities. 

I worry too that those who support vouchers have become almost myopic in 

their insistence that public education is failing across the board. Tell that to 

the parents in Fairfax County or Montgomery County or in countless school 

districts across the country where parents and community leaders support 

public education. Two years ago, Money magazine did a survey of the top 100 

school districts in the country. The two defining factors that made a school 

district successful were family and community involvement, not income or 

family status. 
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The paper also notes -- and this is very important -- that the most important 

choice a student can make is not the type of school they go to but the academic 

courses they take. Course taking rather than the type of school is far more 

important. 

This is why I am always perplexed that voucher advocates never talk about 

how to improve reading, how to improve teaching, how to raise academic 

standards. Their solution for every issue that confronts American education 

is vouchers. It is a very simplistic world view -- a silver bullet solution and it 

is just wrong. 

If a school is failing the solution isn't to give scholarships to 50 children and 

leave 500 behind, but to fix the whole school. The current $7 million DC 

voucher initiative in Congress, which offers vouchers for 2,000 low income 

D.C. public school students, is just such a misguided and shortsighted effort. 

This is why I am supporting legislation that will be introduced by Eleanor 

Holmes Norton that will help more than 31,000 children in 62 schools -­

representing nearly half of the students in the D.C. Public Schools. This $7 

million proposal benefits more than 16 times the number of students that the 

voucher proposal purports to help. The first part of this legislation would 

dedicate $5 million to those District schools that commit themselves to 

implementing whole school change through programs such as New American 

Schools or the Laboratory for Success at Temple University. 
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These are programs with a proven track record that are specifically designed 

to produce improvement in inner city school systems. Each of these programs 

are based on significant research that will help local schools transform their 

entire system, with a program of high academic standards, professional 

teacher development, and community and parent involvement. This 

legislation would also set aside $2 million dollars for after-school programs in 

20 schools; something that is very needed in D.C. 

Does public education need to be improved? Of course it does and we know 

how to get it done. Public tax dollars ought to be spent to improve reading and 

math, to improve the skills of America's teachers, to get <:omputers into the 

classroom, to renovate and build new schools -- to make sure that high school 

diplomas really stand for something. 

I believe that if we focus in on what we agree on -- and we agree on many 

things -- rather than what divides us -- we can make the next ten years the 

'golden era' of American education. The American people have made the 

improvement of public education a national priority. We know how to fix our 

schools and we know what really matters. Now is the time to roll-up our 

sleeves to make it happen. 

Thank you. 



Fax#: 

FAX TRANSMISSION· 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
eoo '"1:1~1tMC>&Nce: A~1tNu11: sw. R .... e 1 33 

WASM•Nc-ro ... oc eo202 

202·40 I ·34 I 4 
f"AX: 202-40 I -069G 

Date: 
5e/>T 2.Z 

Pages:C} , including this cover sheet. 

From: Teny K. Peterson/LidiceRiva.s 

Subject: 

tv\\~{ -

~~cktd rw. l.WI- 's flU1A/JJ1/t 1 .s 'for<-

"tJiJ-~ ~ µt -~ fd;,aa1'tA-v1" 

s~d.LJJA f1v fbwAWJ, 1w4 - T f\/f.Ulf> 1N? 

tk ~WA>vt <TV\ j) C- s c kvtd '5 • 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

THJs TRANSMISSION Is 11'1TENDED FORAND REsTRICTED ro THE NAMED ADDRESSEE ONLY. 

Ir MAYCONTAINCONFIDENTIALANDIORPRWILEGED INFORMAllON. IF You RECEIVE THIS 
TRANSMISSION IN ERROR, You ARE N01111ED THAT Yoli ARE PROIUBITED FROM READING, 
COPYING, OR DISSEMINATING THE TRANSMISSION. PLEASE CALL 2021401-3000 TO 
ARIUNGE FOR RETURN OF ANY TRANSMISSION SENT IN ERR.OR THANK You. 

- ....... r-t.., 1 ,- __ ...., ,,-n 



Remarb of 
U.S. Secretary of Education 

Richard W. Riley 

What Really Matters in American Education 
National Press Club, Washington, D.C. 

September 13, 1997 

Good morning. I am pleased to be back in Washington after completing the 

first leg of my annual 'America Goes Back to School' campaign. In the last 

three weeb, I have visited with parents and teachers in Pennsylvania, 

Wyoming, Alaska, Colorado, .North Dakota, Ohio.and Florida. 

I fmd these trips very worthwhile. I always come back to Washington with a 

much better sense of what really matters and what is really going on in the 

classroom. I want to make some~omments about my impressions and then 

speak to several of the issues in the background paper that we are releasing 

today entitled, 'What Really Matters'. 

'14.:-.. 

One of the strongest impressions I have is that we have s_ome very crowded 

schools. Right now we 52.2 million young people in our schools, a new_ national 

record. I was in Florida with Governor Chiles on Friday and I can tell you 

that the school construction issue is alive and kicking. I believe the Congress 

needs to revisit this issue within a balanced budget framework. 

A second impression is that a new American, bi-partisan con~ensus has now 

developed about bow to improve education. It has taken us over a decade since 

Ted Bell issued his report, "A Nation at Risk" to develop this consensus but 

every where I go I see the core elements of this consensus being put in place. 
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There is a growing emphasis, for example, on early childhood development, 

and the importance of pre-k and kindergarten for all children (N.Dakota/NH). 

A second element is a commitment to higher standards and strong assessments. 

(Philadelphia/David Hornbeck). 

The American people also recognize that progress is only going to happen if we 

make sure that every child bas masters the basics once and for an. That's the 

third element - a clear focus on the· fundamentals~ · This is a very conservative 

idea so it always surprises me that conservative attack the President's proposal 

for voluntary national tests in reading and math. 
, ... _. 

Critics of these tests see them as a form of federal intrusion but the American 
• 

people see them very differently. They recognize that they are a symbol and a 

means to make sure that we start every American child off on the right foot 

when it comes to giving them a first class education. 

The President is on a national crusad.e to lift-up American education starting 

with these two basics. This is why 79 °/o of all Americans support these 

voluntary national tests according to latest Wall Street Journal poll, and why 

the American people have made education the most important issue that 

should coocem the federal government. These tests coupled with our strong 

investment in education can change the status-quo. 
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As I travel around the country I see four other elements to this new education 

consensus failing intC\ place. These include a stronger focus on teacher quality; 

a greater inves!ment in technology; more parental involvement; and a growing 

recognition - even among young people - that taking the tough core courses 

pays off. I was very impressed by the recent College Board report that 25°/a 

of all incoming college freshman took the tough AP courses in high school. 

