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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 acc:..... 35 the
Clinton administration’s Goals 2000; Educate America Act, passed in 1994, Altk.. _:he
‘law’s supporters contend that Goals 2000 is merely a helpfi attempt 10 increase ... . .aic
standards in K-12 education, the aythors of this study find that in any common s¢. . . reading
of the law, power:smfemdﬁcmsta:eand local educauonwthonne.stothe‘ e
- buresucracy in Washington.

The law makes mandatery a wide variety of federal dictares, controls edueat. .. e
strings, requires national standards, issues federal “skill certificates ™ imposes nev. . -axons,
and manipulates state and local assessments. In so'deing, Goals 2000 radically < .. - .ae
education decisionmaking landscape by centralizing policymaking at the federal |, .e.mng
the ctates and localities to carry out Washington’s dictates.

The major findings of this study include:
o Drafters of the Goals 2000 law use the command “will” at leastforty-ﬁvé n
describing what the federal government expects states and local districts to <1z -

accomplish the Act’s eight nauonal goals. The more permissive “should” i: L .. only three
times. ~
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o Goals 2000 creates a wide variety of bureaucracies {e.g., the National Goals B..... .:gional
education laboratories, federal education researeh instinutes, et¢.) which areer_.  __ with
- wide “advocacy” powers in order 10 get states and localities 10 implement the . .. .2l
goals and objectives contained in the Ast.

o Once & starte accepts federal Goals 2000 money, it must implement the nadons ;¢ and
- objectives of Goals 2000, Accardmg to the Act, any state that applies for Gox. .30
funding must devise a state improvement plan that incarporates “strategies for ... .. _ag the
National Education Goals,” g

» Through its contro] of the purse, the federal government will increase its influcii wver
school curricula Washington exphcxtly recommends that states mclude ‘genc . _itable
and rnulticultural materals” in its unprovemem strategies.

*  Goazls 2000 tells stazes how 10 gut their education pie and in some cases even C..._..:5 the
size of the pie (the level of spending) and mandates what social services schoui: <. - 10
provide on campus.

e Goals 2000 creates a National Skills Standards Board that will endorse & broc.: ;. .strum
of skills standards to be considered by business and employers when hiring. T :iated
School-to-Work law strongly encourages states to issue “skill certificates” o s s who
supposedly have met the skills standards promulgated by the National Skills 5i.....rds
Board. Schools and students who refuse to participate in the shll-cemﬁcaxe pissum will
be at 2 disadvantage in the job market.

o Even though compliance with Goals 2000 is “voluntary™ for sates, the law hoio .
disadvantaged children hostage to its dictates. Goals 2000 requires states thes re. <
federa! money under the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (TASA) .2 a‘; A sta:e
assessments, eurriculum, and professional teacher development programs wis: .
staridards contained in the Goals 2000 law. California is slated to receive mc:: ¢ .:in $1
billion in IASA money in 1995-96; two-thirds of this money goes to “compe‘.,-w_,..
education.”

s Goals 2000 may impose radical and untried ideas on most of the nation, but ... ..} 2ctives
are already mirrored in California's subject frameworks and its statewide assc: 2 _cat (both
the defunet CLAS test and the proposed new assessment). In other words, C: omia has
“been there, done that™ Since student perfo'ma.nce in California has continu<.. : - fall
under these frameworks, we can expect 1o improvement if California decidcs 1. L articipate
in Goals 2000.
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INTRODUCTION

“'We seek io support and encourage; we do not diclate or determine local ..
state policy.”
R:ahard Riley
U.S. Secretary of Education

“In the future, because of Goals 2000 @id its tight linkage io the Elemen:=-, _.id
Secondary Education Act. . . federal regulation may extend much more ¢is_.. - into
what Is taught, how it is laught, the conditians in which it is laught, and k... ..
itis tested " '
Jormer Assistant Secretary of Educ. ... .
U.S. Department of Education

In 1989, the nation's governors met with President Bush and issued a list of stx .. __ation
goals that they wanted America to achieve by the year 2000. Then-governor ofA.\__ _:aBil
Clinton was 3 big proponent of this goal-sefting process, which combined nationa! : . . rship
with state innovation and flexibifity. There were no federal dollars involved, and o o
federal bureancracy was. created to administer it. It was a state-centered program ... ..d e
broad national goals, with the key role of policy development left to the govemnor: o .2 50
states.

- But once Clinton moved from the statehouse to the White House, he abando:.... .. 5 state-
‘centered program. Instead of & nationa! program of statehouse leadership, it beei. . - fedzral
government initiative—a distinction that has been lost or forgotten by many of the . v urnors

. who had joined the Bush initiative. The onginal six goals were expanded to eigh. ;_,‘ _:.imon

- and his new Secretary of Educasion, Richard Riley, and the sight goals were tied < t..<
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which channels ... .is of
dollars 1o local school districts.

Why has Goals 2000 become controversial? After all, what could be wrong ... wanting
American students 1o be number ope in the world in math and science? Or want™ . rery
Amgrican adult to be literate? Or wanting to increase parental involvement?

The answer, of course, is that there is nothing wrong with desiring these anc :o-:e of the
other laudable goals contained in the Goals 2000 law. However, as with many w. :-while
objectives, the means to the ends are just as important as the ends themselves. ;L; iz the case
of Goals 2000, the means contained in the law’s more than 150 pages of fine priz: ..ould give
grea: pause to anyone who takes seriously the notion of state and Jocal conmrol ¢ <. .cation.
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This paper, & joint publication of the Pacific Résearch Institute and the Claremc.i. . siitute,
examines the fine print in Goals 2000 and focuses on how this law will affect Califer:i2'; public
education systern—and by inference, the public school systems in other states. Alth.i ithe
law has besn seen by many as helpfid at best and innocuous 2t worst, the authors ¢ U sudy
find that Goals 2000 threatens to dominate and control its subject area and concentii.c. .
decision-making power ina few unelected officials in Washington. For this reason, i is fair to
call it “devolution in retreat,” a step backward 10 greater centralization of authority, .o
forward to more state and local responsibility. As such, it is a piece of warmed-over 17705
legislation, not a progressive step into the 21st Century.

MECHANISMS OF FEDERAL CONTROL

Congress and the Clinton administration were well aware of the suspicion that Lzc zrown
in many quarters regarding Goals 2000°s potential for federal usurpation.of educatio::
decision~making authority. The Goals 2000 Jaw, therefare, specifically cites past Lo, 2nacted
by Congress that reserves responsibility for education to the states and Jocal schoc! sv:iaims.
Seciicn 315 of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act (hereafter “the Act™) notes:

Public Law 96-88 spacified that the establishment of the Deparmment of E<..tion shall
not increase the authorty of the Federal Government over education or diz='1. 51 the
responsibility for education which is reserved 10 the States and local schoa) yztems
and other instrumentalities of the States.'

This staternent is more than a little disingenuous, however, since everyone knows ... tag vast
array of federal programs that funnel federal tax dollars to the states all come with 3iings and
conditions that increase Washington's control over what goes on at local levels, Fur cxample,
many public schools in low-income areas must ensure that their actions conform 1o
Washington's requirements if they are to receive the millions of federal dollars ezrizikad for
dxsadvanmged childrm

Still, the Act maintains that;

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to authorize an officer or employe ! the
Federal Government to mandate, direst, or conmrol a State, local educationa! agency, ar
school’s curriculum, program of instruction, or allocation of State or jocul resourees or
mandate a Swate or any subdivision thereof 1o spend any funds er incur aay costs not
paid for under this Act? «

! “Goals 2000: Educate America Act,” Public Law 103-227, March 31, 1994, Section 319, p. 137.
3 Did, Sextion 318, p. 186. ‘
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_Viewed in isolazdion, this provision seems to preclude the type of federal intrusion thi: | -
become sl too familiar over the last thirty years. Unfortunately, the Act is laden wit
terminology, programs and incentives that clearly contradict this supposed respect fu: i.e
autonomy of states and local jurisdictions.

In Title I, which lays out the eight national education goals and the thirty-five objcv.dves
listed under the goals, there is a troubling pattern of word usage that indicates a grears:
willingness by the federal government to impose its will than it would have the publc believe, ?

- Although the Clinton administration emphasizes the voluntary nature of the goals, the Act uses
- the command word “will” at least forty-five times in describing what the federal govs: ,ment
expects states, localities, and individuals to do to accomplish the various goals.

Thus, one finds dictates such as:

All children wlll have access to high-qualiry and developmentaﬂy.appropnu s
preschool programs.

Parents will have access to the training and support parents need.

Children will receive the nutrition, physical activity, expenences, and healh ¢
needed 10 arrive at school with healthy minds and bodies.

All students will be knowledgeable about the diverse cultural heritage of s ation. - .

" All reachers will have access to prasemce teacher education and continuiz.;;
professional development activities. .

States and school districts will create integrated strategjes 10 attrast, reen:i, zrepare,
retrain, and support the continued professional development of teachers,
administrators, and other educaters. . . .

— Schools, in implementing comprehensive parent involvernent progam.g wl ¢ Ter more
adult literacy, parent training and life-Jong lcarning opportunities. .

Every local educational agency will develop a sequential, comprehensive iial:zgarten
through twclﬁh grade drug and alcohol prevention education
program. .. * (Emphases added.) :

> Tbid, Section 102. Seethe Appendix at the end of this paper for a Listing and analysis of the ¢’ national
poals conained in the Aet
*  Inid, Section 102, pp. 130-133,

" ldioos
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~ What are the meanings of phrases such as “will have access to,” “will offer,” ..
develop,” and “will ¢reate™ Do they not mean that states and local school districts iz an
obligation to create a plethora of new programs to fulfill the imperatives of the Ac?

" It is obvious that the use of the command word “will” was deliberate. In Title 7 ot
permissive word “should” is used as well, but only three times. Thus, for example:

Community-based teams should be organized to provide students and teact.cs with
neaded support.

Every school should work to eliminate sexual harassment® (Emphases adiz:.)

Why the difference? One expert on legal drafting observes that the word “will” .o only
expresses a future contingency, but also, “when the relationship is & delicate one, ex;.cszas
both parties’ obligations.”.* Under such a definition of “will," the states could find 1. xselves
forced to implement the goals’ many objectives (especially if, as will be discussed 1222 e
states decide 1o accept the federal funding attached to the Act).

A principal problem that arises from such word usage is judicial interpretation L, {:ure
court cases. Resent judicial history is replete with examples of courts making eritica’ ¢..znges
in public policy through loose interprezations of the words in laws. The word "will™ is .ot
permissive, it is a mandate to do a specific thing, and federal courts will likely interic: it that
way.

