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DRAFT

After reviewing the federal legiclation cnacting "Coals 2000: the } ‘

Edycato America Act,” Govemor Pete Wilson end Supesintendent of
Public Instruction Dslaine Eastin have agreed on the following four

- cogditions for expenditure of current year funds: B

1.) that the U.§. Secretary of Educution, Richard Riley, :eéégﬂiaa- |
Califmlg‘ S.mn;Bpalrd of Bdueation as the Goals 2000 Smewid.a

o rerognize as the requisite siatewide panel, an authoritative
representative pansl previously charged with planning for -
Statewide systamic school reform. Given the work and the
nature of membership of the State Board of Edycation, 1t Is
the representative body which has been wom,uf co
collaboratively witk the Office of the Governor 'and the .
-Superintendent of Public Instruction to develop a siatewids]
plan for systemic réform. - . -
Therefors, pursuant to Sec, 308(q)(2) of the Gaals 2000
. legisiation, we submis a joint request to the Specreiary of
Education o0 fﬂmu ‘recogmise the State Board of Bducatign
as California’s Goalr 2000 satewide panel. | -

| that the Secretary of Bdueation appolnt & federal review :ﬁul B
n

Papel. - N ‘ | | |
T The Secretary of Education has the auikarity in ;cgimmg 5 . |

s
. ]
) [l
., .
. .

cegisistin arily of Californians to ¢valuats, the statewide
be fubmitted by the State Board of Education: acting ag the Geals
00 statewide panel, ! e

The S«rmry of Education may a&ttgn r ,érs ra‘"ﬂaluagc L

any proposal submisted for funding unden current Goals 2000

legisiation. Because of the complexity, alversity, and si:l:of»
¢

the student population in Califernia and other significa
extenugting circumstances, readers from othar areaz of
United States may not have the background to fully grasp .
the cxmardrua?- Issues which must ba addressed in a plan
Jor systemic zchooi reform for thir mf" T ,

." ."].
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Tharqfon we ask the Seer Emmtau to [appoims @
i review panel with @ mambc;?rp congisting of mgarm' a
18 Californians for the purpose of recommending dpproval or
funm ::uen of :lu am‘omm appucaxion far Gpnu 2000

B |
m:meammcmmueaem mdcous G,..,Mofits
pecond ysar. sliotment of Goals 2000 funds to prcvlda grants

to lecal sthoeol disiricts which received pxannlng grqtn from th
ﬁm your allotment. : B

Because ackool dmrsm duccessful ¢o md or
initial zystemic reform planni gmm‘? t‘vyltk :n; f
undersianding that additional funds would bs avallable

- Jor- implementation, these districts should be givem mond
- Year grants in ordcr fo act on their local planlL

Therefore, it Is our intem 10 dedicate $_
.yur ﬂmd: Jor that purpots. ‘

4,) and that the State of California be o wmdtupmm
;rc or of its $42M in second year al t of Gpals 2000 .
, in the sum of §___M to'fund a systemic
’ imﬁauve crmenl to the imprcvemem of fths K-12 peblic schools.

.m'end

'[ lt is the intent of the Governor a
-7 . Public Instruction to expend 3__ ar|
allotment z Goals 2000 funds fo p f ide for @ ! V
inltigrive foecusad on nadl athenatics ,tu gmdcc RE -
K-4. Alternatively, the $__ M may be exps zd io uppoft.
‘- @ statewide instruciional -saci mlogy dissemination - plan 89
~ provide necessary equipmenmst and ftraining to s¢ho
the purposd of Improving mch:ng and laaming :
scheol shte leval. . , .

Therefors, in mordaua with ! lative req
Jor suppnrr of aither iniiiative will |be submittad. in a
manner Jo ?mmm of Goalz 2 funds.to ithe
Secreta ducation by the State|Board of
* as the, mlx 3600 .muwtde pdnel '
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‘ , the Governer and the Suparintendent of
' g‘lll lic %Jﬁ:ﬁi&“& “p:opared to act immediately to provide f
"the oxponditurc of secosd yess Gesl 2000 funds as herein
~ gpecified. IR A S

mem "n;mmimi hyﬂtha Scnzetary"of Eduséﬁoi in o port hfi’ |
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DRAFT INSERT FOR LETTER FROM THE:DEPARTMENT'TO CALIFORNIA

Goals 2000 provides States, local districts, and schools with
considerable flexibility in developing and implementing
comprehensive improvement plans designed to help all children
‘reach challenglng academic standards. A State has substantial
discretion in selecting the types of reform activities that it
will support with Goals 2000 funds reserved for State use, and in
awarding subgrant funds (totalling at least 90% of its Goals 2000
award) for local reform, professional development, and preservice
- teacher education. '

A significant portion of Goals 2000 subgrants for local reform is
made available to individual schools, helping to facilitate
bottom-up reform. Schools have considerable latitude in
‘determining how best to use these funds to meet the specific
needs of their particular student population.

DRAFT INSERT FOR LETTER FROM CALIFORNIA TO THE DEPARTMENT

Consistent with Goals 2000, California intends to use at least
90% of its Goals 2000 allocation to award subgrants to local
educational agencies for local reform, professional development,
and preservice teacher education. Most of the funds for local
reform will be made available to individual schools so that they
may develop comprehensive school improvement plans that meet the
needs of their particular student population.
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DRAFT

After reviewing the federal legislation enacting "Goals 2000: the
Educate America Act,” = Governor Pete Wilson and Superintendent of
Public Instruction Delaine Eastin have agreed on the followmg four
conditions for expendlture of current year funds: :

1.) that the U.S. Secretary of Educanon, Richard Riley, recognize
the (iahforma State Board of Bducatmn as the Goals 2000 Statewxde
Pauo

The Secretary of Educat'wn' has the authonty in leglslanon

to recognize as the requisite statewide panel, an authoritative
representative panel previously charged with planning for
statewide systemic school reform. Given the work and the
natire of membership of the State Board of Education, it Is

the representative body which has beem working ’
collaboratively with the Office of the Governor and the
Superintendent of Public Instruction to develop a sta:ewtde
plan for systemic reform. ‘ oo

Therefore pursuant to Sec. 306(q)(2) of the Goals 2000
- legislation, we - submit a joint request to the Seecretary of
 Education to formally recognize the State Board of Educa::on
: as Califorma s Goals 2000 Statewide panel _

2.) . that the Secretary of Educanon appoint a federal review’ panel
consisting primarily of Californians to evaluate the statewide plan.
to be submittéd by the State Board of Education actmg as the Goals

2000 statcwxdc panal

The Secre:ary of Education may asslgu readers to evaluate >
any proposal submitted for funding under current Goals 2000
legislation. Because of the complexity, diversity, and size of
the student population in California and other significant
extenuating circumstances, readers from other areas of the

* United States may not have the background to fully grasp
the extraordinary issues which must be addressed in a plan
for system!c school rzform far this state. ; :
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Therefore, we ask the Secretary of Education 1o appoint a
review panel with a membership consisting of a majority of
Californians for the purpose of recommending approval or
}noﬁft’mrion of the California ‘application far Goals 2000
unding

3 ) that the State of Cahfomia be empowered to use $___M of its
$42M second year allotment of Goals 2000 funds to provide grants

to local school districts which received planning grants from the
first year allotment.

Because school districts successfulty compe:ed Jor
initial systemic reform planning grants with the ‘
understanding that additional funds would be available
for implementation, these districts should be given second
year grants in order to act ‘on their Iocal plans.

, Therefore, it is our intent to dedicate $___ M of second.
- year funds far xhat purpose.

4) and that the State of California be empowered to use the
‘remainder of its $42M in second year allotment of Goals 2000
monies in the sum of $__M to fund a major statewide systemic
initiative critical to the xmprovement of the K-12 public schools

It is the intent of the Gavernar and the Supermtendent of
Public Instruction to expend $§ M from the second year
allotment of Goals 2000 funds to provide for a major = =~
initiative focused on reading and mathematics in grades ‘
K-4.. Alternatively, the $__M may be expended to support
a statewide instructional technology dissemination plan to
provide necessary equipment and training to schools for
the purpose of improving teachmg and learning at the local
school site level. .

Therefore. in accordance wtth Ieglslatlve reqmremenrs. a plau
for support of either initiative will be submitted in a timely
manner for expenditure of Goals 2000 funds.to the
Secretary of Education by the State Board of Educauon actmg

- as the Gocls 2000 statewide panel _
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Pendmg agreement by the Secrctary of Education in support of the
preceding conditions, the Governor and the Superintendent of
Public Instruction are prepared to act immediately to provide for
the exPenduure of second year Goals 2000 funds as herein '
speclﬁed :
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mtanded to go dxrecrfy to Ca.htbrm¢ schools 0 u.npz osz‘. &dﬁc&non The  progeas fie ’}dcu YeDsRank o
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PDELAINE EASTIN - . itachuest 1
State Supecintendent si Public Instruction o v ‘ 1-4-1-1

October20, 1895 |

- Honorable Pate Wilson

Governor, State of Cahmmm
State Capiiol
Sacr&menw, CA 9581+

Dear Gc«%rmr Wilson: | o L
Oncc/g:un I amwriting to urge you to rcleasc ihe 54—2 million in federal Goals ?UUO susrds for

California schools. X am gravely concerned thay our swdents ars being denied aCczess i Aupoum.r,
programs and services I}m they need and deserve

A month ago I wrote to clanify what wcmed 1%6] be some :msmxdermndmg by your seaff c90ut.
faderal constrainis on Goals 2000 gpending. Qver S0 percent of chis $42 million wilf 36w '
districts 10 be used for projects designed entirely at the focal ievel which are consxsz;m: u»L!Es zh.u
local goals. The proposals have or will be develo]:ved by local phummg conumintees made up i
parents, co-nrmmty members and educators,

Those projects and the specific anounts aﬂocs{éd Wers ¢ announced o the sChoois snd the ietia i
July. Some exmnples of the Lmds TOf activities to be funded by schools are arached:-

A small porton of the funds wﬂl ha ased 9t ‘(hc sw.v jevel end sewice huplanemiation: o

Tam concemed about a recent n&Wspupe; report stadag that you ars sull sooslaedng iumby

- California's share of Goals 2000 funds back to the United Stares fr«,asury for disuribution Lo il

other 46 states that are accepting Goals 2000 mnds

Governor; I can assure s;ou that { find the conmnom. 4tt.=ched o s [y.dut applicavion 1c be &y
less onerous than those associated with such pro gramns as School-wo-Worl  That graut, you will
recall, California applied for and did not receive. In‘that case we boh lamented the loss of a.sﬁﬂy

- 315 million in federsl funds. L&t 118 20( WM QUY Aoses up at neacly three Graes a5 much ey 1o
: edpcauon reform., ‘

. . . .&I’U
! 4le BLT Blus LUmZUmEA L NLEM PUUD Y,
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Hcnorable Pere Wilson o
Ociober 20, 1595 .
Page2

fam offering, asIdid a momh SEO, TO answar any speciile coacsms (al you nave wio
*conditions” or “srnngs sttached vo rhe fimds. Abu,.c. salp Lo o ey car seacol il

L

AL

Jreer.

Lat's bnng C‘ahmmm wkpayers’ $32 million horae. 1 kuew of 20 Lot .my v su 95,»1 (Zouliy-
initiated school refonia C

.  DELAINE ZASTIV | o |
N Stare Superintendent of Public instruction
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* Baway Unified School Distrier i Sau J)xaw «,auucy whici qrva.uy

DISTRICTS:

Lzagupies of Gontg 20060 avdvities
t

Sas Kamon Valley Unified Schoot Disirice i Coutry Casti Cwaaiy will reteive $154 120
develop and implament & plas based an oeach marks fo¢ seedents work, L peizonnt JEHD lans.
for all steders, .—.nd 3 decentratized badf‘-&:mg p,o.ﬁ-g

Dingba Memantary Disivicr 1 in Talare Caunzy wﬂl USE IES 0ant of Y49, E00 16 aviaw sdsting
restructuring efforts in the diswict 24d augment 1 edsting plac Witk Slandeds of Suoctenos fof
students, fmproved agsessracnt, Gnd & JrOCEss 10 ADLIGVINY ESI0UvELiL '

ANorWalk-Lu Mirada Uairied Scugol Districl in Las aungetes Couvary will recedve 3112350 w

contnue development of school-to~carcers ysxe-u,, schools thur sovve the Cledic CommuTELy

beyond the traditional schoo! da}', and 1o lay out acpccmucns for what students sheuld Xuow wod -
. be 2ble to do.

123 :.i‘.iiCJLLa A0+ gLalichd
performance under raview, will usc ity $298,500 grant 1o develop assessment sezadards «nd dio

* means to enable all srudeats 10 mezt high performance 5'£andd.l ds.

Los Aadugites Onited Scrool Disyrict i Omagc Luuut}” will expany the Resding Recovary
ané other eariy hteracy programs, and su‘engthen CONNESTC IS bvtween schad sren wewls by
developing articulated career path oppmm:ms

C Walaut ”Q‘:.ll»y Uaified Schoul Disicict o Los a...gclu «.,oumy witl Sanpis AN Al

developruent in reading and niathematics, and develop staff competenc In relecomuarueic Luons
and oultimedis :.:chnoiog;m ' : : _

SCHOOLS:

Bollevue Schaol fn avwater lemeatuyy Schoct Districe Will use funas o invesi $ais wiouel
reading programs, develop 2. school-mde compuxer network, and put in plac, % Pafent «.wsg,uc...

- Cenrer.

‘

3-3-3-3

In Santa Clara County, Stdﬁegate Pack Corummnity Sehool will sﬁpparc ou-Campts icaming D

before, during, and after school. South Conuty Cammumry Schiool will weosk with comimurity

and government agencxc.s on gau prevunnon activities.

M. Carmel Hsgh Scheol i Powuy Cfmfzed :;dmot ﬂ.lS’fflLI will fengiben bty vetionsl tme

: ﬂmch:de after-school honrs, evenings, and Saturday Mormings. [T addings, eschers will recive

KmGE%

trmnmg in diagnosing studeat needs, students will practics goal selting, wod parans will receive

“training on factors influencing smdeni success.

October 20. 1005
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Ocrober 20, 1995
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§

The Governux hag wlread J/ .;u.ri.v:.*"—a e :lzvhmn. & O ey illion -

R

1994-95 Goais 2000 funds. o

- Ot chis aanguat, $6.2 allion. huy desn diswibuied © 1Y cunzcrtia thae

applicd for- funds zod seoraa well agailst a sér o maaEris. The 176

. consortia represent 228 districts arid over 1800 schools. -

I

V.IV.K‘L addidon, $1.5 miilicn Was ahfit()i'lic:\i fre¥y i.l“lc’). i wet) Vzu\latm.-..,-. :

activities, including library grants, Reading Recovery, KEACH Nenwork
for teachers, and other zeadmg and- mathcmanc., improvement

.prc«;ed:s o : 1

Of the 342 1 oitiion availabie in w;::,-gu wo.o milicit w'ui o
dxstributed as subt¥r1nts to dmncts “fhc $33 xzull:on will pay:

- ‘fpb mﬂhOn iCs the n.md pay u...e.:.:.IS S dhe Hest yeas ol
mmnng {or igcmrenr :ungzmc*

- %15 mLhuu fo,r e .,L.\_uluxi y\,..x of Al WL 1\,_ it Sl
>ub SEATILS, : ' : :

~  And ,iim0ot$15 mﬂhun for Dc"ll'xﬂ.si" a second ZUTOT r0OCess
Whl “‘.11 will £ DL-ﬂ’ .n uV3L 3ul .a.ddu roiald -~)£.~.i >Chuu' RIITVSICE

AnOthl $1.1 million of the wz 1 mxlhcn mli pe used mr mor mxpacc

clcmenmy reading PLqu'CIb : :
{

Disericis recs sving Cosls /GuO n-namv ‘f“:‘y ase up o 25% of wé Frata

to davelop 2 lo,.ai o prov\.mcm plan with dic LIIVGIV\.I(L\.}'H of u brozd-

based panel of commumry members, & Vducazors, .md pqxems, '

The remainder of the grant, 75%, 18, 10 be disrribuzed o Schogig fQ:L- their

'use in carrying out 1ocally _deveiqpe_dischool impmvezmé Nt idaiives.

