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T.H.E CLAR_E ..,M9J'JT IN~TI' JTE 
,FOr:;( iHE STUDY 0::: STATESMANSHIP AND POLITICAL F: "---~SOPHY 

DR 
O~tobc.,; ~ _, ~99S#19~ 

Go~ls 2000 and California Educatio:....,~ 


Devolution in Retreat? ­

By Lance T. Izumi and Natalie Williams· 

E..XECUTIVE StJ'MMARY 

Few topics'in recent years have inflamed parents a.cd sra.ssroots educaticn ac:,;.',: ... , :lS the 
ClintOn adminiStration', Goals 2000: Educate America Ad. passed in 1994. Alt1:.:. __ .dle 
mw'$ sut:ll'QrterB centeno that Goals 2000 is merely a helptut attempt to inc~ ;;... " ,JlC 
stancUrd.s inK·12educ;ation, the sumon; ofthis stUdy find that in any ccmmcn K _ ,,- ~dins 
ofthe law, power is transferred from state and local edlJt'arion authorities to the i;_ ,." .' 

, bureaucracy in Washington. 

The: law makes mandatory a wide wriety offed.eral dicwa, controls educat... ,_ , ,:w.l'iJe 
strings, requires nationil standardi, issues federal "sk.ill certificates." imposes ne'';': . _..1u;.OIlS, 
and mampulates state amd local assessments. In so'doin& Goals 2000 radically L. ,'. .ie 
education c1ecisionma1dn,i la:ndscapc by centralizing po1i~S at the federal r~. " ie.z.vins 
the ,tates and.loca1ities to carry out.Washington's dictates. 

The major findings ofth.is study include: 

• 	 Drafters ofthc Goals ~OOO law use me command "will" at lwtforty·five ti~_","~ 
describing what the federal governmeDt expects states and local districts to J~..~. 
accomplish the AI;t's eight nationalgoals. The more permissive "should" k '... " only thn~ 
times. 
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.' 	Goals ZOOO creates a wiele varifn)'ofbureauCt2Cies (e.g., the National Goals P.... ", .;;gional 
education labcratories. federal education resaarch in.stitutes. etc.) 'Which are ei'._ _ _...: "Nith 
wid8 "advoc:ac:Y' powers in order to set staw and 10Q],ities to implement w ._ ". ....:.1 
goals and objectives contained in the Aa. . 

• 	 Once IL state accepts federal Goals 2000 money, it must implement the nation-..: ;:.;,"~ and 
objectives ofGoals 2000. According to the Act, any state that applies for Go;;..:.; :'J.JO 
fUnding must devise a State improvement plan that incorporates "srrategics for ~ .... , c.0.01g the 
National Educ.aticnOoals,'· 

• 	 Through iu; control or!he ~ the f'eQeralgovemmcnt will increase its influ,:.,~ I..,ver 
school amicula. Washington explicitly recommends that states include "gene::' ~ ..itable 
and rm.ll~c:ultural maretiaJs" in irs improvement stra~egies. 

• 	 Goals 2000 tells S'WeS how to ~t tb~ education pie and in some a.ses even .:... ___ ,~s t..."le 
size orthe pie (the level ofs~g) and mandates what social services scho~::. ~.. to 
provide on ~us. 

• 	 Goals 2000 awes a National SldIls Standards Board that 'Will endorse a bro;;.~ ~ .•.:uwn 
ofskills Standards to be considered 'by busi.ccss and employers whmt binnS. 1:',,,:' ::ated 
Scbool-to.Work law strongly encourage.s states to issue. "skill certifiwes" to '::i:,l ~ _.ltS who 
supposedly have met thcs1cills stanciard.s promulgated by the National SlciIls S:..... -:.rds 
Board. Sc:hools and srudents who reNse to participate in the s1d.U<eni.fiClIe i;;';~~-.J.m 'WiI.I 
be at a disadvantage in the job market. ' 

• 	 Even though c:ompliance with Goals 2000 ~ "VOiu.nt8ry'" for swes.the law h,;,;2...... 
cl.i.s:advantaged children hos\agC 10 its dictates. Goals 2000 requires states th;;.t ri,;.. Jve 
federal money under the Imp~gAmerica'5 Schools Ac:t of1994.(IASA) '.;) ~.:i:.'l state 
ass~sment8:. curriculum, andprofessicnal teacher development programs wi~ '.::...; 
standards contained in the Goals 2.000 la.w. California is slated to receive m',~ ~....:..n $1 
bWion in IASA money in 1995.96; t'Wo-U1irds ofthis money goes to "compe...;..~c.';·Y 
education." 

• 	 Goals 2000 rnayimpoill radical and untried ide2.S on most ofthe nation. butL, c'_~;ctives 
are already mirrored. in Califomia!s subjeet frameworks and its ~wide ass;;;~ ..__ ~nt (bot.i 
the defunct CLAS lest and the proposed new assessment). In other words.C:.:.:,~.:.:;:nia has 
"been there, done thai." Since student performan\;;C in California hu conlin!..:..:...:..,:: fall 
under these frameworks, we can eqJect no improvement ifCalifornia decide.:; 'i.'.;.;at'tlc;ipate: 
in GoaJs 2000. ' 
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INTRODucnON 

"We seek to support Qndellcour0gt; we do nOl dicll1/.e or dslermine local i.•. 

sl.ale policy. .. 
RichardRiley , 
u.s. Secretary ofEtillaJtion 

"in Ihl4future. bec:.ause o/Goals 2000 QljiJ ils tight lil1kage to IhI E/emenL:.!'/ ;...·id 
SeCQ/dory Et:/J,JCQliOll Aa. .. federal regulation nfa)' e:t18J'IIl much morl iii ~~. j int(l 
what is ImIght, hf7f't1 it is Ia1Ight, the conditions ill which it is taught. and t;_·j 

it is tested. II 
Diane &MlI!h 

1000000er b.sistanr Secretary 01£;::/JJ~.;.., 


u.s. Department ofEriut:p.tirm 

In 1989, the nation's governors met with President Bush and issued a list ofs~ v_ .....aeon 
goals that they wamed America to achieve by the yeN 2000. Then-govemor ofA~~".:..J aill 
Clinton was a big proponent oCthis SOa1·setting process. which combined nationall.~ _~"Smp 
with state innovation and flexibility. l'hue were no federal ,dollars involved. and r;.-.;;, .',-,;.j 

federal bureauaa.cy was. created to administer it. It was a state-centered progiatn i.• ~.;;:d to 
broad national goal5, with the key role ofpolicy c1evelopment left to the sovemor;,: .... ~ ..~~ SO 
states. 

But once Clintcn moved from theswehouse to the White House, he abando~~;....:-. ''':',.5 state­
'cent.e.--ed prozram Instead of a nauOl1Q/ program ofstatehouse lea.dersruP. it ,bec.G _.. ~.:. federal 
ga'lie1"l'llr.Cf7t initiative--a distinction that has 'been lost or forgotten by many ofthe ,.;.; .....;m01'3 

, who had. joined the Busb initiative. The origirW SLx goals were e:lCpillded. to eigh:. ;:.,;' "':'.intcn 
. and his new Scc:reta.ry ofEducation, B.ichard lUtey, and me eight soals were tied ';;; L~ 

reauthorizslion ofthe Elementary 8lId Secondary Education N:t. whil:h channel! '. :,~. '.. ,~ of 
dolla....s to local school distri<;ts. 

Why has Goals 2000 become controversial7 After aI1. what could be wrons ·r. ~~:. wanting 
American studems to be number one in me world in marh and scieng:? Or wantt....; (,. ,ay 
Am~ adult to be literate? Or wanting to increase parental involverne.a.t? 

The answer, ofcourse, is that there is nothing wrong with desirins these an.c:. :;~:;·.c· of the 
other laudable goals contained in the Goals 2000 law. However, as with manY"'\.t;':';')I/hile 
objeetive5. the means to the end.s are just as important as the ends themselves. A:.J.:':::' the case 
ofGcais 2000, the means (t)ntaine.d in the law's more than 150 pases oftine prL",t ~:,Juld give 
grea: pause to anyone who takes scriouslythe notion ofstate and local control cf :!.:.·..i.::ation. 

3 


r .... 

http:Scc:reta.ry
http:bureauaa.cy
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This paper, ajoint publication ofthe pa.cmc ~b. Institute and the CJa.rem.c.i. :... ~:itute, 

examines the 5ne print in Goals 2000 and focuses on how this law \1Iil1 afI'eQ Qslifo,lJi-';J public 

educ;.Uion system-and by inference. tbepublit &Chool systems in other swe.s. Alc-,;';l-':":-, lhe 

law has be:n seen by many as helpiUl at best and innocuous at worst. the authors 0:ili:. s=udy, 

find that Goals 2000 threatenS to dominate and control its subject area and coneentr~.~ . . 

decision-makirlg power in a few unelec:te4 officials in. WasbLDgton, For this reason, ~~ i~ tair to 

;all it "devolution in retrear,tt a step backward to greater centralization ofauthority. i..~-~ 


forward. to more state and local responsibility. As_~ it is a piece ofwa.rmcd-OY~r G~Os 

legislation. not a progressive step into the 21st Centulj'. 


MECHANISMS OF FEDERAL CONl'ltOL 

Congress and. the Clinton administtation were well aware of'the suspicion that }~c;; iJown 

in many quartarS regarding Coals 2000'& potential for federal uSlJrpation.ofeduc.a~;:,~J 

cieci.sion-makiDg authority. The Goals 2000 law, therefore. ipeciUc;;.ally c:i1.a past iz.w:, ';:~"lacted 


by Congress that ~I'\'es responsibility for education to the states and local schccl.iy;.;tcm.'i. 

SeC"Jon 31~ orthe Goals lOOO: Educate America Act (hC!l'eafter "the Ac:t") Dotes: 


Public Law 96·88 specified that the establishment ofme Depanment of:&:.~;;;.;.:tion shall 
notinae.a.se the authority ofthe Federal Goyernment over education or d.i.."Lil'::i~'1 the 
responsibility for education which is reserved to the States and local scho::.l !J'j'lt:rns 

acid other insuume.n.t.=llties ofthe Swe.s.' 

This Statement. is more than a little disingenuous, however, since everyone knOW.i ~..:;.~ t.'l@ vast 
array offederal programs that t\mne1 federal. tax dollars to the states all come with s:r.ngs and 
conditions that increase Washinat0c's comrol oyer what goes on at Jocal.leYe1s. F~: ~le. 
many public: iChools in low-1ru:ome areas InU$t ensure that their actions conform to 
Wa.sb.iogten's requirements ifthey are to receive the millions offederal dollars e.:;.r.7~-l~ for 
disadvantaged children. 