New Bureaﬁcrades

Anocther concern is the various federal entities that are created under the Aet. For Listance,
the National Education Goals Panel is empowered to report progress that the states ol she
nation are makmg toward achieving the goals of the Act. Among the Goals Panel’s Cuies is to
“identify actons that should be taken by Federal, State, and local governments to erzsica

~ progress toward achieving the National Education Goals and to provide all students “with a fair
opportunity to leam.”” Although states and local jurisdictions may decide to ignore L
identified actions, as we discuss in the following section on the federal “purse,” res.s w.: federal
“advicz™ will not be as easy as it may seem.

The Goals Panel is also charged with an advocacy mission:

5 bid
§  Bryan A Gamer, Advanced Legal Drafting (Dallas, TX: Law Prose, Inc. 1994), p. 13.
7 “Goals 2000, Sestion 203, p. 136.
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" The Goals panel shall help build 3 nananmde, bipartisan consensus for the ;.. _ .3

nexessary 10 achieve the National Education Goals.*

Statements by Colorado Govemnor Roy Romer, an active supporter of Goals 2000, -
demonstrate what type of advocacy one can expect fom the Goals Panel and its bi—__ _.atic
subgroups. According o Romer, Goals 2000 is in trouble because “parents and Vei -3pose
the scheme.” In view of this skepticism on the part of the public, Romer is encourz; ;- the
Goals Panel’s subgroups to work with business executives and state fegislators whe (.2 < been
resistant to Goals 2000. In other words, iflocal leaders aren’s showing the proper ‘.»-;A‘amsm
they must be educated and propagandized until they come around. The federal go': i drive
Jocal reforms, not the other way amund

The Art also creates Resource and Technical Planning Groups on School Reac:. ... A
primary duty of these Groups is to “creare clear guidelines regarding the nature, ﬁ::;‘.;,. i3, and
uses of early childhood assesstents, including assessment formats that are approp‘ L.laaruse
in crurally end linguistically diverse communities, based on mode! elements of scho .
readiness.” ‘What is the force of these guidelines? Will the federsl government da .. zae the
validity of assessrments in areas such as bilingualism? Even though the Planning Gr.;g;; are
suppased to operate in an advisory capacity, in California their guidelines could hzv. ¢ '
d;spropomonate impacs on the state’s assessment programs. The assessment debois &
California continues to rage after last year’s California Learning Assessment Systs..: (-/..AS)
debacle, leaving an open field for federal influenca.

A major body created by the Act, the Narional Education Standards and Impro.:._.unt
Courcil (NESIC), which is charged with overseeing the creation of the voluntary r.: =, sl
contenr and student performance standards, is currently the targert of defunding muvz: in
Congress. Although still not officially dead, the NESIC will not be & factor far sori: iiae, if at
all (at present, no nominations have been put forward for any Coundl member posivi.iz). It
should be remembered, however, that the NESIC’s possible demise does not elim... the
national standards themselves, or the fact that states receiving federal funds will kovs .. meet
those standards. . A

The Act also creates a number of federal researsh institutes. The problemn wilk: e
instinutes is that the mission outlined for them in the Act contains provisionsthat v.v . tum
them into advocacy organizations. For example, the National Institute on Studer
Achicvement, Cutriculum and Assessment (NISACA) is charged with, among oth.o- aungs,
identifying: |

' Thid. Secion 203(5), p. 136.
® Thid, Section 207, p. 138,
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(vm) the impact and efectiveness of Federal, State, and local effons to prov._. .adef.
-fair educational opportunities to clementary and secondary students;

(ix) programs, policies, and approaches which promote gender equity inelc.. . .y
and secondary education.’

Given this charter, what would the Institute have o say about recent efforts by <. .an-
American parents 1o create single-sex schoals, which have been shown to improve ...
achievement and discipline of children, especially male children, in that community? . .; hard
to imagine that such innovations would be able to receive a fair hearing and analysi;

Another group of bureaucracies created by the Act, which have 5o far receivec ;;,. P
attention, are the “regional educational laboratories.” Under Section 941(h) of the ... the
United States would be divided up into regom; each having a regional educational i - -atory.
States participating in Goals 2000 must give their corsent to the formation of thes: ;: ~ratories

through their chief state school officials and their state boards of education The i _: i of the
labs is to promote reform efforts. The labs are supposed to be, among other thing:, : .usource
for schools within the region.

Although the regional labs may prove to- be innocuous, they are simply anoth<; i - of
burezucracy that have the potential to isnpose their will on local schools. The reg, wi: rabs will
be governed by an unelected, appozmed board made up of various state officials a2 < =cial
interest represemanva Among its main duties, the board:

Directs the regional educational laboratory to carry out the laboratory s ri_.‘-., ina
manner as will make progress toward achieving the National Education C2 znd
reforming schools and education systems.”

Like the Goals Panel and the research institutes, the baard and the labs are gven Lk LSvOcacy
mussion.

- Potentially more damaging to local control of schools is the [abs’ stated duty w:

Facilitate schoo! restructuring at the individual school level, including tecius.. -
assistance for adapting model demonstration grant programs to each schocl

0 mid, Section 93 1<d3(2)<A). p-232
1 msid, Section 941H)(EXANV), p. 253
7 Ibid.. Section $41(h)(3)D), p. 251.
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This dury is much more interventionist than simply sup’p ying educational research tc . _ - and
local school agencies. Furthermore, “restructuring” has become a buzz word in ma::-
education cireles for changing school curticula and school governanee and for pron:.._. _he
controversial principles of outcome-based education. The fact that unelected burear_;x. b;;:
entities such as the regional educational labs have, as a prima:y duty, the facilitation .72 3
controversial concept 8t the school site level is an open invitation 10 unwanted fede:r.; -
sponsored meddling into local decision-making.

Federal Requirements Come with the Money

Perhaps the most pernicious instrument of federal control of state and local educi .o
policy is the additional federal funding that is made available by the Goals 2000 Act. U:.er
Tite I of the Act, $400 million was authorized for fiscal year 1994-95 for the pur;. i of
allowing the federal government 1o make allotments to the states. In order for smi.. 1. receive
this funding they must, unsurprisingly, meet & number of requirements contained in .. sct.

What are those requirements? According 10 Section 306 of the Act, “any Stax: .. _zational
agency that wishes 10 receive an allotment under [Title IIT] after its first year of pa:i.:. . =tion
shall develop and implement a State improvement plan for the improvement of eleii-.. ...y and
sesondaty education in the State. " In tun, the required state improvement plan i atself
meet an important requirement:

Each State educational agency, with broad-based classroom teacher input, ;-
establish and inciude in its State improvement plan strategies for meeting v \..; tonal
Edycation Goals by unpravmg te.achmg and learning and students' master <. wasic and
advanced siills, ,

In order for the states to get the Goals 2000 money, they must adhere to the goal; <. xctives
and standards laid out by the Act. The mioute any state decides to accept any per o~ u1e Goals
2000 largesse, the supposedly “voluntary” goals become mandatory.

Bur this is not all. The Act not only requires that states gbide by its goals, it £/:> ;g:s the
strategies that they must follow in order w mest the goals. Alarmingly, these :ec,; i
strategies open the door to radical policy-meddling by federal officials. For exan:kc. & s:axe
straegy must include: -

A process for aligning State or Jocal cuneuls, instructional matena.!s, anl Lt
assessmerts with the State content standards and Sta:e student performu....2
standards.'* >

" Ibid, Section 306, p. 160.
' Ihid, Sexxlon 306(c), p. 162.
' Did, ScmanBOS(c)(l)(C) p. 163,
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 The trouble is that under Goals 2000, state content and student performance stz =:Js are
heavily influenced by the federal government. (This influence is explained in detail Liiiw.)
The federal government will therefore have 8 heavy influence on the curriculs, boc!c: 114 ests
of lecal schools.

What kinds of books and maerials does the federal government wish to promozc? Again,
the Act explicitly recornmends that state strategies. include:

A process for developing, selecting, or recommending instructional materiz} mcludmg |

. gender equitasble and multicultural materials, and technology to support ard &:5ist Jocal
educational agencies and schools to provide all studeats the opportunity to et State
content standards and State student performance standards.'®

Gender-equity and multiculturalist textbooks and materials have caused extreric’
controversy and division among parents and state and jocal school officials. Marny of these
works are enfused with anti-male and anti-Western biases, and often rely more o po.2mics
than on objective scholarship, Yet this is the type of instructional material that Wz -/agton
singles out for inclusion in state strategies.

pie. The Act recommends that strategies include:

Assessing the effectiveness and equity of the school finance program of t.c State to
identify disparities in the resources available to each local educarional ageacy znd
school in such Stare and how such dxspanues affect the ability of the Stais eucational
agency and local educational sgencies to develop and implement plans uncer [Title
).

In view of provisions such as this, the Act’s pretense of not d::ecnng how 2 state ¢: ‘oaahty
allocates its resources is no more than empty rhetoric. ‘

A good example of the gap between a good goal and bad means can be found &; the Act's
standards regarding parental and community involvernent. On the positive side, t5: Act
reguires that:

Each State improvement plan shall describe strategics for how the State e,..‘cauonal
agency will involve parents and cther community representanves in planriny,
designing, and implementing the State improvement plan. .

16 mhid., Section 306()2)(C), p. 163.
7 Thid., Secticn 306(c)2)XB), p. 163.
1% Ibid,, Section 306(f), p. 164.
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The strategy described by the Act as a way to achieve parental and community invi_uent
raises very serious questions. The Act envisions a strategy which will result in:

mcraasing the access of all students 10 social services, health care, autriticr <uted
semces. and child care services, and locating such services in schools, oG, .-;.u;g
service agencies, community-based centers, or other convenient sites desis: 2 1o
provide “one-stop shoppmg’ for parents and students,"”

To what social services must the stase and focal jurisdictions provide “access™ 107 V. types
of health care services? Perhaps those “reproductive services™ advocated by forme: Surgeon
General Joycelyn Elders? And what types of child care services? And how appropriz:e is it to
locate these services on school campusa? Is this not another exa.mple of schools wiing on
new roles that divert it from its primary mission—to teach?

Carrots and Sticks: Federal Approval of State Plans and Strategies

Although Goals 2000 advocates in California downplay the mandstory nature ¢ :he state
improvement plans and the strategjes reqmred to implement thern, there is no gettx around
the fact that under Section 307 of the Act, it is the federal Secretary of Education w3 has

approval power over a state’s application for funding under the Act, More imperisy, after the
- first year of funding, the Secretary will approve further funding only if he has approvid the
state improvemnent plan and has determined “that the State has made substantial pro;zess in
developing its State Lrnprovement plan and will implement such plan not later thax 2 end of
the second year of paricipation”*

This pracess raises important questions, such as:

.« Does the state’s improvement plan and accompanying strategies include ge“...z wuitable
and muluculmrat textbooks? :

o Does it include an “equitable’ ’ distribution (at least in Washington's eyes) of etz education
budget dollars?

e Are large numbers of social services, including perhaps evea reproductive services,
available to the state’s children?

s Hasthe state mch.xded in its plan and strategies ways to implement the thirty-Lvz abjectives
listed under the eight national goals?