Coals 2000 ce p;e:,‘:m_, the frge iedesnl educadon e tiuﬁ m..ii,u ‘
cammmmas build on zmd coordinaee duzle exisdag raform \ﬂz.,t.u;
ather than introducing new reqmrcmen s .md &'ég’llluuuﬂb
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$42 Mil!

OVERNOR WILSON apparently suf-

G fers from post-dropoutsyndrome. It

. is months since he took himself out
of the running for the 1896 Republican

. nomination for president, yet still he plays

performance in readmg, math and science,

promoting safety and discouraging drugs

and violence, decreasing the dropout rate
and raising academic standards,

But school officials must sit twid

. their thumbs while the money sits idi¢in a

- joys a fit of pique — about what is not qui e
clear, .

low profile since he aborted his run for the
presidency in September. ‘

stealth presidential politics for no other dis-

A " cernible purpose than to twezk the Clinton’
_ o " administration.
' , : Local school districts have applied for
/. , federal govern-
' A = - ment funds and
‘ Schools have been approv-
S c. ed to receive those
\ J/M’) ~and business  fynqs The districts
leaders want  Wwant the money —
: ‘ . : a not-insignificant
o  the governor 31 million state-
o wide: They have
to take the devised their own
842 million = programs for using
. : the Goals 2000
ln’f ederal. money, which has
money such noble aims as
improving chil-
dren’s ‘academic

Ttisa quiet fit, though. Wilson has kepta .

But the effect of his invisxbﬂ.ity and. lack

' Schools Lose While
illion Sits Idle

of positive leadership that inoves the state
forward is that all Californ‘ans have to fo-

. cus on are Wilson’s niggling antics — in this
case antics that deprive schoolchxldren of
- precious funds.

The governor has been careful not to
state flatly that he will never accept the
money. But his coyness is all the more ag-
gravating since the money has been avail-

“able since the start of the school year, and
- individual principals and teachers are at .

the mercy of Wilson's whxms and internal
umetable

n the past, the governor has expressed

concerns about micromanagement of
schools from the federal level (a very popu-
lar theme among Republicin primary vot-
ers), about federal promises that last only
one or two years and then are broken —
leaving the districts to make up the deficit
~— and about a state-by-state peer review of
California’s plau for use of the funds.

Those concerns either have been ad-

dressed or do not amount to enough of a

major issue to justify turning down a cool

$42 million for financially.s: d Califor-
ia-education. %

take the money. Local schools — the very
entities Wilson claims to be protecting —

say take the money. Other Republican gov-

ernors have taken the money, and school-
children in their states will soon be reapmg

1e

‘and . the governor should ‘start leadmg ,
" again. -

_\
The California Business Roundtable says'
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The California Education Round Table
Califernia Department of Education, Califarnia Community Colleges, California State University, University of California,
Association of Independent California Colleges and Universilies, California Postsecondary Education Commission
‘October 30, 1995

CALIFORNIA EDUCATION ROUND TABLE TAKES STEPS
TO IMPROVE THE STATE'S EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

SACRAMENTO—The California Education Round Table, representing the leaders of all
segments of Céﬁfomia cducaﬁon%ldndergm;n through postdoctoral education—issued an action
plan outlining steps to address the state's educational crisis, at 8 news conference today.

State Superintendent of Public Instruction Delaine Eastin; University of California President
Richard Ar.kinson; California State University‘Chancellor and current California Education Round
Table Chair Barry Munitz; California Community Colleges Chancellor David Mertes; California
Postsecondary Education Commission Executive Director Warren Fox; and a representative of
" independent colleges and universities, Pepperdine President David Davenport, have come together in
‘a. unique partnership, seeking solutions to the state's education problems.

Superintendent Eastin said, "This efort resulted from a growing awareness that K-12 student
performance is far too low, that students attending the California State Universities (CSU) are too
often not prepared for college-level work, and that the pool of eligible srudents for the University of
Califo miaA(UC) needs to be expanded. Tam especially enthusiastic about the prospect of br.inging
' addmonal community and professional resources, mcludmg college students, into our elementary and .
high schools. We need all of them to help us help children learn.” V

Chancellor Mertes commented, "The quality of learning improves in every segment when
~ students coming from high school are better prepared for college-level work. The leadership of
Superintendent Eastin is central to this entire endeavor.” | _ ‘

‘ Chancellor Munitz explained, "Unfortunately, until recently, the segments of the education
community have too aﬁen seen themselves as separate entities, tending to focus on their own

.concerns. But we now recognize that our activities are closely interrelated, and we will fail our

students if we do not work together more closely on their behalf.

. "Workmg together is particularly crucial because 70 percent of all jobs in the future will

- require some postsecondary education—and 60 percent of jobs will require skills that only ‘

20 percent of our population currently possess.” ' '
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1ebec Secessnon Vote Falls Just St

Bid to split
from Canada

loses by 1.2%

By David Crary
Associnted Prees

Montreel ,

By a perilously narrow margin,
Quebecers heeded pleas for na-
tional unity and voted against se-
cession yesterday, sparing Canada
a traumatie fracture but leaving
the French-speaking province spiit
down the middie,

After losing hy barely more
than 1 percent of the vote, the sep-

aratists detiantly pledged to Iry
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Oppononts of the secession referendum celebrated by waving Canadian and Quebec flags as election results wm gnnounce:
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Education
" Reform Plan
Proposed

Uniform standards
urged for state

By Edward Epsteln
Chronlcle Stqfyf Writer

Sacramento

The top leaders of California’s

edueational systemn from kinder.
garten 1o universities offered an
‘unprecedented plan yesterday to
improve academic performance
by requiring students to meet
higher standards and providing
sehools with new resources to help
them. :
The educators called for uni-
form highb school graduation stan.
dards and new statewide tests to
let high school freshmen and soph-
omores know how they are doiag.

“It will be essential to articu-
late content and performance -

- gtandards for high school gradua-
tion with expectations for first-
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The Grill Is (Iion'e —

Zim’s Shuts Its Doors

Fast food fells S.F. restaurant chain

By Steve Rubenatein
Chronicle Stafy Writer

Zim's, the chain of San Fran-
cisco burger joints founded by a
hungry GI who daydreamed of
bamburgers and milk shakes

during world War II, i no-

more.

The chain once numbered
25 restaurants, but beset by fast
food giants and the city's chang-
ing palate, it quietly closed its
last three sites last week

Some longtime workers saw
the end coming. Others were
sizzling like fries in the vat.

“I was so angry and hurt,”
said Kim Vallianos, a Zim's wait-
ress for 21 years, after the doors
of the restaurant at 3490 Call-
fornia Street were closed and
locked by the owner last week

without a word to employees..

“They never even told us they
were sorry.” .

For 48 years, a Zimburger

represented something more

~ than a8 fast food burger in a

sack. It was bigger, leaner and
botter. With it, according tu
owner Steve Zimmerman, came
“a slice of genuine Bermuda on-
“ion, a high quality bun and a
very thick slice of tomato.” Fast
food joints, said Zimmerman,

did the chain in.
“To have a Zimburger, fries

and a Coke, you're talking eight-

bucks,” sald Zimmermap with a
sigh. “At McDonald’s or Burger
King, it's about $3.”

Zim's was founded in 1047
by Zimmerman's father, Art,
who returned home from
World War II determined to get
the taste of K rations out of his
mouth. The menu at the first

Zim’s at Steiner and Lombard

streets featured all the stuff Art
Zimmerman could not Iind in
the mess line — broiled cheese-

ZIM'S: PageAllCol 5

By Edward Epstein
Chronicle Stafy Writer

“Professor” Bill Steed is pres-
ident, dean of frogs and the only
faculty member at Croaker Col-
lege, a one-of-a-kind institution
of amphibian higher education
in Emeryville.

Diana Stoneberg of Los Ange-
les is an “automatic writer” who
a1 times can draw what she says
are ancient Chinese characters
even though she does not know
any Chinese.

And Gary Holloway of San
Francisco likes to go around

@ A NEW ‘GOLDEN AGE’ FOR OFFBEAT TYPES

They're Not Goofy, Just Eccentric

“Eccentrics’ Book Review
SEE DATEBOOK, PAGE DS

town dressed as a Fraaciscan
monk, owns a collection of al-
most 1,000 tea and cocosa tins, Is
an expert on obscure British col-
onies such as Tristan da Cunhas,
and is president and founder of
the Martin Van Buren Fan Club.

The common  thread? Ac-
cording to Dr. David Weeks, a
neuropsychologist, all' three are
certified eccentrics. A would-be
eccentric himself, Weeks since
1884 has studied thousands of

people who “have thrown off the
constraints of normal life to let
themselves do exactly as they
please — and anyone who
doesn't like it be damned.”
Weeks says eccentricity is en-
joying a new golden age in the
United States. He speculates that
this is an outgrowth of the beat-
nik and hippie movements, coy-
pled with the American tradi-
tion of political 1 sbelliousness.
Of course, eccentricity has
been a way of lifc for San Fran-
ciscans since the storied days of

ECCENTRICS: Page A6 Col. 1

The first Casar Chave:
sign was raised at the
Folsom on March 31

Army-Cha
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Chronicie Stafy Wr
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year students entering higher edu-
cation,” sald the report of the Call-
fornia Education Round Table.

That almost certainly meaps-

that high school would get more
rigorous for many students in
schools that traditionally have not
been at the top of the academic
heap.

The plan also calls for tmprov-
ed teacher training, more class
room usc of computers and asking
more university students and se.
nior citizens to work in elementary
and high schools as tuters, teach-
ers' aides and role models.

The plan suggests that colleges

might even pay college students
small salaries for their work, along
with giving thew academic credit.
The University of California’s pew
president, Richard Atkinson, has
already made such & program one
of his top priorities. :

There is no strict timetable for
implementing the plan, which re-
quires coordination ameng vari-
ous components of the state educa-
tion system as well as some belp
from the Legislature.

The power behind the plan
comes from the clout of its au-
thors, who meet together as the
Round Table. They are the state su-
perintendent of public instruction,
the president of the University of
California, the chapcellors of the
California State University and
community college systems, the
head of the state Postsecondary
Education Commission and & rep-
resentative of the state’s private
universities.

“For too long, we've gone about
our own business. We haven't seen
each other as partners,” Delaine
Eastin, state superintendent of
public instruction, said at a press
conference ¢f the roundtabie’s
leaders.

But under the pressure of tight
budgets, the need to educate a big
new wave of young people enter-
ing schools — the so-called Tidal
Wave 11 — and the fact that stu-
dents’ test scores still lag, the edu-
cational power structure is coming
together as never before.

One of the speeific steps the
leaders outlined calls for forming
task forces on education in mathe
matics and English to come up
with single statewide high school
standards for graduation. These
would be developed in conjunc-
tion with UC andq the CSU to allow’
students to see how they are doing
in masting the twn sustoms’ admice

Y Ay
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year 2001. Across the 21-campus
CSU system, about 60 percent of
incoming f{reshmen for the 1008

.school year required remedial

classes in ope or both of these sub-
jects. ‘
After 2001, students who do not

‘meet the admission requirement

would be sent to community ¢ol
leges to bring thelr course work up
to CSU level.

The proposal has met with
withering criticism, in large part
from students, parents and teach-
ers who say that students already
well along in elementary or middle
school cannot be expected.to sud-
denly meet higher standards.

Yesterday, CSU Chancellor
Barry Munitz said that when his
board of trustees votes on the plan

in January they most likely willde -

lay implementation. The effective
date might be the year 2004, mean-
ing that today's fourth-graders
would ha the first ones affected.

The plan announced yesterday
also revives the idea of a statewide
test of public school students, fol-
lowing the abandonment of the
controversial California Learning
Assessinept System test. This time,
Eastip said, the idea is to test high
school freshman and sophomores
in reading, math and writing. The
tests would be formulated with UC
and CSU admission standards spe-
cifically in mind., - ‘

Students, parents and teachers
would be informed of the results,
o let them know how each student
was progressing.

*The earlier we can start this
program, the earlier we can im-
pose standards, the sooner we get
this message out to all students,
Ine better off we'll be,” suid Mun-

42 .

Today will see another first, as
the CSU board of trusiees, the
state community college board

. and the state Board of Education

hold a Joint oneday meeting at Cal
State Sacramento 10 zero in on the
issue of improving high school stu.

_dents’ English und snath abilities.

One big issue arising from

CSU's ides of getting out of the re-

medial education business is the
pressure this would place on high
schools to improve students’ scores
and vu community colleges to han-
dle increased earoliments.

In an additional show of unity
and impatlence with 510w progress
in reforming schools, the leaders
of the Education Roundtable an-
uounced yesterday that they have
recelved a $420,000 grant from the
Willlam and Flora Hewlett Foun-
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New Standards

IMUMGIRY Wit e;ewuaf qﬂb‘ s
decision, it lowered the threshold
for such clalms and said “inade-
quately explained cvidence of a
significant statistical disparity in
the race of those prosecuted suf-
fices™ to suggest that racism may
be involved.

“Few claims (are) as serfous as
the charge put forth here — thut
the government has selected them
for prosecution because of their
race,” Judge Stephen Reinhardi
wrote for the majority.

The decision upheld a judge's
order requiring federal prosecu-
tors to supply information on at
least 3000 drug cases processed
over the past three years, includ-
ing 2 racial breakdown and the ba-
sis for deciding which cases were
seat to federal vs. state court.

The difference between feder-
al and state prosecution can be
crucial. People convicted in feder-
al court of having more than 50
grams of crack get at least 10 vears
and possibly life in prison. But the
same charge in a California state
court will yield a prison term of

-five years or less, lawyers say. Gen-

erally, federal officlals say, they
prosecute major dealers and sus-
pects with long criminal records.

A public defender represent.
ing five young black men arrested
in the Inglewood area of Los Ange-
les had raised the claim, showing
that 24 consecutive federal crack
cases in 1991 {nvolved blacks.

The U.S. attorney's office,
backed up by the Clinton adminis-
tration, countered that such num-
bers were meaningless. Last year,
it notad, all the antitrust defen-
dants charged in federal court,

and nearly all those charged with -

pornography and LSD violations,
were white. )

When the prosecutors refused
to comply with the federal appel-
late order, U.S. Distriet Judge Con.
suela Marshall in Los Angeles dis-
missed the indictments of the five
defendants.

The government urged the Su-
preme Court to reverse the appel

or's oNEMPT IS NEIIY
validated Georgia low
hod allowed grandpar:
win court-crdored visita
with their grondchildrer
parents’ objections. -
B Rejectod the oppeal «
ican businessman Ruber
Arce, sentenced to life ir
on for his role in the 198
* nap, torture and slaying
U.S. drug agent Enrique
mareng,
A BIOC 41

late decision so prosect
spend their time “pr
crime ... instead of chas
ties.” Otherwise, 1t said
lawyers will be encoura,
on “fishing expeditions.”
Yesterday, the hig
agreed to bear the gove
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ing is due by July.
The court’s action co
a recent report that de
socaring number of yor
men in prison. A study
Justice Department dat:
ed that about one in thy
black men was either be:
on parole or on probatic
ing at the Million Man
Washington two weeks
Rev. Jesse Jackson biar
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schools that traditionally have not
been at the top of the academic

- heap.

The plan also calls for improv-
ed teacher training. more class-

room use of computers and asking .

more university students and se-
njor eitizens to work in elementary

_and high schools as tutors, teach-

ers’ aides and role models.

The plan suggests that colleges
might even pay college students
small salaries for their work, along
with gtving them acudemic credit.
The University of California’s new
presidest, Richard Atkinson, bas
already made such & program one
of his top priorities.

There is no strict timetable for
implementing the plan, which re-
guires coordination ameng vari
ous components of the state educs.
tion system as well as some help
from the Legislature.

The power behind the plan
comes from the clout of its au-

- thors, who meet together as the

Round Table. They are the state su-
perintendent of public instruction,
the president of the University of
Callfornia, the chancellors of the
California State University and
community college systems, the
head of the state Postsecopdary
Education Commission and & rep-
resentative of the state's private
universities. )

“For too long, we've gone about
our own business. We haven't seen
each other as partners,” Delaine
Eastin, state superintendent of
public instruction, sald at a press

_conference of the roundtable’s
leaders. o

But under the pressure of tight
hudgets, the need to educate a big
new wave of young people enter.
ing schools — the so<called Tidal
Wave IT — and the fact that stu.
dents’ test scores still lag, the edu-
cational power structure is coming
together as never before.