Another element to this consensus is the willingness of school leaders to get 

tough when it comes to turning around failing schools. We know how to fix 

failing schools, and we have a new and tougher breed of superintendents who 
· ........ 

are willing to bold people accountable. Rudy Crew in New Yor~ Paul ValJas' · 

in Chicago, Bill Rojas in San Frap.cisco, David Hornbeck in Philadelphia - just 

to name a few - are all '~o nonsense' leaders who are committed to raising 

standards. 

They are not willing to put up with mediocrity or failure and neither am I. If a 

school is failing don't let it drift. You have to be willing to close it down or 

reconstitute it. 1£ a principal is slow to get the message, superintenden~ need 

to be willing to replace them. If teachers are burnt out, counsel them to leave 

the profession in a fair but speedy process or make sure they get the extra help 

they need from master teachers. What educators call peer review. 

We know how to fix failing schools, and as this report indicates, there are 

school districts that are making things happen. 
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The new American consensus is a pragmatic, mainstream consensus, and we 

are starting to see some positive results. Math and science scores have been 

rising for a decade. SAT scores are up and ACT scores have gone up in four 

of the last five years. 

Public education is improving. We are not where we want to be, but we are 

headed in the rig.ht direction. This is why we need to stay focused and not get 

side-tracked by divisive issues like vou~hers. Let's remember that 90°/o of all 

of our young people go to public schools and the great majority of our public 

schools are successful. 
;"':" 
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And, I can tell you this - if you g!ve the American people a choice today 

between using federal dollars to renovate and build new public schools or give 

out vouchers to subsidize private education there would be no question how the 

American people would vote. It would cost between SS billion to $25 billion 

just to pay the tuition of the S million children already enrolled in private 

schools in this nation. The last thing we should be doing at a time of record 

enrollment increases is to be draining public tax dollars from public education 

to subsidize the private education of some children. 

I strongly oppose the current voucher proposals now moving through the 

Congress and so does the President. The President will veto the Labor-HAS 

appropriations bill if it includes a voucher proposal. Both the President and I 

believe in public school choice. We have been at the forefront of growing effort 

to expand charter school movement . 

..._,.-n •1-n.1 
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But vouchers are wrong for many reasons and we need to be clear about what 

is at stake. Vouche~: are undemocratic and undermine a 200 year American 

commitment to. the common school. Every state constitution in this country bas 

a clause in it that makes free and public education available to an children. 

The idea that every child in this country has such a constitutional right to a 

free, public education at the state level is not to be dismissed lightly. I do not 

think that voucher proponents have thought lo~~ and hard about the very 

negative consequences of 'balkanizing' public education. 

As the background paper notes vouchers would reduce public accountability 

and make private schools less private and less independent. There is little 

certainty that religious schools th.~t now make up 79o/o of all private schools 

woul\i be willing to give up their religious mission in order to overcome 

constitutionaJ barriers. The paper also notes that private schools simply do . 

not baYe the capacity to absorb additional students much less those children 

with special disabilities. 

I worry too that those who support voucben have become-.almost myopic in 

their insistence that public education is failing across the board. Tell that to 

the parents in Fairfax County or Montgomery County or in countless school 

districts across the country where parents and community leaders support 

public education. Two years agot Money magazine did a su~ey of the top 100 

school districts in the country. The two defining facton that made a school 

district successful were family and community involvement, not income or 

family status. 

''..-;" 
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The paper also notes - and this is very important - that the most important 

choice a student can tDake is not the type of school they go to but the academic 

courses they take. Course taking rather than tbe type of school is far more 

important. 

Tbis is why I am always perplexed that voucher advocates never talk about 

bow to improve reading, how to improve teaching, how to raise academic 

standards. Their solution for every issue that confronts American education 

is vouchers. It is a very simplistic world view - a silver bullet solution and it 

is just wrong. 

If a school is failing the solution i~n't to give scholarships to SO children and 

leave 500 behind, but to fix the whole s.chool. The current $7 million DC 

voucher initiative in Congress, which offers vouchers for 2,000 low income 

D.C. public school students, is just such a misguided and shortsighted effort. 

This is why I am supporting legislation that will be introduced by Eleanor 

Holmes Norton that will help more than 31,000 children in 62 schools -

representing nearly half of the students in the D.C. Public Schools. This S7 

million proposal benefits more than 16 times the number of students that the 

voucher proposal purports to help. The first part of this legislation would 

dedicate SS million to those District schools that commit themselves to 

implementing whole school change through programs such as New American 

Schools or the Laboratory for Success at Temple University. 
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These are programs with a proven track record that are specifically designed 

to produce improve1tlent in inner city school systems. Each of these programs 

are based on significant research that will help local schools transform their 

entire system, with a program of high academic standards, professional 

teacher development, and community and parent involvement. This legislation 

would also set aside $2 million dollars for after-school programs in 20 schools; 

something that is very needed in D.C. 

Does public education need to be improved? Of course it does and we know 

how to get it done. Public tax dollars ought to be spent to improve reading and 
:.,., 

math, to improve the skills of America's teachers~ to get computers into the ·'·· 

classroom, to renovate and build new schools - to make sure that high school .. 
diplomas really stand for something. 

I believe that if we focus in on what we agree on - and we agree on many 

things - rather than what divides ~s - we can make the next ten years the 

'golden era' of American education •. The American peop_l~ have made the 

improvement of public education a national priority. We know how to rix our 

schools and we know what really matters. Now is the time to roll-up our 

sleeves to make it happen. 

Thank you. 
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COMPARISON OF D.C. SCHOOLS PROPOSALS 

DRAFT D: KEVIN 

$7 millioo to Fix. Failing Scbool1 io DC S7 miUion ror D.C. Vouchen 

• Improves educational opportunity for about 31,450 • Provides 2,000 students with $3,200 vouchers to attend 
students in 62 schools -- almost 16 times the number of public, private and religious schools in D. C. ·and the 
children that would be served in the proposed D.C. surrounding area. and gives scholarships of up to $SOO 
voucher plan. Under th.is proposal no child is left behind. for tutoring assistance. 