' Inid., Section 306(0(2), p. 164.
¥ 1hid ; Section 3I07TMY1)E), p. 167.

11


http:suueg;.es
http:prima.ry

10/18/95 07:55  B703 276 5057 TRW ¥ JACKSON : @o13
CCT 17 ’SS  12:16PM TRW/ASG SAC 1916-3314936 P12

The answers to such questions could determine whether the federal Secretary ¢ocic vs to
bestow a Goals 2000 grant on a state. In other words, the federal Secretary has sigiis-wu
discretionary power 1o accept or reject a state’s application based on the state's adhorzice to
Washingron's policies. Given that states have historically accepted federal dictates Ui _
translate to more dollars in their budgets, there will be powerfill and irresistible presu son |
stares to conform to federal education policies. -

It is not just the Secretary’s power to approve 3 state’s improvement plan thar g1 ¢ ms
agency carrot-and-stick leverage. According to Section 317 of the Act, the Secretary o f :
Education can award technology grants to states that, as part of their state improvezicit plans,
include.

[A] systemic statewide plan 10 increase the use of state~of-the-art technologiss Ciat.
enhance elementary and secondary student learning and st2ff development i .. >port of
the National Educaton Goals and State content standards and State student
performance standards

Agzin, behind the promise of moeney is the requirement that the federal goals be =ruinioted.
It is also instructive to note that the Act dictates how the states allocate the funds they recaive
under its auspices. After the first year of funding, at least ninety percent of a state’s <. Lment
must be used either to fund the state improvement plan at the local level or “t0 improvc
educator preservice programs and for professional development activities that are ¢uiz stant
with the State improvement plan. "3 The remaining ten percent or less ean be used Lor suate

private mznagement organizations to reform schools; and suppomng mclenw-reduu-\.u
programs m schools, In essence, teachers are given access to the vast majority of the #.01°s
funds, but supporters of cutting-edge reforms such as charter schools and private co:: u..mmg
bave access to only 8 tiny fraction of these funds. -

- Evea supporters of Goals 2000 admit that there are potential control problems I suces
decide to take the Act's funding. California’s state Legislative Analyst's Office (LAC;, which.
supports California’s pa.mcxpanon in the Act, nevertheless wams that “Taking advantz ze of the
federal framework is not risk-free. . .." The LAO realizes that the voluntary nature ol e At
is more illusion than reality: ' .

The state would always be able to opt out of Goals 2000 if'it sppeared feders aolicy
. making was interfering with state or local authoriry. (Of course, California vz .1id also

3 hid, Section 3L7(0)(1), p. 184.
Z Did, Sextion 308(0)(1XEB), p- 168.
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have to relinquish the federal ﬁ.mds provided under Goals 2000 which we.© tbe
easy.)®

The amount of money California has received under the Act hzs been modest . .z In
1994-1995, California was allocated $10 million. For 1995-1996, hawever, Calrfc.‘ BUES (I
receive $42 million, After that, the amount increases even more dramatically. Hc& J w;u it
be for the state 10 withdraw after local districts become dependent on this money? .-
remetmber, only the state has this option; California’s 1,002 districts will have no 5. mon,

| GOALS 2000 AND THE FEDERAL SCHOOL-TO-WORK LAW

Usurping local decision-making power is just one troubling aspect of the Gozels 77 23 Act.
Egually disturbing is the Act's intrusion into the private labor market. Underthe 4. . =
Naticnal Skill Standards Board is established, the purpose of which is:

... to serve as a catalyst in stimulating the development and adoption of a 2. _ytary
national system of skill standards and of assessment and certification of ati. . ..eat of
skill standards,

Why the need for “skill standards™? According to the Act, the standards, assesshc..:. .ad
certification are to be used:

(A) by the Nation, to ensure the development 6fa high skills, high quality, ..
pecfermance workforce, including the most skilled front-line workioree ir. L. world; -

(B) by industries, as a vehicle for mfonmng training prov;d.ers and prospe..ii..
employees of skills necessary for employment;

(C) by employers, o assist in evaluating the skil levels of prospective em.. o 28 and 1o
assist in the training of current employess;

(D) by laber organizations, to enhance the employment security of workzr: .
providing portable credentials and skills;
(E) by workets, 1O

(i) obtain certifications of their skills to protect against dxslocaucn,
(ii) pursue career advancement; and |

3 | sgiclative Analyst’s Office, “Implementing New Federal Education Legiclation,” Sacramer.o.. C ., February
1995, p. 7. L
¢ uGoals 2000," Section 502, p. 191.
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(iif) enhance their ability 1o reenter the workforee;

(F) by students'and entry level workers, to detesmine the skill levels and cci . _icies
needed to be obtained in order to compete effectively for high wage jobs;

Q) bgs training providers and egucators, o determine appropriate trz.\mng i .8te”
offer.

In other words, everybody should be using these skill standards.

As with the Act’s national goals, skill standards may, at first, seem liks 2 good io._,
especially in view of employer ccmpleints about the quality of new workers comins v: of the
public schools, Unfortunately, the eavisioned skill standards, like the nstional gog's, . a
Pandora’s box of federal entanglement in Jocal education and the private sector jou --._ iet.

The Nztional Skills Standards Board will, after conferring with representative: _ i ...siness,
labor, education, and varjous other organizations, adopt skill standards for a broas . _.um of
private industries (the Act refers to “broad clusters of major occupations™ ). The:: - indards
must tzke into account, among other things, standards used in other countries, rec.. a_..‘ems of
work organizations, and, perhaps most nnportz.nﬂy, content and performance stoi. . .3”
certified by the National Education Goals Panel.?” Thus, the education standards c::.ied by
the National Education Goals Panel will be incorporated into the national sidlls si.._-ds that
Washington wants employers to use. It is apparent that the Clinton administratic: w228 the
business community to pressure local schools to use the education standards cori2. . in the
At 8o thar studerts will be able (supposedly) to meet the new skill standards. |

Goals 2000 supporters will undoubtedly point out that, like other provisions L ¢ .; Act, the
skills standards will be voluatary, However, like these other “voluntary”” provisic:.:, <ioser
scrutiny shows that there | is less “voluntariness™ here than meets the eye, '

To judge fully just how “voluntary” the skills standards are, it is necessary to o2 at the
federal School-To-Work Opportunites Act of 1994 (referred 1o below as STW, v..ichisa
companion law to the Goals 2000 Act. According to its stated purpose, STW i Ishes;

. . & national framework within which all States can creare statewide S:.c ui-toaWoric
Opportuaities systems that— :

# Ihid
% Ihid, Section S04(a), p. 195.
2 mid, s==nan sas(d)a)@xm) p. 197.
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(A) are part of corﬁprche;sive education reform;

(B) are integrated with the systerns developed under Goals 2000 . _zate
_America At and the National Sdll Standards Act of 1994; and

(C) offer oppormunities for all students to participate in 2 perforr:_:. :-based"
education training program. . . *

In sddition, STW explicitly states that another of its purposes is:

. to further the Nanonﬂ Education Goals set forth in Title T of the Goo L300
Educaxe America Act.®

STW, the:efore., exdsts in large part sumply to further the reach of Goals 2000.

One of the principal tools used by STW to ensure that the ideology of Gom- .. .2 becomes -
pan of both school and workplace is the creation of 3 “skill certificate.” Accorit - .o STW, 8
skills certificate is:

. . 2 portable, industry-recognized credearial issued by a Schoolsto-We, -
Opportunities program under an approved State plan, that certifies that - ;. _eat has
mastered skills at levels thar are at least as challenging as skill standards «.._.:sed by
the National Skill Standards Board established under the National Skill 5. cards Act
of 1994, except that until such sidll standards are developed, the term ;[ cartificate”
means a credential issued under a process described in the approved Stz.. . .z

Why is this skill certificate so critical? If the government is handing our skiii __ _Secates te
select students, then these students will, at least initially, have an advantage

over those students who do not have 2 certificate when it comes to genting 8 job _. _arhaps
getting into college. The problem then becomes twe-fold. First, those states 5.0 ... wal
Junsdxcnons that want 10 resist pardcipation in Goals 2000 will feel pressure to rv. 3¢ their
position because students from states and localities participating in Goals 2000/ - 74" will be
receiving skill cerificates which wil, as a consequencs, place the students fror. 0.
participating jurisdictions at an initial competitive disadvantage. Second, those iic cnts
without a certificate will not just be those youngsters who have falled to study i12-¢ and
perform, but will also include many stadents whe &ttend private schools and he:... -chools thit
oppose participation in Goals 2000/STW because of fear of government contro..

B wSehool-To-Work Opportunities Act of 1994,” Public Law 103-239, May 4, 1994, Seetlen 3¢, The National
Skills Swandards Ast of 1994 is lhatpanoflthna!s 2000 Aczthat estsblichiad the Nauc.d :xills
Standards Board. :

¥ mid

3 moid, Section 4(22).
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If states, localities and private schools decide to participate in the offering of skl
certificates, the inevitable result will be teaching to the certificate: currienla will be slizzad to
improve the chances of students to obtain these cenificates. This is important since, s 1as
been noted, the skills certificates issued under any state plan must meet the skill Jevels zad
standards endorsed by the National Skills Standards Board. It will be this federal Bows, .
therefore, that will set the broad criteria for getting a skill certificate, not the states or 1ozalities.
This power will give the federal government strong influence over what is being tauz’s: in the
classroom.