One of the specific steps the
leaders outlined calls for forming
task forees on education in mathe-
matics and English to come up
with single statewide bigh school
standards for graduation. TheRe
would be developed in conjunc-
tion with UC and the CSU to allow
students to see how they are doing
in meeting the two systems’ admis-
sion requirements. o

CSU is considering a controver.
sial proposal to abolish remedial
classes in English and math in the

FROM 41

5 356 7242
meet the admission requirement
would be sent to communlity col-
leges to bring thelr course work up
to CSU level,

The proposal has met with
withering criticism, in large part
from students, parents and teach-
ers who-say that students already
well along in elementary or middle
school cannot be expected to sud-
denly meet higher standards,

Yesterday, CSU Chancellor
Barry Munitz said that when his
board of trustees voles on the plan
in January they most likely will de-
lay implementation. The effective
date might be the year 2004, mean-
ing that today's fourth-graders
would be the first ones affected.

The plan announced yesterday
also revives the idea of a statewide
test of public school students, fol-
lowing the abandonment of the
controversial Califurnis Learning
Assessment System test. This time,
Eastin said, the idea is to test high
school freshman and sophomores
in reading, math and writing. The
tests would be formulated with UC
and CSU admission standards spe-
cifically in mind.

Students, parents and teachers
wouwld be informed of the resuits,
to let them know how each student
was progressing. ‘

“The earlier we can start this
program, the earlier we can im-
pose standards, the sooner we get
this message out to all students,
the better off we'll be,” said Mun-
itz.

Today will see another first, as
the CSU board of trustees, the
state community college board
and the state Board of Education
hold s joint one-day meeting at Cal
State Sacramento to zero in on the
issue of improving high school stu-

_dents’ English and math abilities.

One big fssue arising from
CSU's idea of getting out of the re-
medial education business is the
pressure this would place on high
schools to improve students’ scores
and on community colleges to han-
dle increased enroliments.

In an additional show of unity
and impatience with slow progress
in reforming schools, the leaders
of the Education Roundtable an-
nounced yesterday that they have
received a 420,000 grant from the
Willlam and Flora Hewlett Foun.

- dation of Menlo Park to undertake

their own reevaluation of the
state Master Plan for Higher Edu-
cation, now 35 years old. ‘

70 9-1-202-401-0598
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for prosecution because of their
race,” Judge Stephen Reinbardt
wrote for the majority. ;
The decision upheld a judge’s
order requiring federal prosecu.
tors 10 supply information on at
least 3,000 drug cases processed
over the past three years, includ-

ing a racial breakdovwn and the ba.

sis for deciding which cases were
sent to federal vs. state court.

The difference between foder.
al and state prosecution can be
crucial. People convicted in feder-
al court of having more than 50
grams of crack get at least 10 years
and possibly life In prison. But the
same charge in a California state
court will yield a prison term of
five years or less, lawyers say. Gen-
erally, foderal officials say, they
prosecule major dealers and sus-
pects with long crirminal records.

A public defender represent-
ing five young black men arrested
in the Inglewood area of Los Ange-
les had raised the claim, showing
that 24 consecutive federal crack
cases in 1991 involved blacks.

The U.S. artorney’s office,
backed up by the Clinton adminis-
tration, countered that such num-
bers were meaningless. Last year,
it noted, all the antitrust defen-
dants charged in federal court,

-and nearly all those charged with

pornography and LSD violations,
were white.

When the prosecutors refused
to comply with the federal appel-
late order, U.S. Distriet Judge Con-
suela Marshall tn Los Angeles dis-
missed the indictments of the five
defendants.

The government urged the Su-
preme Court to reverse the appel-
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U.S. drug agent Enrique ¢
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attorneys say the numbe
easy to explain. “Jamaican
tians and black street gangs
nate the largescale manuf
and distribution of crack |
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 Goals 2000 and California Educatic::
Devolution in Retreat? -

By Lance T. Izumi and Natalie Williams®

~ ~EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Few topics in recent years have inflamed parents and grassroots education activis:. us me
Clinton administration’s Goals 2000; Educate America Act, passed in 1994 Altl' ok ".f_.z i
, el I
standards in K-12 education, the aut.hors c:f this study ﬁnd that in any common s&iis. ;,S. wuading
of the Jaw, power is transferred from state and lozal educauon authorities to the fid 2.
bureaucracy in Washington.

The law makes mandatory a wide variety of federal dictares, controls education's purie
- strings, fequires national standards, issues federal “skill certifieates ™ imposes new rér ulgs.ons,
and manipulates state and local agsessments. In so-deing, Goals 2000 radically afters the
education decisionmaking landscape by centralizing policymaking at the {ederal level lmving
the states and localities o carry out Washington’s dictates. ,

The major &ndings of this study include:

o Drafters of the Goals 2000 law use the command “will” at least forty-five tizses i
describing what the federal goverunent expects states and local districts to ds 1
sccomplish the Act’s exght national goals The more permissive “should” iz use.! only three
times.

¢
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o Goals 2000 creates a wide variety of bureaucracies (e.g, the National Goals Puc.cl, ¢ cegional
educzrion laboratories, federal education research institutes, etc.) which are endow o with
wide “advocacy” powers in order 10 get states and localities o implement the na. M’LJ
goals and objectives contained in the Act.

o  Once a state accepts federal Goals 2000 mcney, it must implement the nationz! gosls and
objectives of Goals 2000, Accordmg to the Act, any state that applies for Gouls 2000
funding must devise a state improverment plan that i mccrporates sa'a:egxes for mewuxg the
National Education Goals,”

e Through its control of the purse, the federal government will increase jts influenice gver
school curricula. Washington expheuly recommends that states include “gendior ¢;uitahle
and multicultural matesials” in its xmprovemem szrateges : R
© Gosls 2000 tells states how to cut their education pie and in some cases even ci;e:,:ss the
size of the pie (the level of spending) and mandatea what social services schocls BIE 1O

provide on campus.

o Goels 2000 creates a National Skills Standards Board that will endorse & broad spestrum
of skdlls standards to be considered by business and employers when hiring. The raiated
School-to-Work law strongly encourages:states 1o issue “skill certificares” to studeats who
supposedly have met the skills standards pmmulgated by the National Skills Standards
Board. Schools and srudents who refuse to participate in the slall-eemﬁcate gmg;mn will
beata dzsadvantage in the job market.

e Even though compliance with Goals 2000 is “voluntary™ for sutes, the law holds
disadvantaged children hostage to its dictates. Goals 2000 requires states thut rea&.v«
federal money under the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (TASA) ts zlien state
assessments, curriculum, and professional teacher development programs witli the -
standards contained in the Goals 2000 law. California is slated to receive more than $1
billion in IASA money in 1995-96; two-thirds of this money goes to “compensatory
education”

o Goals 2000 may impose radical and untried ideas on most of the nation, but its objectives
are already mirrored in California’s subject framewarks and its statewide asscssment (both
the defunct CLAS test and the proposed new assessment). In other words, California has
“been there, done that.” Since student perfonnance in California has continued 1o fall
under these frameworks, we can expect no improvement if California decides to ¢ ;aru«.:lpate

~ in Goals 2000
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INTRODUCTION - : -
“We seek 1o support and encourage; we do rol dictate or defermine Iaca! or
state policy.”
= Rlchm-d Riley
U S. Secretary of Education

“Int the future, because of Geals 2000 m:d its tight linkage io the Elementzry ewid
Secondary Education Act. . . Jederal regulation may extend much more dlrecily into
whal is laught, how it is zaught the conditions in which it is mgh: and ks '
it is fested ”

Diane Raviich

Jormer Assistant Secretary of Educiiian
U.S. Department of Education

| ,

In 1989, the nation’s governors met with President Bush and issued 8 list of six eduration
goals that they wanted America to achieve by the year 2000. Then-govemor of Arkansas Bill
Clinton was a big proponent of this goal-sefting process, which combined national leadership
with state innovation and flexibility. There were no federal dolfars involved, and no wow
federal bureaucracy was created to administer it. Jt was a state-centered program pledead to
broad national goals, with the key role of pohcy development left to the govemors of tha 50
stares.

But once Clinton moved from the statehoﬁse to the 'White House, e abandona:i this states
centered program. Instead of a national program of statehouse leadership, it becasoe a faderal
government initiative—a distinction that has been lost or forgoren by many of the governors
. who had jeined the Bush initiative. The original six goals were expanded to eight by Clinton
and his new Secretary of Education, Richard Riley, and the eight goals were tied tv the
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which channels billions of
dollars 1o local schoof districts. ;
Why has Goals 2000 become controversial? After all, what could be wrong ‘with wanting
Amgerican students 10 be number one in the world in math and science? Or wanting every
American adult to be literate? Or wanzing to increase parental involvement? '

The answer, of course, is that there is nothing wrong with desiring these and some of the
other laudable goals contained in the Goals 2000 law. Bowever, as with many worthwhile
objectives, the means to the ends are just as important as the ends themselves. And in the case
of Goals 2000, the means contained in the law’s more than 150 pages of fine print should give
great pause 10 anyone who takes seriously the notion of state and local control of education.

i
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This paper, a joint pubhcauon of the Pasxﬁc Raeearch Institute and the Claremont h;;amrg

.examines the fine print in Goals 2000 and focuses on how this law will affect Califerniz’s public
.~ education system—and by inference, the public school systems in other states. Alt.hcwz;’* the

law has bean seen by many as helpfid &t best and innocuous at worst, the authars of this study
find that Goals 2000 threatens to dominate and control its subject area and coneentrate ;
decision-making power in a few unelected officiels in Washington, For this reason, it is fair to
call it “devolution in retreat,” @ step backward 1o greater centralization of authority, not
" forward to more state and local mpommmw As such, it is a piece of warmed-over 19708
legslauon, not a progressive step into the 21st Ce.nm:y

MECHANISMS OF FEDERAL CON‘I'ROI.

Congress and the Clinton administration were well aware of the suspicion that hed g grovem
in many quarters regarding Goals 2000’5 potential for federal usurpation of educational -
decision-making authority. The Goals 2000 law, therefore, spexifically cites past laws enacted
by Congress that reserves responsibility for education to the states and local school systems.
Section 315 of the Goals 2000: Educate America Aet (hereafter “the Act™) notes:

Public Law 9688 specified that the establishment of the Deparament of Edusation shall
not increase the authonty of the Federal Govemment over education or diminisl the
responsibility for education which s reserved o the States and local schocl systens

" and other ingtrumentalities of the Sta:es

This statement is more than a little dzsmgmucus however, sincs everyone knows that the vast
array of federal programs that funnel federal tax dollars to the states all come with strings and
conditions that increase Washington’s control over what goes on at local levels, For u.ample
many public schools in low-ineome arass must ensure that their actions conform to '
Washington’s requirements if they are to recewe the millions of federal dollars eaninarked for
disadvamaged children.

Still, thf; Act maintains that;

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to authorize an officer or employss of the
Federal Govemnment to mandate, direst, or control a State, local educations! agency, or
school’s curriculum, program of instruction, or allocation of State or local resour:es or
mandate a State or any subdivision zhersaf 1o spend any funds or incur any costs ot
paid for under this Act? ‘

" »Goals 2000; Educaie Amierica Ac,” Public Law 103-227, March 31, 1994, Section 319, p. 137,
7 Dbid, Section 318, p. 186.
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Viewed in isolasion, this provision seems to prec ude the type of federal intrusion that has
become all too familiar over the last thirty years, Unfortunately, the At is laden witis
terrninology, programs and incentives that clearly contradict this supposed respect fcsr the
autonomy of states and local jurisdictions.

In Title I, which lays out the eight national education goals and the thirty-five objectives "
listed under the goals, there is a troubling pattern of word usage that indicates a greatsr ;
willingness by the federal government to impose its will than it would have the public believe,
Although the Clinton sdministration emphasizes the voluntary nature of the goals, the Act uses
the command word “will” at least forty-five times in describing what the federal govem“nent
expects states, localities, and individuals to do to accomplish the various goals.

Thus, one finds.dictates such as:

All children will have accass to Ingh-quahry and deveiopmentaﬂy.apprepnaké
. preschool programs. .

Parents will have access 10 the training?and support parents need,

- Children will receive the nutrition, physical activity, experiences, and health care
necded to arrive at school with healthy minds and bodies, ...

All srudents will be knowledgeable abqut the diverse cultural heritage of this Nation. , .

Aﬂ taachers will have access to presemce teacher education and canunmng
professional development activities. .

Staies and schoo! districts will ereate mteg'azed strategies to attract, recruit, prepare,
retrain, and support the continued profesmonal developmem, of teachers,
ad.xmmstmars, and other educators. .

— Schools, in implementing comprehenswe parent involvement programs, will cffer more
adult literacy, parent training and life-long lcarning opportunities. . . .

Every local educational agency will develop a sequential, comprehensive kindergarten
through twelfth grade drug and alcohol prevention education
program. .. . (Emphases added.)

* Thid, Section 102, Secthe Appendix at the end of this paper for a listing and analysis of me el navional
goals contained in the Ast
¢ Thid, Section 102, pp. 130-133,



10/18/95 07:52  B703 276 5057  TRW M JACKSON _ @oo7
OCT 17 ’95 12:1TPM TRW/ASG SAC 1916-3314936 = . - p.g

What ﬁre the meanings of phrases such as “will have access to,” “will offer,” “will
develop,” and “will create™? ‘Do they not mean that states and local school districts kave an
obligation to create 3 plethora of new programs to fulfill the imperatives of the Act?

It is obvious that Lhe use of the command word “w'iﬂ” wias deliberate. In Title L the
permissive word “should” is used as well, but only t.hree times. Thus, for example:

Community-based teams should be orgamzed to prowde srudents and tea»hew with
nezded suppon

‘Every school should work to eliminate sexual harassment.‘ (Emphases added,)

Why the difference? One expert on legal drafting observes that the word “will” ret oniy
expresses 8 future contingency, but also, “when the relationship is a delicate one, expresses
both parties’ obligations.”.* Under such a definition of “will” the states could find ihizmselves
forced to implement the goals’ many objectives (especially if, as will be discussed lazaz, snc
states decide to accept the federal funding attached to the Act).

A principal problem that arises from such word usage is judicial interpretation i firrure
court cases. Recent judicial history is replete with examples of courts making eritical ¢hanges
in public pohcy through-loose interpretations of the words in laws. The word “will" is rot
permissive; it is a mandate to do a specific thmg, and federal courts will likely interpret it that
way.

New Bureaucracies

Another concern is the various federal entities that are created under the Act. For instance,
" the Naticnal Education Goals Panel is empowered to report progress that the states and the
nation are makmg toward achieving the goals of the Act. Among the Goals Panel’s duties is to
“identify actions that should be taken by Federal, State, and local governments to enharca
progress toward achieving the National Education Goals and to provide all studentswith a fair
. opportunity to leam.”” Although states and Jocal jurisdictions may decide to ignore the
identified actions, as we discuss in the following section on the federal “purse,” resisting federal
“advics” will not be as easy as it may seem.

 The Goals Panel is also charged with an advocacy mission:

Did. '
Bryan A. Gamer, Advanced Legal Draﬂmg (Da.llas, TX: Law Prose, Inc. 1994), p. 13.
’ “Geals 2000,” Section 203, p. 136 ‘
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The Goals panel shall help build a nauonmde bzpamsan consensus for the r=oriss
ne;essaxy 10 achieve the National Education Goals.®

Statements by Colorado Governor Roy Romer, an active supporter of Goals 2000,
demonstrate what type of advocacy one can expect from the Goals Panel and its bussaicratic
subgroups. According to Romer, Goals 2000 is'in trouble because “parents and voters oppose
the scheme.” In view of this skept:cxsm on the part of the public, Romer is encourzging the
* Goals Panel’s subgroups to work with business executives and state legislators who feve been
 resistant to Goals 2000. In other words, if local leaders aren’t showing the proper cnthnsinsm,
they must be educated and propagandized until they come around The federal goalx vl drive
Jocal reforms, not the other way around.