• Allows parents., teachers and communities lo •fix• their • Vouchers would divert attention and scarce resources 
schools using proven, successful research-based 

Ii 
away from efforts to raise standards and improve 

models that have be1ped other urban school systems turn acbievment in all D.C public schools. Further, there is no 
around failing schools with the full involvement of conclusive evidence that vouchers help raise student 
parents, teachers and the community. achievement. 

• Provides new after~school programs for ~000 children in • The DC vouchers proposal would not meet the safety and 
need of an extended learning environment. Research has . educational needs of children during the hours outside the 
shown that youth are at greatest risk of violence after the school day. 
regular school day, and that students in quality after-
school programs help youth resist unsafe behaviors and 
demonstrate higher academic achievement. 

• A recent poU found that 69% of Americans prefer • The same polJ found that only 25% favor approaches that 
strategies that improve public schools promote private alternatives to public education. 

! .: 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WA;;HINGTON, D.C. 20503 

September 18. 1997 
(Senate floor) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
(THIS STATEMENT Ht.S BEEN COORDINATED BY OMB WITH THE COll:CERNED t.GENCIES.) 

S. 11 S6 - DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRTA TIONS BILL. FY 1998 
(Sponsors: Stevens (R). Alaska; Faircloth (R). North Carolina) 

This Statement of Administration Policy provides the Administration's views on S. l J 56, 
the District of Columbia Appropriations Bill, FY 1998, as reponed by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. 

The Administration commends the Committee for developing a bill that provides sufficient 
funding to implement the National Capital Revitalization and Self-Government Improvement Act 
of 1997 successfully. The Senate is urged to approve a bill that is free of ~raneous provisions. 

The Administration strongly supports charter schools which provide parents and students 
more choice within the public education system. However, the Administration understands that 
an amendment may be offered that would provide for the use of-school vouchers in the District. 
The Administration would strongly oppose any legislation allowing the use of Federal taxpayer 
funds for private school vouchers. Instead ofinvesting additional resources in public schools. 
vouchers would allow a few selected students to attend private schools. and would draw attention 
away from the hard work of reforming public schools that serve the overwhelming majority of 
D.C. students. Establishing a private school voucher system in the Nation's Capital woul4 set a 
dangerous precedent for using Federal taxpayer funds for schools that are not accountable to the 
public. If such an amendment were adopted and included in the bill presented to the President, his 
senior advisers would recommend that the President veto the bill. 

The Administration strongly opposes the abortion language of the Committee bill, which 
would prohibit the use of both Federal and District funds to pay for abortions except in those 
cases where the life of the mother is endangered or in situations of rape or l!tcest. The 
Administration continues to view this prohibition on the use oflocal funds as an unwarranted 
intrusion into the affairs of the District and would support an amendment, if offered, to strike this 
prohibition. 

The Adminisnation understands that an amendment may be offered that would limit the 
use of a portion of the D.C. prison construction funds for housing inmates in private contract 
facilities. The Administration strongly opposes such a restriction on the use of these funds as it 
would hinder the Bureau of Prisons' ability to house serious violent offenders in a timely and cost 
effective manner. The amendment is not needed since the Revitalization Act already requires that 
fifty percent of D. C. inmates be housed in private contract facilities. · 

The Administration urges the Senate to consider an amendment that would make funds 
collected by the D.C. Courts available to the Couns for necessary expenses, including the funding 

of pension costs. 

.• 
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school. and the: nwtimum would be the full AEPP. The AEPP would be adjusted to 
account for the addirional costs of educating pupils with disabilities. Scholarships 
would not be considered to be taxable income to the parents of panicipating pupils 
or federal aid to panicipating schools. Participating schools must comply with Title 
VI of the Civil IUghts Aet, but would not otherwise be subject to regulation by ED 
beyond rhose regulations in effect on the date of enactment or established uoder this 
propo98.I. An evaluation of the program would be conducted by ED. Thi.s proposal 
1s similar to H.R. 3467, introduced in the 104th Congress (gee below). 

R.R. lll. introduced by Representative Solomon, would authoria:c tax credits 
of up to $1,000 per pupil per year for expenses of tuition, feee, books, supplies, and 
equipment for pupils attending priv1Lte elementary or i;ceondary schools, as well as 
public or private vocational sc;hools or institutions of hisher education. This is similar 
to H.R. 156. introduced in the 104th Congress (sec beJow). 

The .. District of Columbia Student Opportunity Scholarship Act of l 997" was 
troduced in the House as H.R. 1797 by Representative Armey, el al .. und in the 
enate as S. 147 by Senator Coats, et al. The proposal is similar to one that was 
ontsined in the House-passed and conference versions ofH.R. 2546 of the 104th 

Congress (see the next section of this report). This legislation would authorize the 
provision of scholarships to District of Columbia. resident students in grades K-J 2 
from low .. income families to 11.tti:nd public or private schools in the District or nearby 
suburbs c·tuition scholarships"). or to pay the costs of supplementary academic 
programs outside regular schooJ hours for students attending District of Columbia 
Public Schools (DCPS) ("enh1mced achievement scholarships"), The authorii!:ed 
appropriation level for this program would be 57 million fer FY 1998, rising to S 10 
million for each ofFY2000-FY2002, plus a one-time authorization of$250,000 for 
prognun evaluation. No more than SS00,000 of the appropriations for any year may 
be used for program administration or any purpose other than aid to students. 

This program would be administered by a non-governmental District of 
Columbia Scholarship Corporation. The Corporation's Board would have 7 members 
- 3 appointed by the President from nominations by the Speaker of the House (in 
consultation with Minority Leader), 3 appointed by the President from nominations 
by the Majority Leader of the Senate (in consultation with Minority Lcad~r), and J 
•ppointed by the Mayor. All Board members must be D.C. residents, and none may 
be D.C. or Federal Government employees (unless they are on leave). Board 
members would serve for S-year terms, and would receive stipends of Sl SO per day, 
up to SS,000 per year. ln carrying out ittl functions, the Board is to consult with the 
District of Columbia Board of Education, rhe Superintendent of the DCPS, other 
entities withjuriidic:tion over the OCPS (such as the current Board of Tru&tees named 
by the District of Columbia Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance 
Authority), ind other scholarship programs in the District of Columbia.. 