Further, STW also increases federal power by requiring that 8 state or local Sciicsisto-
Work Opportunities program that awards skill certificates include:

. @ program of study desxgxed to meet the same academxc content standards the
State has established for all students, mclud.mg, where epplicable, standards ¢ sblished
under the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. . _

Thus, 2ll those supposedly voluntary standards contained in the Goals 2000 Aet sulZenly
_become mandatory if 8 state or local jurisdiction wants to award skill certificates uriicr STW
Federal education priorities, not local ones, will, therefore, become dominant,

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

The Secretanies [of Education and Labor] may approve as application subriied by a
State under section 203 only if the State dernonstrates in Such application 1.2 the
activities proposed 10 be undertaken by the State to develop a statewide School-to-
Work Opportunities system are consistent with the State improvement plas Sor the:
’State, if any, under the Goals 2000: Educate Amenca A

Furthermore, in the grant application the state’s School-to-Work Oppertunities pla: must:

.+ « describe how the State will edopt, develop, or assist local partnerships 1o adopt or
develop mode! curricula and innovative instructional methodologies, to be used in the
secondary, and where possibie, the elementary grades, that integrate acadaiic and
vocational learning and promote career awareness, and that are consistent with
academic and skill standards established pursuant to the Goals 2000: Educsie Amenca
Act and the Narional Skill Standards Act of 1994.%

3 Ihid, Section 102(3).
12 mhid, Section 204,
B mid, Section 213(d)(8).
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Also, a state’s grant application must:

descnbethsprocess of the State for assessing the skills gnd knowledge e ‘...ed n
career majors, and the process for awarding skill certificates that i, to the exccit
feasible, consistent with the skills standards cenification systermn endorsed uriizrthe
National Shll Standards Act of 1994 ‘

In other words, unless a state can demonstrate that its School-to-Work Opportu:iLss plan
is following the national goals and standards contained in the Goals 2000 Act, and t3:: its skills
certification system is following the skills standards laid down by the Goals 2000 Aci’:
National Skill Standards Board, & state will not be able to receive its grant. In view of these
requirements, STW’s Section 604, which purports to prohibit STW from imposing folaral
mandates, direction, ané control, becomes just so much ineffectual bollerplate. The ury is
that swates will be forced to bend to the federal will becguse thaz is what the federal fucding

strings require.

Is this too harsh an assessment of what faces California and other states? The eviienceto
date, unfortunately, indicates that this assessment is all too aceurate. In June 1994, Guvernor
Wilson created 2 School-to-Career Task Force, A preliminary report of that task fvoce
endorsed the skill certificate concept (the task force proposed so-called “certificatss of
mastery™).

~ In addition, this year several school-to-work bills were introduced in the Statc L. Sislature.
One bill, AB 1835 by Assemblywoman Liz Figueroe (D-Fremont), would have crezicd
“certificates of mastery” that would have been coordinated and integrated with the Coals 2000

" Act and STW. These certificares would be awarded based on perfcrmance-based"

assessments of pupils. It should be pointed out that performance-

based a.s#essments are noz; Synonymous with skill-based assessments. In today’s tz:ing and
assessment environment, they often involve putting emphasis on what & child feals rether than

. what the child knows about the subject It was th:s deficiency that led to the cancel’.tion of the

CLAS test last year.

Althaugh none of the school-tc-wcrk legislation passed, bills such as AB 1835 give
Californians &n insight into what could lis ahead in their education future under STW. It scems
odd that Californis, which is one of the leaders in the charter school movernent—sa rovement
based on empowering parents, teachers, and principals at the school site—<could al:o be on the:

M mhid, Section 213(d)(16). Local jurisdictions may also apply directly fof fedéral grants under STW, They
are subjert 10 the same fequirements as stales. Sa'.&m'nn 303eX3).
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verge of 1aking a bite out of the STW apple and transferring key powers to feders! b _.crars
in Washington. Indeed, it is chilling to read that under STW:

. . . the Secretaries [of Education and Labor] shall jointly provide for, and s’ =xercise
final authority over, the administration of this Act, and shall have final authoii/ 10
jointly issue whatever procedures, guidelines, and regulations, 1 accordancs: ..t
section $53 of title 5, United States Code, the Secretaries consider necessery ¢

~ appropriate 1o administer and enforce the provisions of this Act®

Is this not an opening for greatly expanded federal regula:ion of education? A commcn
sensical reading of Goals 2000 and STW would make it hard not to fee] uncomfort::: when
answering this question.

HOLDING CHILDREN HOSTAGE: -
THE IMPROVING AMERICA’S SCHOOLS ACT (1ASA)

: In additon to School-to-Work schemes, another fedecal program is guided b; G als 2000
and involves vastly greater sums of federal dollars—the Improving America’s Schocls Aet of
1954 (IASA). The IASA reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education A< (SSEA),
and allocated approximately $12 billion 10 thiny-two separate federal funding proz;eis. In- -
1994-1998, California received $900 million in ESEA money, and will receive mc;= than $1
billion in 1995-1996. More than two-thirds of this money goes 1o “compensarory v.ication,”
L.e., money for services 1o disadvantaged children.

In & critical analysis titled, “Goals 2000 and 3 Reauthorized ESEA: National 5i:-2zrds and
Accompanying Controversies,” authors Michael W. Kirst and James W. Gutheric 1< e that
Guoals 2000 will alter the Chapter One element from its long-standing regulatory ar.d £scal role
to 3 “powerfully administrative instrument for fundamentally changing America's pUsiic
schools.” Goals 2000 in effect achieves a mamiage berween the financial

clout of the reauthorized ESEA/IASA—nearly $1 billion in Califoria—and the 2 - istrative
authority of a planaing process simed at comprehensive goals for all schools.

It should come as na surprise thas in order to receive its ESEA/IASA money, C:lifornia
must use the Goals 2000 standards. In smnman.ang the state responsibilities ucger
ESEA/IASA, the LAO notes:

Title | —Compensatory Education .
* Develop content and performance mndards and assessments to evaluate
school performance in mathematics and reading. States are reg:led to use

% hid, Section S(aXl).
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the standards and assessments developed under Goa.ls 2000ifthe; . .
participating in that act.

Title 2—Professional Development
* Develop a plan to provide teachers and administrators the skills . ;. 3
students meet Goals 2000 performancs standards. . . .

* Align teacher training and licensing with Goals 2000 curriculum & ...
performance standards,

Local education agencies, according to the LAO, must also adhere to the Goals 2000 _;enada:

Title 2—Professional Development
* Apply to the state for Title 2 grants. Local apphcauons mustbe (. _.ed on
the training needed to mest Goals 2000 standards. . . .

Tide 6~Ilnnovative Bducanon Stx‘s.teg:es
* Develop & plan for the use of filnds that helps the district meet ti;: Coals
2000 standards. .

Further, under ESEA Title V, which is designed to promote eguity of magne: ...l
assistance, priorty funding is given to magnet schools that propose to ifmplement : :: waches
that are consistent with Title IIT of the Goals 2000 Act (recall thar this was the pz:t ¢ he Ast
dealing with state and loca! improvement plans).

In testimony before Congress, former Secretaries of Education William Ber...: . :d Lamar
Alexander observed that the legislation reauthorizing ESEA “mandates the kinds ¢ &

federally-approved *standards’ that Goals 2000 said would be voluntary.” How<-.:, said the
two former Secretaries, “Only with those approved ‘content’ and ‘student perfe..:.. ce’
standards in place can 8 state or commuaity get its federal aid ” Finally, Bennett &0 Alexander
Warmn: '

* [The IASA/ESEA] bill takes 8 gjant step toward reviving the legitimacy—. ..d federal
supervision—of eriteria that judge schools by their spending levels, puph- «..cher retios,
and suchlike, instead of their effectivengss. And since Goals 2000 authcii: . the
Educaticn Department to develop natiopal “opportunity to Jeamn™ standzr .. -'we can
expect that these will soon exigt—and be used.

s "melem:nung NerietalEdmauunhgxslanon, pl4.
" Ihid, p. 26.
*  Empower America press release, Sepiember 30, 1994, p. 2.
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Beanen’s and Alexander's fears are more thanjuwﬁed The Legislative: Analyst OL . _or
example, recommends thas:

Local ESEA plans should be required to address the standards setoutinthe ... .'s
Goals 2000 plan ™

If the state follows such recommendations, federal control of state and Joeal edu.., - wiﬂ :
have been aceomplished by the states and localities themselves. As Diane Ravitch, £:.c
Assistani Secretary of Education in the Bush administration and & lug.hly respected .. .:jon
writer, observed: A

What bears watching in Goals 2000 is the precadent it establishes for federa! i: :slation
that influences the kinds of textbooks, teaching materials, teacher training Tk 2ds, and
research findings that must be used in every school to receive federal funds. . - many
years, the federal government exercised great restraint by respecting state ... ; .cal
control of education In the future, because of Goals 2000 gnd jts tight hnk_ ~ iothe
Elemeqtary and Secondary Education Act , . . federal regulation may exters i1
more dn'ecﬂy into what is taught how it is taughn, the conditions 1 which i: is .ught,
and how itistested®

GOALS 2000 AND CALIFORNIA’S DECLINING STANDARDS

Given that Goals 2000 and its related laws will increase federal control ever educ:iion
decision-making, it is fair 1o ask what effect the Act will have on education standz: 05 'a
California. Most Americans would agree that any standard adopted by policymak::; . rould

be clearly measurable and based on academics. Ravitch says that “A standard is be . . zoal
(what should be done) and a measure of progress toward that goal (how well it vz L .e).”

The Act givs us a ¢lue 1o the type of standards it will endorse when it says o : .2 of ts
purposes is “to improve leaming and teaching by providing a national framework i.+ ‘..;ucauon
reform.™ Those involved in recent debates on tests and standards will recogniz: <~ - term
“frameworks.” It is the buzz word for California’s woubled experiment with outiv-. . ~based
education. Asone California report noted:

‘Outcome-based educatibn, or whatever it is called by the various school is_icts, is not
© yet spexifically defined at the state level, though the frameworks suggest {1 ing

¥ «Implementing New Pederal Education Legisiaen,” p. S1.

®  Diane Raviwch, National Standards in Ainerican Edueation: A Citizen 's Guide {Wash.mgm, 7 Brookings
Insrudan, 1995).

4 ~Goals 2000: Educale America As” Public Law 103.227, March 31, 1994, p. 125,
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outcomes. Each district will be required to conform to standards of schic . .. =t based
on an implied understanding of what reform documents actually mean®

Goals 2000, therefore, will have 2 great nnpact on how :he state and local distric. ._. wersrand
what srandards they should adhere to. - ‘ )

The existing California Subjest Marter Frameworks are designed to'be a guic. .. - whatis
taught in California schools, However, methods promoted in the Mathemarics &/

. English/T anguage Arts Frameworks have resulted in the de-emphasis of basic mz.. : :ills and
phonics. As a result of growing pressure from the public, velid criticisms are sun.m .= The
following is a brief discussion of the currant state of ¢ ‘ﬁ'amaworks,” standards. ar.c .. :cskills
in Cahforma

California Math Standards

Under California’s current “Math Frameworks,” the emphasis is on problem ;:, g rather
‘than on basic skills or rote memorization (¢.g., muluphcanon tables). Critics char_ ., sowever,
that without & good working knowledge of basic skills, it is hard ta expect studern. 1 SOme up
with academically rigorous responses to word problems. In a recent critiqué of t. < ,1forma
Math Framework, Dr. Wayne Bxshop, who teaches mathematics at California SL .. .iversity
~ 8t Los Angeles, finds that there is little commitment to teaching deepening levels c..
- mathematical competence and sophistication &s students progress through the curic. um:

There are to be no assumptions of let alone mandates of, minimal computesic ._;.
and conceptual competence at progressively higher grade levels. Since ﬂlﬁu— bx
‘data te support the contention that this current practice is aiding students &2 civ.cr cnd of
the performance spestrum, and massive evidence is that it is hindering progric. of
' studcnts overall, this philosophy must be criticzlly challeriged mst&d ofemiii.<1®

Indeed., with the development of the California Leaming Assessment Syster - : .;ament
test (which downplays the importance of correct corputational answers in favor o _.swers
~ based on feelings and sincerity), the state, according to Dr. Bxshop, has taken steg: i climinate
" heretofore well-understood statewide assessment. »

Reading Skills in California

“? =Ouicome Rased Educgtion,” Focus Comminee of the Cahfomxa?edcmnon of Republican Woili:a
(Nonhern Division), 1995, p. 29.
© Wayne Bishop, 4 Critigue of the 1992 Mathemalics Framiework for Caiy’omla Schools, Jauic. &, 1995,
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At a time when even teachers union publications are admitting thaz ‘phonjcs is ¢i.: supetior
- English reading instructional technique, many schools in California are still de-e.“,.‘._smig :
phonics, “ Througb its English/Language Arts Frameworks, California has been & Mder in
adoptmg the “whole language™ approach to reading which calls for teachers to sper. more
time reading stories to children than on spetific skills such as spelling, the sounds u{iemers or
gylizbles. .