Still, the Act maiota.ins that; 

Nothin& in this Act sbal1 be construed to authorize an ofiicer or employe; ~r Jie 
Federal Gcvemment to mandate, Cir~ or contrOl a State, local ed.ucatioru! agency, or 
school's curriculum. program ofinstrUction, or aUOcatiOD ofState orJOCiil l;~Ources or 
mandate a State or any subdi:vi.siO.!'l t,hereofto spend any funds ar incur;:.o.)' ~oli.tS not 
paid for under this Aa.:I . 

"QoaIs 2000; Edw:aLe America Aa.M Pu'bUd,...... lO)-227. M:a:l:h 31, 1994, Sectiotl319. p. 1;$.7. 

:a Ibid., SCI:1ion 318, p. 186. 


4 

I 

http:notinae.a.se
http:uSlJrpation.of
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Viewed in isol.atio~ this provision seems to preclude the type offedemJ intrusion tl~"- L:; 
become all too familiar over the last thirty years. Unfortunately, the Act is laden wit.L; 
terminology, programs and incentlve.5 thal clearly contradict this supposed respectfLr '(..~~ 
autonomy ofstales aad local jurisdictions. 

In Title 1. which lays out the eight national educ.itlon soals and the thirty-five o~j~J.ves ' ' 

listed under the goals, there is a troubllng pattern ofword usage that indicates agreat;: 

willingne.5S by the federal govemrnem to impose ~will than it would have the pub:lc b~l1eYe. 1 

Although the Clinton Idmlnlstration emphasizes the volunt.a:y nature of'the go~ th.\;: A.;t uses 


, the COmnw1Q word ''will'' at least forty-five time.5 in desmbing what the federal gov~~-;..:nent 

expects states, loealities, and individuals to do to accompUsh the various goals. 
 I 

Thus. one finds dictates such as: 

All children wiD have access to h.iih-quali'LY and deveIopmentally..appropri~:~ 
preschool programs.•.. 

Parents will have 3.CQ:SS to the training and suppon parentS need. 

Children will receive the nutrition. physical activity, experiences, and beal~1 ;;~.~ 
needed to amve at school with healthy mlncls and bodies.... 

.) 

All m.Jderus will be knowledgeable abOut thed,iverse cultural heritage oft.':!~ ~·~·ation. .. 

.All teachers will have access to preservice teacher ed.U'-ition and contin~;;; 
professional development activities.... 

Swes and school districts wID create integra1ed strategies to attract, recni~ p:e?ar~ 
rcaain, and support the continued professional developmeot ofteaChers, 
a.dministrators, and other educ::ators. . . . 

- Schools, in implementing comprehensive parent involvementproF~ w::;. '-3er more 
adult literscyI parent training and lif'e..longlc.aming opportunities. . . . 

Every local educ;ational agency will develop a sequ.ential, comprehensive kb'::.;:garten 
through twelfth grade drug and alcohol prevention education 
program. ...- (Emphases added.) 

-
~ Ibid., &:tion 102. S= tht App:nclix allohe end otthis paper fOr a Usling and analysis orthe ~~',~ natio.aal. 


soaIs ccruained in th& A4 

• Ibid., Sec:t.ion 102. pp. 130.1]3. 

5 .. 

http:willingne.5S
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. What are the meanings ofplnsea such as .~ have a.c;cess to," "wiU ofier,"·\';~ 
develop," md "wiD create"? Do they not mean that states and,loc:al school d,istric.-~ t.,.:':;; an 
obUption to create a plethora oC new programs to Mfill the imperatives of'the Aa? 

It is ob"';ous that the use ofthe command word ''-wUr was deliberate. In ntle :. tL;.;: 
permissive word "should" is used 85 well. but only three times. Thus.. for e.ump1.e: 

Community-based teams should be orga~,ized to provide StUdents and te~.d.:;',-i) \Vith 
nc=ded support 

Every school should work to lil!limio.ate sexual h.ara.wnent.S (Emphases aci~ ~;;;;',) 

Wny the 4i1lerence? One expert on legal dtaffing observes that the word ~.. l,;-:;~ only 
expresses afUture contingency, but also, ''When me relationship is adeliCate onea Ih;..-;;.;;.::~ 
both patties' obligatioDS.",' Under su~ adefinition of''will,'' the states could f5.nci 'b:.",,-~ue'ves 
forced to implement the goals' many objectives (especially n; II will be discussed Lt::.~" i:he 
states decide to accept the federal fUnding attached to the A<:t). 

A principal problem that mies S:om such word usage is judicial interpretation L :i...~:.:..re 
court cases. Rec:eot juclicial history is replete 'With Gamples ofcourts makinS criti~ ':.anses 
in public polley through loose interpretations ofthe words in laws. The word '''Nill'' 1.> ;4oJt 

pennissivej it is a manclate to do a specific thi.ng, and federal couns will likely U,teT?l\... it that 
way. 

New Bureaucracies 

Another concern is the various federal entities that are created under the M. Fc!' :.llS".ance,­
the National Education Goals Panel is empowered torepOn progress that the states ~.l 'dle 
nation are making toward acltiliMng the goals ofthe Act. Among the Goals Panel's; o::.u'cies is to 
·'ide!lti:fy actions that should be taken by Federal, Sta.te, and loc:al governments to er;2:~ic; 
progress toward achieving the National Education Goals and to provide all studen:.s ......;:h a. fair 
oppor!:l..mity to learn."7 Although states and loc.aljurisdietioDS may decide to isnofe .~:.;;; . . 
icleD'tified awons, as we di.scuss in the following section on the federal "purse." resi~~i:~i federal 
"a,d'iic:e" VJi.J.l not be as easy u it may seem. 

The Goals Panel is also dw'ge.d. with an advocacy mission: 

.5 Ibi<1 
Ii ~Z)'3.S1 A. Guner•.A.tNMt:edLegal Dl-qfIing (Dallas. 'IX.: Law Prose.lnc. 199"), p. 13. 
1 "Gca1s 2000," S=r.ion203, p. 136. 
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The Goals pa.Ml shall help build a nation"';de. bipanis.an consensus for the i~ __ .. ..3 

necessary to aemeve the National !!duc:ation Goals.' 

Statements by Colorado Governor Roy Romer, an active supporter ofGoals 2000. 
demonstrate what type ofadvoc;.acy one ca.t'I expect from the Goals Panel and its b~__ ...:ar.ic· 
subgroups. Acwrcling to Romer, Goals 2000 is iD troublebec:ause "patents and vc'L_.": ..:?pok 
the .s;;hemc." In view of this skepticism on the part of the public, Romer iJ encoura:::;";· ~,e 
Goals Panel's subgroups to work with business ~tives and state leplators who-ii'; ;; been 
resistant to Goals 2.000. In other words., if'localleaders aren't showing the proper i:.;:._..:.;i~ 
they must be educ:ated and ptopapldlzed untiJ they come around. The federal go.:.l:: \ . .J chive 
local reforms. not the other way around. . 

The At;t also ClV4tes Resource and Techni~ Planning Groups on SchoollleaL...•.. _. A 
primary duty o(these Groups is to "c;rUle clear guidelines regarding the Da.t'L1re, fU.;';;...L;.s, and 
uses ofearly childhood assessrrteots. including ~ment formats th.u ar~ approp'::'..;c,. ...Jr use 
in gJ,{turaIly and linguistically diverse communities. bued on model elements of'se:..;,;.;; 
radiness."g '\.\'ha is the fcrce ofthese guidelines1 Will the fede.ral government dC'... :.,..:lle the 
validity ofassessments in areas such as bWng'J.alism7 Even though the Planning Or...: <, ~ are 
supposed to operate in an advisory capacity. in California their guidelines could tw:v':: ~ 
disproportionate impact on the state's assessment programs. The assessmenl deb::'L;;~.: 
California continues to rage after last years California I...ei.mins AssCSSIllent Syste.~·" ~;.~':'AS) 
debacle, lea'lin& an open field for federal influence. " 

A major body crea.tecl by the Act, the National Education Standudsand Impt'\j'r'';''_~'...nt 
Council (NaIC), which is charged with overseei1'1g the (;ration ofthe volu.n.ta.ry r..::':,-c-'ll 
contem: and StUdent performaru;e S'tIIlldards. is currently the wget ofdefUnding m.~ .:';'2 ill 
Congress. Althoush still not officially dead, the NESIC will not be a factor tQr SO:~i.; '~':'le~ ifat 
all (at present, no nornications have been pu.t forward for any Council member pO"':'..:;..:;;;';:;). It 
should b~ remember~ however. that the NESIe's possible demise does not eIirr.:.r~;; ;;he 
natio:W. standards themselves, or the met \hat states recei\.ing federal funds will bJ;,,; ~. meet 
these standards. 

The Aa also creates II. number offedera1 research institutes. The problem wi:1. ';';'.~..c: 
institutes is that the mission outlined for them in the Ad c:onta.i.ns provisions that h ~.~. _ tum 
them into advocal:)' organizations. For example, the National. Institute on Studer...: 
Achievement, Curriculum and ASsessment (NlSACA) is ch.aried 'With, among oti:.~ '.,;ings, 
identifying: 

• Ibid.. Sea.ion 2.03(6), p. 136. 
g lbid., Sc;tiQn lO7, p. ll8. 

, 
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(viii) the impact and effectiveness cf':Fedetii. State, and local efforts to prc\ __ ~. " ::!laer­
,fair eClJc:ational oppoTtWlities to clemenWi' and secondary studentS; 
(ix) pro~. poUcies,and approaches which promote gender equity in ek... ,~-y 
and sec:cndary education. 10 

Given this charter, what would the Institute have to say about recent efforts by .~'"~- ':: 
Ameriean parents to create single-sex schools, which haVe be:ensbo'Wll to improve :;::~;;, 
achievement and discipline ofcblldten, especially male chi1ciren, in that commWli1y? ~l"l hard 
to imagine tIm such innovations would be ab1= to receive a fait hearing and a.nal~, 

Another group o!bureaucracies createci by the At;t, which have so fir rec:civ~ :..~_ ,;; 
attention, are the "regional educaticnallabcr81ories." Under Section 941{h) ofth~ ".'~~, :he 
United States would be divided up into regions each mvinS a regional educational. L;. ;alory. 
States participating in Golils 2000 mU£t sjvc their cor.sent to the formation ofthes.::: I..:......;~ories 
through their chiefstate school officials and their state boards ot=:h leaDOD.. The nLi:.m cfthe 
labs is to promote re(onneB:'orts. The labs are supposed to be. among other thintJ,i (l:.s.ourc:e 
for sdlocls \Vithin the region. 