Students in grades K- J 2 who arc residents of the District of Columbia with 
family income below 185% of the standard federal poverty income threshold for 
families of the relevant si" would be eligible for scltolarships. During the initial years 
of the program ( J 997-99). first priority in the awarding of scholarships would go to 
srudents who have been attending DCPS schools (or an:: about to enter kindergarten 
in DCPS schools). In all years, priority would also be given to previous scholarship 

14!002 
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recipients. Thus, the proposaJ placca an emphasis at first on pupi1s who are attending 
public schools i11 D.C., but pupils .already in private school may receive scholarships 
aft.er these first priority pupils are served in l 997-99 (and previous recipients in 2000 
and beyond). In addition, the Corporation \ll'Ol.lld be required ro "attempt to ensure 
an equitable distribution of 5'holarship funds to student5. at diverse academic 
achievement levels'' (Section 4(c)). 

There would be two types of scholanhips: (a) "tuition scholarships" could be 
used to pay the costs of tuition and fees16 at a public or private (inc1uding a 
religiously-affiliated) school in D.C. orthe inner ring ofsuburbanjurisdictions 17

; and 
(b) ''enhanced achievement scholarshiplii" could pay the costs of tuition, fees. and 
tr11J1sportation for "a progt!lm of instruction ... which enhances student achieverncnt 
of the core curriculum and is operated outside of regular school hours to supplement 
the regular school program" (Section 4(d)(2)). The amount of 111ilian scholarships 
would be the lesser of!3,2001a or J(JfJ% of tuition1

', fees, and transportation costs if 
family income is below the poverty level, and lhe lesser of $2, -100 or 7 5% of tuition, 
fees, and transportation costs if family in1;ome is hetwee11 IOO% and 185% ofpoveny. 
The amount of e11hanced achiewment .rcholarsh;ps would be the lesser of tuition, 
fees, and tra.nsponation or $500 for all students with fllJllily income below 185% of 
poverty. In all cases, the bill states that sc;holarships would be considered to be isid 
to the student, riot the institution. 

In order for its students to be eligibl.:3 for either a tuition or an enhanced 
achievement scholarship, an educational institution generally must have been lll 
operation for at least 3 years. with at 1-=a.st :ZS students. Altem11.tively, institutions may 
obtain provisional. I-year cenification after providing a variety of information to the 
Corporation (e.g., a business plan, course of study, list of the institution's board of 
directors, etc.). Certification of eligibility rnay be revoked for "good cause" (suc:h as 
failure to meet program requirements) or if2S% or more of the scholarship recipients 
at the school fail to "make appropriate progress" (Section 6(d)). Institutions must file 
annual reports on their budget; and may not discriminate on the basis of rac:e. color, 

16 There is some ambiguity in the bill regarding whc."ther tuition scholarships couJd be 
used to pay transportation costs - Sccrion 4(d)(l), "Use of Scholarship", docs not include 
transportation costs, but SLlction .S(c:). ;'Scholarship Payments and A.mounts'', includes 
transportation costs. Presumably, this ambiguicy will be ~sal'\'cd if the: bill rce¢ivcs fLi11hcr 
considi:ration. 

" 'these include MontgamC::I')' and Prince Gcor,sc;s cauntieli in Marylil.lld, plus Arlingron 
and Fa.irfa."< counties, and the cities of Alexandria and falls Church in Virainia. 

1
• Each o.fthc specific ma:cimum dollar amounts far scholarships ($3,200, 52,400, and 

$500) would be increued in the: future by increases in che Consumer Price Index.. 

i:i Participating schcxils may not charsc scholarship roc::ipient& tuition ond fees in cixce.ss 
of the amcucts charged to othur District of Columbia resid~nt students ;mending the school. 

141003 
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or national origjn:i'. and rnust comply with Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 . 2t 

Further. the bill stares that, "(N]othing in this Act shaJJ atfcc:t the rights of students, 
or the obligations of the District of Columbia public: schools, under the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act" (Section 9). 

Participating educational institutions would be required to make annual reports 
to the Corporation containing a "ariety of data on student achievement, disciplinary 
actions, academic program. parental involvement, etc. The Corporation would also 
be required to submit an annual report to the Congress, including information on how 
program funds have been expended, and the initial achievement levels of scholarship 
rccipicints. The U.S. General Acc:ounting Office would be required to contracr for an 
evaluation of the scholarship program within 4 years of the bill's enactment. The 
civlluation would include comparisons of scholarship recipients and similar but non­
participating students in the DCPS with respect to test scores, graduation rates. 
parental satisfaction, and impact of the program on the DCPS. A one-time 
appropriation of $250.000 would be authorized for the evaluation. 

Finally, the Senate-passed version of H.R. 2014, the Revenue Reconciliation 
Act of 1997, would allow withdrawals from newly-authorized, tax-advantaged 
education savings accounts for elementary and secondary edui;;ation expenses. 
including private school tuition. The Senate \lersion of H.R.. 2014, now being 
considered by 1 conference 'ommittae, would authorize a new form of Education 
Individual Retirement Accounts, the ~minss from which would be exempt frorn 
federal income tnxos. These accounts could be established on behalf of children under 
the age of l 8 years: up to $2.000, plus the amount of a related tax credit of up to 
SSOO per year tbr children aged J 3-16, could be invested in rhe account for eac:h child. 
The proceeds from these accounts could be withdrawn without pcm1lty only if used 
to pay tuition 1111d other quaJified e>epcnses of attending a postsecondary or elemcntuy 
or second~ school (including private schools), postsecondary tuition prepayment 
programs, or expenses related to home schooling. 

Legi1latiYe Propo1al1 in the I04th Congra1. The I 04th Congress considered 
several legislative proposals that would have provided federal support fer public and 
private school choice. The Congress considered a choice prograrn that was inc:luded 
in the conference version ofH.:R. 2546, FY1996 appropriations legislation for the 
District of Columbia (O,C.). While the House passed original and conference 
versions of this legislation that included authorization for a private-public school 
scholarship program, the Senate failed to invoke cloture on a filibuster against the 

2e1 Dis"rimination on the basil of rdigiori, sex, or age.. which is currently prohibited for 
educational institutions that aro deemed to be fodcral aid recipients, wouJd not be c"plicitJy 
prohibited under the bill. 