Other states have caught on where California has not In Ohio, a law was pass. which
requires the teaching of systematic, intensive phonics in the primary grades. Teackcrs are now
receiving phonics in-service programs. The National Right To Read Foundarion ixdicates that
there are currently nine states working on phonics legislation: Texas, Michigan, Oliio,

Alabama, South Carolina, Wisconsin, Missouri, New York, and Ilinois.

Goals 2000 and the CLAS Flasco: The Untold Story -

What is the connection between these state Math and English frameworks and t.e Goals
2000 debate over mezsuring standards? The answer o that question lies with ths Culifomnia
Leaming Assessment System (CLAS), the assessment test that was developed by the State
Deparunent of Education. The link is that the CLAS test was designed to measure the
effectiveness of education reforms envisioned under Goals 2000 programs. Indecd, zince
CLAS is “performance-based” (i.¢., it atzempts to measure a child’s théught process:s rather
than simply totaling up right and wrong answers), i Is exactly the r,\pe of 1est envis: J?ada.nd
preferred by Goals 2000 and its supporters.

* News media reports on the 1994 CLAS scores showed students uriable to read crically or
apply math to real-world problems, but virtually no mention was given to the fact 7 the
English portion of the CLAS exam did not test for incorrect spelling of incorrect grzmmar, or
that the Math portion did not emphasize basic skills. The unwritten story, therefore, is that
even the low scores reported on the CLAS exam were still artificially high.

How can California’s parents and pohcymakers judgethe aﬁ'ecuveness of the nzw state
frameworks if the state’s measuring tool bases its scoring on yon-geademic bencirizrks?
Thus, although Superintendem Eastin has assigned task forces to examine the state
Framewarks, 1t is disturbing to note the all-out support Ms. Eastin has’ ‘given for a
performance-based SUCCESSOr 10 the now defunct CLAS test. The umma!e problc;.x c..f testing

this is ‘the result of improved student leaming of acadermc subject matter,

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

" U should be noted, bowever, that in a letier dated March 17, 1995, Uie California School Boascs Association
asked Sate Superintendent of Public Instruction Delaine Eastin lo re-inroduce phonics-fic: 12 s-ams.
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‘How will districts use Goals 2000 money? The linkage between Goals 2000 o the IASA
permits the philosophy behind Goals 2000 to permeate the more than 30 programs . ithorized
under IASA. Poway Unified Schoal District in San Diego County provides  reveiing
example. The distrier plans 10 use Goals 2000 money for elementary school cour...ars 1o
assist in meeting the supposed emotional and social needs of district children.

As part of these counseling services, Poway has issued so-called “\@'e‘l.lnss“ maals.
These manuals, used without parents’ knowledge or permission, eontain questior: «n.d
techniques to get children to reveal private feelings about their famnily. Questions ars
1echnigues include “Do you feel that no one at home loves you and ca:es about yw? Yes or
No?” and “As banding and trust evolve, the [counseling] group becomes s safe placz where
youngsters talk openly about their lives, somatimes sharing secrets they’ve never 5”23 about
befor:-: ;

Poway will also use Goals 2000 money to promote an array of “core values™: & students
_ leaming; parents as partners;, competent and caring staff, staff paniciparion in deci:i. r-making;
safe, orderly, and attractive environument; and effective management of resources. 41 these
- goals may sound worthwhile, but notice that the focus is not on academics. The interaction of
the Goals 2000 triad (Goals 2000, IASA, and STW) will mean a significant expansion in these
“soft” areas of school management and s¢hool environment, with no assurance as (¢ improved
student performance or a higher quality of classroom instruction. ‘

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS ‘
California should just say “ne” to Goals 2000 and School-to-Work dollars.

s Although the funding amounts are not huge at present, there is' 8 clear expaz.sion of
federal control underway. At a time when there is 3 national consensus tie
decisionmaking power should be remurned 1o the state and local level, Geais 2000 is a
throwback to the discredited “Washhg:on-hmws—best“ solu:iens of the Gruat Society.

e Califernia does not need 1o look to Washington for ways to xmprove educsion,
Charter schools, privatization, radical decentralization of schodl finance, sircamlining of
categoncal prograrns, alternative teacher certification, tepure reform, and other
innovations can radically turn around education in our state without any tie<d for
approval from a federal bureaucrat. Goals 2000 is a muddy detour on the icad to
reform, 3 detour California can’t afford to take.

.4 Information regasding these manuals was provided 10 Assemblyman Sicve Baldwin (R-Lemon Grove), vice
chairman of the Assemnbly Education Committes, by 2 parent fom the Poway Unified Schiox] Districy
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o  Goals 2000 will dlscoumge and hinder the developmem of rigorous standzrc. for
California’s public schools. Az a time when parents and others at the grassio. s are
demanding that students be made to demonstrate what objecnve knowledz: 2 .cy

‘possess, Goals 2000 will do nothing to sansfy these dema.nds—-a,nd in fact v mpede
real reform.

» Rigorous aczdemic standards will only be estzblished by mvol\nng the putis sia
. broad-based deliberation on the subject, thereby building a genuine and inforcd
_consensus. Goals 2000 obfuscates and delays that public debate by purveyi:i;; the myth

that new federal goals, standards, and strateg;es are meeting these needs. Tr.t is
demonstrably not the case. Gozls 2000 is, in reality, 2 gigantic hoax playsc ¢ the
public by the education bureaucrats and the teachers unions, both in Wastix z.on and
Secramento. Given what s at stake, the rascue of our failing schools, pOLLs;J‘.S who
conuibuie 1o this hoax should face ridicule for the misuse of taxpayers funds

¢ Rejecting Goals 2000 funding is only 4 starting point. Local wml mustbs sven
more than lip service, and education standards must mean moreithan testiag fos ™
esteern.” Financial incentives and disguised mandates from the federal level tc use any
partcular type of leaming strategy or curriculum program should be rejecic .

For 100 long local schools have opted to rely on supposed experts" in state and {=deral
bureaucracies to dictate standards and curricula. Goals 2000 merely encourages tis
dependency, which caries over to other areas, such as textbook adoptions. This wicle

process relies heavily on State Department of Education staff, who are geaerally mo:e
comrmitted to the latest curriculur fads than to rigorous academic standards. .

What is lost in this fevered quest for federal dollars is local comtrol ih any measr.zful sense.
Local school boards do not understand and therefore cannot influence this process; tiey
. ‘become mere observers and cheerleaders for the local superintendent and his team. ; ederal
~ dollars and state bureaucrats drive both curmiclum choices and budget decisions in w:s system.
~ The current system is bad enough without adding another State Plan to nthe Inix.
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~ Appendix: The National Education Goals of Goals 2005

It is widely recognized that California’s academic standards are deficient and that ¢t - .sie
skills of the state's students are at a woeful level. The paramount question for Go.: 2. 200 is,
therefore, will Goals 2000 improve learning or will the attempt to achieve the natic... .aals, -
not all of which are academie, further dilute academics in the average school day? . i
examination of the National Educational Goals gives thoughtful citizens cause for ¢o.....m.

~ Presented below are the eiglt goals and a brief commentary on each.

1. SCHOOL READINESS
“By the year 2000, all children in America will start school ready 1o learn.”

Analysis: This goal opens the door for government intrusion into family life under . _Jise of
assuring that all children are ready to learn. Inan atternpt to cure the ills of 8 few ¢i.wca who
may 1ot be well cared for, all families, good and bad, are subject to the governmen: .\« ;ing
nanny. The entire social service agenda of the Clinton administration can be imposca «.:
schools through this goal. A National Education Goals Panel Report states: “Reac’:.:. . io
learn necessarily begins long before school, even before birth itself and we coneluc: .

*school readiness’ relates to the child’s health, to the heme environment, and to pn..v o)
cducetion.” The federal government will be in 2 position to determine what is and ... is not
an appropriate home environment through the implementation of Goal #1.

2. SCHOOL COMPLETION
“By the year 2000, the high school graduation rate will i inerease fo at least rinety rc .cnt.”

Analysis: Creates an incenmve for schools to lower the reqmrements for graduatic: i ccder
1o boot the percentage rates of students who are graduwng, Does not contain z:, . _ctive
to hold students to rigorous academic standards, but rather gives incentive to teach (.- = to
the lowest common denominator, Students are not allowed to choose from a wide .. » of
curriculurn and program options; therefore, this goal could homogenize all studenzs & - .
discourage healthy diversity.

3. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND CITIZENSHIP
“By the year 2000, all students will leave grades 4, 8, and 12 having démonstratec
competzericy over challenging subject matter including English, mathematics, scierzs. ;jsreign
.. languages, civies and government, economics, arts, history ad geography, and ev<: y schaol
i1 America will ensure that all students learn to use thelr minds well so they may be ... pared
Jor responsible c:::zensh:p, Jurther Ieammg, and productive employment in our nazic:: s

modern econemy.

4 Sec “Cooking the Books on Dropout Rates,” Education Heek, February 22, 1695, According to L wzhe:s.
state and local educadon officials have beocome very adept at mxsreprs:nung the'true dropout 1.2 . deceive
elested leaders and the public.
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‘Analysis: In response to this goal of “responsible citizenship,” many schools areb. . agto
mandate community service as & graduation requirement. This is problematic bm ;i the
vagueness of what qualifies as community service. Is it really a good use of studen:.” . _uable
school time 10 coerce them into r.orrmumty service programs when many are gndx,‘.,_. from
high schools without basic reading, writing, and compu:anona! skills? Is it hypoerisi... .o teach
voluntarism by mandaring it?