~ The Act also creates Resource and Tmhnicél Planning Groups on School Readinizss. A .
primary duty of these Groups is to “create clear guidelines regarding the nature, fugctions, and
uses of early childhood assessments, including assessment formats that are appropriate fur use
in culturally and linguistically diverse communities, based on mode! elements of school
readiness.” -What is the force of these guidelines? ‘Will the feders! government deserimine the
validity of assessments in areas such as bilingualism? Even though the Planning Groups are
suppased 10 operate in an advisory capacity, in California their guidelines could have 3
disprdporﬁonatc impact on the state’s assessment programs. The assessment debate in
California continues to rage after last year’s California Learning Assessmem Systems (CLAS)
debacle, leaving an open field for federal mﬂuenae

- A major body created by the Act, the Nanonal Educanon Standards and Improvermeant
Council (NESIC), which is charged with overseeing the creation of the veluntary rizzionsl
content and student performance standards, is currently the target of definding maves in
Congress. Although still not officially dead, the NESIC will not be s factor far some tine, if at
all (at preseat, no nominations have been put forward far any Council mernber positions). It
should be remembered, however, that the NESIC's possible demise does not eliminats the
national standards themselves, or the fact that states receiving federal funds will have tw meet
. those smndards

The Act also ereates a number of federal resear:h institutes, The prcblem with ihese -
instinures is that the mission outlined for them in the Act contains provisions that would tura
them i advogacy organizations. For example, the National Institute on Student
Achievement, Curriculum and Assessment (NISA,CA) is charged with, among othcr '»;h_ngs,

V 1derm@mg

' Inid.. Section 203(5), p. 136.
* mid, Sc.:uon 207, p. 138,
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(viii) the impact and effectiveness ct‘ Federal, State, and local efforts to provice gmdep.
fair educarional opportunities to elementary and secondary students;

(ix) programs, policies, and approaches which promote gender equity in elernz .'\?:_-.ry
and secondary educanon

Given this charter, what would the Institute havc to say about recent efforts by Az:mn- ,
Anerican parents 1o create single-sex schoals, which have been shown to improve tha
‘achievernent and discipline of children, especially male chxldren, in that community? izis hard
to imagine that such inqovations would be able to recexve @ fair hearing and a.w.;ly~s1a :

Another group of Eureaucrac\es created by the Act, which have so Ear reccwed Bitie:
attention, are the “regional educational laboratories.” Under Section 941(h) of the Acx, the
United States would be divided up into regions each having a regional educational lahoratory.

- States participating in Goals 2000 must give their corsent to the formation of thesz laboratories
through their chief state school officials and their state boards of education. The miission of the
lebs is 1o promote reform efforts. The labs are supposed to be, among other things, a resouree

- for schools \mhm the region. : '

Although the regional labs may prove 10-be innocuous, they are simply another layz: of
bureaucracy that have the potential to impose their will on local schools. The regional labs will
be governed by an unelected, appomtei board made up of various state officials and syecial
interest representatives. Among its main dunes the board: :

Directs the regional educational laboratory to can'y out the laboratoxy sdutissina
manner as will make progress toward ac!newng the National Educatxon Goals and
reforming schools and education systems u

Like the Goals Panel and the research msntutes, the board and the labs are gwen an zdvocacy
rmission. .

Potentially more damaging to local conrrol of schools is the lahs stated dury o

Facilitate school restmctumg at the indmdual school level, mcludmg techrieal
assistance for adapting model demonstration grant programs to each school '

19 Ibid, Section 93L()2XA), p. 232.
" Ibid, Section 941(hY(E)NANV), p. 253.
7 Ibid.. Section $41((3)(D), p- 251
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This dury is much more interventionist than simply supp ying educational research to stxie and
“local school agencies. Furthermore, “restructuring” has become a buzz word in masy
_education circles for changing school curricula and school governance and for promotin the

controversial principles of outcome-based education. The fact that unelected bureaiteratic

entities such as the regional edueational labs’ have, as 2 primary duty, the facilitation of this -
controversial concept 3t the school site evel is ari open invitation 1o unwanted federally- '
sponsored meddling into local decxsnun-malqng

Federal Requirements Come with the Meney'

Perhaps the most pernicious instrument of federal control of state and local education
- policy is the additional federal funding that is made available by the Goals 2000 Aci. Uinder
Tide IT of the Act, $400 million was authorized for fiscal year 1994-95 for the purposs of
allowing the federal government to make allotments to the states. In order for statc; to receive
this funding they must, unsurprisingly, meet 2 number of requirements contained in the Act.

What are those requirements? According 10 Section 306 of the Act, “any Statz educational
agency that wishes 10 receive an allotment under [Tide ITT] after its first year of participziion
_shall develop and implement a State unprovement plan for the improvement of elemercary and
. sesondary education in the State. "5 Intum, the requxred state improvement plan st xtself
mest 2n important requirement:

Each State aducarional agency, with broadobascd classroom teacher input, shall

~ establish and include in its State improvement plan strategies for meeting the Nzgioual
Eduycation Goals by unprevmg teachmg and learning anci students’ mastery of basic and
advanced sidlls. , . .*

In order for the states to get the Goals 2000 money, they must adhere to the goals, objuwstves -
and standards laid out by the Act. The minute any state decides to accept any part of the Goals
. 2000 larg%se the supposedly “voluntary” goals become mandatory. '

‘But thxs is not all. The Act not only mguxes that staves abide by its goals, it €lso lists Lhe
strategies that they must follow in order to meet the goals. Alarmingly, these requirsd
strategics open the door to radical pohcy—meddmxg by federal officials. For cmmpi.,, a siate
. straregy must include: .

A process for aligning State or Jocal mmcula, instructional materials, and Statg
assessments with the State content srzndards and Stare student performasce
standards. 18 ,

H

" bid, Section 306, p. 160,
- ' Ibid, Section 306(c), p. 162.
' Ibid., Section 306(:)(1)(0. p. 163.



10/18/95  07:54 7703 276 5057 "TRW M JACKSON
OCT 17 95 12:1SPM TRW/ASG SAC 1916-33149%6 B . - @o11

i

: . ; : 4
The trouble is that under Goals 2000, state content and student performance stzndsrds are
* -heavily influenced by the federal government. (This influence is explained in detail below.)
The federal govemnment will therefore have & heavy mﬂuence on the curricula, books sad tests
of local schools.

" What kinds of books and maerials does the faderal government wish to promczﬁ Again,
the Act explicitly recommends that state srrazeges include:

A process for developing, selecting, or: recommmdmg instructional matena!s. mcludmg
gender equitable and multicultural materials, and technology to support and assist Joeal
educational agencies and schools to provide all srudents the oppormmy to mect State
content standards and State student performance standar ‘

Gender-equity and multiculturalist texsbooks and mazerials have caused extrestic
cofitroversy and division among parents and state and Jocal school officials. Many of these
works are enfused with anti-male and anti-Westemn biases, and often rely more on polemics
than on objective scholarship, Yet this is the type of instructional material that Washington
singles cut for inclusion in state strategies.

Further, the Act secks to affect the exact ways in whxch states divide their edu ation budget
pie. The Act recorumends that strateges mc!ude .

Assessmg the effectiveness and eqmty of the s:hool ﬁnance program of the Siate to
identify disparities in the resources available to each local educarional agency and
school in such State and how such dlsparines affect the ability of the Stare educational
ager:}cy and local educational agencxeﬁ to develop and xmplement plan.s under [Tnle
oI , :

In view of provisions such as this, the Act's pretense of not du‘e::ur.g how a state or iocallty
" allocates its resources ns no more than empty thetoric.

A good example of the gap between a good goal and bad means can be found in the Act's
standards regarding parental and cammumty involvement. - On the positive side, the Act
requnes that:

Each State improvement plan shall describe strategics for how the State educauonalf
agency will involve parents-and other comumunity rcpresenmnves in planning,
designing, and implementing the State unprovemem plan. .

% Ihid, Section 306()2)(C), p. 163,
U Phid, Section 306(cX2X®),p- 163. |
- " Tbid, Section 305(f), p. 164. L

10
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‘The sirategy described by the At as a way to achieve parental and community invelvement
raises.very. serious questions. The Act cnvisions a strategy which will result in:

Increasmg the access of all students to social services, health care, nutrition, related
semces, and child care services, and locatmg such services in schools, COG@%;Tat-ng
service agencies, community-based centers, or other convenient sxtes desxgqa; -3
provide “one-stop shopping” for parents and students.'”

To what social services must the stare and local ijdICﬁODS provide “access” to? What types
of health care services? Perhaps those “reproductive services™ advocated by former S Surgeon
General Joycelyn Elders? And what types of child care services? And how appropriste is it to
locatc these services on school campuses? Is this not another example of schools taking on
new roles that divert it fom its primary mission—to teach?

Carrots and Sticks: Federal Approval of State Plans and Strategies

Although Goals 2000 advocates in California downplay the mandastory nature ¢f the siate
improvement plans and the strategies required to implement thern, there is no getting around
the fact that under Section 307 of the Act, it is the federal Secretary of Education who hay
approval power over a state’s application for funding under the Act, More imporiant, after the
first year of funding, the Sccretary will approve further funding only if he has approved the -
state improvement plan and has determined “that the State has made substantial grogress in
developing its State improvement plan and will implement such plan not later than the end of
the second year of participation.”® , . :

This process raises important quesdons, su{:ﬁ as:

. @ Does the state’s improvement plan and accompanymg stmteges include gandc:r uqmtable
‘and multicultural testbocks? | |

o Doesit mclude an “eqmtabi dxstnbuuon (atleastin Washmgton $ eyes) of state education’
budget dollars? ;

.o Are lacge numbers of soczal services, mcludmg perhaps even reproductive ss,me.;,
avaﬂable to the state $ chﬂdren? .

o Hoas the state included in its p[an and sr:ateges ways to implement the thxrty»ﬁve objectives
© listed under the eight national goals'? -

' Ibid.. Section 306()(2), p. 164.
* Ioid, Section 307®)(1)(B), p- 167.

11
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The answers to such questions could detenmine whether the federal Secretary dotides to
bestow a Goals 2000 grant on a state. In other words, the federal Secretary has significa
- discretionary power to accept or reject a state’s application based on the state's adherence to
Washingron's policies. Given that states have historically accepted fedeml dictates that ,
translate to more dollars in their budgets, there will be pnwerﬁﬂ and xrresxsuble pressure on |
states to conform to federal educauon policies. a

It is not just the Secretary’s power 1o appmve 3 sate’s improvement plan tha: gives h;s
agency carrot-and-stick leverage. According to Section 317 of the Act, the Secretary of
Education can award technology grants to states that, as part of their state improvemeit plans
include; . i

[A] systemic statewide plan to increase the use of state~of-the-art technologies that
enhance elementary and secondary student leamning and staff development in support of
the National Education Goals and State content standards and State studernt
performance standards *

Agazin, behind the promise of money Is the requirement that the federal goals be promoted.
It is also instructive to note that the Act dictates how the states allocate the funds they receive
under its auspices. After the first year of fundmg, at least ninety percent of a state’s aliotment
must be used either to fund the state improvement plan at the local level or “to i improve
educator preservice programs and for professxonal development activities that are consistent
with the State improvement plan® The remaining ten percent or less can be used for wate
activities such as promonng public magner and charter schools, supporting contracting with

- private management organizations to reform schools; and supparting violence-redustion

programs in schools. In essence, teachers are given access to the vast majority of the Act’s |
funds, but supporters of cutting-edge reforms such as charter schools and private condaf:tmg
have access to only a tiny fracrion of these ﬁmds :

Even supporters of Goals 2000 admit that there are potential control problems if' states
decide to take the Act's funding. California’s state Legislative Analyst's Office (LAO), which
supports California’s pammpanon in the Act, nevertheless warns that “Taking advantaze of the
federal framework is not risk-free. . . ."” The LAO realizes that the voluntary nature of the Act
is more iflusion than reality: o v

The state would always be able to opt out of Goals 2000 if it appeared federal policy
. making was interfering with state or local sutherity. (Of course, California would also

¥ hid, Section 317()(1), p. 184.
Z Did, Sxxion 303M)(1)(B), p. 168.

12

emkin BRSSP - Bk . tew w


http:pressL1.ie

10/18/95 07:55 8703 276 5057 - TRW M JACKSdN ) @blfi

. OCT 17 “95 12!17PM TRU/ASG SAC 1916-3314936 P 13

have to relinquish the federa.l funds prouded under Goals 2000 wkuch wong % g; be
easy. )”

The amount of money California has recexved undc.r the Act has been modest thus fir. In -
1954-1995, California was aliocated $10 million. For 1995-1996, however, Califomiaisto -
receive $42 million, After that, the amount increases even more dramatically. How ecsy will i it
be for the state to withdraw after local districts become dependent on this money? And
remember, only the state has this option; California’s 1,002 districts will have no such oution,

GOALS 2000 AND THE FEDERAL SWOOL-TO-WORK LAW

Usurping focal decxsxon-mahng power is Ju.st one iroubling aspect of the Goals 2005 Act.
Equally digturbing is the Act's intrusion into the private labor market. Under the Act a
National Skill Standards Board is established, the purpose of whichis: _

. to Serve as a catalyst in stimulating the development and adoption of a volitary -
nanonal system of skill sfmdards and of assessment and certification of atiainmient of
skill standards L

Why the need for “skdl st.andards”? Accordmg to the Aa. the standards a.ssessmum. and
cemﬁcanon aretobeused:

| (A) by the Nation, to enswre the deveiopmmt of a high skills, high quality, hizh
performance workforcs, including the most skilled front-line workforce ix the world;

(B) by industries, as a vehicle for informing training providers and prospeciive
employees of skills necessary for employmem :

: (C) by employers o) assxst in evaluaung the skill Jevels of prospecuve employees and t0
assist in the tmnmg of current emp oyees .

(D) by labor orgamm:m to enha.nce the employmmt security of workers by
prcwdmg pomble credentials and skzI!s , ‘
(E)byworke:s,to— S |

(1) obtain certifications of their sk:lls to protect agamSt dlslocanon,
(i) pursue career advancement; ar;d ' |

3 | ngislative Analyst's Office, “Implementing Newfcdmlsdumuon Legislation.” Sacrasmerus, C,, February .
1995,p.7. . ; ,
24 %Goals 2000,” Sectien S02. p. 195
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(m) enhance their a.blhty 10 reznter tha waorkforee;

(F) by students and emry level warkers, to dexermme the slkdll levels and coinpeisnicies
needed to be obtained in order to compete effectively for high wage jobs;

(G) by trammg providers and educators, 10 determme appropriate training services :o
offer.* .

In other words, everybody should be using thesé sKill standards. |

As with the Act’s national goals, skill standards may, at first, scem like a good ides,
especially in view of employer complaints about the quality of new workers coming out of the
public schools. Unfortunately, the envisioned skill standards, like the nstional goals, are a

- Pandora’s box of federa! entanglement in local education and the private sector job macket.

~ The National Skills Standards Board will, after conferring with representatives of business,

laber, edueation, and various other organizations, adopt skill standards for a broad speetrum of

private industries (the Act refers to “broad clusters of major oecupations”® ). These stundards
muet take into ascount, amang other things, stindards used in other countries, recuirerments of
work organizations, and, perhaps most importantly, “content and performarice stzndards”

- cartified by the National Education Goals Panel.*” Thus, the education standards created by
the National Education Goals Panel will be incorporated into the national skills standards that

- Washington wants employers to use. It is appareat that the Clinton adzzumstraum wars the
business community to pressure local schools to use the education standards conzived in the

Act so that studems wﬂl be able (supposedly) to mest the new skill standards. .

Goals 2000 supporters wdl undoubtedly point out that, like other pl’O\fLSanS in the Acz, the
skills standards will be volum‘a:y However, like these other “voluntary” provisicss, c?oser
scrutiny shows that there is less “voiumanness here than meets the eye,

To judge fully just how “voluntary” the sidlls standards are, it is necessary to look at the -
federal School-To-Work Opportunitles Act of 1994 (referred to below as STW), which is a
+ companion law to the Goals 2000 Act. Accordmg to xts stated: purpose STW establishes:

. § national ﬁ'amework within wm:h all States can creste statewxde Schcol-to-Wori{
Opportumues systems that—

® hid
% Ihid, Section 504(3). 195. - :
2 Tnid., Section 505(d)(1)(B)CD), p. 197 ,
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(A.) are part ofeomprchensxve education reform,

~ (B) are integrared with the systems developed under Goals 2000: Edu iate
Amenca Act and the Natxona.! Shl[ Standards Act of 1994; and :

© oEer oppormmnes for a.ll smdents to pam<:1paxe ina perforu.:c‘.»ba.sed
education tra:mng program. .