~ 1 The bill as introduas:t statcl that schools must comply with Title IV of the Civil Rjghu 
Acr. However. since Title rv daes not directly prohibit discrimination (its provjsio11s df:al 
m9stly with t~hnical assista.ngc to public school systems undergoing dc:11c:grcgation), ir is 
possible th11t lhe rc£.,rcincc was intended to be to Title VJ of the CiviJ Rights Act, which 
prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin in fodcrally assisted 
prcigrwns. 
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Coverdell Arn.endment--Summary 

This amendment in the Senate reconciliation bill (S. 949) would allow taxpayers to establish an 
"education individual retirement account,, to pay the "qualified education expenses" of their 
dependents. Non-deductible contributions to the acco~nt would be limited to $2,000 per year 
(plus the amount of the applicable child tax credit) until the dependent reaches 18. Income from 
the account would accumulate tax-free, and withdrawals from the account would be tax-free so 
long as they are used for qualified education expenses. When the dependent reaches 30, the· 
education individual retirement account would become a regular IRA. 

Beginning January 1, 2001, qualified education expenses would include, in addition to higher 
education expenses, "qualified elementary and secondary education expenses,, defined as "tuition, 
fees, tutoring, special needs services, books, supplies, equipment, transportation, and 
supplementary expenses required for the enrollment or attendance at a public, private, or sectarian 
school." The expenses of home schooling the dependent would also be allowed as a qualified 
expense "if the requirements of any applicable State or local law are met with respect to such 
education." 
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AMENDlw~ENT NO._ CcJ.1endar No._ 

Purpose: •re> nllmv tn.-..;;·free exp~nditUrda from aa cduo11tion 
individual retu·eme~t l.\ocount tor element.LU")' Md second­
ary school e.~e.a&es and ta ac\ju11t the moclifioatianB tn 
the minimuni tax. ' 