4. TEACHER EDUCATION AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

“By the year 2000, the nation s leaching force will have access o programs for the - ithmed
improvement of their professional skills and the opporunity lo acquire the ab:awlezucu ad
skills needed to instruct and prepare all American students for the next century. ™

Analysis: This is one of the goals added to the criginal six by the Clinton administrz.: = -
Throughout the Goals 2000 Act, teacher education and training is a recurrent them:. _risis
not surprising since the National Education Association and other teacher unions vicis
increased funding for teacher training as one of their top objectives and President C..i:.:: has

~ received key support from the teachers’ unions. Unfortunately, the underlying prero - fthis
goal is wrong. The unions feel that the only thing thar is nesded 10 turn bad teaches: < good
ones is a lirtle more training. Yet the real reason for poor teacher performance is univ. -
imposed collective bargaining agreements that protect incompetent teachers. Tesch:.
advancernent and pay scales are based on seniority rather than meriz,

- This goal does not address the serious pmblem of barriers to non-raditional teache::; O aereby
many highly skilled individuals such as engineers, chemists and others with professxc i Gegrees
are not allowed teachina pubhc schoal classroom simply because they Jack an irrelev s
teaching certificate. As written, this goal serves only the interests of the teacher unic:iu wndit -
obstruces efforts to open the xaachmg profession 10 retirees and others who have mu... - offer

. our children. .

5. MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE

“By the yzar 2000, United States students will be first in the world in mathernatics . ;.

Science achievement. ™ :

Analysis: In view of the current Mathematics Framework and the increasing mumbs:s &

students enrolled in remedial math st the university level, it is difficult to see how this &« will

be reached without an increased focus on academics in California. Further, Califorr. .. should
. take little comfort in dusyea: s publicized bump upward in SAT scores; A key rez:.z why

SAT math scores rose is beca.zse students were allowed, for the first time, to take ¢ _ators

into the exam.

i
!

6. ADULT LITERACY AND LIFELONG LEARNING
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"By the year 2000, every adult American will be literate and will possess the bw .. dge and
skills necessary fo compele in a global economy and exercise the rights and respc. ibilities of
citizenship.”

Analys:s' Given that an estimated twenty-seven million adults are funtuonaﬂy th.craie is the
Clinton administration advocating an entirely new public schooling system for thase wiults who
did not leam to read in 12 years of public educstion? If 50, how much would this ccst? Is it
logical to entrust this task to the public school system, which often gaduates eighix. 3 year
olds without even eighth-grade reading skills?

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

"By the year 2000, every school in the United Siates will be free of drugs, violenc:, a1d the
unauthorized presence af firearms and alcohol axd will offer a d:sclp[lnea' emvirg: ii.2nf
conducive 1o learning.”

Analysis: It is difficult to see the Clinton administration making much headway on s goal,
Lackadaisical enforcement efforts, poor leadership, and outright endorsement of diug; use (e.g.,
the pronouncements of former Surgeon General Joycelyn Elders) have characterize< the
Clinten administration’s poor record on curbing Ulegal drug use. It is no wonder t.2: drug use
in California (as in many other states) has risen in the years following the Reagan
administration’s concerted anti-drug campaigns. According to one recent report, *.iince 1985,
drug use among seventh, ninth, and eleventh graders in California has revealad a distrding

 trend of increased use. v

Conzrolling juvenile violence will be just as diffcult. Although‘a recent study show; that
juvenile critne rises by seventeen percent for every ten percent increase in the nurnbar of
children living in single-parent homes, the Clinton administration has done little to zZuzess the

_ problem of rising illegitimate births or to break the connection bmreen megmmacy &g high

welfare payments (both of which contribute to juvenile crime) The reality is that violent
juvenile crime will increage dramancaﬂy because of demographic trends. From 1933 15 1992,
juvenile arrests for violent crime (homicide, forcible rape, robbery, assault and kidzzpoing)
increased from 12,321 t0 21,549, a 74.8 percent increase ® Between 1995 and the year 2004,
California’s 11 to 17-year-old populztion (the ages responsible for 99 pereent of juveaile

~ crimes) will increase thirty-three percent, growing from approximately three million to nearly

“ 1snce T, Izumi, “California Family Wellness Index” Capital Resourer Institute, April 1995, p. 16. Citing

stalistics from the Fifth Biennial Cnfg?:mia Substance Use Survey of 1993-94, this rmpont firids uhat, “Use of
‘any nhmdmg at least once [n the past six months was reported by 18,9 percent of 7th grads!s in 1989-80,

20.2 percent in 1991-92, and 24 Spe:m in 1993-84; by 27.0 percent of 9th graders in 1989-3C, 29.3
percent in 1591.92, and 41.6 percent in 1993-94; and by 35.6 percent of 11th g:-adcrs in 1885.5%, 31.7
percent in 1991492, and 46.5 percent in 1993.94.7

4 Ser Patrick Fagan, “The Real Root Causss of Vielent Crime: The Breakdown orzvzamage, Far.lly, and

" Community,” Herilage Foundation Baekgroundar, March 17, 1995,

®  Linle Hoover Commission, *The Juveaile Crime Challenge: Maklng Prevenion A Priority.” Scpoarmber

1994, p. 14.
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four million. Even if the arrest rate stays the same, the state Legislative Analyst’s G2 _¢ says
that the number of juvenile arrests for violent crimes will rise by 62 percent over 195 ': total,

8. PARENTAL PARTICIPATION

' “By the year 2000, every school will promiote partierships that will i marca:se pareiiil.
involvement and participation in promoting the social, emotmnal and academ:c growih qf
children.” ‘ ‘

Analysis: Parent participation often translaies into parenting skills classzes and mandaory
compliance with govemnment programs. All schools that receive funds under this As: ure
required to have 8 plan to achieve Goal #8:

Section 2 (8). The purpose of this Act is tc provide a f:amcwoi'k for mestiz; the
National Educstion Goals established by Title I of this Azt by . . assxsnng eviry
elementary and secondary sehool that receives funds under this Act to actively involve
parents and farnilies in supporting the academic work of their children at hoix.z and in
providing parents with skills to advocarte for their children at school.

Under Title IV of the Act, states and non-profit agencies can apply for federal grants 1o fund
parent information centers. Groups applying for grants must include asipart of their cam
application an assurance that part of the funds they receive will be directed 1o “Paraz:s as
Teachers” (PAT) programs and are required to use the Missouri program as 8 mecel.*!

The “certified parent educators™ are trained to identify certain “rigk fact:brs" that exd:; in the
child's home. Rigk factors documented under PAT programs include “inability of prent to
relate to or connest with child, overindulgencs, undue spoiling on part of parent, low
functioning parent (due to limited ability or illness), low weight gain, poor appetite, frequent
illness, other.” (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, PAT National
Center) Thus, the laudable goal of involving parents becomes in practice a devicz for
govermment agencies to intrude into the personal lives of individuals. Parents have tie 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 empowe:mcnt. as schools becsime
counseling centers for parents and parents are co-opied into being just one more clicirofan

expanding bureaucracy.

-

¥ | epislauve Analyst's Offics, “Juvecile Crimme,” May 1995,.32.  © -
¥ Sezion 402 (7) of the Act says. “Each application submifted . . . shall at a minirmam, Ineluds ass.ances that 8
granwcmu , use part of the funds recerved . . wstabhsh,expand,uropcm:?mmsas‘rcachexs
programs.” Section 405 (B) saws that, “The term "Parents g Teachers programs’ means a vouunlary early
childnood parent education program that . . . is based on the Missouri “Parents as Teachers™ muxizl
.. and provides regularly schzdulcd pcmnsl visits with families by cantified paxeru exducaters,”
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EXCEPTS FROM THE CLAREMONT INSTITUTE'S .
Goals 2000 and California Education: Devolution in Ret;. . ;

QN GOALS 2000 “MANDATES"

The law makes mandatory a wide variety of federal dictates, ‘contrals e .zation’s
purse strings, requires national standards, issues federal “skill certificates,” imposes
new regulations, and manipulates state and local assessments. In so dols:, Goals
2000 radically alters the education decision making landscape by c:;'sz..-ahzmg
policy making at the federal level, [eaving the states and lqcahtxes fo cliery out
Washington's dictates.

Drafters of the Goals 2000 law use the command “wlil* at least forty-fivi: <imes in
describing what the federal government expects states and local districes w0 do to
accomplish the Act’s eight national goals. The more permissive “shouic” is used
only three times.... One expert on legal drafting observes that;the word “will* not
only expresses a future contingency, but also, “when the relationship is : delicate
one, expresses both parties’ obligations.”. Under such definition of “\4ill,” the
states could find themselves forced to implement the goals’ many < jectives
{especially if, as will be discussed later, the states decide to accept iv- federal
funding attached to the Act).

The Act is laden with terminology, programs and incentlves that clearly canatradict
this supposed respect for the autonomy of states and local jurisdictions

Is this not an opening for greatly expanded federal regulation of eduz-ion? A
common sensical reading of Goals 2000 and STW would make it hard r.ut to feel
uncomfortable when answering this question. |
In testimony before Congress, former Secretaries of Education William Bernett and
Lamar Alexander abserved that the legislation reauthorizing ESEA “miz-dates the
kinds of federally-approved ‘standards’ that Coals 2000 said would be vciuntary .*
However, said the two former Secretaries, “Only with those approved ‘conitent’ and
‘student performance’ standards in place can a state or community gat iis federal
aid.” Finally, Bennett and Alexander wam; “What bears watching in Gezis 2000 is
the precedent it establishes for federal legistation that influences tre kinds of
textbooks, teaching materials, teaching training methods, and research | u“\z.ngs that
must be used in every schoal to receive federal funds. . For many years, t-e federal
government exercised great restraint by respecting state and local control of
education. In the future, because of Coals 2000 and lts tight linkaze to the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act . . . federal regulation may eand much
more directly into what is taught, the condstxons in which it is taught, anc how it is
tested.”
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QN COALS 2000 “BUREAUCRACY®

Goals 2000 creates a wide variety of bureaucracies (e.g., the National C<... Zanel,
regional education laboratories, federal educartion research institutes, etc.).

ON GOALS 2000 FUNDING
Through its control of the purse, the federal government will increase it; .. Jence
over school curricula. .

Even supporters of Coals 2000 admit that there are potential‘control pi J_’ems if
states decide to take the Act’s funding. California’s state Legislative Analv... Office
(LAQ), which supports California’s participation in the Act, nevertheless w2 s that
“Taking advantage of the federal framework is not risk-free...” The LAT realizes
that the voluntary nature of the Act is more illusion than reality.:

The state would always be able to opt out of Goals 2000 if it appez:-i. federal
policy making was interfering with state or local authority. (Qf course, Z_iifornia
would also have to relinquish the federal funds provided under the C__.. 2000,
which would not be easy.)