In addition, STW explicitly states that another ofits purposes is:

.to ﬁmher the National Educanon Goals set forth in Title I of the Gosls ‘?LOO
Educste America Act®

STW, therefore, exists in large part simply. to; further the reach of Goals 2060.

- One of the principal tools used by STW 1o ensure that the ideology of Goals 2070 hecomes' -
part of both school and workplace is the creation of a "skill certificate.” According to STW, a
skills ceruficate is: .

. . 2 portable, industry-recognized credental issued by a School=to-Weric
Opportunities program under an approved State plan, that certifies that 2 srucent has
~mastered skills at levels thar are at least as challenging as skill standards erdorsed by

the National Siill Standards Board established under the National Skill Stardards Act’
of 1994, except that until such skill standards are developed, the term “siill czrificate”
" means a credential issued under a pmcess described in the approved State plan ™

Why is this skill cartificate so critical? Ifthe government is handing our kil certificates te-
: select students then these students will, at last initially, have an advantage

over those smdents who do not have 2 ceruﬁw:e when it comes to gemng ajob or z s.rhaps
getting into college. The problem then becomes two-fold. First, those states angd lucal
jurisdiczions that want 10 resist participation in Goals 2000 will fee! pressure to revarse their
position because studemts from states and localities participating in Goals 2000/ $TW will be
receiving skill certificates which will, as 2 consequencs, place the students from: non-
partcipating jusisdictions at an initlal competitive disadvantage. Second, those students -
without a certificate will not just be those youngsters who have failed 1o study hacd and

- perform, but will also include many students'who attend private schools and home schools that

_ oppose participation in Goals 2000/STW because of ;fefa:.of government control ’ ‘

@ “Sehool-To-Work Opportunities Act of 1994, Public Law 103-239, May 4, 1994, Sectlon J(2). Thie Natonal
Sladlls Swandards Act of 1994 is tiat part of the Geals 2000 Aa that established the Natonal Skills
Standards Board

® mid

3 moid, Seaion 4(22).

i
¥
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If states, localities and private schools decide to participate in the offering of skill
certificates, the inevitable result will be teaching to the certificate; currienla will be shaped to
improve the chances of students to obtain these certificates. This is important since, 25 has
been noted, the skills certificates issued under any state plan must meet the skill levels sad
standards endorsed by the National Skills Standards Board. It will be this federal Board,
therefore, that will set the broad criteria for getting a skill certificate, not the states or localities.
This power will gwe the federal government strong mﬂuence over what is bemg wught | in the
classroom.

Further, STW also increases federal power by requifing that g state or local Schoolato-
Work Opportunities program that awards skill cemﬁcates uzclude

. 2 program of study designed to meet the same a::adetnxc content standards rhe
Sral:e has established for all srudeats, mcludmg, where applicable, standarda established
under the Geals 2000 Educate Amenca Act.. .
Thus, all those supposedly voluntary standards’ comzined in the Goals 2000 Act suddenly |
become mandatory if s state or local jurisdiction wants to award skill certificates unciar STW.
S Federai educatzon priorities, not local ones, wﬂl, therefore, become dominant,

As with the Goals 2000 Act, the federal govemmem also increases its education policy-
making power through the disbursement of federal dollars. Under STW, states can apply for
grants to develop & School-to-Werk Opportunities system. Not smpnsmgly, there is a big
condmon that must be met if states are 10 get: their federsl money: . -

The Secretaries [of Educauon and Labor] may approve an apphca.uon subritted by a
State under section 203 only if the State demonstrates in such applicarian that the
~ activities proposed 10 be undertaken by the State to develap a statewide School-to-
* Work Opportunities system are consistent with the State improvement plas for the-
State, if any, under the Goals 2000: Educate A.menca Aa®

, P\mhermore, inthe g:ant appliciation the state’s School-to-Work Opparturd:ie.s plarz must'

. describe how the State will adopt, develop; or assist local partnerships 1o adopt or
' develog model curriculz and innovative instructional methodologies, to be used in the -
secondary, and where possible, the glementary grades, that integrate academic and
vocational leammg and promote career awareness, and that are consistent with
academic and skill standards established pursuant to the Goals 2000: Educate America
Act and the National Skill Standards Act of 19943

' hid, Section 102(3),
2 Toid, Section 204.
2 moid, Section 213(d)(8).
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Also, g state’s grant apphcauon must:

. describe the process of the Srate for assessmg the skills and knowledge required in
career majors, and the process for awa:dmg skill certificates that is, to the extent
feasible, consistent with the skills standards cemification system endorsed under the
Nauonal Skill Standards Act of 1994.* ;

In other words, un!ess g state can demonstraze that its School-te-Work Opportusitiss plan
is following the national goals and standards contained in the Goals 2000 Act, and that its skills
certification system is following the skills standards laid down by the Goals 2000 Aci’s e
National Skill Standards Board, a state will not be able to receive its grant. In view of these
requirements, STWs Section 604, which purports to prohibit STW from imposing federal
mandates, direction, and control, becomes just so much ineffectual bollerplare. The reality is
thaz states will be forced to bend to the federal wdl becguse that is what the federal fsding

. suings requu'e

. Is this too harsh an assessment of what faces California and other states? The evidence to
date, unfortunately, indicates that this assessment is all too aceurate. In June 1994, Govemor
Wilson created a School-to-Career Task Force, A preliminary repost of that task force =
endorsed the skill certificate concept (the task force proposed so-called “certificates of
mastery™).

- In addition, this year several schacl-to-work bills were introduced in the State Lesislature.
One bill, AB 1835 by Assemblywoman Liz Figuerce (D-Fremont), would have crezted

“certificates of mastery” that would have been coordinated and integrated with the (oals 2000
Act and STW. These certificates would be awarded based on “performance-based” '
assessments of pupxls It should be pointed out that -performance-

-based assessments are not synonymous with skill-based assessments. In today's testing and.
assessment environment, they often involve putting emphasis on what a child feels rather than

" . what the child knows about the subJeCt It was this deficiency that led to the cancellztion of the
CLAS test iast year.

Alr.hough none of the school-to-work iegzs ation passed, bills such as AB 1835 give
Californians an insight into what could lie ahead in their education furure under ST'W., It seems
odd that California, which is one of the leaders in the charter school movement—a rsovement
‘based on empowering parents, teachers, and principals at the schoal site—could also be on the’

|
M Dbid, Section 213(d)(16). Lexsl Junsdxuom may also apply directly for fedatal grants under S‘I‘W They
are subject 10 the same rsqmr:mems as stales, Su: Sawon 303©3).
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verge of 1aking a bite out of the STW apple and; transfenmg key powers 1o federal b._rﬂucms
in Washmgzon I.ndeed, it is chilling to read :hat under STW:

. the Secretaries [of Education and Labor] shall jointly provide for, and shsil exercise
ﬁnaI authority over, the admiristration of this Act, and shall have final authorit Y 10
jointly issue whatever procedures, guidelines, and regulations, in accardance with
- section 553 of title 5, United States Code, the Secretaries consider necessary zirid
 appropriateto administer and enforce the provisions of this Act.*

Is this not an opening for greatly expanded federal regulation of education? A c-ommén .
sensical reading of Goals 2000 and STW would make it hard not to fee| uncomfor’@,,ie when
answenng this question. . 4

HOLDING CHILDREN HOSTAGE S
THE IMPROVING AMERICA’S SCHOOLS ACT GASA)

In addmon to School-to-Work schemes, another federal program is guided by Goals 2000
and involves vastly greater sums of federal dollars—the Improving America’s Schocls Act of
1994 (IASA). The IASA reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Azt (SSEA),
and allocated approximately $12 billion to thirty=rwo separate federal funding programs. In
1994.1995, Califomnia received $900 million in ESEA money, and will receive more tan $1
billion in 1995-1996. More than two-thirds of this money goes to “compensatary education™
i.e., money for services to disadvantaged children,

In a critical analysis titled, “Goals 2000 and 3 Reauthorized ESEA: National Stundards and
Accompanying Controversies,” authors Michael W. Kirst and James W. Gutheric note that
- Goals 2000 will alter the Chapter One element from its long-standing regulatory and fiscal role
1o a “powerfully administrative instrumnent for findamentally changing America's pumc ‘
schools.” Goals 2000 in effect achieves 2 mamage between the ﬁna.ncml

clout of the reauthonzad ESEAJIASAmnea:ly $1 bilhcn in Califormia—and the = adrministrative
au:honty ofa plammg process aimed at comprehenswe goals for all sc.bools

It should come as na surprise that in orde 1o receive its ESEA/LASA money, California
must use the Goals 2000 standards. In summarizing the state respomzbmuas undmr ' '
ESEA/LAS& theLAOnotess =~ |

Txtle 1—Compensatory Educauon :
: * Develop content and performance standards and assessments to ava!uate
-school performance in mathematics and reading, States are required to use

% nid, Section S(aX1).

'18 . ..


http:evalu.a.te
http:Califomia-a.nd

10718785  07:58  B703 276 505
7, T
OCT 17 *95 12:28PM TRW/ASG SAC 1916-3314%us RW M JACKSON

the standards and assessments developed under Goals 2000 if they ez
participating inthatact. = -, .

Title 2-——-Professwnﬂ Develapment '
* Develop a plan to provide teachers and administrators the skills to Fclg;
students meet Goals 2000 pexformance standards. .

* Align teacher training and hcensmg with Goals 2000 curriculum axd
performnce standards. -

Local education agencxes ac-cordmg to the: LAO must also ad.here to the Goals 2600 sgenda:

thle 2—Professional Development
¢ Apply to the state for Title 2 grants. I.ccal apphcauons must bc. ftcuzed on
the training needed to mest Gcals 2000 standards. ... _

Tide 6~Innovative Education Strategxes :
+ Develop a plan for me use ofﬁ.mds that helps the d:stnct mest the Coals
2000 standards. . : V

Further, under ESEA Title V, ‘which is desxgned to promote eqwty of magnes s¢hool
assistance, priority funding is given to magnet schools that propose to implement ogpruaches
that are eonsistent with Title II{ of the Goals 2000 Act (recall that this was the pest of the Ast
dealing with state and locsl improvement plans) ‘

In testimony before Congress. former Secretaries of Education Wﬂham Bemgem and Larnar

~ Alexander observed that the legislation reauthorizing ESEA “mandates the kinds of

‘federally-approved “standards’ that Goals 2000 said would be voluntary.” Howsver, aid the
two farmer Secretaries, “Only with those approved ‘content’ and ‘student performance’

standards in place can a state or community ge: its federal aid.” Finally, Bennett sid Alexander

WaITL

* [The IASA/ESEA] bill takes 2 gjant step toward Teviving the legmnacy»«-wd federal
supervision—of eriteria that judge schools by their spending levels, pupil-teacher ratios,

and suchlike, instead of their effectiveness. And since Goals 2000 authorizod the
Education Department to develop national “opportunity to Jearn" standards, we can
A expect that these will soon exlst-—and be used.™ :

i

3 > “Implementing New Federal Education Legislation,™ p24.
* Tbid, p. 26.
¥ Empower America pross release, SepiembuBO 1994 p. 2
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Bennett's and Alexander's fears are more than Jusuﬁed The Legxslanve Analyst (}ﬁitM e
example, recommends thar:

- Local ESEA plans should be requu'ed to addre.ss the standards set out in the sizze’s
Goals 2000 pla.!'L39 ‘

If the state foﬂows su::h recommendations, federal control of state and Joeal education will
‘have been agzomplished by the states and localitiés themselves. As Diane Ravitch, formar
Assistant Secretary of Education in tbe Bush adnummnon and a highly respected education
writer, observed:

What bears watching in Goals 2000 is the precedent it es:abﬁshe.’s for federal LE;la.ﬂon
that influences the kinds of textbooks, teaching materials, teachet training methods, and
research findings that must be used ia every school to receive federal funds. For many

. years, the federal govemment exercised great restraint by respecting state znd ivcal
control of education. In the future, because of Goals 2000 and its tight linkage to the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act , . . federal regulation may extend much
more directly into what is taught, how xt i taught, the condmons 1 which {1 is taught,
and how it is tested. “@

GUALS 20&0 AND CALIFORPUA’S DECI.INING STANDA.RDS

Given that Goals 2000 and its related laws wﬂl increase federal conn*ol over education
decision-making, it is fair to ask what effect the'Act will have on education standzrds in
+ California. Most Americans would agree that any standard adopted by policymakers should

i

be clearly measurable and based on academics, 'Ravitch says that “A standard is both a goal
{what should be done) and a measure of progress towdrd that goal (how well it was done).”

The Act gives us a clue 1o the type of standards it will endorse when it says that one of its
purposes is “to improve learning and teaching by providing a national framework for education
reform.™ Those involved in recent debates on tests and standards will recognize this term

“frameworks.” It is the buzz word for Califorria’s troubled expenmen: wx:h outcone-based
education. As one California report noted:

Outcome-based education, Jdr whatevér it is called by the various school disariaté, isnot
yet specifically deﬁned at the state !evéL though the frameworks suggest {carming
3% “Implementing New Fedeeal Education Legslaﬁcn," p. 5L |
“  Diane Raviich, National Standards in American Educarion 4 Clﬂzen 's Guide (Waslungwn, {: Brookings -
, Instrution, 1995). :
“ “Goals 2000: Educale Ameuca A Pubhc Law 103-227 Manh 31, 1954, p 128.
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outcomes. Each district will be required to conform to standards of schisvercat based
on an lmphad understa.ndmg of what reform documents actually mean.”

~Goals 2000, therefore will have a great u-npact on how the state and Jocal districzs Wderstand
what standards they shouid adhere to. \ ; ‘ iy

‘ The existing Cahfonua Subject Matter Frameworks are designed to'be a guide for what is
taught in California schools, However, methods promoted in the Mathemarics ssd

. EnglishLanguage Arts Frameworks have resulted in the de-empha.sxs of basic ma:h sldlls and
_phonics. As a result of growing pressure from the public, valid criticisms are sur‘“a,csfﬁg The
following is a brief discussion of \‘.hc current state @ “ﬁameworks,” standarda aml basic skills
u‘x Cahfamm

Ca!zzfomm Math Standards N -
Under Cahfomxa s current “Math Frameworks,” the emphasis is on problem galving rather *
than on basic skills or rote memorization (e.g,, muinphcanon tables). Critics charge, however, -
that without & good working knowledge of basic skills, it is hard o expect studerits 10 come up
with academically rigorous responses to word problems. Ina recent critique of th California
Math Framework, Dr. Wayne Bishop, who teaches mathematics at California State Ukiversity
at Los Angeles, finds that there is little commitment to teaching deepening levels of
mathematical competence and sophistication as students progress through the curriculum:

There are to be no assumptions of, let alone mandates of minimal computational

- and conceprual competence at progressively higher grade levels. Since there is no
data to support the contention that this current practice is axdmg students at either end of
the performance spestrurn, and massive evidence is that it is hindering progress of

* " students overal, this philosophy must be critically challeriged instead of embraced.®

 Indeed, with the development of the California Leaming Assessment System assessment
test (which downplays the importance of correct computational answers in favor of ziswers
based on feelings and sincerity), the stare, accnrdmg to Dr. Bxshop, has taken steps 1o climinate
heretofore well-understood statewide assessment.