Although the regiona11abs may prove to'be innocuous. they are Simply anoth,:.; 1.;: "0;.." of 
bureaucrecy that have the potential to impose their....ru on local schools. The reg:.:,~,,;::,: ;J.bs will 
be governed by an unelected, appointe.d board made up ofvarious state officials ~.l ;::>c:cial 
interest representatives. Among its main duties. the board: 

DirectS the regional educational laboratory to carry out the laboratory's d.u~;';j in a 
marmet as will make progress toward achieving the National Education C... ::.:.~, ~d 
refomrlng 5chooLs and eduQllion systems,! I 

Like the Goals Panel and the rese.8rc:h institutes., the board and the labs are given ~~ ;.,....:·,roc.acy 
mission. 

Pote.nually more damaging to local ~ol ofschools is the labs· stated duty i;~: 

Facilitate school restructurinS at the l.ndMd.ua1 Khoolleve1, inc1udlng tet::.d:..~J 
assistance for adapting model demonstration grant programs to ea.ch sc;hcd' ~ 

lQ Ibid.. Se:tion ~31(d)(2)(A). p. 23l. 
II Ibid.. Sc::tion 941(h)(6)(A)(v). p. 15).
I' ~c1. ScaJon 94 1(h)(3)(D). p. 251. 

8 
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~ duty is much more interventionist than simply s.upply\nS educational research tc. ;.. _,~. and 
local school agenc.ies. Furthermore, "restruauringt' bas become a buzz word in rna;:~~ 
education circles for changing &e;hool c;uniOJ.1a 'and schoor goyernance and for prom,:..,:,;, .. ;;.he 
conC'ovet:sial principles ofOI.1tCOme-ba.sed education. Tne fact that une1eded burea:.;....... ..:~ 
entities'such as the regional educational labs have, as a primary au!.)'. the fa.ci.1it&tion ';';':':'~" 
~ntrcversia1 concept at the school site lev=! is an open i.."1Yiwion to unwanted fede:.::.~; .. 
sponsored meddling into local decision-making. 

Feder:l Requiremcats Come witb the Money 

Perhaps the most pernicious instrument offed.eral CQnttoi ofState and loc:ale.c1l.i~:: ~i:~ 
pollcy is the additional federal fUncinS that is made &vailable by the Goals 2000 Nt... -;'::.Jer 
Title morthe Act, S400 million was authorized for fiscal year 1994-95 for the pur;~;...; ;J( 
allowing the federal government to make allotments to the states. In ord". fOr s~;;. .. tJ :-eceive 
this funding thcymust., unsurprisins'YI meet a number ofrequitements contained in ':.::..:: Act. 

'What are those requirements? A=ordins 10 Section 306 oCme Act. "aay S'Ca~~ ,..;;abonal 
agency that 'Wisbes to receive an allotment under (Title DIJ alec jts firSt yar ofpa.;':":~,., ::.tion 
shall cfevef.op and implement a State improvement plan. for the improvement ofeltu: ,.; _.,..:y and 
ser:ondaly education in the State.fill In turIl, the requirec1 state improvement plan .~ .. ~, _.. tself 
meet ml i.mPortant requi.remellt: 

Each State educational aseney, with broad·ba.scd classroom teacher inpu~ L.::'-'-: 
establish and include in its S;ate improvement plan SU'ategiu for meeting t ..~ l,.:..tional 
Education Goals by improving tea.chinS and lea.'"Iling and stu.dcnts' mastery o;,..,asic and 
advanced skills. . . . ,. 

In ordet for the states to get the Goals 2000 money, '£hey rmast adhere to the goa.!;.· '':d.: •..,;tjves 
2nci standardswd cut by the Act. The minute any stale decides to accept any pa.",,;; 1;{,\':1C Goals 
2000 largesse. the supposedly "Voluntar)'" SOals ~memandatory. 

But this is not all. The Act not only n:.quim that stales abide by iu goals, it ti~) ~sts \he 
strategies that rhey must foLlow in order to meet the goals; Alanningly, these rec:~;'.-:i 
$U'ategies open the door to radical polic:y-meddling by fec!eral oB:ioials. Fcr e:Qr.·.F:~, ;;. stale 
stra.."'egf mLI$t include~ 

A process for &!ipS State or local curricula, ~onal materials, anJ ~ :,_"i: 
assessments with the' State content standards and State student perform.::.:~(.:;; 
standards.I! 

l) Ibid., Sc:c:::tiOQ 306, p. 160. 

I' Ibid., SecU.on 306(c:). p. 162. 

IS Ibid.. ScctioI1306(c:)(l)(C). p. 163. 
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The trouble is that under Goals 2000, state content and studentperiormanc:e S".Q,~.ds are 
heaYily influenced by the federal government. (This lntlucnce is explainlid in detail lJ",w.) 
The federal Bovernme.n.r. will ~ererore have a hea\y iDfi.lence on the c:urricu1a:, boclc~ ;....1d tests 
oflocaJ schools. 

\Vhat kinds ofbooks and nwerials does the federal government wish to promc:;c.? Again, 
the Act apueWy rer;ol'lUtlenCfs that state stra1eSies.indude: 

A process for deYe1opiDg. se\edlng. or recommending instruCtional matef.;.ls. including 
gender equitable and multicultural materials, and technology to support and U.llst local 
educational ageneies and sdJools to provide all SNdeots the opportunity to r;;;:,et State 
coM2n1: standards and State StUdent performance stanc1ards.16 

Gender-equity aM multicullllliWSt teXtbooks and awerials have ca.usad ext;re;,;1~C:' 
conucweny and division among parents and state and local school oflicials. Many ofiilese 
works are ~ with anti·maJe and ami-Western biases, and often rely more on pc~;mics 
than on objective scholarship. Yet this is the type ofinsuuc::iorW material that W<;';;;-~'gton 
sUig1es Oul: for inclusion in swe strilegies. 

Further. the Ad. BeCks to af!'ect the exac:t ways in which states divide their eGu;;,;.:lon budget 
pie. The Act rec:ommends that strilegies include: 

Assessing the e.ff'ectiveness and equity oithe school finance progrcu:n oft.1'& ~tate to 
identifY disparities in the re5Ow-eCS available to each local educational ageu.;y and 
scbcol in such Stale and bow such disparities afrect the ability ofthe St.:Uc. c:ciucational 
agency and local eciucational agencies to develop and implement plans u:lde.:· [Title 
IlI]." 

In -..iew ofprovislems such as this, the A/:t's pretense of'not direai.ag how a state r;.,: ic.cality 
aIloe.uesits resources is no more than empty rhetoric. . 

A sood example ofthe gap between agood goal and bad means can be fOW1~ i.;~ the Aa's 
stan.c!.a.rds regarding J)arental and community involvement. On the positive side, !..1:l Act 
requires that: 

I 

Eacll State improvement plan shall describe stratesic:s (or howtbe Stare e;:·..;catlonal 
ageD.~-w1l1 involve parentS and other community representatives in pla..-u-..i.nJ, 
dcsigDing, and. implemc;nting the State improvement plan... ,'8 . 

Iti lbid.. Sa:tion 306{c;;)t1)(C'). p. 163. 
11 lblcl., ~cin 306(c)(1)(8). p. 163. 
II Ibid., Section 306(1). p. 164. 

10 . 
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The strategy dcscnbed by the Ar:r. u a way to achieve parental and community in..';;l /~uent 
raises very, serious questions. The Act envisions a Strategy which will result in: 

Increa.singthe access ofall students to social suvic;es. hea1th.~ mmitiCi:, t"':~ted 
services, and child care services. ami loc:ating suCh services in schools. C'QC':";:ioti.nS 
ser"Y'ice agencies, cornmwUt)'.basec1 centers, or other convenient sites desig.:~ to 
pro'¥ide &<one--stop shoppiDall for parents and. students.It 

To what social services must the stAte and local jurisdictions provide "access" to? v/u~t types 
ofhe.alth care services? Perhaps those "reproductive services" ad.vocated by ~rm'... S..rgcon 
General Joycelyn £Iders? And what types of'child care serviea? And how appropri::.:e is it to 
locate these seMC8S on sc;hool campuses? Is this not another e:wnple Olschools lli':""'6 on 
new roles that divert it ttom its prima.ry mission--to teach? 

Carrots and Sticb: Fedel"2l Approval of State Plans and Strategics' 

Although Goals 2000 advocates in California downplay the mandatory natlJlc c.f"-he r..ate 
imprcv~!imt plans ancl tbesuategies required to implement them, there is no getiliiI\ around 
the fact that under Section 307 olthe Ad, it is the lederal Secretary ofEducation \i..';·.o ha.!i 
approval po...-er owr a state's application for func.ing under the At:t. More impCi"l:Z.r.!, after the 
first year offunc:tinJ. the Sc:rewy wDl approve further fUnding only iChe has appr{,j";~~ the 
state improvement I)lan and has determilled ''that the State has made substantia.! p,o::;ess in 
developing itS State improvement plan and 'INil1 implement such plan not later than i.L~ end of 
the second year ofparticipation.H2O 

This proc;w raises iroport.V1t questions, sucll as: 

.• 	Does the stateY

& improvement plan and ~mpanying suueg;.es inelude sen;j~r ':.o.:.iuitable 

and mwbC\Jltura.l teXtbooks? 


• 	 Does it include an "equitable" distribution (at least in Washinston'$ eyes) ofi~~;; eduCStiOI:'l' 

budset dollars? 

• 	 Are laige numbers of$Ocial services, including perhaps even reproductive L4:rv~;~. 


avallable to the state's chilclrm? 


• 	 Has the state included in itS plan and slnltegies ways to implement the thirty-tv;;; ohjectives 
listed uncler the eight national goals? 

" Ibicl.. Scgion l06(f)(2), p. 194. 

30 Ibid.; SectiollJ07(bXl)(B). P. IG1. 
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The answers to sudl questloQloould detennine whether the federal Secretary G:';;~("",;;:; to 

bestow a Goals 2000 grant on a state. In other words, the feden1 Secretary has si.&;"ll":':;';1I 


discretionazy power to accept or rejea a state's appU(;atiol1 based on the swe's ad!:.~.i~,.:;e to 

WashiJ'Igton t s policies. Given that states have hlstoric:ally accepted federal dictates wI..,.:; 

translate to more dolbrs in their budgets, £here will be powerful and hTesistible pressili;': cn 

states to conform to federal education policies. 