Referred to the Committee on 
~~~~---------------

t Ul d ordered to be printed 

Ordered to lle on the table and to be printed 
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,A)-ntso~rgsi•s intended to be pro~aed by Mr. CowttDELL, • rflA • ~..Jt.,,,, 
~. ~' Ill.A.., ' ,, ~. ~~ -;Yvv. ~ 

Viz: 

On page 19, between linee 14 and 15, inlilert: 

2 u(D) ADJC:STMEHT.-Th.e Secretary ahall 

3 reduce the dollar amount1 othenvile in affect 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

under thi.& paragraph for aoy calendar year to 

the extent necessary to inoreaae Federal rove· 

nues by the .imount the Seoratary eatilnatea 

l?'cc.lertll ruvcnl\os will be reduced by rcuon ot' 

allowing distriblltiona tram ecl\\catlon individuAl 

retiremont nccounts under saation 530 ti) be 
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.JUN.27.199? 2:s?PM N0.640 P.5 

0: \l'RA \ FRA.97.'50 :U,.l'. 

l 

2 

m;ocl fn!' t\ml.lified element.oJy uml "'t.!conchuy 

education . cxpe111es de11oribed m ~action 

3 530(b)(2) (AH ii),'' 

4 On pap 64, besinning with Hne 8, 1trike all thro11gh 

.S pnge 67, line 15, and ins~rt: 

6 "(l) EDUCATION INDIVIDUAL RBiTIUMEST AC-

7 cau.sT.-The term •education lndividuo.l retirement 

8 account' measi& a trust erea.ted or orgMfzed in the 

9 United States exolusiv8ly tor the pl1rpo1e of pnying 

10 the q1uJitied education expen1e1 of the account hold· 

11 er, but only if the written governm, illltrUment cre-

12 atinr the tru1t meets tbs' tollowiq requirements: 

13 "(A) Na contribution will be a.oaepted-

14 ,. (i) unlea& it ia in cash, 
. 

15 ''(ii) ntter thB date OD which the ac .. 

16 count holder att&ina age 18. or 

l 7 "(lit) except in thu case of rollover 

l8 cnntributions. if such contribution would 

19 result in agregate contributions for the 

20 tl\Xable yeo.r exceeding the sum of-

21 

22 

23 

24 

''(I) $2,000, plua 

11 (II) the nmount of Uie credit ul· 

' lownble under section a6A for the tax· 

nble year for l qrudityiog child. 
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l 

2 

3 

4 

~ 

6 

7 

6 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

·19 

20 

21 
... 
;• 

22 

23 

24 

t;.L.c. 

"(Bl 'l'he tn\&tee is n b6lnk (ili tlufint1d in 

section 408(n)) c)r another person whn dem-

1m11trates to the an.tisfaotion of. the Sttoretaay 

that the manner in whiCh that person will ad­

minister Ula trtllit will be aoa1it*ent 'rith the re­

quirements at thia 1action. · 

1•(0) No put ot the tmat aa1eta will be in­

vested in life lnsurnn.ae contrauta." 
0 (Dl Th~ usets of the trust shall not be 

commingled with other property mcpt in a 

cornmon tn1at fl\nd or comJnon inveatmeat 

fund. 

·•cE) Upon th" cleath of the account bold­

.er, any balance in thtt account will be diatrib­

uted as ·required ttnder section 529(b)(8) (as if 

11uah aaaount were n quali&d ttlitian program). 

"(P') The aecgunt ba43otnea an IRA. Plus as 

of the date the account holder attains ap SO 

(and meets all requirements for a.n IRA Plus on 

and after such data). unlBl:ll the account holder 

elec:bl to hAve sections 529(b)(8) apply aa of 

tl\.'LCh date (na if l\.iah account were 8. qualified 

tuition pragro.m). 

"{2) QUALUi'tED fiiDliCA-i'lON iXPENtiti:S.-
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2 

3 

4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

. lJ 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

·20 

21 
... .,. 22 

23 

24 

2S 

NC.640 ?. 7 

~ 

"(A} IY Ul!lNJCRAL.-11ha team 'qualified 

odul!ntion oxponsea' mellue--

11(i) qualified higher ed\lcntion OX· 

penae& (t"LS deiSnecl in lieotion 529(e)(3), 

· e.nd 

"(ii) in tha aue of taxable years be· 

ginning aftel" Deoember 31, 2000, qualified 

elementary and seaondary ed\1cation ex­

pensas (a& c18becl in ,Pl\~ph (6)). 

"(B) QUALlFllJD TUITION' PROGR.AKS.­

Suah tarm shnll in.alude n.mounta paid or in· 

curred tn purch4H tuition aredita or eertid· 

co.tea, ar to make aontributiona to an acooant, 

\lnclea- a_ qualiL'ied tuition pl'Op"am (u de&ed in 

. seation 529(b)) for T.ha benedt of the a.ecount 

holder . 

. "(3) ELIGIBLE PJDL"OA'l'lON~ INSTITUTION.­

The term 'elit(ibla educational institution' has the 

.meanini given S\1ch term by section 529{e)(5). 

11(4) AccotJST HOLDICB.-Thc tenu •acoount 

holder' means the individual for whoac benedt the 

educ11tion individual retirement account i1 oat.ab-

lishecl. 
1'(5) QUALIFU~D RJ,l!J)lJ::NTARY' .AND 81CONDARY 

BDtJCATION ~XPICNfU~EI.-
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3 
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5 

6 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

is 
16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
~ 22 

23 

24 
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"(A) I!\/ or~Nl~L.-'Phe term 'qul\Jifit!d el· 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Honorable Randy "Duke" Cwmingham 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Early 
Childhood, Youth and Families, 

Committee on Economic and 
Educational Opportunities 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Cunningham: 

THE SECRETARY 

July 26, 1996 

~013 

I am writing in response to your letter of July 12 in which you ask for the views of the 
Department of Education on Title IV ofH.R. 3467, the .. Saving Our Children: The American 
Community Renewal Act of 1996." Title IV of the bill, the "Low-Income Educational 
Opportunity Act of 1996," would authorize the appropriation of five billion dollars for formula 
grants to no more than 100 .. renewal communities" designated by the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development; the grants would be used for the operation of "Low-Income Educational 
Opportunity Scholarship Programs," the central feature of which are the award of tuition 
"scholarships"--vouchers, by another name--to the parents of children attending participating 
private elementary and secondary schools. The Department of Justice is reviewing the bill and 
may have comments regarding the constitutionality of Title IV and other provisions of the bill. I 
strongly oppose Title IV because I strongly oppose the use of Federal taxpayer funds to pay for 
private school vouchers. 

Under Title IV, each renewal community would submit to the Secretary of Education a plan for 
increasing "educational options for low-income children." Included in the plan would be the 
community's Low-Income Educational Opportunity Scholarship program, under which selected 
students would receive a scholarship for tuition and fees and a transportation allowance, if they 
attend a private elementary or secondary school, or a transportation allowance, if they anend a 
public school other than the one they "normally would attend." Students receiving assistance 
under the program could not be from families with income in excess of 185 percent of the 
poverty line, bur communities would otherwise have broad flexibility to select students on a non­
discriminatory basis. The value of the scholarships would be substantial: they could not be less 
than the lesser of 60 percent of the average per pupil cost in the public school system of the 
community or the full amount of the tuition and fees charged by the private school the student 
attends. To participate in the program a private school need only comply with Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (prohibiting discrimination based on race) and meet State or local 
standards for curriculum and facilities, as well as health and safety, that are applicable on 
January 1, 1996. If the amount of the community's grant exceeds the amount needed for 
scholarships and transportation allowances, the excess funds may be used "for the general 

GOO INDEPENDENCE AVE •. S,W, WASHINGTON. O.C. 20202-0100 
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education of children from low-income families who attend public schools within the renewal 
community." Finally, the bill would override any State laws or constitutional provisions that 
would prohibit the expenditure of Federal funds in or by a religiOus school. 

141014 

The President and I have long supported comprehensive, community-based education reform; 
indeed, that is the very heart of the "Goals 2000: Educate America Act." In addition, the 
President and I have long supported public school choice and publicly accountable charter 
schools. But while the President and I support the goal of stimulating broad-based educational 
reform at the local level. we cannot support federally funded vouchers for students to use at 
private elementary or secondary schools, with little or no public accountability for how those 
funds are used. We need to focus instead on approaches to education reform--approacbes such as 
high standards for achievement and discipline. competent and well-prepared teachers. and 
a,pprnpriately employed educational technology--tbat will improve education for all children 
instead of draining much-needed resources from our public schools, which serve almost 90 
percent of our Nation's children, leaving them worse off. Title IV would be an extremely costly 
venture--one that provided Federal assistance to students attending private schools that is many 
times larger than the amount of Federal assistance provided to most public school children--and 