Reading Skills in California

? ~Outcome Based Education,” Focus Commince of the California Fedemuon of Republican ngm
(Nortemn Division), 1995, p. 29.
“ “Wayne Bishop, 4 C‘nrzque of the 1992 Maxbemnuc: Framework ﬁ)r Calubmia Schoals. Januzny 3,19 95
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At a time when even teachers union pubhcauons are admxmng that phomcs isthe supenor
- English reading instructional technique, many schools in California are still de-erphasizing z.;
phonics, “ Through its English/Language Arts Frameworks, California has been a feaderin
- adopting the “whole language” approach to reading which calls for teachers 1o spend more |
time rezding stories to children than on spcc).ﬁc skills such as spellmg, the sounds cf leners or ~
syliables : ' o -
Other states have caught on where California has not. In _Ohio. a léw was passed which
requires the teaching of systematic, intensive phonics in the primary grades. Teachers are now
receiving phonics ineservice programs. The National Right To'Read Foundation indicates that
there are currently nine states working on phonics legislation: Texas, Michigan, Ghig,
Alsbama, Scuth Carolina, Wisconsin, Is'ﬁssou:i, New York, and Illinois.

Goals 2000 and the CLAS Fiasco: The Umold Story

What is the connection between these state Math and English ﬁ'amcworks a.nd the Goals
2000 debate over measuring standards? The answer to that question lies with the California |
Learning Assessment System (CLAS), the assessment test that was deVe!oped by the State

- Deparument of Education. The link is that the CLAS test was designed 10 measure the
effectiveness of education reforms envisioned under Goals 2000 programs. Indeed, since
'CLAS is “performance-based” (i.e., it amempis to measure a child’s thought processes rather
than, simply totaling up right and wrong answers), i is exacr{y the bpe of test enw.swnea’ and
preferred by Goals 2000 and its suppmers ,

" News media reports on the 1994 CLAS scores showed students whable to read cdrically or
apply math to real-world problems, but virtually no mention was given to the fact that the
English portion of the CLAS exam did not test for incorrect spelling of incorrect gmmnar or
that the Math partion did not emphasize basic skills. The unwritten story, therefore, is that
even the low scores reponed on the CLAS exam were snll artificially h:gh

- How can California’s pa.rents and pohc_smakem Ju:ige the eﬁ'ectweness of the new state
frameworks if the state’s measuring tool basests scoring on non-academic benchmzrks?
Thus, although Superintendent Eastin has assigned task forces to examine the state
Framewarks, it is disturbing to note the all-out support Ms. Eastin has'given for a
performance-based successor to the now defunct CLAS test. The ultimate problem of testing
based en non-academic benchmarks is that even if scares rise, the public has no asswance that
“this is the result of improved student leamning of acadernic subject matter. '

A Case Study: How One California School Distﬁct Uses Goals 2000 Funding ;

. 11 should be noted, however, that in 2 letier dated March 17, 1995, Uiz California School Beards Association
asked State Superintendent of Public Instruction Delaine Eastin Lo re-intreduce phonics-firs: programs.
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~ How will districts use Goals 2000 money‘? The linkage between Goals 2000 and the IASA
permits the philosophy behind Goals 2000 10 permeate the more than 30 prograrns authorized
under IASA. Poway Unified School District in San Diego County provides 2 revealiag
example. The distrier plans to use Goals 2000 money for elementary school counselors ta
assist in mee:mg the supposed emononal and socxal needs of district children.

As part of these w.mse]mg sem:es, Poway has issued so-called “wellness mznuzls.
These manuals, used without parents’ knowledge or permission, contain questions and
techniques to get children 1o reveal private feelings about their family. Questions ang
technigues include “Do you feel that no one at home loves you and cares about you? Yes or
No?" and “As banding and trust evolve, the [¢ounseling] group becomes a safe place where

,yoqusrers talk openly about their lives, someumes sharing secrets they’ve never talked about

before

Poway will also use Geals 2000 money t0 promote an amray of “core values”; ol scudents

 leaming; parents s partners; competent and caring staff, staff panicipation in decizion.making;

safe, orderly, and attractive environment; and effective managernent of resources, All these
goals may sound worthwhile, but notice that the focus is not on academics. The i mteracnon of

~ the Goals 2000 triad (Goals 2000, IASA, and STW) will mean a significant expansion in these

“soft” areas of school management and school énvironment, with no assurance as 1o m:provad
srudent performance or 3 higher quahty of classroom instruction.

CONCLUSION AND mcommNnAnONs

Ca.hfoxma should just say “no” to Goals 2000 and School-to’WorL dollars.

. Mlhéugh the ﬁmﬁlng amounts are nqt huge at present, there is & clear expansion of
federal control underway. At a time when there is a national consensus thae
decisionmaking power should be returned 1o the state and local level, Goals 2000 is a
throwback to the dlscredxted “Washmgtnn-lmows-best” soluuens of the Great Socxety

¢ California does not nesd 10 laok to Washmgton for ways to unprove. educstion.

- Gharter schools, privatization, radical decentralization of schog! finance, streamlining of
categorical programs, altemative teacher certification, tepure reform, and other
innovatiogs can radically turn around education in our state without any ueed for
approval from a federal bureaucrat. Goals 20001is 2 muddy detour on the road to
reform., a detour California can’t aﬁ‘ord 1) take .

[

. Information reganding thess manuals was prmdcd 10 Asacmbtyman Sieve Baldwin (R -Leraon Grove), vice
: chmrman of the Assemhly Educancn Cnmxmttee by a parent from the Pcway Unified Sehioo] District

Ido24
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.o Goals 2000 will dnscourage and hmder the devel opment of i ngoraus standzrds for
' California’s public schools. Az a time when parents and others at the gmssmcu are
demanding that students be made to demanstrate what objec:xve knowledge they ,
possess, Goals 2000 will do nothmg to sansfy these demands-and in fact, will mpede

' real reform.

° R:gomus academic standards will cn]y be established by invo vmg the pubhh, ina.
broad-based deliberation on the subject, thereby building a genuine and infonmied
consensus. Goals 2000 obflscates and delays that pubhc debate by purveying the myth
that new federal goals, standards, and stmeges are meeung these needs, Thatis
demonstrably not the case. Goals 2000 is, in reality, 2 gigantic hoax played on the

- public by the education bureaucrats and the teachers unions, both in Washington and
Sacramento. Given what is at stake, the rescue of eur failing schools, politicizns who
contribute to this hoax should face ridicule for the misuse of taxpayers funds.

o Rejecting Goals 2000 funding is only 3 staning point. Local control must be given
* more than lip service, and education standards must mean more than testing fr “selfe
esteern,” Financial incentives and disguised mandares from the federal level ic use any
pammlar ype cfleammg mtegy of cummﬂmn program shoul be re_;ec*;ed '

For 100 long local schools have apted 10 rely on supposed expens in state and faderal
bureaucracies to dictate standards and curricula.  Goals 2000 merely encourages this
dependency, which carries over to other areas, such as textbook adoptidns. This whole

process relies heamly on State Department of Education staff, who are gencxaﬂy more
comumirted to the larest curriculurn fads than to rigorous academic standards. . ‘
What is lost in this fevered queSt for federal doliars is local comtrol ih any meamn@al sense.
Local school boards do not understand and therefore cannot influence this process; they
. ‘become mere observers and cheerleaders for the local superintendent and his team. Federal
dollars and state bureaucrats drive both curriclum choices and budget décisions in this system.
The current system is bad enough without adding another State Plan to the rmix.

‘2%
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Innovation in Education at the Pacific Research Institute for Public Policy. Mr. Lzurmiis a
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holds a masters degree in political science from:the University of Califbornia at Davis, s Juns
doctorate from the University of Southern California Law Cenrer, and a bachelors dezree in
econormics and history from the University of Cahfomxa atLos Angele.s

Natalie Williams, JD is Duector ofEducauon Affairs at the Clarmont Institute’s Golden
State Center for Pohcj Studies in Sacramento. She speaaks and writes widely on e,darza*xon
matters. Prior to joining the Claremont Instirute she was a senior policy analyst wich thz

. Capitol Resouree Institute and 2 staff antorney with State Farm Insurence in Los Angeles. She
received her juris doctorate from Pepperdine University School of I.aw and her bacMors
degree in polmcal science from Cahfonua Lutheran University.
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Appendxx' The Namnal Educatmn Goals of Goals 2000

Itis wzdely rccogmzed t.hat California’s academxc standa.rds are deficient and that the ¢ basic
skills of the siate's students are at a woeful level, The paramount question for Goals 2000 is,
therefore, will Goals 2000 improve learning or will the atempt to achieve the narional goals,

not all of which are academic, further dilute acadernics in the average school day? An a
exzmination of the National Educational Goals gwes thoughtful citizens cause for concam.
Presented below are the etgh: goalsanda bnefcommenta:y on each.

1. SCHOOL READINESS o
“By the year 2000, all children in Amenm w:ll start school ready 10 learn.”

Analysis: This goal opens the door for govemment intrusion into family life under the auise of
assuring that all children are ready to learn, Inan antempt to cure the ills of a few children who
may not be well cared for, all families, goad and bad, are subject to the govemnmen:z playing
nanny. The entire social service agenda of the Chmon administration can be imposag o1

. schools through this goal. A National Education Goals Panel Report states: “Readinsss to
leam necessarily begins long before school, even ‘before birth itself, and we conclude tha:

*school readiness” relates to the child’s health, to the home environment, and to preschwo]

cducation.” The federal government will be in 2 posmon to determine what is and what is not
an appropriate home E:Mronment through the unplememanon of Goal #1.

2. SCHOOL COMPLETION
“By the year 2000, the high school graduanon raze szI mcrea.se fo at Jeast nzneg; percent.”

Analysis: Creates an incentive for schools to lower the raqmrements for graduation in or der
1o boast the percentage rates of students who are graduating Does not contain an incentive
to hold students to rigorous academic standards, but rather gives incentive to teach down to
the lowest common denominator. Students are riot allowed to choose from a wide array of
curriculum and program options; therefore this goal could homogenize a1l students d'd
drscowage heglthy diversity. , .

3, STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND CITIZENSE’J? :
“By the yaar 2000, all students will leave grade: 4, 8, ad 12 having damonm'ated
competency over challenging subject matter mcluaﬁng English, matheniatics, science, foreign
. languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history and geography, and every school
it America will erisure that all students learn to use thelr. minds well so they may be pfawed
Jor responsible cmzensh:p, further learning, and praductive employment in our nation’s
nioderit economy.” o i

l

% Sea “Cooking the Books on Dropout Ralss,” Educafion H’eek February 22, 1995, Acoording o the authars;
state and Jocal eduzadon officials have bocome very adept al misrepresenting the true dm;:cut rate (o dexsive
elwts:l Jeaders and the public ; ,
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Analysis: In response to this goal of “responsible citizenship,” many sdhools are beginning to

- mandate community service as 2 graduation requirement. This is problematic becausc of the
vagueness of what qualifies as community service. Is it really a good use of students” valuable
school time to coerce them into comumry service programs when many are graduatirg from
high schools without basic reading, writing, and computational skills? Isit hypocmxc.& to teach
voluntansm by mandating it? o ;

!

4. TEACHER EDUCATION AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

* “By the year 2000, the nation’s leaching force will have access to programs for the coniinued
improvement of their professional skills and the opporuunity lo acquire the kiowledge and
skalls needed to instruct and prepare all American students for the nexi ce:m:ry. "

Analysis: This is one of the goals added to the original six by the Chnton administration.
Throughout the Goals 2000 Act, teacher education and training is a recurrent theme. “I'his is
not surprising since the National Education Association and other teacher unions vigw
increased funding for teacher training as one of their top objectives and President Clinitor has
received key support from the teachers’ unions. Unforrunately, the underlying premise of this
- goal'is wrong. The unions feel thar the only thing that is needed 10 turn bad teacheys into good
* ones is a lirtle more training. Yet the real reason for poor teacher performance is urion-
unposed collective bargaining agreements that protect incompetent teachers. Teacher
advancement a.nd pay scales are based on senioriry rather 'than meriz,

- This goal does not address the serious pmblem of bamers to non-traditional teachers, wirereby
many highly skilled individuals such as engineers, chemists and others u&th professicnzal degrees
are not allowed teach ina pubhc school elassroom simply because they Jack an irrelevant
teaching certificate. As written, this goal serves only the interests of the teacher unions, and it -
obstructs efforts to open the teaching prafesszon to fetirees and others who have much 1o offer
our children. :

5. MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE -
“By the year 2000, United States studerus will be first i m the world in mathemmcs ot
: scxenc:e achievement.™ ‘
Ana.lysus. In view of the current Mathermatics Frhmework and the | mcreasmg numbers of
 students enrolled in remedial math 3t the university level, it is dificult to see how this goal will
be reached without an increased focus on academics in California. Further, Califormiens should |

. take litle comfort in this year’s publicized bump upward in SAT scores, A key reason why .

- SAT math scores rose is because students were aﬂowed, for the first nme 1o take calaja:ors

into the exam. _
.
i

6. ADULT LITERACY AND LIFELONG LEARNING

i
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“By the year 2000, every adult American will be literate and will possess the knowicdge and
skills neces.sm:y o cmwpete ina globaz' economy @id exercise the rights and re.spemimhne: of
citizenship.” S ,
Analysiss Given that an estimated nwamy—seven million adults are “ﬁmt:nona]ly tllm‘,e rate,” is the
Clinton administration advocating an entirely new public schooling system for those adults who
- did niot learn to read in 12 years of public'education? If 50, how much would thig cost? Isit |
logical to entrust this task to the public school s syaem, which often graduates elghg_egﬁ year-
olds without even eighth- gade reading skills? |

7. SAFE, DISCIPLINED, AND ALCOHOL AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS

“By the year 2000, every schoal in the United Stazes will be free of drugs, violence, @1d the
unauthorized presence of firearms and alcohol and will offer a d:sctp!lned emvirorinent
conducive 1o learning. ”

Analysns It is difficult to see the Clinton admxrusrmuon malf.mg much he.adway on this goal
Lackadnisical enforcement efforts, poor leadership, and outright endorsement of drug use (e.8.,
the pronouncements of former Surgeon General Joycelyn Elders) have characterized the ‘
Clinton administration’s poor record on curbing illegal drug use. It is'no wonder thas drug: use
in California (as in many other states) has risen in the yedrs following the Reagan
2dministration’s concerted anti-drug campaxgns According to one recent report, “Sice 1989,
drug use among seveath, ninth, and eleventh graders in Californiz has revealed a stm’omg '
trend of incyeased use. Kal

Conzrolling Juvemla violence will ba just as dsﬁcul: Although a recent smdy showl...-si that
juvenile crime rises by seventeen percent for every ten percent increase in the number of
children living in single-parent homes, the Clinton administration has done little to address the
problem of rising illegitimate births or to break the connection baween xnegmmacy and high
welfare payments (both of which contribute to Juvenile crime) ® The reality is that violeat
juvenile crime will increage dramancally because of demographic trends. From 1983 o 1992,
juvenile arrests for violent crime (homicide, forcible rape, robbery, assajlt and Kidnapping)
“increased from 12,321 to 21,549, a 74.8 percent increase.” Between 1995 and the year 2004,
‘California’s 11 to 17-year-old population (the ages responsible for 99 pereent of juvenile
crimes) will increase thirty-three percent, growing from approximately three million t0 nearly

“ Lance T. Lzumi, “California Family Wellness Index,” Capitol Resourcr Institute, April 1995, p. 16. Citing
" statistics from the Fifth Biennial Callfornia Substance Use Survey of 1993-94, this repornt finds that, “Use of
"any illicit drug’ at least oncs in the past six months was reported by 18.9 percent of 7th graders in 1989-90,
20.2 percent in 199192, and 24.6 percent in 1993-94; by 27.0 percent of 9t graders in 1989-50, 23.3
percent in 159192, and 416 parceat in 1993-9¢; 3nd by 35.6 percentof 1 1th graders in 198850, 3. '
pareent in 1991492, and 46.5 percent in 1993.94.™: :
"4 Ser Parrick Fagan, “The Real Root Causss of onlen: Crime: The Breakdown of Mamage. Family, and
Community,” Herilage Foundation Backgroundar, March 17, 1995, ‘
©  Linle Hoover Commission, "'I‘he Juveaile Crime Chauenge Making Prevenuon A Priority.” Sepicrber
1994, p. 14. ;
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four mxlhon Even if the arrest rate srays the same, the state Legs ative. Analyst s Office says
that the number of jirvenile arrests for violent crimes will rise by 62 percent over 1993’5 tortal.