It is not JUSt the Secretary's power to approve .~ state's impro....ement plan that ft.'. "'" his 

agency cmot-and-itick le....e~e. Acc:ording to Section 317 ofthe Act. the Secr~ d 

Educ:&tion can award technology grantS to states that. as part cClheir state improv(;r~!';;Lt plans.. 

include: 


[AJ systemic statewide plm to increase the use ofswe-of-tbe-vt tedmologiw":,,at 
enhance elemenwy and HCQadaly studem leaming and sra.ff'dev~lopment Li .>...};Jort of 
the National Edl.1c:atio1'1 Goals and SWe content standards and State stUde."lt 
perfomwtc:e standards.,1 

Again. behind the promise ofmoney is the requirement that the federal soals bo p:;.;moted. 
It is also instructive to note that the A;;t dictates how the states allocate the £\.mcb t!l...y t~ve 


under its iUspices. After the.Dr$l year offUnding, at least ninety percent oC a state' s ~:.,unent 

must 'be used either to fUnd the state improvement plan at tbe local level or "to impr~y.;:;; 


educator preservice pro~ and fbc professional development II:tivities that are ~l:.i..ltent 


with the State improvement plan.KIa The re.maining ten percent or less can be used !""r ,;~te 

a.ctivities such as promoting public magnet and charter schools; supporting contraC""J.r:;g v.ith 

private management organizations to refonn schools; and S1Jpporting violc:n;;e..reCl.l,tc a 

propms in schools. In essence, teachecs are given II:I;eSS to the vast majority otthe ro.Ct·S 

fWlels, ~l.1t 5Upponers ofcutting-edge reforms such as chaner ~ooJs and 'private C::'~·.i:;r.l.C"'Jng 


have access to only a tiny &a.eti.on ofthese ftmds. 


. :Even supporters of'Goals 2000 admit th.aH.bere are potential control problems if.;.~es 


decide to take the Act's fUnding. California's state Legislative Analyst's Oflice (LAO}, whi~ 

supports California's participation in the Aet.. nevertheless warns that "Taking adVWi.!4;e of'the 

fe.deral fimJe'lAlork is Dot risk-tree...... 1'htLAO realizes that the YOIWltary na.tu;~ (J:Z:r~e Act 

is more illl.l5lon than reality: . . 


The state would always be able to opt out ofGoals 2000 ifit appeared fede:~ ;lCUe:; 
. maJci.tlg wu interfering with state or local authority. (Of<iO~ California ~~u1ci.a1so 

21 Ibid.,SectiOIl J 17(b)(1), p. 164. 

= lbld.,Sa:Uon 308(b)(1)(B). po 168. 
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have to relinquish the fet1eral funds proVided under Goals 2000, which WC~.. : ...;the 
.easy.)'ZJ . 

The amount ofmoney CaIifOmll has received under the Act has been modest Lc- ~~. In 
1994-1995, California was allocated S10 million. For 1995·1996, however, Califc;,_ ~~ to-" 
receive $42 million. After t.bat, the amount increases even more dramaticalJy. He';,." ~ .. / will it 
be for the smte to withdraw after local districts become dependent on this money'? 
remember. only the State has this option; CalifO~.'5 1.002 districts will have no 5';.; :.._~ .:,?tion. 

GOALS 2000 -UI"D THE FEDERAL Sc:a:OOL-T()"WORK lAW 

Usurping local decision·making power is just one troubling aspect ofthe Goili ~;: .::) A.d.. 
E:qWLlly distwbing.is the Act's intrUsion into the private labor market. Under the n", __ .;. 
National Skill Standards Board is established.. the purpose of which is: _ 

. , . to serve as a catalyst in stirnulatinS the development and adoption ofa V:';• .:..cltaty 

national system ofskill standards and ofassesstMnt and certifieation ofat'~,.;.!at of 
skill standa.rcis,2d 

'Why the need for "skill Standards"? Acccrdlcg to the Act. the standards. asSCSSr.-i:';;'.~:•.·._..d 
cenmc::atio.c. are to be used: . 

(A) by the Nation. to ensure the development ora high Skills, high quality, .J","'! 
pedonuanoc workforce, includin,g the moSt sJdlled. front,:"Unc: workforce i;, ...~.. \.Iorld~ 

(B) by il\d.ust:ies, as a vehicle for informing training providers and pto.spt;.;.,i·;,. 
employees ofskills necessary for employment; 

(C) by employerS, to assist in evalua.tin& the skill levels ofprospecUve etr.:;.;:~:,;~ and to 
assist in the training of~rTent employees; 

(0) by labor organizations. to enhance the employment security ofwork;;n,. :.~; 
providing portable credentials and skllls; 

(E) by workers, to­

(i) obtain certifications oft.heir skills to protect against dislocation; 
(11) pursue career advancement; ami 

., LcgislaLive ADa.I)'Sl·s Offic:e, "'Impilm1enW:zg New:Fc:.deal E4UC1lLlon~"~'. C,!... Fc:bnJa.ty 
1995,p,7, 

2. "Goals "J!1XJ." Section SOl. p, 191. 

http:Fc:bnJa.ty
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(ib') enh.ance their ability to reenter the worldQrc:e~ 

(F) by students and entry level workers. todete."l'nlne the skill levels and CC:.... ~.1des 
needed to be obtaiDed in order to compete et1'ect.=veJy for high wasejobs; . 

(G) by training providers and ecluca.tors. to detumine appropriate training ;;:;:;~\ ~.4 to: 
offer.2.S . 

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

As with the A='s national goals. skill standard, may, at first., seem like a good L:-, 
~ecially in view ofemployer caoplainrs about the quality ofnew workers comin,; :J:". ofthe 
public schools. UnfortUnately. the envisioned skill sta.n4ards, Jlke the DStional SOil.:., ",-~ a 
Pando",'s box of:federal entanglemc:nl.i.a loe.IJ edl.lca.1:ioll and the private sector jOJ :.:..._~. 

The National Skills Standards Board ~ after eonferring with representa.tiv~ ~~ess, 
labor, education, and various other organiZ.atiollS, aclopt skill standards fot a broE.:;.: ~;-.;;aum of 
private indUStries (the A= refers to "broad clustm ofn:lI;jor occ;upations,J26). Th;;::::: ~ :..:illdards 
m~ take into account, amons other thingJ. standards used in other countries, ~.~, :':'~!ents Ot 
work organizations, and, perhaps most importantly, "content a.o.d perf'onnanc:e st:..;:......_.~" 
certi5=d by the National Education Goals Pand.'t1 Thus. the education standards ;;';Ii:.._.e4 by 
the National Education Goals Pa.nel will be i.nc:orporated into the na.tioaal skills S~. ~._ds tlw 
Washington wantS employers to use. It i.s apparent that 'the Clinton administra.tic.:;.; ',;......:.t5 the 
business commucity to pressure local schools to use the education standards ",r;~....i in the 
At::t so that students will be able (supposedly) to meet the new skill standards. . 

Goals 2000 supporters willl.lndoubtedly point out that, like other provisions l', l.~ Act, the 
skills sta.nd.a.rds will be'Volu.nta.ry. HowCNel", UkI these other ''vQIWltat)''" provisio·,.;, ~:oser 
scrutiny shows that there is less ''Voiwttariness'' here than meets the eye. 

To judge fully just how "voluntaty" the skills standards are, it is necessalY to l;.":.~ at the 
federal School·To-Work Opportunities AI;t ofl99'-(referrcd to below &i srn;, \-. ,lieh is a 
companion law to the Goals 2000 Ar;t. According to its $tated·:purpo~ STW w·_.. ::.shes: 

... a national mework within which all States W1 create statewide S~~,C<i:-to-Work 
Opportunities systems that­

» Ibid. 
J,G Ibid.. Se::tiort 504(a), p. 19S. 
Z'I Ibid., Sdcm SO's(d)(lXB}(IlI). 9; 197. 
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(A) are part ofcomprehensive education reform; 

(B) areinteped with the systems developed. under Goals 200~; :::. -:ate 
.Americ:a Act and the National Skm Standards Act of 1994; and 

, 

(C) offer opportl.Ulities for all students to participate in a perforr:~:_ ;.-based': 
education training program, , , ,2J. 

In addition, STW explicitly stales that another oflts purposes is: 

, , . to fi.uther the National Education Goals Set tonh in True I of the Gt.~ :... ':'00: 
Educate America At:r..19 

STW'. therefore,. exists iII large pitt simply to fiJrr.her the reach ofGoals 2000. 

-One ofthe principal toob used by STW 10 ensu.re that the ideoloS'Y ofGoa!:: ~.~ ,.J b~mes . 
pan ofboth school and workplaJ;.e is the creation ofa "skill c:.ertmcate," Accol'~~~, ,0 S1'\V, 8 

skills ~rti.5.c;at1 is: 

, .. .a ponabl~ indust."Y-re:ognized credemiaI issued by a School..to--Wc:.~; 
OpportUnities prognunundcr an approved State Plan. that certifies that :- .;,.,.-:;ent has 
mastered skills at levels thaI are at least as challenging as skill standards ... ,,"': ...csed by 
the National Skill Standards Board established under the National Skill S~".~Jds A&.t 
of1994, except that until such skill standan!s are developed, tbe term "s~~i .:;..!rti:ficate" 
means a credential issued u.o.der a precess described in the approved s,~~, '" ,:..,..)0 

'Why is this skill c:erclficate &0 eritical? If'the government is'handing out ~ -_ -Scates tc 
select students, then these studentS will, a11e.ast initially. have an a.d.vantage 

over those studentS who do not have a certificate when it comes to getting ajct ~; ..:·:rhaps 
getting into college. The problem then becomes two-fold. rU'St, those states &:I": :~.~ 
jurisdictions thit want to resist participation in Goals 2000 wilt feel pressw-o to r:,·~··,~·;e their 
position bec:ause stUdents trom states and localities participating in Goals 20001 : T'J/ will be 
receiving sldll ~cates which will, as a QOnsequenc:.e.. plat;e the students froli'l ,:,;.;,.~­
pa.cticipatingj1Jrisdictlons at B%l initial.ccmpetitive disadvantage. SecoDd, those ~~.;;":~nti 
without a ~1"ti5cate 'Will not just be those youngsters who have failec1 to study ;~j and 
perf01n\ but 'Will also include many students who attend private schools and ho,•.~ ~ools that 
oppose participation in Goals 2000/SlW because orfeat cf&Qvemmem cOntrv:. 

:f.li "Scheel.To-Work ()pp)1'tI.Uliucs AtJ. or1994,to Public Law 103-239, May 4, 1994, Sa:doll : (!;, 1lJ.e NaUollal 
SkilLs SW\da.rcb Al:tollSl94 is that pat'to£thc Gaals 2000 AI: that estsblislu:d !.he NmCi..ll :::S:lUs 
Standards &lard. 