could be a first step toward a nationalized voucher program that we do not need and cannot 
afford. Choice among private schools should be paid for with private funds, and public funds 
should be used to provide choice among public schools. On these grounds, Title IV of RR. 3467 
is unacceptable. 

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission of 
this report from the standpoint of the Administration's program. 

Yours sincerely, 

' 

Richard W. Riley 
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Talking Points On Vouchers 

1. Vouchers are bad public policy -- they are unnecessary, divisive, and 
diversionary. They are political gimmicks that distract from the real business of 
creating quality education. 

2. They divert attention and bleed taxpayer dollars from public schools that need 
this attention and money more than ever. 

- The primary by-product of vouchers is to undermine and damage our local public 
schools that serve nearly 90 percent of our children by draining funds and shifting public 
tax dollars to private schools of any type, thereby benefiting a small minority of students. 

3. Vouchers divide communities -- precisely the opposite of what public education 
should do and historically has done. 

- Presently, public schools are one place where communities successfully come together 

as a community. 

- Public schools represent the best of a long American tradition of pluralism and 
democracy. 

- Taking away this kind of community control would distract from such efforts to improve 
public schools. including: keeping drugs away from our children, raising standards, 
emphasizing the basics, Improving professional development of teachers, and getting 
computers end other learning technologies into every classroom. 

4. Private school vouchers don't solve the problem of a troubled school. They only 
make the problem worse. 

S80"0N 

- Anyone who has ever thought about educational improvement understand that It requires 
more than a magic potion to fix a scnool. It requires hands-on involvement and long term 
community commitment. 

- We need to make fundamental, not cosmetic or politically inspired changes to schools. 
Tllis includes building more schools to address the overcrowding and unsafe conditions 
that are the result of record school enrollments (52.2 million this year as a result of the 
baby boom echo); bringing challenging standards of learning to every classroom. and 
helping make sure every child can read well and Independently by the end of the third 
grade and can handle basic math includlng algebra and some geometry by the end of the 
eighth grade. (Achieved in part through the use of voluntary national tests in 4th grade 
reading and 8th grade math). 
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VQUCHER PROGRAMS 

Voucher programs are currently in operation in Ohio and 
Wisconsin and similar issues are being litigated in Vermont: 

l. Qhl.Q-Thie pilot program provides scholarships of up to 
$2,500 for about 2,000 low-income students in Cleveland to attend 
private schools in Cleveland or public schools in adjaGent school 
districts. (However, no public schools are participating in the 
program yet.) The program also provides tutorial assistance grants 
for public school students. The program began to operate in the 
1996-97 school year. · 

Legal Status-The program was challenged as violating the 
First Amendment as well as several provisions of the Ohio 
Constitution. 

The program was found to be constitutional by the Court 
of Common Pleas, Franklin County, Ohio in a decision dated July 31, 
1996. The Court concluded that the sectarian schools participating 
in the scholarship program benefit only indirectly as a result of 
the independent and private choices of the aid recipients. 

On May 1, 1997, the Ohio Court of Appeals struck down the 
program as violating both the Federal and state constitutions. On 
May 30, the court allowed che voucher program to continue through 
the end of this school year (but said such a request for next 
school year was premature as no funds have been appropriated yet 
for next year). On July 24, 1997, the Ohio Supreme Court ordered 
that the program could be funded through the 1997-98 school year 
while it hears the case. · 

2. Wisconsin-This program has been in operation since 1991 in 
nonsectarian schools in Milwaukee. The program provides vouchers 
of up to $3,200 to about 1,400 low-income students. The program 
was amended in 1995 to include sectarian schools, but the courts 
have enjoined temporarily the use of vouchers in sectarian schools. 

Legal Status-The expansion of the program to include 
sectarian schools was challenged as violating the First Amendment 
and various provisions of the Wisconsin Constitution. 

In August 1995, the Wisconsin Supreme Court temporarily 
enjoined the use of vouchers at sectarian schools, while it 
considered Lhe merits of the case in an original action. In March, 
l996, the Court divided equally on the constitutionality of the 
expansion of the program to include sectarian schools. {Three 
justices ruled that the expansion of the program violated the SLate 
Constitution, but did not reach the issue of whether it also 
violated the First Amendment. Three other justices found the 
program to be constitutional under both the Federal and State 
constitution9.) 

S80'0N 



. ~ 

The legal challenge then went back to a state circuit 
judge who continued the injunction against the expansion of the 
program until he ruled on the merits of the case. On January 15, 
1997, the circuit court judge ruled that the expansion of the 
program violates the Wisconsin state constitution. Wisconsin 
Court of Appeals (Fourth District) upheld the lower court decision 
on 8-22-97. 

3. Ve:r:mont-Towns without high schools provide for the 
education of its students by paying tuition to various public and 
independent secondary schools approved by the State Board of 
education. When Chittenden approved payment to a religious high 
school, the State threatened to withhold state aid and litigation 
ensued. 

Legal Status-The Vermont Superior Court ruled that it 
would violate the Federal and state constitution for a school 
district to pay tuition to a religious school. The case is being 
appealed to the Vermont Supreme Court. 

S80"0N 



DRAFT 

The Honorable Ron Paul 
203 Cannon Building 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-4314 

Dear Congressman Paul: 

President Clinton has asked me to respond to your letter regarding the education-related tax 
provisions in the budget agreement. First, let me say that we appreciate your support for the 
HOPE Scholarship Tax Credit. As the President stated in his radio address this past weekend, 
this provision will open the doors to college for many, many Americans, with the potential to 
make the 13th and 14th years of education as universal as high school is today. 

With respect to the Coverdell Amendment, the President's opposition is consistent with this 
Administration's long-standing position on private school vouchers. The Coverdell provision 
would have undermined public schools, where the vast majority of the nation's students attend. 
In contrast to the HOPE Scholarship, the Coverdell Amendment would have little practical benefit 
for families with students in public elementary and secondary schools. Instead, the Coverdell 
provisions would have primarily subsidized private school tuition. Furthermore, the revenue lost 
from the amendment would be much better spent on efforts to improve our public schools, such 
as repairing crumbling buildings. Finally, the Coverdell amendment would have covered almost 
any expense even remotely connected to the costs of K-12 education. This would open the door 
to abuse, as some would try to claim a subsidy for items not truly necessary or directly related to 
education. For all these reasons, the President remains strongly opposed to the Coverdell 
approach, or similar voucher-type schemes. 

The President believes that we need to work together to raise standards, improve our public 
schools and widen choice within public education, such as through publicly accountable charter 
schools that only stay open as long as they succeed. When this Administration came into office 
only one such school existed; today there are approximately 500, and we hope to reach 3000 by 
the year 2000. These schools can help inject innovation and energy into our public school system 
without undermining the public schools. 

Again, thank you for your support on the HOPE Scholarship. We look forward to working with 
you on future projects of mutual interest. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Cohen 
Special Assistant to the President 
for Education Policy 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 31, 1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR BRUCE REED 
PAUL WEINSTEIN 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

SUSAN BROPHY ~ 
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS 

PRESIDENTIAL CORRESPONDENCE 

Bill Kincaid, 

Draft reBponse for 
Mike Cohen. 

THANKS 

Enclosed please find a copy of the letter that was sent to the 
President from Rep. Ron Paul (R-TX). 

I do not believe this letter requires a Presidential response at 
this time. Please review the attached material and respond 