Goals 2000 tells states how to cut their education pie and in some <:_:3 even
dictates the size of the pie (the level of spending) and mandates what soC .. services
schools are to provide on campus.

Gender-equity and multiculturalist textbooks and materials have cau:i: sxtreme

controversy and division among parents and state and local school offic:z.. Many
of these works are Infused with anti-male and antl-Western biases, ar.- . :en rely

more on polemics than on objective scholarship. Yet this is the type of i:... ~._ctional
material that Washington singles out for inclusion in state strategles.

To what social services must the state and local jurisdictions provide .. .ess” to?
What types of health care servicast Perhaps those ‘reproductivz :arvices”
advocated by former Surgeon General joycelyn Eldersi And what ty..: of child
‘care services? And how appropriate Is it to locate these service: ¢ school
campuses? Is this not another example of schools taking on new roles i: ..% divert it
from its primary missions—to teachi
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ON GOALS 2000 SKILLS CERTIEICATES

Why is this skill certificate so critical? If the government is handling . ¢ skill
centificates to select students, then these students will, at least initially, i_ve an
advantage over those students who do not have a certificate when it ¢ wes to
getting 2 job or perhaps getting into college. the problem then becomes . .-fald.
First, those state and local jurisdictions that'want to resist participationr ... Goals
2000 will feel pressure to reverse their position because students from ::.:2 and
localities participating in Goals 2000/STW will be receiving skill certifics. . which
will, as a consequence, place the students from non-participating jurisdic:i: -5 at an
initial competitive disadvantage. Second, those students without a ceriiic_i2 will
~ not just be those youngsters whe have failed to study hard and perforr, .t will
also include many students who attend private schools and home sci.. .5 that
oppose participation in Goals 2000/STW because offer of government cori.i .

If states, localities and private schools decide to participate in the offeri. . of skill
certificates, the inevitable result will be teaching to the certificate: curricu - will be
shaped to improve the chances of students to obtzin these certificates. This in
important since, as had been noted, the skills certificates issued under an; ....e plan
must meet the skill levels and standards endorsed by the national Skili: madards
Board. It will be this federal Board, therefore, that will set the b road < .zria for
getting a skill certificate, not he state or localities. This power will give ... tederal
government strong influence over what is being taught in the classroom.

in other words, unless a state can demonstrate that its School-to<Work O ¢ “unities -
- plan in following the national goals and standards contained in Goals 2C2J -.ct, and
that its skills certification system if following the skills standards laid di:.... by the
Goals 2000 Act’s National Skill Board, a state will not be able to receivi :.5 grant.
In view of these requiraments, STW’s Section 604, which purports to pr..tsit STW
from imposing federal mandates, direction, and control, becomes ju:: :o much
ineffectual boilerplate. The reality is that states will be forced to bend to .. federa!
will because that is what the federal funding strings requ;re

Poway will also use Coals 2000 money to promote an array of “core . .ues*; all
students learning; parents as partners; competent and caring staff, staff zzr:icipation
in decision-making; safe orderly, and attractive environment; ar. wuffective
management of resources. All these goals may sound worthwhile, but nitice that
the focus is not on academics. The interaction of the Goals 2000 trlad (Cc.is 2000,
IASA, and STW) will mean a significant expansion in these “soft” arez: oi schaol
management and school environment, with -no assurance as to improvi. student
performance or a higher quality of classroom instruction.
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Cal

ifornia should just say “no” to Goals 2000 and School-to-Work dollars.

Although the funding amounts are not huge at present, there ds a clear ¢ .z _asion
of federal control underway. At a time when there is a national cons: . _s that
decisionmaking power should be returmed to the state and local lev:., Soals
2000 is a throwback to the discredited “Washingtonknows-best” solut ooz of the
Great Society.

California does not need to look 1o Washingion for ways to improve ec...ation,
Charter schools, privatization, radical decentralization of schoo! 7 .ance,
streamlining of categorical programs, alternative teacher certificatic,. _:nure
reform, and other innovations can radically turn around education in ... state
without any need for approval from a federal bureaucrat. Goals 2. is &
muddy detour an the road to reform, a detour California can’t afford o 2 .

- Goals 2000 will discourage and hinder the development of rigorous -.c-dards

for California’s public schools. At a time when parents and othe.. i the
grassroots are demanding that students be made to demonstrate what = - zctive
knowledge they possess, Goals 2000 will do nothing to satisfy these <::: snds—
and in fact, will impede real reform.

Rigorous academic standards will only be established by mvolvmg the =uilic in

a broad-based deliberation on the subject, thereby bullding a gerM z and -

informed consensus. Goals 2000 obfuscates and delays that public <zl iie by
purveying the myth that new federal goals, standards, and strategies ar: . :ating
these needs. That is demonstrably not the case. Goals 2000 is, in raclity, a
gigantic hoax played on the public by the decoction bureaucrats = = the
teachers unions, both In Washington and Sacramento. Glven what i; «. stake,
the rescue of our failing schools, politicians who contribute to this hcz.: - ould
face ridicule for the misuse of taxpayers funds.

Rejecting Goals 2000 funding is only a starting point. Local controi «.2st be

given more than lip service, and education standards must mean mc-c than

testing for “self-esteem.” Financial incentives and disguised mandates ircm the
federal level to user any particular type of learmng strategy or curi:zulum
program should be rejected. '

@034
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LEYTERS TO THE EDITOR _ ~

‘The Governor, Sch

Edftor — Your October Barti-
cle titled, *Wilson Spurns $42 Mil-
lion Federal Grant for Schools,”
Goesnol properly present the

governar's pesition on Goals 2000,

The governor has made very
clear hisbelief that educationls
the responsibility of state and io-
el governments, and that the
federal government has norole
in micro-menaging our schools.
That’s why the governor hasstat.
ed his bellef that we should *pro-
ceed with caution” In accepting
second-year Goals 2000 dollars.

He believes that educators

and parents must be gssured that

these dollarg will, in fact, notbe
tied 16 federal mandates that im-
it local decisfon-making on how
to use the moncy eliher now or in
the future,

All too often the pattern of
{federal programs iz to offar
funds that are then followed by
the intervention of controlling
regulations and bureaucratic

" meddling. :

A further complication js that
the House has removed funding
for next vear's Goals 2000 budget,
and the Senate Appropriations
Commijttee hasreduced Goals
2000 by nearly two-thirds below
the president's January budget
request, :

With the future of Gaals 2000
funding uncertaln, forlocal

sehool districts toprogram funds -

for multiyear projects, which will

require the redirection of funds

from other worthy projects, if

and when the federal dollars are

elimipated or ed, would

2 counterproductive and imprur
nt. ,

Weneed only look to the bro-
ket TRCA and SLIAG comm|t.
ments toremember that the fed-
eral government has promised
money before and reneged on
that promise.

Very simply put, the governor
« with expericnce asthe teacher
- & Deing admirably cautious in
relusing to accept these funds un-
til all the details are iroped out
Local school districts will dowell
by being equally as cautiousand
not expending funds that gre not
already in the bank, Writing
checks on an empty account §s
nevera good idea.

‘The botiom hine: I the GORLS
2000 program isin fact structured
to be free of federal strings and
fully funded, and the governer
Belicves that the reforms belng
funded are good for our students,
his concerns will he satisfied.

MAUREEN DIMARCO
Cabinet Secretary
Governor's Office

of Chiid Development
and Eduestion
Sacramento
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" Editor — Your October 8 arti-

. lion Federal Grant for Schools,”
does notproperly presentthe |
governor’s positon on Goals 2000.

The governor has made very

- clear his belief that education is
the responstbility of state and lo-

‘cal governments, and that the
federal government has norole. .
in micre-rmmanaging our schools.
That's why the governor has stat-
ed his belief that we should “pro-
ceed with caution” in accepting
second-year Goals 2000 dollars.

" He believes that educators
and parents must be assured that
these dollars will, in fact, notbe
tied to federal mandates that lim-
it local decision-making'on how

the future. S

All too often the pattern of
federal programs isto offer
funds that are then Pollowed by.
the intervention of controlling
regulations and bureaucratic
meddling. . :

the House has remgved funding
for next year’s Goals 2000 budget,
and the Senate Appropriations

- Committee has reduced Goals ~
2000 by nearly two-thirds below
the president’s January budget
request. - . ‘

... 'With the future of Goals 2000

‘funding uncertain, for local
school districts to program funds
for multiyear projects, which will
require the redirection of funds
from other worthy projects, if

eliminated or diminished, would
- be colnterproductive and Impru-
dent. N
We need only look to the bro-
ken IRCA and SLIAG
‘médts to Fetmenibér that
eral government has promised
- | HiYneybeforeandrenegedon
that promise. .

TO'THE EDITOR
‘The Geoverner,

cletitled, “WhsonSpurns $42Mg- - |

to use the money eithernoworin

A further complication is that

- and when the federal dollars are

mx.git:.; L

Schools and Goals

Very simply put, tne governur
— with experience as the teacher
— is being admirably cautiousin
refusing to accept these tundsun-
1il all the details are ironed out.
Local school districts will do well
by being equally as cautipus and ;
not expending funds that are 0ot
already in the bank. Writing
checksonan eénpty accountis
never a good idea. S
The bottom line: If the Goals
2000 program Is in'fact §tructured
to be free of federal strings and
fully funded, and the governor
believes that the reforms being
funded are good for our students, ) —
his concerns will be satisfied. T
. MAUREEN DiMARCO L
Cabinet Secretary ‘o
. Governor's Office
of Child Development
" and Education
Sacramento
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A group of Ventura PTA activists will decide next week whether to
launch a letter-writing campaign urging Gov. Pete Wilson to accept
federal school-improvement funds.

Lorna Clifton, president of the Ventura Council PTA, which
represents 18 Parent-Teacher Assns. in the Ventura Unified School
District, said she will bring the issue up at the next joint
meeting. o

"It is the kind of thing that we do get involved in," she said.
"We want what is best for our kids and if this is good for kids, we
want it."

Wilson announced earlier this year that he may refuse to accept
$42 million in federal Goals 2000 money already designated for
California. In Ventura County, about $900,000 is in jeopardy,
including $54,800 promised to Ventura Unified.

The governor said he is concerned there are too many federal
mandates attached to the money. But many California educators,
including state Supt. of Instruction Delaine Eastin, have said they
see fewer strings attached to the Goals 2000 funds than other federal
programs and are urging Wilson to change his mind.