U Ibid 

.so Ibid.. Sc:Uon 4(2l). 
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Ifstates, localities and private schools decide to participate in the offering ofski:! 

certificates. U1e inevitable result will be teachiD& to the certi.!c:.a1e; cunicula",.;u be s:u!:.;~ to 

improve the chances ofstudents to obtain these certi.fia.tes. This is important since, "d" ;1a.s 

been noted, toe skills certific:ar.es issued under any Stale plan must meet the skill levets '-..'ld 

standards endorsed by the National Skills SWlciards Board. It will be this federal B"~':;, . 

therefore, that will set the broad criteria for gettin& a skill certiDcatc. not the states or b;alitieS. 

This power 1tIt'ill give the federal government strong influence over what is being ta.u~·.~ in the 

dassroom. 

fW'ther. SlW also increases federal power by rc::quiting that astate or local Scr,c<il..to-

Work Oppot"tUMies program that awards skill certi&ates include: 


... a program ofstudy desisned. to meet the same academic COntent standard.. I..1e 
State has established for all srudeats, incIuc1in& where applicable, standard.; w::..s.bllsned 
und.er the Goals 2000: Educate America Ac::.•..l1 

Thus, all those supposedly voluntary standards contained in the Goals 2000 Ad s;.:,,::'-:.i.1l1y 
.	become mandatory ifa state or local jurisdiction wants to a.ward skill eertific;ates ~r.j;:r STW. 

Federal education priorities, not local ones. will, therefore. become dominant 


A:. with the Goala 2000 AI:t. the federal government also increases its educatiCi'; peUey. 

making power through the disbursement offederal dollars. Under STW, states can 2.'?Ply for 

grams to develop a School-to-Work Opponucities system. Not surpris~g1y, there is a big 

condition that must be met ifstates are to get theit federal money: 


The Secretaries [oi;£ciue.ation aad Labor] may approve aD application subr.:i::.ed by a 
State under section 203 only iftbe State demonstrates in such application t'l;:.:: the 
activities proposed to be undertaken by the State to develop a ~ewjde School-to­
Work Opponunitics system ate eol.'1SLstem with the Sta.M improvement p!a.-: ror the . 
·State. if'any. under the Goals 2000: Educate America A1:t.i% 

Fw1bermore, in the grant application the ~e's School-to-Work Opportunities plli.:.', must: 

.. • desaibe bow the State will adopt. develop, or assist local pattnership$ to adopt or 
cievelop model curric:u1a and innoYitive instructional methodologies, lObe Ll.,;e:! in the 
secondary, and ~e po,sible. the eletnenwy pes, that intesratc acaGi::4:.i; and 
vocatioaalleaminS and promote ca.reer awareness, and that are consistent "With 
academic: and skill standards established pw-suant to the Goals 2000: Eciuc;;.~e. Amc:riCCL 
Ad and the National Slcill Standards Act. of 1994.1) 

-
31 lbicl., Section 102(3). 
J: Ibid.. $er:t.ioD. 204. 
a.l lbJd.. Section ~13(cI)(8). 
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AJ.sc. a state's grant appUcation must: 

... dest:ribe the process orthe State for assessing the Ikil1s and knowledge r;..o; ~·ed. in 
career majors,. and the process for awa.n1ing skill certificates that is, to the Cit..;;.i: 
feasible, consistent with the skills standards c:erti5ca.tion system endorsed. uri~~r the ' 
Nauonal SIcill Standards h;, of 1994." 

.. 
In other words. unless a state can demonstrate that its Sc:.hool-to-Work OpporrLltJj~ plan 

is foUowing the national goals a1\d standi!fds ~nW.ned in the Goals 2000 Act, and L1;'llt5 skills 
certification system is fcDowing the skllls Standards laid down by the Goals 2000 Aci.' ~ 
National Skill Standards Bocci., a state will not be able to rec:eive itS grant. In Yiew of t.L1ese 
re.qu.in:menr.s, STW'i Sec:tion 604. which purpons to prohibit STW from imposing f~~ 
mandates. directio~ and c:oatrO~ be;.omes just so much ineffectual boUerpiate. The n:.;Jlty is 
that swea will be forced 'to bend to the f'ederal will bec.'iUSe that is what the federal f~'.£ng 
sttings require. 

Is this too harsh an assessment ofwlw faces CaUfomia and other states? The ev:;';{once to 
date,unCortunately, indicates that this assessment is all too accurate. In June 1994. G;jveInor 
Wllson created a Sehool..to-Career Task Force. A prellminary repon ofthat taSk f.;.:,-~ 
endorsedtb.e skill cenmc:ate concept (the task: force proposed so-called "cenificat:.,;; (.f 
mastery"). 

In addition, this year several school-to-work bills were introduced in the Stat(;. :u..;;isla..tw'e. 
One bill,. AS 1835 by Assemblywoman Liz Figueroa (D-Fremont), WQuld have c:;r~cd 
"c:enificates ofmastery" th.a% would have been coordinated and integrated with th.e Ooals 2000 

, Af:;.t and SlW. These =tificates would be awarded ba.sec1 Oft "performance-ba.se;i" 

assessments ofpupils. It should be pointed out. that perfOI'Il.'W1Ce­

based assessments are not synonymous with skiU-Ix:Lsed assessmear.s. In today's t;;;;;:ililS and 
assessment environment, they often involve putting emphasis on what a child fe.e13 rt.!her than 

. what the child knows abOut the subject It was this defideney that led to the car.~t:..cion oftho 
CLAS test last year. 

Although none olthe school-tG-work legislation passed, biIl5 such as AB 183:; give 
Californians an insight into what could lie ahead in their educa.tlonnuure under srw. It seems 
odd that Calif'omia., which is one ofthe leaders in the charter Sc:bool movement---f:i'movement 
based on empol1--ering parents. teachers, and principals at 'the school sitc--c:ould EJ~o be on tht: 

14 Ibid.. Scc:\ion 113(d)(16). LcaljurisdU:\ions may &1sc apply di.ra:'Lly for fe4etal gra.ru.s ultJc: 'eN. Tb.ey 
are JUbjea.1.O the same ~ as Sbles.. Sec Section 3Ol(c)(3). 
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verge oftaking a bite out ofEhe STW a.pple and. tiWf'erring key powers to federal ~ 
in Washington. ·lndeed, it is ch.i.IJinS to read that under S'IW; 

... the Secretaries [ofE.ducation and Labor] $hal1 jointly provide for. and St':':';';~.<et,ise 
final authority over. the adminisuanon ofthis Act, and shall ha\>e final zwth~j·i'.'.i 1.0 

jointly issue whatever procedures, guidelines, and regulations. in ac.corda.nc..;; 'I.:. ~L.' , 
section 553 ortide 5, United States Code., the Secretaries consider necess&.i"y L".d 
appropriate to administer and enforce the provisions oftbis A!:1." 

Is this not an opening fOr greatly expanded federal reguLuion Oteducation? A eor.,Lmc.'l 
:senslcallli!.lding oC Goals lOOO and STW would make it hard not to feel uncomfbr~:~ when 
~ering~squeruo~ 

BOLDING CHILDREN HOSTAGE: 

nn: IMPROVING A){ERICA"S SCHOOLS ACT (lASA) 


In addition to School-to-Work »themes, another federal program is SUided by G,-als 2000 
and involves vastly greater sums offederal doUars-the Imp'roving America'$ Sc:hc,:.!::; Aa of 
1994 (IASA). The lASA reauthorized the Elemmtary and Secondary Education .f.;.::~ (.aSEA), 
and allocated approxi.rna.tely 512 billion to thirty-twO separate federaJ funding prOE;;<';;.13. In 
1994.199S, Califomla received S900 million in ESEJ.. money. aJ'ld will receive mo:~ ;.i'lan $1 
billion in 1995·1996. More than two-third.s ofthis money goes to ~c:ompensatcry ~~ca.tion." 
i.e.• money for services to disadvantaged children. 

In a c:ritical analysis titled, "Goals 2000 and aReauthorized ESEA.: National S~;'trds and 
Accompanying Controversies," autholl Micha.!l W. Kirst and James W. Gutherie l'j~!e that 
Goals 2000 will alter the Chapter One dement from its long-standing regulatory s;.d f.sca.l role 
to a "powert1Jlly administrative instrwne.ct for fundamentally changing America~s ~:.:jllc 
school$i." Goals 2000 in etfectachieve.s a marriase between the financial 

clout ofthe reauthorized ESEAIlASA-nearJy $1 billion in CaJifbmia-s.nci the L..:::~listrative 
authority ofa planning process &imed at comprehensive goals for all sc;llools. 

It should come as no. surpriSe that in order to receive itS ESEAlIASA mol\e'j. Cjj£omia 
must use the Goals 2000 sta.nlW'ds. In summarizing the state responsibilities UL'~ 
£SEA/!ASA, the LAO notes: 

Title l-COrnpens4tory Education 
" Develop content and performa.tl:e SWldard.s and a.ssessmcnu to waluate 
5~ool performance in mathemati.<;;s and reading. Stales are req'~~-e.d to use 
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the standws and assessments developed under Goals 2000 ifth,: .:... 
participating in that act. 

Title 2-Professional Deveiopmem 
• 	Develop a plan to provide teachers and aciminlstrators the skills L :.. :, 

stUdents meet Goals 2000 performance standards. . . . . 

• Align teacher tnJining and licen.sill.g with Goals 2000 curriculum i.L,~ 
performan" standarcls.U 

LoQI education agencies, according to the LAO, must also adhere to the Goals 2c.::; _.;enda: 

Title 2--ProCessional Development 
• Apply to the state for ntle 2 grams. LoC:al applications must be ~"'I....:...ed on 

the training needed to meet Goals 2000 standards.... _ 

Title 6-Wlovative Education Stmesies 
.. Develop a 'Plan (or the use offiJnd5 that helps the diStrict meet tb~ c.:..;,;als 

2.000 SW2dards... .1' 

Further, under ESEA Title V. which is desiifteci to promote equity oimaptl: ..... "'·.)1 
assistan~ priority fUnding is given to masn= schools that propose to ii'Dpletnen.:: :::AChes 
that are ccmiste.nt with Title mof'the Goals 2.000 Ad. (recall that this was the p~-'~ lc~':he ~ 
dealing with stale and local improvement plans). 