8. PA.RENTAL PAR‘I‘IC!PATION L
“By the year 2000, every schaol will promote parmersb:ps that will i mcma:e paren&zs’
involvement and parsicipation in promoting the sac:al emotional and amdemzc growih of
children.” ‘

| ,
Analysns Parent participation often translates i into parenting skills classes and maadatory
compliance with govemment programs. All schools that receive funds under this Act are
required to have 2 plan to schieve Goal #8: f

Section 2 (8). The pu:pese of this Actisto prcmde a ﬁamework for mecx:ng the |
National Educstion Goals established by Title I of this Act by . . . assisting every '

elementary and secondary school that receives funds under this Act to actively avolve
parents and farnilies in supporring the academic work of their children at home and in
providing parents with skills to advecate for their children at school.

Under Title IV of'the Act, states and non-profit agencies can apply for federal grants to fund
parent information centers. Groups applying for grants must include asipart of their grant
application an assurance that par of the funds They receive will be directed 10 “Parents as
Tmchers” (PAT) programs and are required to use the Missouri program as 2 model. i

The “cemﬁed parent educators“ are trained to :denufy certain “risk factbrs” thar exist in the
child’s home. Risk factors documented under PAT programs include “{nability of parent to
relate to or connect with child, overindulgenes, undue spoiling on part of parent, low-
functioning parent (due to limited ability or ilness), low weight gain, paor appetite, frequent
illness, other.™ (Mlssouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Educanon, PAT National
Center) Thus, the laudable goal of involving parents becomes in practice a devies for
gnvemment agencies to inwrude into the personial fives of individuals. Parents have the greatest
interest in the quality of education that their children receive. The practical effect of Goals
2000 will be to undercut parental rights and parental empownnent. as schools beccme
counseling centers for parents and parents are co-op:ed into being just one more client of an
erpand.mg bureaucracy. : P ‘

I
5 Legislative Analyst's Offics, “Juvenile Crime,” May 1995,.22. - - i
! Section 402 (J) of the AQt says. “Each application submitted . . . shall at a minimusm, ineluds assurances that &
granice mil . use part of the funds received . . . 10 establisk, espancL or operalc Parents as Teachers _
* programs.™ Secuon 405 (B) swates that, “The term *Parents as Teachers programs’ means a vaiummy enrly

childhood parent education program that . . . is bassd on the Missouri “Parens as Teachers™ model
..and prwxdes regularly scheduled pcmnal wsus with famities by cartified parem educators,”
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EXCEPTS FROM THE CLAREMONT INSTITUTE'S
Goals 2000 and California Education: Devolution in Retreai?

ay - bﬂ :
. , ; |
The law makes mandatory 3 wude variety: of federal dlctates, controis education’s
* purse strings, requires national standards, issues federal “skill certificates,” imposes
new regulations, and manipulates state and local assessments. In so dolng, Goals
2000 radically alters the education decision making Iandscapa by ceriralizing
policy making at the federal level, [eaving the states and !qcalmes to carry out
Washington's dictates.
Drafters of the Goals 2000 law use the command “wlll” at least forty—faw times in
- describing what the federal government expects states and local districts 1o do to
accomplish the Act's eight national goals: The more permissive “should” is used
only three times.... One expert on legal drafting observes that;the word wxll" not
only expresses a future contingency, but also, “when the relationship is a delicate
ane, expresses both parties’ obligations.”. Under such definition of “will,” the
states could find themselves forced to. lmplement the goals’ many QD}&CHVBS
(especially 'if, as will be dnscussed later the states decide to accept the faderal
funding attached to the Act), ;

The Act is laderi with terminology, programs and incentlves that clearly contradict
this supposed respect for the autonomy of states and focal 'urisdictions

Is thxs not an opening for greatly expanded federal regulatmn of educn?tani A
common sensical reading of Goals 2000 and STW would make it hard ot to feel
uncomfortable when answering this questron | : :

In testimony before Congress former Secrezar:es of Education William Bc.s et and
Lamar Alexander observed that the legislation reauthorizing ESEA “mandates’ the
kinds of federally-approved ‘standards’ that Goals 2000 said would be voluntary .*
However, said the two former Secretaries, “Only with those approved ‘canitent’ and
*student performance’ standards in place can a state or community gst its federal
aid.” Finally, Bennett and Alexander warn: “What bears watching in Geals 2000 is
the precedent it establishes for federal legisiation that infliences the klhds of
textbooks, teaching materials, teaching training methods, and research findings that
must be used in every school to receive federal funds. For many years, the federal
government exercised great restraint by respecting state and local control of
education. ‘In the future, because of Goals 2000 and its tight linkage to the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act . . . federal regulation may exnend much
more directly into what is taught the condxtlons in which it is taught, and how it is
tested.”
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Goals 2000 creates a wide variety of bureaucracies (e.g., the National Gozls Panel,
regional education laboratories, federal education research institutes, etc.).

Through its control of the purse, the federal gcvemment will increase its influence
over schooi curricula. : :

Even supporters of Goals 2000 admit that there are potentxal control preblems if
states decide to take the Act’s funding. Cahferma s state Legcslatwe Analyst’s Office
(LAO), which supports California’s patticipation.in the Act, nevenheless warns that
- “Taking advantage of the federal framework is not risk-free...” The LAC @ahZes
that the voluntary nature of the Act is more;illusion than reality.’ ,

The state would always be able 10 opt out of Goals 2000 if it appedrea federal
policy making was interfering with state or local authority. (Qf course, {alifornia
would also have to relinquish the federal funds provided under the Goals 2000,
which would not be easy.)

. 1
Goals 2000 tells states how to cut their; education pie and in some casss even
dictates the size of the pie (the level of spendmg) and mandates, what soclal services -
schools are to provide on campus.

Gender-equlty and multlculturahst textbooks and matenals have causmd extreme
controversy and division among parents and state and local school officials. Many -
of these works are Infused with anti-male and anti-Western biases, and citen rely
more on polemics than on objective scholarship. Yet this-is the type of instructional
material that Washmgton singles out for mclusucn in state strategies :

To what social services must the state and local ;unsdwhons prowde “access” to?
What types of health care services? . Perhaps those °reproductive services”
advocated by former Surgeon General Joycelyn Elders? And what types of child
care services? And how appropriate Is it to locate these services cn school
campuses? s this not another example of schools taking on new. roles that divert it
From its prxmary missions—to teach?
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QN GOALS 2000 SKILLS CERTIFICATES |
Why is this “skill cernflcate so critical? If; the gowernmen!: is handling cut skill
certificages to select students, then these students will, at least initially, have an
advantage over those students who do nat have a certificate when it comes o
getting a job or perhaps getting into college. the problem then becomes twa.-fald.
First, those state and local jurisdictions that-want to resist participation in Goals
12000 will feel pressure to reverse their pasition because students from state and
localities participating in Goals 2000/STW will be receiving skill certificates which -
will, as a consequence, place the students from non-participating jurisdictions at an
initial competitive disadvantage. Seccnd, those students without a certificate will
not just be those youngsters who have failed to study hard and perforr, but will
also include many students who attend private schools and home schcals that
oppose participation in Goals 2000/STW because offer of government coniral.

If states, localities and private schools decide to paricipate in the offerirré of skill
certificates, the inevitable result will be teaching to the certlficate: curricuiz will be
shaped to improve the chances of students to obtain these certificates. This in
important since, as had been noted, the skills certificates issued under any state plan
must meet the skill levels and standards endorsed by the national Skills Standards
Board. It will be this federal Board, therefore, that will set the b road criteria for
getting a skill certificate, not he state or localities. This power will give the fedaral
government strong influence over what is ?eing taught in the classroom. '

In other words, unless a state can demonstrate that its School-to:Work Opportunities -
plan in following the national goals and standards contained in Goals 2000 Act, and
that its skills certification system if following the skills standards laid dows by the
Goals 2000 Act’s National Skill Board, a state will not be able to receive its grant.
In view of these requirements, STW’s Section 604, which purports to prmnb;t STW
from imposing federal mandates, dlrecﬂpn and control, becomes just so much
ineffectual boilerplate. The reality is that states will be forced to bend.to the federal
will because that is what the federal fundmg strings require. ;

QM;GDAIMMLMRRENIERQQRAM&
Poway will also use Goals 2000 money to promote an array of “core vdz.,es call
students learning; parents as partners; competent and caring staff, staff participation
‘in decision-making; safe orderly, and alractive environment; and effective
management of resources. All these goals may saund worthwhile, but nctice that
the focus is not on academics. The interaction of the Goals 2000 trlad (Goals 2000,
|ASA, and STW) will mean a significant expansion in these “soft” areas of school

management and school environment, with no assurance as to improved student '
performance ora htgher quality of classroom insteuction.
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xforma should just say “no” tc Goals 2000 and School-to-Work dollars.

though the funding amounts are not huge at present there is a clear expansion
of federal control underway. At a time when there is a national consznsus that
decisionmaking power should be. retumed to the state and local levei., Goals

2000 is a throwback 1o the discredited 'Wash:ngton-kncws-best solut:om: of the

Great Socnety N :

' '
r

California does not need to ook to Washingron for ways to improve educ _ation., |

Charter schools, privatization, radical' decentralization of schoo! finance,
streamnlining of categorical programs, alternative teacher certification, tenure
reform, and other innovations can radxcally turn around education in cur state
without- any need for approval from afederal bureaucrat. Goals 2060 is a
muddy detour an the road to reform, a detour California can 't afford to take,

i

Goals 2000 wm dlscourage and hinder the development of rigorous at‘.ndards'

for California’s public schools. At a time when parents and others at the
grassroots are demanding that students be made to demonstrate what cbjective
knowledge they possess, Goals 2000 erE do nothmg to satisfy- these demands—
and in fact, will impede real reform. ‘

R:gorous academuc standards will-only be establlshed by mvolvmg the pmuc in
a broad-based - deliberation on the subject, thereby bullding a genuine and
informed consensus. Goals 2000 obfuscates and delays.that public debate by
purveying the myth that new federal goa!s, standards, and strategies are rriaeting
these needs. That is demonstrably not the case. Goals 2000 is, in reality, a

" gigantic hoax played on the public by the decoction bureaucrats and the

teachers unions, both In Washington and Sacramento. Glven what is at stake,

the rescue of our failing schools, politicians who ccntnbute to thls hoax *‘mouid

" given more than lip service, and education standards must mean more than .

- program should be rejected.

face ndlcule for the misuse of taxpayers funds.

v

Rejecting Goals 2000 funding is only a«star‘cing point. Local control must be

testing for “szlf-esteem.” Financial incentives and disguised mandates from the
fedaral level to user any particular. type of Iearnmg szrategy or curriculum

|
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'Ms. Roberta Boargman.V/ . : : \4f%/’
Office Administr :

California PTSA
P.O. Box 15015 ; _
Los Angeles, CA 90015-0100

Dear ME. Boardman:

I write to you in my capacnity as Chairman of the U.S. Senate
Aﬁp:bpriations Subcommittee on Labor. Health and Human Services,
d Bducation to get your views on Goals 2000 and on legislation
which I have recently introducced to medity thai prograu.

funding for the progr for figcal year 1996, the Full
Appropriations Committie approved my Subvommittee's recummended
fupding level of $310 million for the Goals 2000 program. While
this was a substantial reduction below the FY'35 appropriations
of $371.8 million, the Subcommictee was forced to cut below the
FY'95 amount due to sevare bu?gat congtrainta,

After the U.S. Hise of Reprasentatives eliminated all

Pour states, Alabaga, Montana, New Hampshxre and Virginia
have now declined to participate ip the Goals 2000 program.

Gavernoer W1lson has also expressed ragervacions regarding
rederal strings attachled to the Goals fund and has tempoxarlxy
blocked the Sstate from using the granr funds.

‘ « I would very much apprec1atc ‘it if you would review my
i proposed legislation which is enclosed with the summary of that
/ bill and give me your diews ou Lqe following questions:

~ 1. Do you believe that Goaia 2000 in its present form is an
i } undesirable intrusion on state and local coatrol of
education? If so, to the extent that you can be Spec on
the offens:ve anYISLth in Goals 20007

,J 2. Witn the modmflcatlons of my proposed legislation, wOuld
you consider GoalF 2000 acceptable? If not, what additional
nodifications woqld you suggeste

3. If a state declines t& accept funding under Goals 2000,
do you agree with the: legisiative proposal to make the
grants d1rect1y Lo 1Pcal school districts

|
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since we will be considering this issue shortly in the
full Senate and in the House and Senate conference
committae, I would appxcciale your xesponse as promptly as
possible. . : '

My best. ' ‘l

| ~ sincerely.

i ‘ Arlen "Specter
i ; Chairman

Subcommittee on Labor,

Health and Human Services,

and Bducation. and Related Agencies
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| SUMMARY OF | SENATOR SPRCTER’'S BILL TO AMEND GOALS 2000

, My |bill addresses fthe concerns raised Ly ¥svaral Stacsg woout
pprceived intrusion of e Federul govermwant inte Sctate and iocal
education responsibilitfes chrough the Gcals 20050: Bducace america
Act. .

On September 12 1995, I neld & hcu.iug On Coals 2000 o discuss
- some of these ccherns and to tyy toO work out some solutious. I heurd
| the perspectives of the Secrecary Of Bducation, Richaxd Riley. aud the
Chairman of the Naw;Hampshira State Board f Bducacion, Ovide
Lamortagne. I think we were succesaful in #bL&JiIShing BCid u@uwa
ground on which to }mprove Goals 2000. : «

% On September 13. 1995, the Subccousnl cece on ~nbar4 Haaleh snd

‘ Human Services and Educacion, which X chitiyr, wmacked Gp Che fusding
bill for figcal yeay 1996 zud rocouudndeds $310,000,000 for Louls ZU00
programs. On September 15, 19985, the Coaelticse on ipproprilatiosuu ‘
agreed with the funding recommend?Licu“ axde by che Sebcomtiteas.

The legislation which X introdaced ovn ouuabq; 10, 1595, widsetsed
many of the concerns raised about Coals 2000 by Btfeﬂgchening State
, and local contrxol over the program. I chkxink my bill rvéscores cha
|\ proper balance betwean locdl, Stace, and roiorai respongibiiicies row
| education reform. . : -

. Speifically, my bill: |
- Permits school disericies, in ;Silhhﬁﬁ iy &vact oec o parcicaleans
® in the Goals 2000 program, to apply dQlrsctly vo ihe Secyetary of
Education for Goals 2000 funding.'

-- Sliminates the requireientc that Scucaes bubmlL their plunq tU the
Secretary of Education. o

§- Removes the authority of the Secrerery of Eiucaction co review and
approve state plans.

panells that develop State and local improvemenc pland.

s o

-- [ Deletes tne'reqnirFments for;the coupogicion of Stats .and local

Eliminates the National Eucation $eandacds and Laproveiand
CounLix {NBSIC), which wag to cexcify wnacional sud Suvave siandardy,
‘and which some vieved as a nacional sckool bozid.