Ventura schools Supt. Joseph Spirite said he is pleased that

- Ventura parents may begin the campaign. About 3,600 parents are

e



actively involved in the 18 PTA groups.
"Anything we can do to get Wilson to move will help," he said.
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In a move that has dismayed state education officials,
California Gov. Pete Wilson is refusing to accept a $42 million
federal education grant, claiming the money comes with too many
strings attached. :

Despite Wilson's threat not to spend the money, U.S.
Education Secretary Richard Riley on Thursday sent the funds to
California, saying that they came with "no regulations" and that

the state has "unprecedented flexibility" in how to spend them.
The flap, just the latest controversy between Wilson and the
Clinton administration, involves‘grants under the Goals 2000
program to 1,600 schools for programs ranging from a parent
resource center in Santa Clara to a reading program in San Diego.

Wilson informed federal and state officials over the summer,
while he was still a contender for the Republican nomination for
president, that he would not spend the funds as currently
authorized. ’ :

A Wilson spokesman said Thursday that he still intends to
make good on his threat unless Congress moves to relieve what he
called "federal micromanagement' of California schools.

Schools Superintendent Delaine Eastin on Thursday called the
governor "misinformed" and labeled as "ironic" his intention to
return taxpayer money to Washington after insisting that California
is not receiving its fair share of federal tax dollars.


http:PHX52790J.23

Under the law, any funds not spent by one state can be
reclaimed by the federal government for other purposes. Federal
officials said Thursday that California must spend the funds
sometime over the next two years. )

Sen. Dianne Feinstein, D-Calif., sent a letter to Wilson last
week, saying she was "shocked that you intend" to reject the funds.

First conceived by then-President Bush and adopted by )
governors from every state in 1989, Goals 2000 was intended to help
schools achieve long-term goals such as reducing dropout rates and
improving curricula.

However, since President Clinton began promoting the program
as a pet project, it has become the target of criticism by
conservative groups who see it as an attempt by the federal
government to control what children are taught, and to impose
liberal or secular values in the schools.

REGION: NME CA PRM; NORTH AMERICA; CALIFORNIA; PACIFIC RIM
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ANY HOPE that Governor Wilson's withdrawal from the presidential
race might restore the moderation, fairness and empathy that marked
the early years of his political careexr appear dashed with his threat
to refuse to accept school improvement money from the federal
government .

Apparently, Wilson is still in the campaign mode that holds that
Republicans must use every opportunity to naysay the Clinton
administration, even when such actions harm one's own.

- By any measure of logic outside the strange ethos that dictates
political behavior, Wilson's stubbornness is inexplicable and
childish.

Despite the governor's vow to refuse the money unless changes are
made to end "federal micromanagement" of schools, the Department of
Education sent the Goals 2000 funds anyway -- $42.1 million to be
used toward a range of general goals in elementary and secondary
schools, from creating more rigorous academic standards to improving
teacher training.

Individual school districts came up with their own reform plans
based on those broad aims.

Wilson, who had no qualms about accepting the money last year,
now is complaining, along with some right-wing know-nothings, that
the program contains "a myriad of federal dictates" that can usurp



local and state authority over education reform.

Such a complaint doesn't ring true, especially when the Goals 2000
program =- the brainchild, by the way, of the Bush administration --
comes with almost no strings and when districts developed programs
that they determined would best meet local needs.

Wilson's threat to send the money back is certainly not endearing
him to California educators. "It's crazy," said Robert Kessler, .
superintendent of San Ramon Valley Unified, whose district stands to
receive $184,000 in Goals 2000 money to promote student achievement
through individualized learning plans.

We second Kessler's assessment.
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SACRAMENTO -- The U.S. Department of Education yesterday announced it
is sending California $42.1 million in aid for schools, but Gov. Pete
Wilson said he still hasn't decided whether to take it.

Wilson said in September that he might not accept the aid, offered
under the federal Goals 2000 program, because of what he called the
"myriad of federal dictates" attached to it and because Congress may
decide not to continue the program next year.

Nevertheless, state Superintendent of Public Instruction Delaine
Eastin applied for the funds anyway, and the U.S. Department of
Education said yesterday that they have been released. But they
can't be spent unless Wilson's Department of Finance authorizes it.

Cindy Katz, spokeswoman for the Wilson administration's Department of
Child Development and Education, said yesterday the governor hasn't
decided whether to distribute the money to 1,600 local schools or
send it back. '

"Until Congress decides what they're going to do with that program,
the governor is not going to make a final decision," she said. Katz
said the governor doesn't want local schools to become dependent on



the money, only to have it vanish later. She also said Wilson wants
to know what strings will be attached to the Goals 2000 money.

But federal and state education officials criticized the governor's

stance, saying he is depriving schools of badly needed funds for

little reason. Last year, California accepted about $10 million in

the program.
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In a move that has dismayed state education officials, Governor
Wilson ‘is refusing to accept a $42 million federal education grant,
claiming that the money comes with too many strings attached.

Despite Wilson's threat not to spend the money, U.S. Secretary of
Education Richard Riley yesterday sent the money to California
anyway, saying that it came with "no regulations" and that the state
had "unprecedented flexibility" in how to spend it.

The flap, just the latest controversy between Wilson and the
Clinton administration, involves grants under the Goals 2000 program
to 1,600 schools for programs such as a parent resource center in
Santa Clara and a model reading program in San Diego.

Wilson informed federal and state officials during the summer,
when he was still a contender for the Republican nomination for
president, that he would not spend the funds as currently authorized.
A Wilson aide said yesterday that he still intended to make good on
his threat unless Congress moved to relieve what he called "federal
micromanagement" of California schools.

State schools superintendent Delaine Eastin yesterday called the
governor "misinformed" and labeled as "ironic" his intention to
return taxpayer money to Washington after insisting that California
was not receiving its fair share of federal tax dollars.



> *I don't think he would be so foolish as to send $42 million back
to Washington, ' she said. "It would seem quite ironic if we rejected
$42 million that would (otherwise} go to some other state or to
Bosnia. "

Under the law, any funds not spent by a state can be reclaimed by
the federal governmerit for other purposes. Federal officials said
vesterday that California wmust spend the funds sometime in the next
two years.

Senator Dianne Feinstein, D-Calif., sent a letter to Wilson last
week, saying she was "shocked that you intend" to reject the funds.
"I simply cannot understand why," she said. "The program contains
only broad goals, chiefly to encourage greater participation of
parents and local communities in the education of our children. Can
anyone object to these goals?”

First conceived by President George Bush and adopted by governors
from every state in 1989, Goals 2000 was intended to help schools
achieve long-term goals such as reducing dropout rates and improving
curricula by the turn of the century. But since President Clinton
began promoting the program as a pet project, it has become the
target of criticism by conservative groups that see it as an attempt
by the federal government to control what children are taught and to
impose liberal or secular values in the schools.

Federal officials expressed some bewilderment yesterday at the
situation in California. They noted that the California Department
of Education had requested the funds after screening detailed
proposals from hundreds of schools.

*“It would be nice if the state Department of Education and the
governor got on the same wavelength," said Mike Cohen, a senior
adviser to Education Secretary Riley.

He noted that Congress is considering trimming back or even
eliminating the program for the 1996 school year and that the money



*sent to California yesterday already had been approved by Congress
and was intended for use during the current school vear.

In a July letter to federal officials, Wilson said the Goals 2000
program, which he supported when it was first proposed during the
Bush administration, had "deteriorated into a myriad of federal
dictates."

However, officials said they had asked Wilson to bring them any
complaints about excessive intrusion into the schools but had not
received any.

Cindy Katz, an aide to the governor, hinted that there might be
some room to maneuver, saying Wilson was "proceeding with caution" on
the matter. "He is not saying no to the dollars; he wants to see how
this is going to play out in Congress," she said.

The House has already voted to eliminate the program, despite a
threat of a veto from Clinton. The Senate has approved drastic cuts
in financing.

"The governor is saying we don't need another program coming out
of Washington where they promise the money, but the next year there
is no money, and we still have a problem," said Katz.. : ~

Easfin, however, noted that Wilson accepted $6 million in Goals
2000 funds last year. "If the program was so flawed, why did the
governor accept the money last year?" she asked. "If anything, the
federal government has made it even easier to get the money since
then."

REGION: | CA NME PRM US; NORTH AMERICA; CALIFORNIA; UNITED STATES; PACIFIC RIM
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Sitting in a bank account somewhere is $42.1 million in federal
money for California school districts to spend on such
Mom-and-apple-pie goals as keeping children in school and helping
them compete in math and science with their peers around the world.

But Gov. Pete Wilson, who with conservatives around the country
has said that cashing a check from the federal government ig akin to
turning the keys of local schools over to Washington bureaucrats, has
not decided whether to accept the largess or send it back. )

The money--part of $362 million to be made available in the second
year of the national Goals 2000



0vOP program--is meant to help states and

school districts by giving them money to set challenging academic



federal regulations issued as {a) result of this new program," the
letter said. If Wilson's concerns cannot be assuaged, however, the

money cannot be spent and would be reallocated to other states.

"We'll worry about that step if and when we get to it," said
Michael Cohen, a senior U.S. Education Department adviser. "Our aim
here is not to take the money back, it's to get it to school

districts."

At stake is a federal program that, contrary to the concerns of
its critics, has almost no strings attached. The eight "goals"
referred to in the law's title include having all American children
come to kindergarten ready to learn, and promoting parental
in&olvement. Schools are to be free of drugs, violence and guns and

students are to meet high standards in academic subjects.

School districts were to come up with a plan that served those
goals and, based on those plans, districts began recéiving part of

the money earlier this summer.

If the new money is accepted, Los Angeles County school districts
will share about $9 million over two years; Orange County schools
would get about $2 million, and Ventura County school districts would

wind ﬁp with about $900,000.



A consortium of seven school districts in the South Bay area of
Los Angeles County plans to spend the money to integrate computer
technology and the Internet into a new curriculum on the

environment.

Beverly Rohrer, the school superintendent in Redondo Beach, said

the federal money "would be an asset--definitely an asset."

But conservatives across the éountry worry that, rather than an
asset, the seemingly innocuous pfogram plants the seeds of a federal
takeover of schools, which have traditionally been a state and local
responsibility. The outcry has been so great that some states,

. including New Hampshire, ?irginia, Montana and Alabama, have either
refused to apply for the money or have gent it back to Washington

without spending it.

Joan Wonsley, a Dana Point parent who is campaigning against Goals
2000, said the testing it promotes to measure whether students are
achieving academic goals amounts to "social engineering" by tracking

students into certain futures based on their performance.

Goals 2000 officials say the program does mention testing and
establishes academic standards, but they are voluntary, not

mandated.



making a final decision until after Congress and the Clinton
Administration have decided on whether the program will be

continued.
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