In testimony before Congrw. former Secreta.ries ofEducation WUIiam B~~~, ;,.lld Lamar 
Alexander observed that the legislation reauthorizinS ESEA "mandates. the kinds ;2 .: 

federally-approvee'standarc1s' that Goals 2000 said would be voll.ll'lt.al'y!' Hcr.\'':''. ':i, ;;aiel the 
,two former Secretaries. '"Only with those approved 'coDtentt and 'student perf'o~·.:_..;:.:.e' . 

stalldatds in plau can 11 state or comm1.Ulil:y get its federal aict" Ymally. Bennett l:.. ', .. }Jexandei 
warn; 

. 
[Ibe IASAl.ESEA] bill takes agiant step toward reviving the legitimacy-",.•;;1 feden! 
sup.ervision---<.ttcriteria that judge ~ by their spending leVels. pup~•.(.:.;,;.her mias. 
and suc:.hlike. instead oftheir effectiveness. And since Ocals 2900 auth;;ri:i. ...: the 
Education Department to dCN'e1op national "opportunlty 10 )~.. Stanc!;.,,' _", we can 
expect that these 'Will soon ecist-atld be used.II 
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Bennett's and AlCQ.!'lder's rears are mare thanjusti1ied. The Legisiative:Analyst Of:...__, .jr 
example. recommends that: ' 

Loea.l ESEA pJans should be requi(ed to address the stan.dards set. out in thIi. ~.,._.s 
Goals 2000 pla.o.?' 

lfthe stale faDows such rscommendations. federal. control ofBtate and local e.du-.;..~...~, will 
ba:ve been accomplished by the states and Ioca.llties .~emselves. Iu :Diane Ravitch, ft-!~·.~: 
Asii.sTam *rer.ary ofEdu;aticin in the Bush ad.ministra!ion and a highly: respected c;:: ~ ".~an 
writer. observed: . 

\\That bears watching in Oaals 2000 ~ the precedent it ~lishe$ for federiil !.:. :.;latian 
.that influences the kinds of t=books, teaching materials, teacher trainins m;.;.J.:..:ds. and 
research Sndings that must be wed i.r1 every school to r~ federal fimd.$. ~'.~::.m.at1y 
years, the federal governmeDt exercised great restraint by respectipg state;..::,~ : ...;;al 
~ontrol ofeducation. In the fu~ beQU.Se o(Goals 2000 Dnd its tight 1W~~, .. 1., the 
:Elementi!)' and Secondary Ecluc:ation Act ... ~ regulation may exter;';:; ,1,J.;;h 

more directly into what is tausht. how it is tiUght, the eonditio~ in which i: i3 ..:-ught, 
and how it is tested."" 

GOALS 2000 AND CA.LIFORNlA'S DECI.JNING STANDARDS: 

Given that Goals 2000 and its related laws will inc:rase federal eo.nttol over ed....,,,;;;,,,:bn 
deciSion-ma.king. it is ~ to ask what effect the Aa. wJl have on education swu:I£':'.; ~~l 
CaIifomia..MostAmenc:am would agree that any standard adopted by policymak~:J, h;)1.&ld 

be dearly measurable and baied on academic:.s. bvi~h says that "A standard is be:..:,. .:. Soal 
(what should be done) and a. measure oCprogw toward that goil (howweU it W~" ,-.;.~,e)." 

The At:::.t gives us a clue 10 the type ofstancWds it 'Will endone when it says to"..z.: i. ;l~ ofits 
purposes is "to improve learning and *chinS by providing a Dational1iilmework Lr wucation 
rd'cnn.,...1 Those involved in re=t debates on tC$cs and standards will ~ecognizc ;"-.~ term 
''hrneworks.'' It is the bU2'Z word for Callfomia's \.roubled =pcriment .with out;;.;.: .. _.-based 
e41,lc:a.tion. As one California report noted: 

.Outcome-based education. ar wbateIIer it is caUec1 by the variouS school .1;;;·_:,~s, is not 
yet specifically defined at the scate lweI, though the nameworks suggest k.~·::l.ng 

!III ~lc:mClltinB New Pcdcml Bduc:atiofl L.ea:isJa-.. p. S1. 
40. DLm: ~1.Ch. Nt:lionQI SwWrds in Mwi"" FAlCIlr~on.. .A Citizen sGuide (Was.biDgtcn., ::.:: Bnx*:inp 
mm~l~~. ' 


41 "0aaJs 2000: 5duc:a1.e America AJ:L,'" PUhllc: Law J03.117. Miuch)1. 1994, p. 12S. 
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outc:omes. Each district wW. be required to conform to stan~ ofachL ,_.. .2';llt based 
on an implled understanding ofwhat refonn documents a.c::tually. mean.~ 

Goals 2000, therefore, will have a sreac impact on how the state and local distric....:: _ ...:i:tstand 
what SWldards they should adhere to. . 

The ~sting California Subject Mmer Frameworks are designed to' be a guiG:;.; ~~.: what is 
taught in California schools. However, me.thods promoted in the Mathematics a.;.~":: 
EnglishlLanguage Arts Frameworks have resu1tecJ'in the de-emphasis ofbasic mt:::.. ::..:ill.s and 
phonics. As a result ofgrowing pressure fi"om the pubU~ valid critlcisfr1.S are surILi:~. The 
following is a briefdisc:ussion ofthe QJtTent Stale of"'Meworb,7> sta.nclar~ &r.O: ..:,.~~c skills 
in Calitomia. 

California :Math Standards 
, 

Under Cal.ifOmllo'J current "Math FT1mew orks." the emphasis is on problem ~;;'i\..:;g rather 
than on basic ski.ll.s or rote memoriza!ion (e.g., multiplication tables). Critics cha.."'v'" :,;)wever, 
that without agood working knowledge ofbasic skills, it is hard to expea stUderJ.~;:' 'C) come up 
with academically rigorous respoases to word problelIl5. In a recent critique ott'.; ( ",jfomia 
Math Framework, Dr. Wayne B.ishcp,who t~es mathematics at Cal1fomia. St:...,_ ',. Liversity 
at Los Angeles. nnds that there is little commitment to teaching deepening levels c~' 

. ma.thematical ccmpetenc:.e and sophistic:a.tiCI'1 IS srudentS progress through the C'I.l.:7~;;:,_ ~.~ 

Th&:re are to be no assumptionso( let alone maru:iates ot minimal. comp.utL.L;,;;.~ 
and conceptUal competence at progressively blgher grade levels. Since th'i"~ b 1'.0 
data to support the c:oru:ention that this CiUlTent practice is aiding Saldents t.~ (:l,:..,;:r end of 
the performance sp~ and massive c"';dence is that it is hind¢.ngproGtc:. cf 

. stu,dents overall, this philosophy st;U.lst be critically challenged instead oferr.L-r.i. --4.G 

Indeed, with the development ofthe CaUfomia Learning Assessment System ~;;':'.i.:iment 
test (wbiQ downplays the importance ofcorrect computational answers in favor l.;~- ;:,.:~wers 
based on feelings and sincerity), the State, acccrding to Dr. :Bishop. has taken step2 ~_ climinate 

. , heretOfore well-understood statewide assessment. 

Reading Skills in CallComia 

.2 '"Outcome Based E4uca&ion... Fo:us Commilu::e of the CaUfocnia 'Fcdenuion oCRcpUbli..an \VI,. r~:;;;l 
(lolon.hcm DMsion). 1995, p.19. 

43 WI)'I1e Bisbop, A Cfiliqw Dr/he 1992MQJ.hfJ)J~ljcsFrameworkfor CG1iJomJQ St;ho()U, Ja.u~.: ~, 1995. 
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At a time when even tea.ehm union publications are admittiD,g that:phonics is t;'.;.; superior 
.English reading instructional technique,. many schools in California are still de..e.7.;bsizin.i 
phonic:i." Through its EnglishfLanguage Arts Frameworks. California has bee;; "'l..iG.der in 
adopting the "whole language'" approach to reading which calls for teaCheri to s~r•.:. more 
time reading stories to children tba:n OD speet5c skills such as spelling, the sound. ",r;eI.'ters or' 
syllables. " ' 

Other states have causht on wbere California.tm not In Ohio. a l~w was pQ.S;;;~ which 
requires the teaching ofsystematic, intensive phonies in the pri.mary gades. T eael'.c~ are now 
receiving phonics in·service programs. The National R.igbt To R.eadFoundaIion Lj.:l~tes that 
there arc currently nine statei working on phonies legislation: Texas, .Michigan. Ohio, 
Alabama. South Carolina. WlSCOn.iLn. Missouri, New York, and IlJ.i.noi~. 

Go2ls 2000 and the CLA.S Fia.sc:g: The Untold Story 

'What is the connection betWeen these Hate Math and English ~worla ar~ tl~e Goals 
2000 debate over mea.suriDg standards? The answer to that question U~ with th~ C;:ilifonUa 
I..eaminS Assessment System (eLAS), the assessment test that was deyeloped by tb; Stale 
Department ofEduc:ation. The link is that the CLAS test was designed to measurE: i.he 
effectiveness ofeducation reforms envisioned under Goals 2000 programs. Ind~ dnce 
CLAS is "performance-based." (i.e., it attempts to measure il chlld's th<?ught proce:;:;;;s rather 
t:hat:!. .simply totaling up rlglu and wrong a..nswers), it is ezacl~ the l)pt1!' o/Jut el1vt.5i:;n~dand 
preferred by Goals 2000 ahd its supp011.ers. 

. News media reports on the 1994 CLAS sc:ores showed stude:rrts unabll to rea; critically or 
apply math to real·world problems. but vinuaIly no mention was given:to the.fact t:~~ the 
English portion ofthe CLAS eu..m cficl not test for incorrect spelling o~ iDcarrecr g.r~I.I-nar. or 
that the :Math portion did not emphasize basic skills. The unwritten 5tory. therefuru, is that 
e...en the low scores reported on the CLAS exam were still artificially high. 

How can California's parents and policymakers judge the affed:iveb.ess ofthe n~.¥ S"'..ate 
frameworks ifthe $~te's measuring tool bases its storing OD JlDIHJCJ:Jt.Umic benci...·l.:.."ks? 
Th~ &1though Superintendent Eastin has ISSigced wk forces to exam1ne the stat;: 
Frameworks, i't is disturbing to Dote the all-out wppon :MS. Eastin has'given fer a. 
pe.rfom:ur.n~-based successor to the now de1imct Cl.AStest. The ultiinate problei:Il l.iftesting 
based. on nOD-academic benc.hma.rks is that evCll ifscores ,rise. the pub~c bas no a::i~'a.nce that 
this is the result ofimproved student learning ofacademic Subject matter. 

A Case Study: Bow One California Scbool DistricllJses Goah 20PO Funding 

•• It sbOJ,1ld be noc=d. however. 1.bat in a leC1l::r c1atlllLi l'V£a.reh 17, 1995, UlC Cll.l.i.tbm.ia Scha:Il &i!r.::s ASsociation 
asked ScaLe Superi.nt~l oCPubtic; lri.Wuc:ti0ll De4l.i.ne E.asI.i.n 10 re-i.nI.rOd.~ phonic:s-.Ii.rr;~ ~r::.~. 
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How will districtS use Goals 2000 money? The J.i.nkage beeween GOats 2000 i:i.:.": the IASA 
permits the philosophy behind Goals 2000 to permeate the more than 30 J)rogrL7S ~thorized 
under lASA Poway Unified School District in San Diego County provides a rev;- ,\~; ~g 
example. The distria plans to use Goals 2000 money for elemenwy sChool COut..:.."':ors to 
assist in meeting the supposed emotional and 50eial needs ofdistrict children. 