-~ Removes the Xi QRLIVMcnt LOox Heaves wo AaveLop OpPROTLWALY - Co-
learn scandardsg. ege standaxds would specidly che aducationzl
resources (such as {funding, facilitias. and materizls) dsamed
necessary for local schcols to achiave Scalse Or naticuzl content aad
performance standaxds. o
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9 A‘l S by ’re‘designating subelauscs

(V) through (VIII) as suoclauses (V)
£hrough (VII}, }cspcctively
(3) Section 1501(a)(2) (B) of such Act (20
U.5.C. 6491(2)(2)(B)) is anended—- N
(A) by striking clam:e v); alld |
(B} by redeszgnatmb elausea {vi) through

(x) as clauses (v) through (ix), respectively.
‘ (4) Section 10101(b)(1)(_&)(1) of such -Act {20
U.S.C. BOOIMXL)(A)@) is amended by striking

I O - T T S X By

L a—
—
—

“and oppomuiitywto-leam sitmxdurda or strawgies for

s
o

e
~ O\

, student learning”.
(5) Seation 1 701(b)( 1)(B)(v) of such Act (20
U.S.C. 8941(b}(LYB)(v)) is amended by stnking

B ey
P
L

— et
W oh

“the National Bdfication Goals Panel,” and all what

.

follows through 9 asses%sments)” and inserling “and

the National Eduj:itioni Goals Puiel”.
{c) GENERAL E UCATION PROVISIONS &CT —Sec-

-
o

19 tion 428 of the G«eneral Edh(:&tlon rmvxsmw Ak (20
20 U.S.C. 1228b), aSJamenhed by sectmn 237 of the Improv-
21 ing America’s Scheols Actyof 1994 (I‘Lblxc Law 103-382),
22 is amended by stnkmg “‘he Natmnal Edueation Stand-

{23 ards and Improvement Council,”,

.24 (d) EDUCATION AMENDMENTS. OF 1478.——Section
25 ElZ-l(h) of the BEducation Amendrenis of 1978 (25

. ) L.
P S TL- R ReE 4 BEA R v

R=8C%
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(i) in peragraph (1)(B), by striking

P
oy

2 "‘subpaiaémph '{E)” :sixld msercing “‘sub-
3 pamqpaph(IU" and o
S 4 (i) in paragraph (-3) by striking
t 5 | “subparagraphs ‘(E),‘ (F), and (G)” and in-
! 6 - serting “‘subparagraphs (D), (8), and
7 ®. o
b (17) Seation 504 of such At (20 U.5.C. 5934)
i 9 is amended— S
: ] 10 (A) by striking subhactmn (£); and
11 (B) by redesxgnatmg subsuctmn {g) as sub-
12 - section (t) 1{ '
13 b) ELEMENTARY AND shwm&w EDU(,AI‘ION ACT
14 or1965— “
- 5 (1) Se;:tion 1111 of the B}crﬁuxxm'y and See-
§6  ondary Bdugation Act of 1965 (20 U.SC. 6311) is
17 amended— ’ a
A £  (A) jn subsection (b)(8)(B), by striking
i | 19 “(which ay includa op%)érbﬁxﬁty—'w-laam stand-
20 ards or strategies deﬁéloped under the Goals
L 21 - 2000: Edueate Amecica Act)”;
i 22 ~ (B) in subscction (0, by‘ striking "cppdr
\ 23 tunity-to-leam stmdarﬁs or sw:ratchw, ;
L .24 o | (C) by strkap; subégetmn (,1,), and
\ - | o

; ' : L L 5 Hu
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1l
{  (C) In subsection (f), by striking “sub-

S m mawA gt

section (b)(4)" each place it appears and insert--

ing “subsection (b)(3)"".
(14)(A) Sectxon 318 of such Aet (20 U.S.C.

5896) is repealed.

" (B) The ;;al;_)le of contents for such A.ét‘ 18
amended by siriking the itam rclating w section
816..

(15) Seetion 317 of such Act (20 U C. 5897)

is amended——

o (A m sabseetion (1)(4), ‘b:y sirilang “pro-

L ' ' ) o
mote the Ft&nda’rds aud sirategies descxibed in

sgetion 30}5(&);‘; and
 ‘ (B) ini subsection (e)—
() in parograph (2), by inseriing
{ “and” after the sainieo‘ion;
(a) By striking pmigmph (3); and
X
|

Z paragraph (3).

(16 Seetion .)03 of such Act (“)0 0. 5 C 5533)

l& dInfdtiedb—" ': ‘
(A) m bseciion (h)-—

@) ‘ix} paragraph (1)—

SLUF e

(iii) by redesignating paragr .aph {(4) as

(l-Ly=Yi Wo laFM
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.9
(12) Bection 31a(a)(6)(A). of such Act (20
U.S.C. 5894(a)(6)(A)) és:ntnenried by steiking “cer-

tified by the National Edueation Standards and fin-

provement Councﬂ and’

(13) Sietion 315 of such Acr, (20 0U.8. C «895} ‘

13 amended——-—
| (4) in subseetion (b)—
. @i pm‘&gra.ph (1)(C), by siriking
' .“z m(,ladmg the requirements for time-
tables for oppormmw-wwk.u n Sw.ndar
(i) by strlkmg paragraph (2);
. (iti) by redssignating paragraphs “(3)
through (5) as pamgraphs (2) !;hrmxgh (4),

'y espeetwely,

(w) in paragraph (1)(&), by stakang

“paragraph (4) of this subsection” and in-
serting “paragrapk (3);
d(v) in paragraph (2) {as reaesigmmd
by elause (u))— |
i (I) by stnlang .mbparagraph (A)
| @ b redesignating subpare-

graphs (B) aad (C) as subparagraphs

(A) and (B),f‘respeetivaly; aud.
(I} in subparagraph (&) (as re-
designated by subelause ({1)) by strik-
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()] b}{‘striking paragraphs (2) and (3);‘

(ii) by vedesignating paragraphs (<)

- through (8) as paragraphs (2} through (4),

 respectively; and |
A (i) by amending paragraph () (as
vedesignated by cause (i)} to read as fol-

" lows:

“(2) Yevigw voluntary natmnal comenc s;tam«l.. B

ards anél voluntary nauona! student pertonna.nce _

standa.rds, v and

i (B) in subsection {b){1)—

(1) in sabparagraph (A), by inserting

T i agnd” after the semicolon;
{, (ii) in snbparagraph (B), by strilcihg
“ and” and inserting a périod; and o

| (iti) by striking subparagraph (C).

i

(A by strildng “voluntary national oppor-
ﬁuﬁtyto—leurx# siax:d)ar‘ds,;’; and '
(B) by siriking ,“dwcribed i section
218(8)”. | |
i (8) Secnon 304(2.) 2) of such Act (?0 U.s.C.

‘ 5884(a)(?) is mnendﬁ,d—»

(7) Section 204(a)(2) of such Act (20 US.C.
 5824(a}(2)) is srmouded— |

T AL A LT

. 06

pEMm

PigulL Hut



» 11-20-95 01:55PM  FROM 415 r56 1242

RULEY o 21608288683

-5

will develap a local improvement ‘plan that meets

: 1\
\ i 2 such requirements :lpphCﬂbl& to a State cducational |
' 3 agency under section 306, and will iaeet m.ch ethex.
[ 4 requwements apphcable W z Stace aducauonal agen-
-5 - ¢y under tlus title, as the becrer.ary determme:. are
6 appropnabely apphed to a local educational ageney
7 . under this snbsechon ‘
8 sec.s. TECHNICAL AN comamma ANENDMENTS.
9 (a) GoALs 2000: Enuwa AMEBRICA ACT—
1 10 (1) The table of contents for the Goals 2000:
! 13 Eduecate Amensja Act ig Amendad in the items relat-
| j12 ingtotitle L 5 |
13 (4) by striling the items relaiing to par
P | 14 :
; . 15 (B) -by striking ?‘PART C” and ins.erting
s Uy ( \by striking “Pm'r D" and inserting.
T “Part e,
{ 19 ) gectxon 2 of Lut,h Aca (70 US C. o801) 1S
: 20 amended+
21 (A) in pa:ag-aph {4)—»—
.o ) in subparagraph (B), by inserting
{ 23 “and” after the semicolon; | |
l 24 (ii) by striking subparagraph (C); and
b %l i , ‘
oy \

10 81 2024010596 PUUB
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| 1 “(b) PLAN DEVELO?MENT —A State muplovemana

2 plan under this’ htle shall be developed by a ‘broad-based

3 State panel in coopcmtxon with the State educational

. 4 ‘agency and the Governor ;

E - | , | s (B) by striking smbseemon (@)
o 6 (C) bygstnlnng subsechon (n);
7 ) Iby. awmending 'subsecﬁon (p) to read as
8 follows: | | |
_ SR “(p) AMENDMENTS TO PLAN.—Each State cdu-
! 10 cational agency shall periodically reviow its State tmprove-
3 \g - 11 ment plan and fevise &mh plan, as appmpr.iuta.v”; ’and
12 (E) by striling subscotion (y).
\ 13 (2) SEdRE';‘AE‘Y’S REVIEW OF APPIICATIONS.—
14 Section 307 of such Act (20 U.8.C. 5887) is amend-
15 ed— ; f -
| 16 C (A) by .amending‘s&bsecﬂon {a) to read as’
17 follows: |

18  “(a) Frest Ym — The semmy chall approve the
9 State educational ageney’s Ef*st year application undex
20 section 305 [b) if the Secn,tary determines ihai such appli-
21. cation-meets thb reqﬂirements of this title.”; and .

. 22  (B) in subsection (b), by striking “(1)(A)"
; 1 23 and all that follows through “(B) the Sec
} | 24 ‘retary” and inserting ‘(1) the Secretary”.
;o "‘f'»;ua;';‘x-mb.:,.\ R L S vOB4 WL
} S
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N S
C : 104tH CONGRESS :
o 1st SeggioN S 13“ l

P To amend the Goals 2000: Educar.e America Act w climingie the Nanoml
Education Standards and Impiovement Cowneil and requiremenis con-
f cerning opportunityjto-learn standsrds, to himit the authonty of the Sec-
retary of BEducatiod 1o review wnd approve Stat: plans, to permit certain
" loea! educational agenties to receive funding dircetly from the Secrewry

of Education, and for other purpom

i | IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
) OCTOBER 10 1895

, Mr. 8PECTER introduced the following bxll which was read twicz and roferred
* . to the Comumittce on Labor, and Homasn Hesources

! .. .

o I A BILL
’ ‘To amend the .Gr?gis 2000: Educaie America Act lo eliminais
| the Natidna] Edfeation Standards and ~ Improveuent
' 1 | Council and requirements 'concerning opportanity-to-
3. ~ learn:standards, to limit:the suthority of the Secrctary
’ I B | of Educatxok to review and approva State plsus, to per-
}“ mit certain local edues,tmna) agendies o receive mndmg—
directly jfrom q‘e seerewr:i of Educanon, aml for other

purposeS- |
Be it enacled by tﬁé'Seﬁaf& and Hotse of Repré&enia-’

tives of the United States of dunerice in Congress asseubled,
- 'i B . .
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HO\\ can Wilson even hesitate to accept
942 rmlhon for California schools?

By Dianne Feinstein

ITH the mnajority in Congress
rushing to turn federal programs

from Medicaid to job traiing into

bluck grants W encourage re-
form, anather hlack granl — this
e fur education-— is being unjustly pilloried by
- smune chubhc:ms :5 federal lmr\mm\ into state
decision-making. . )
Gov. Pate Wilson is stiil on the ferce about
wheiher or not he will reject California's 542 mii-

~ lion share of Goals 2000 funds because, he says, .

" the Program conlains “a myriad of fedesal dic-
tales.

Thaose of us who want z.cheol reform are tued

of Bstening o critics make sweeping judgments - -

without citing one “federal dictate™ that this pro-
gram supposedly conlains. In my view, it is time
for these crities Lo either put up or be quiet and
take the nioney.

Guals 2000 is just whal |l .lppenrs 1o be: aset

of goals. There are no federal dictales, strings or
unfunded mandates hidden in the text.

" The program is simple: Congress adopted a
set af national goals, first created by the nation's
governors and President Bush, to improve educa-
tion in this country, and set aside a pot of money’
" for anynte who wants o Uy to achueve these
goals. Here is 8 list of them:

» All sudents will start school ready 10 learn.

» The hign scheol graduation rate will be at
lease. ) percent.

» Students will be cnmpetenph\: cora subjecis

such 28 I.nghsh mathemaucs :atience, history.
geography and foreign languages.

» - The nation’s teaching force will have ac-

cess to programs oy the continued developnient - -

of ils professinnal skills.
- 3 e United States will rank fisstin the -

world in muth wd science acbicveinent.

» Every adidt Amaerican will be literare and
possess the skills necessary (o campete ina
glnbal econony.

» ‘ichools mu be saie dusc:plined -and drup, ]

free.
» Every school will prom‘otc partnershaps

" that will increase parental involvement and pam-

cipation in ther children's learning.

With which of these goaks does Gov. Wilson -

disagree? Schoot districts in:Califomia van use
Goals 2000 {unds to work toward these goals in
any way, shape or foim that suits their individual
needs, as long as the focus Is on improved stu-
deni achiev.emem. :

To date, 47 state and hundreds of loca} school
districts, incloding 228 in California, received
Goals 2000 funds Jast year and are using’ them
Y or local improvement efforts.

_ 8an Ramon Valley school district in Comtra
Cosia County is using the money lo develop aca-
demic henchmarks for student work. The Nor-
walk-La Mirada district in Los Angeles County is
creating school-ta-career systerns. Los Alamitos

district in Orange Courity will expand early lil-
" eracy programs. As these examples suggest, no
schoat. discrict was'told by Washington what poli-. -

pupil.

(I&§ RACLC S 2T S ale g ba e In'n s e el
of Goals 2000

Ok, there is ange catrin A 3tare hass 1 wane !hr
funds. & state shat wants 14 use Hig Funds s
prove its educatinnal syxicin has ta appiy ke

_Goals 2000 funds and w12 Tederal guwi.u A
how it interls $ise the sierey. ‘

When wis the B tiue i susie conplinoed
about tellingg the goveriunent what it wanted 0
dn with its maney? No stale has ever been Surned
down for Goals 2000 funds. and oo sise kay
ever been, asked to alterstsplan.. . . .. e -

Cnhforma s schoo) systens is in crisis. In he .
recent National Assessment of Educational I'ro.
gress, Califonua’s fourth-grade students placed
almost dead fzst. Only Guam's students scated
lower. Califoruta ranks an’ abysmazl 42nd o of
all 90 states in tu: armount of money spem per

As aresult, our dasscooms arie overeeowdsd,

" pur teachers are averworked, our schoal baild-

ings are cnunbling and owr Righ scaools e
graduating studerts wao cannnt find Chissison a
map, counl change or fill out an amploywent ap-
plication.

AL a time when California could use every
available resource (o restore its syster (o its
former status, Gov. Wilsqn should accept the 342
million in Goals 2000 lunds that belongs o us
and put it to use inunediately.

Diunne Feinstein 4s a Deocratic sensator

Srom Colifornia. This cobwsan first uppeared

i the Los Angeles Daiiy News,
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Coalifion for A Brighter California

é PO, Box 7643, San Francisco, CA 94120-7643
|
. November 9, 1995
} .
e ( Honorable Pete Wilson
/ Governor - |
State of California . . ’
State Capitol, 1st Floor : S :

‘ & Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Governor:

As tepresentatives of California’s education and business communities, we
- believe California’s schools and sthdents are deserving of the recently awarded
$42 million Goals 2000 grant, andiwe encourage you to authorize spending of
(5 - ‘these funds. ' <

Like you, we agree a great deal must be done to improve California’s public
education system. We have been actively involved in local schools and
education-related projects that further the state’s goals of improving its
education, murriculum, skills, and standards and assessments systems. Through
our efforts, we have seen first-hand how Goals 2000 provides for freedom and
inmovation at the local level; and encourages distvicts and schools to meet
ind}vidual students” neecils most appropriately. '

Authorizing spending of this Goals 2000 grant will further promote school-based

change, innovation and parental and community involvement at the school site —

all 'goals to which we are committed. Cleaxly, Califormia will not remain

competitive in the national economy unless we invest in the state’s future

workforce — our students - and our education system. This $42 million grant
! will help local cgmmunitief, parents, :eadxers, students and schools do just that.
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age two '1
. | elion Goals
We urge you to authorize imsnediately spen&mz of the §42 00
grant for California’s deserving schools and smdems _
i Sincerely, S I , '
. ?Van Skilling, Executive Vice ’ David Maries, Cha.nce}.lof
F &
R Presxdent and Ceneral Manage » California Community Colleges
E 4 |TRW Information Systems & Services : . '
v.U ' i . . . ., i
: } .
Lewis E. Platt, Chaioman, President - 3
: and Chief Executive O Ca.hfomxa Eedexa’non of Teachers
} . Hewlett Packard Company
I - _
: L Rusty Iﬁgrod, Pracsident
1 The Charles Schwab Corpo:at;on j California School Employees
- A y ' Association
3 ! Iexe ]aoo : Tom Giugni, Execative Diractor
- Agsistdnt Vice Presx ent i Assodation of California
- - Pacific Telesis Grou . School Admindstrators
Karen Wegmann, President ‘, Lawcence Lae, Pridcipal
Wells Fargo Foundation -~ ’Berkeley High School
hlmwi M Z W’?Q
Walfred J. Fassler ; ' LouisePerez, President
Regional Vice President » California School Board
' General Representation - Association
; f( Chevron USA, Inc.
A , ‘ )
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