directly to the Member(s) of Congress, forwarding copies to the 
Office of Legislative Affairs, attention Chris Walker. 

Thank you very much for your assistance in this matter. If you 
have any questions, please feel free to call Chris at 456-7500. 

Enclosure 
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President William J. Clinton 
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1600 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20500 

July 29, 1997 

Dear Mr. President: 
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I'm writing today to express my pleasure with your support for the inclusion of a provision 
allowing parents to establish Education lR..\s to help pay for their college education in the final 
tax and budget reconciliation package. This is a major step forward in making the dream of an 
affordable college education a reality for millions of Americans. 

However, I must also express my disappointment in your position not to allow parents use of 
education IRAs to defray costs of clemenW)' and secondary education. While 1 differ with you 
on many issues, I have always supported your efforts to allow Americam to spend more of their 
hard-earned funds on education. ln fact, I am one of the few Republicans to publicly support 
your HOPE Scholarship proposal. 

Given your public commitment to improving America's elementary and secondary education, I 
am baffled as to why you have chosen to tum your back on America's parents in not allowing 
parents to use funds deposited in an IRA for elementary and secondary education expenses, such 
as that contained in the amendment to the budget agreement offered by Senator Paul Coverdell of 
Georgia. A3 you know, the Coverdell amendment passed overwhelmingly in the Senate. 

The Coverdell amendment is an important step toward our shared goal of providing parents with 
the ability to devote a greater percentage of their income to their children's elementary and 
secondary education. 
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Senator CoverdelJ's amendment allows parents to contribute up to $2,000 a year to education 
savings accounts without having to pay ta.xes on the interest earned by that account so long as the 
funds are used for educational expenses such as tuition, fees, books, supplies, or home 
computers. Additionally, parents could use the savings to pay for K-12 educational expenses at a 
private, parochial. public, or home school. Parents could also use the IR.As to save for college. 
The choice of how to use these funds is, as it should be, solely up tot~ child's parents. 

Mr. President, limiting the use of Education IRAs limits their effectiveness and limits parental 
freedom to choose how best to educate their children. Some parents may wish to devote more 
resources to K-12 education than to higher education. Furthermore, since not all children pursue 
hlgher education, not all children would benefit from education TR~ limited to higher education. 
Why should the pa.rems of a 19-year old college freshman be eligiole to use an education IRA 
when the parents of a non-college bound 18-year old high school senior are forbidden to take 
advantage of an education IRA? 

Education IR.As would dramatically benefit aJI parents and children. A parent who puu aside 
S2,000 a year would have over $14,000 to devote to their child's education by the time the child 
is ready for first grade. Imagine how much stronger America's schools would be if parents had 
thousands of dollars to spend on their children's elementary education. 

Few propo$3.ls considered by this Congress will do as much to benefit all Americans as an 
education IRA for all levels of schooling This proposal will allow parents to save and invest in 
their children's future and begin to provide more equitable opportunities for cbildren to receive 
the best possible education. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I once again thank you for your leadership in returning more money 
to the American people to allow them to pursue higher education through Education IRAs and 
the HOPE Scholarship. I also reapectfully urge you to recoDSider your position and support 
allowing parents to use educ.a.tion IRAs for elementary and secondary education. Please help me 
and all members of Congress make quality education at all levels a reality for America's 
children. 

Sincerely, 

Ron Paul 
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President Clinton promoted his education program today, but his refusal to 
spend public money on private school tuition drew a stern Republican rebuke. 

''We want every child in America to have the same choice as Chelsea 
Clinton.'' Minnesota Gov. Arne Carlson said in the weekly GOP radio address. The 
president's 17-year-old daughter recently graduated from Sidwell Friends. a 
private prep school in Washington. 

In his weekly radio appearance, Clinton advised parents to telephone the 
Education Department's toll-free hot line to find out how their children can 
take advantage of new school initiatives. 

''In the new economy of the 21st century. what our children earn will depend 
more than ever on what they can learn. Almost 90 percent of the new jobs being 
created today require more than a high school level of literacy and math 
skills.'' he said. 

''Yet more than half of the people entering the work force are not prepared 
with these skills. So we still have a lot of work to do,'· the president said. 

He listed the administration's initiatives, including tax credits for 
college. access to Individual Retirement Accounts for tuition payments and more 
Pell Grants. 

In the Republican response. Carlson said Democrats are not doing enough for 
the nation's schools. 

''What are Democrats so afraid of when it comes to choice. competition and 
accountability in our schools? Democratic answers include a few national tests. 
a few more summits and a truckload of dollars which will not solve the 
problem.'' he said. 

The governor said Minnesota gives tax deductions for tutoring, summer 
enrichment camps, private or parochial school tuition and other educational 
purposes. 

''Whether public, private or parochial, every family in America should have 
the right to send their children to the school that best serves their child's 
needs.'' Carlson said. 
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Clinton supports steps toward public school choice and charter schools but 
opposes using public money for private school tuition. 

Carlson·s comments reflect Republican strategy for the 1998 midterm 
elections: Try to undercut Democrats' strength in polls on education matters by 
making school choice a wedge issue. 

The Education Department hot line is 1-800-USA-Learn (1-800-872-5327). 
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As President Clinton promoted new college scholarships and tax breaks on 

Saturday, his refusal to spend public money on private school tuition drew 
tartly personal Republican criticism. 

"We want every child in America to have the same choice as Chelsea Clinton." 
Minnesota Gov. Arne Carlson said in the weekly GOP radio address. The 
president"s 17-year-old daughter recently graduated from Sidwell Friends. a 
private prep school in Washington. 

''What are Democrats so afraid of when it comes to choice. competition and 
accountability in our schools? a few more national tests. a few more summits 
and a truckload of tax dollars will not solve the problem." Carlson said. 

His comments reflect Republican strategy for the 1998 midterm elections: Try 
to undercut Democrats' strength in polls on education matters by making school 
choice a wedge issue. 

In his own broadcast, Clinton looked ahead to the new school year and urged 
parents to telephone the Education Department's toll-free hot line to find out 
how they can take advantage of higher education programs just signed into law as 
psrt of the balanced-budget package. 

He, too, mentioned his only daughter. "From the day I took office. I have 
been working on a simple idea: when my child is my age. I want our country to be 
a place where every person who works hard has a chance to live out his or her 
God-given abilities and dreams." 

He listed the administration's initiatives. including tax credits for 
college. access to Individual Retirement Accounts for tuition payments. new 

IRA's for tax-free college savings. and expanded Pell Grants. 

In the Republican response, Carlson touted Minnesota's program of tax 
deductions for tutoring, summer enrichment camps. private or parochial school 
tuition and other educational purposes. 



PAGE 5 
The Associated Press. August 16. 1997 

"Whether public, private or parochial. every family in America should have 
the right to send their children to the school that best serves their child's 
needs," Carlson said. 

The Clintons. he added, "chose private schools, and I believe they have that 
right. But we want every child in America to have the same choice as Chelsea 
Clinton. regardless of family income." 

The president supports steps toward public school choice and charter schools 
but opposes using public money for private school tuition. 

The Education Department hot line is 1-800-USA-Learn (1-800-872-5327). 
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