As pan ofthese: counseling seNi~ Poway ~ issUed so-called '-weUncss" m".::.~s. 
These manuals. wed without parents' knowledge or pennission, contain questio:,~ ..:loCl 
tedmiques to set children to revca1private feelings about lheir tamiJy. Questioru u.,; 
techniques include"Do),O\.I feel that no one at home loves yw and ~ about Yv,,? Yes or 
No?" and "As bcndin&and trust evolve, ~ [counseling] group bec;omes a safe pl~where 
youngsters talk opemy about their lives, sometimes sharing secretS they've never tL,:oo aboUt 
be£ore.·..u 

Poway 'Will also use Goals 2000 money to promote aa array of"co,e valu~n: ~ s:udects 
learning; parents as panners;compctent and caring ~ staffpanicipation in deciJ:;';j-making; 

. safe, orderly, and attractive environment; and r.trective management o[resources. I..J these 
, goals may ~und worthwhile, but nctice that the focus is not on academics. The int:;..raction af 
the Goals 2000 uiad (Goals 2000. IASA. IDd STW) will mean a significant expa.n.sion in these 
"soft.. areas ofschool management and schcol environment, 'With no a.!sura.nce as t(.l imprcved. 
stUdent performance or a higher quallty of·classroom i.nstruaion. 

CONCLUSION AND BECOr.:I.MKNDATIONS 

California. shouldjusr say "nc" t~ Goals 2000 a.ftli SchooJ.to.Wo~ dollars. 

~ 	 Although the Nndlng ameunts are nct huge at present, there is a clear expa;~3ion ef 
fedenl contrel undcM'ay. At. a time when there is anational consensus t;~t 
declsionmaldng plOwer should be rerumed to the state ancl.leCll level, Gcal.s 2000 is a 
~ack te the discredited ''Washington-knows-best" 901u~ns cfthe Gf~ Society, 

• 	 California does not need to look to Wa.shington for ways to improve edl.i'-f.i ;:on. 
Charter schools, privatizaticn, radical detentrallzati~nor sche~1 !nance, &Vc..amJ.ining cf 
categori~ programs, alternative teacher certification. tenure refonn., and otl1er 
innovations can radically tum arouod education in cur &tate witheut any tie"...J for 
approval from a federal bureaucrat. Goals 2000 is a muddy detour on the I cad to 
re.fonn, a detcur California gm't affi>rd to take. 

•s Ittformatiort n;gatd.iAg ths manuals was prc:rvidaS 10 ~tyman S\.eYe Bald. (It-Lemon Grove), Yic:e 
cha.ir:ma.n of !.he .A.ssembly EdllC1tion Committee. by aparw from the Poway unWed SchO'.:il :>iitri=. 
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• 	 Goals lOCO will discourage and hinder the development ofrigorfJus 5Wld~.tL for 
California's public schools. A: a time when parents and others ~ the grasSt.;-.:.:s arc 
demanding that StUdents be made to demonstrate what objective. knowJed;.; ;':":J::j 

.possess, Goals 2000 will do nothing to sansfy these demands-and in W:-I-, 'n':"'; impede 
real refonn. . I " 

• 	 Risorou5 ac;ademic standards will only be esublished by involving Ute put~. :n a 
broad-based deh'be:aIion OD ~ subject. th~.rehy building a genuine &nd infOt.~'~~ 
consensus. Goals 2000 obftJsc:ates and. delays that publicdebat~ by pwve!kl[ the myth 

. that new federal goals. ~cls, and strate&ies lite meeting these needs. Th...t is 
demonstrably not the We. Goals 2000 is, in reality» a gigantic hoax pJaycc.1 o:~ the 
publh: by the educaIion b'ur"e8uc:nus and the teachers u.nions. boen ia Washi;:~~on and 
Sacramento. Given what is at Stake. the rescue ofour &ili.ng sc~ooLt, pollti':;J~ who 
contribute to this hoax should :&.c& ridicuLe for the rniJuse oitaxpayers fi.md.:;. . 

• 	 Rejecting Goals 2000 funding i$. only a st.aning point. Loc:al control must t~ jven 
more than lip service, and education standards must mean more;than lastiig f.;)t' ·'self. 
esteem." F'U'WIdal iDeentive.s and disguised mandates fi'omthe {ederallev~ to use any 
particular type ofleamio,e strategy or cuniculum program shoul~ be rej~K,:L 

For too long local schools have Opted to rely on sup~sed "experts: in state Q.ilJ ~?Jeral 


bureaucracies to dic:tate SW'ldards aDd curricula. Goals 2000 merely enCourages w1is 

dependency, which,carries over to other ~e.u, such as tcctbook adoptions. This ,,\':'de 
. 	 . 

precess relies heavily 00 State Department ofEducation staft who are ge.owy w':; e 
committed to £he lalest cwrlculWll fads than to rigorous academic standards. . 

. 	 • i 

What is lost in this fevered quest for federal c10llm is local control in any me.arJoL,#.u sense. 
Local ad1oo1 beards do tiot unde.rsund. and therefore QWlot influence this pro~; C~ay 

, 'become mere observers and c:heerleader& fer the local superintendenr ~d his te2m. l;;~cral 


doUars and state bureaucrats drive both cu.rriclum choices and budget d~lOtU in i..i~ Sjstem.. 

The current system i$ bad enough without addm,g another State Plan to ;the mix. 
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Appendix: The National EdueatioD Goals of' Goals 2000 

It is wielely recognized that California's ac:aclemic standards are deficient and that t .. : . .::..iic 
skills ofthe awe's students are at a woeful level. The paramount question (or Go~: :.'::00 is. 
therefore. will Goals ZOOO improve leaming or will the attempt to achieve the natiCL•., ~·~s, " 
not alI ofwhich Me acad.em1c, 5.nther dilute academics in the average school day? i:":': 

examination ofth.e National Educational Cioals gives thoughtful citizens cause for ';:'~.,..u'n. 
Presemed below aro the ei&h' goals mel a ~rief'co~enW'y on each. 

1. SCHOOL READ~"ESS 


"B~ theyeQ/' 2000, alJ c.hildrtlll in dmeriCfJ will start .school",cay 10 lear11 ., 


AnaJ)'sis: This soil opens me door for aovemmcnt intrusion into fkmllY, life W'ldei L.::" ;Jise of 
asswins that alI c:hiJdren are ready to learn. laan attempt to ewe the ill.s ofa few C;2';':'l1.Gl Who 
may not be well carecl for, all families. good and bad. are subjeC'L to the gQ.\lemmem ~. LJing 
.nanny. The entire social service ageruia o£tbe Clinton administration ~ be impo:..~ I~;~ 
schools through this goal. ANational Education Goals Panel Report states: "Re.a.ci::~~;; "0 

leam nea.ssarlly begins long before schoo~ even before birth jtseLC ana we c.oncl1.l''-;.._'. 
'school re:adiness' re1a.tes to the child's health. 10 the home environment; and to prc:.ct,;,;;:.,l 
cduc:ation!' The federal government 'Will be in a position to determine what is and '.;,~.;.:.., is not 
an appropriate home enwomnen1 through the implementation ofGoal ##1. 

1SCBOOLCO~LETION . 

"By 08y;NJJ' 2000, the high school graduation rate will i""ease to at leClSt rUI2Bt,jp~ .. _eJJl." 


Analysis: Creates an inceative for schools to lower the requireme,Pts for graduatic:. J: .:::der 
to boost the percentage rates ofstudents who are gradulting.46 DOe5 not COn;ain;';':l : ... _~t1ve' 
to hold students to rigorous academic standards, but rather gives incentive to teach L to 
the lowest common denominator. Students are not allowed to choose trom a wide L ... ' of 
c;unicu1um and program optionS; therefore, this goal could homogeniz.e aU studenu .....~'_ 
discourage healthy cliversiry. 

3. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT M'D CITIZENSBlP 
'2')' the year 2000, all studsnzs wIll 1l(11li gradu 4. 8. mvi J1 having fiamoiutraleci 
COnrpelellCY over chal.Jengillg subjea mattu including EJ7glish,,,,au,em.atic;s. sQft7:r.;.e, j;relgn 
languages, civics Qnti gr.TVU1U1te1ll. eCQl101nics, arl.s, historymJtigeography, and. eW;1) ~chool 
·i~l AmsriCD VIm ensure tJu:zt all S/.Uti8nl3lean'llo use thtt,. millds 'Well"" '/hey ma')' be J.-i' _pared 
for responsible citizenship. further iwming. andprtxiJJ.cltve employment ill aur l1Q~i.;."i ';j 
modem economy. .. 

.
4' So; "Cooking tIle l3Q:)ks on :Dn:>poul P.a1r::s." Et/MClJlit:N1 WHk, Februar)' 22. 1995. AcI:ord.i.og to :.i..:.; .;.~ 

Stale and 'lo:::a1 ec:I.ucauon offici.als have become very adept aL misrep!'C!il:llling tbe'true d.ro,pouL :-~e 
eteded.lcaQeIli and the public:. 
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,Analysis: In response to this goal or"responsible citizenship." many sc:hoo]s are b~,._ :118 to 
mandate comml.lllity sel'Yice as a graduation requirement. This is problematic becG,i.;.,.; .". the 
vagueness ofwhat qualiBes as cominunlty service. Is it really a good use ofsruden:.: "'. ~Jable 
schoo! time to coerce them into community service programs when ~y are sradu_.~·..; from 
high ~hoo1s without basic readin& writing. and computational skiDs? Is it hypocri~i".i. ..J tea~ 
voluntarism by mandating it? 

4. TEACHER EDUCATION AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
"By the Jl'tZI' 2000, the IJation :s teacninl/on;e will/v;n,Je access 10 prognrmsfor' 'n;;: L::~ -i,tUZUed 
inlprovemelll o/their professional skills anti Ihe opportulliry 10 Qcqwe. th. b"""l(,~ .. .J.nd 
skills need2d to ;Ilstnlcl andpNpare allArnuit;QlZ studemsfor the nui cell1Ury • .. 

Analysis: This is one ofthe soals added to the orisinal 2x by the ClintQn administr~_ :;...:.. ' 
Throughout the Goals 2000 Act. teacher eduC.1tlon and trag is a req.lrTem therr.;, "_'[,is is 
not surpri.!inS since the National Education Association and other teacbetWlions vi,,:;; 
inerwed funciing for teac:ber training as one oftheir top objectives and :Pres.ident C;';r,~s i~ ha.s 
r~ivec1 key support ~om the teachers' unionS. UnfortUnately, the underlying prer.L~ ::.fthis 
goal is wrong. The unions feel that theonJy thing thar is needed 10 tum bad teacb.c..~~. i~.v good 
ones is a little more training. Yet the real reason for poor ,te.W1CE' performance is ur~,.:.,~. ' 
imposed c;on~e ba.rpining agreements that protect incompetent teache.rs. Teach;;..­
adva."'lcement and pay scales are based on seniority rather than merit. ' 

. This goal does not address the sencus pmb1em of barriers to non-traditional teaeber~; "'T';-.ereby 
many highly sldlled individuals such as engineers, chemists and others ~prof'essic:~ ~esrees 
ate not allowed teach in a. public school classroom simply because they lack an irre1.~'¥L·~t 
leWUng c;;ertifk.atc. As written, this goal serves only the interests ofw. teacher unk,~:...:. ;;.nd it ' 
obstruas e1IOItS to open the leaclUng profession to retirees and o~~o have mu ;,;,:•. i.J oij"er 

. our children. ' 

S. MA.THEMAncs AND Sc::IENCE 
"By the year 2000, United S/Q.fa studg'1ts will be first ill the world ill ';'Qthemalics 4... ;,.,_ 


.science acJiievenflmL .. . 


Anal)'sis: In view oCme CUlTenl Mathematics :E'rameworkapd the inerWin, numb:.;;;'::' 
StUdents enrolled in remedial math at the university level. it is ciiflicu.lt to see howtr.ls ; .. ;;J will 
be I'1!I3.I;hed without aninore.a.scd focus 00 academics in CalLfomia.. Further. Callfol'T~~:'~ ;>hould 
take linle ~mfott in ·thii yearts publicized bump upward in SAT sc.ores~ A key rea;, . ..::l "ol!-'hy 
SAT math scores rose is because stUdents were allowed; for the first ~et to take c:.:.;;_~ors 
mto the exam. . 
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flB;y the yet:ll' 2000, every odull A.merican will be literate andll/illpossess the Ia;:./.,'~'~::.lgt and 
s/d/ls nllCCSJl:l1Y 10 compele in Q giobtzl tlCD/lom), Q'Jui ~ise the righlf Qnd resp.::.. _":f,i/ilies oj 
citizenship. " . , 

AuJysis: Given that an estimatec!" twenty-seven million adults are ".Nnbionally illi;.;.:-~e.n is the 
Clinton administration adVOQlting an entirely new public schooling sysi.em for th03C L.dults who 
diel not learn to read in 12 years ofpublic education? Ifso. how much ~ould this ~$t?ls it 
logical to entrUst this task to the pubUc school ~.em. which often gracluates eigh;~~ year-
old! without even eisflth.gracle reading skills? ' 

7. SAFE, DISCIPLINED; AND ALCOHOL AND DRUG-FREE SCBOOL~ 
"By the yeaT 2000. every school ilZ the .UniltUlSIllte.swil/bejree 0/dnJgs, 'Vioiel'l4:t:, anti the 
tmalIrnorizetJpresellce 0/fireQT'l'tl,S and alcohol mviwi/Joller Q diSt:ip/~ned enviro;.;,.ent 

con::iJ.lcive 10 leanling. .. : . 


Analysis: It is difficult to see the Clinton administmtion maklng muc.h ~eadWB)' on this goal. 
Lackadllisic:al enforcement e&'oru. poor lea.denhip. and Ol.&crighr. =do~ment ofdru,G use (e.S.• 
the pronouncements offonner Surgeon Gencra11oyce1yn Elders) have'dwactsriz.a:i the 
CUnton administration's poor rer;ord on cutoms illegal drug use. It is no wonder -&..e.; ciruS use 
in Califomia (as in many other It'Ites) has risen in the years ibllowing tqe Reagan 
administration's concerted and-dnJg campaigns. Accordins to one recent repon, ";:;i...:4 1989, 
.drug use among5eventh,ntntb. ane! eleventh ~ders.in California has revealed a c!;;':....ibing 

trend of'mcrcase.ci use."'" : 


Controlling juvenile violence ....w. bejust as diScult. AJthough'a rece."lt: stUdy sbcw~ that 
juvenile crime rises by seventeen percent for every ten percent increase:in the IIlllLb~ of 
children living in sing1e-parent homes. the Clinton administration has done little to a;;~e.ss the 
problem ofriling illegitimate births otto brQlc the conneetion between: illegitimacy ".no high 
welfare payments (both ofwhil:h comrlbl.&te to juvenile c:rlme).... The ieaUty is that v:olent 
juvenile crime will increase d.ramal:ic:.ally becllJ5e ofdemographic trendS. From 19~J ::0 1992, 
juvenile arrests for violent crime (homicide. forcible rape. robbery, assaUlt and kicir..;.ppins) 
increased from 12.321 to 21.549, a 74.8 perCent increase.·' BetWeen ~99S and the y;;;,r 2004. 
Ca.ll:fOmia's 11 to 17-yea.r..old population (the ages responsible for 99 perccnl ofjuvc:tiJ.e 
eri.mes) ..wI increase thirty-three ~t, growing from approxi.ma.tely w= million to nearly 

., l..a.nOf T. Izumi. "CalifcmiaFamlly Wellness Ind=c." Capitol ~lnsUtu~ AprU 1995, p. 16. Cid.qg 
SIaLisJa;!rom the FIflll Sit:MiDl Ct:tllfomill S/lbmurce Use SIV'Vq 0//993-94. this ~nfit~ Iolat,. "'Use or 
'any ilUdtdrug' at lrast ON: in lhs pas six months was I1:pOJUIl by 18.9 penznt oC1ch grad;;r.s ill 198i.90, 
202 percent in 1991.92, and 24.6 pertBnt in 1991-9'~ by 27.0 p::.rc=nt Clf911l ~ in 19S9·9C,29.3 
pelte.\\t iD 1991-92. and 41.6 pen::enI. i.o.l993-94~ and by 35.6 pi!rczol of 11th ~ in 1985-.~n.l'.' 
pen::=t in 1991~1, ItId 46.s p:.n:z:nt in 1993~." , . 

4a Sot: Paaiek Fagan. "The RaJ R.oot Causes ofViolem Crime; Tb: B~O(Mania~Fanlly, a.Ild 
CommunitY," Heritaze Fwndatll'JfI ~"rJg. Marc:b 17• .,95. 

~, 'wille HOCJV6l' CoItlll1ission, -:rhe 1\MlJlile Crime Challense: M:alcJAg P~on APriority." Sti.;.:.;;rrb:t ' ... 
1994,p.14. 
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four million. :Evc:n ifthe arr~st rate srays the same, the state Lep!auveAnalyst's O:;:'.:-e says 
that the number of'juvenile arrests for violent crimes ..wi rise by 62 per~t over 1S; ~ ':.) total.!O 

S. PARENTALPARl1ClPAnON 
. "By the )lear 2000, eVery ichool winpronlrJle partnerships thot wi/J i'''l'Ilt1Se pr:;rcii:;.,.i 
illl10Nemelll antiponif:ipation ill promoting the lOCil!Ji, 'motiOllai QluJ aCl:llienric grv>·.;ih of 
chiltJre1t" . 

, 

Analysis: Parent partic;ipation often uanslates into'parenting skills clas~ and manci.uJry 
compliance with government programs. All schools W1 receive funds imder this Ac.: ure 
required to have a plan to achieve Goal #8: 

Section 2 (8). The purpose ofthis Ar::t is to provide a fi'amcworlc for mectir.i,; the 
National Education Goals established by TIde I ofthis Ar::,t by . ~ . assisting fl,vr.ry 
elementary and seconda.ry sehool that receivu·fi.md5 undertbis ~~ to acO"'C:y h'wol...e 
parents and fimiIie:s in supporting the acaderrac work oftbeir cliildrea at l.on.~ and in 
provic;llng parents 'With skills to advocate for their ~hildren at school. 

Under ntle 'N orme Act, states and noo--profit agencies can apply for federal grant::; ~o fund 
parent i.nformation .;eru:ers. Groups applying for grantS must include asjpan o(u-.eir ,:,."'2.l'1t 
application an assurance that p&rt ofthe tUnds they receive \iIIill be direc;ed to ·'Par;;:u:.;; as' 
Teacher5" (PAT) prouams aad arc requ.iredto use the Missowi program as a mcclcl.~l 

The "certified parent educatorf'are tre.ined to identifY certain "risk fact~rs" that ex:i::; in the 
child I shame. Rlsk. faaors dCQ.I.Qlented. under PAT prognun.sinc1udc ..~ility ofp~el1t to 
relate to or COMeet with child.. overindulgenc.e, unclue spolling on part ofpite.ni.low 
fUnCtioning parent (due to limited ability or illMss), lowwaisht!am. p~r appetite, t-equent 
illness, other." (MIssouri Department ofElemenwy and Secondary Education, PAT National 
Center) Thus, the laudable goal ofinvolv.ing parents becomes in practiCe a device for 
gOVe.l'Zl.ment agencies to intrude into the pe.rson.alUve$ ofindividua.ls. Parents have. u;e greatest 
ir.tt.erestin the quality ofeducation that their children rec:eive. The practical efi"ec:t ofGoals 
2000 'Will be to undercut parental rishts and pa.renw empOwerment. as Schools b~.rr..e 
counseling centers for parents and parents ate co-opted into beingjust C?ne more cl.li..~.t ofan 
expanding bu.rea.ucncy. . I 

~ Legi,slat.ive Analpt',O.ffice, -Ju.venile Crime," May 1995, p.l2, . 
~I Se::tiOft 402 (1) of £he Aa ~ ':'Each appUGIItion S1.lbmlllcd .•• Ihal.I al a m.i.nimwn, tlld1.ldc a.s,r~ that a 

graDtc:C will ... use part otl.he funds rer.::eiwd ••. lI:I esrabliSl:i, ~ Of o~~ as Teachers 
prosnuns." Sed.ion 40S (B) SlalAlS I.baI. "'1lIe 1.enn .~,.T~pro~' means a VQ~l.i.<'11Ar)' CS!l'J)' 

ehild.llcod parent e;Nc:::at.i.on program that .•. is bas=i on the Missouri ttp8lCl'l1S as Teachers" ma::~ 
.•• and provides ~}y sc'h.eclulcd personal visits wi1h fa.miliGs by esn.Uied parepL e::lucalOrs." 
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EXCEPTS FROM THE CLAREMONT INSTITUTE'S. 
Goals 2000 and California Education: Devolution in Reti;.. __ 

QIS CiQ~LS 2000 IlMANPATES" 

The law makes mandatory a wide varietY of federal dictates, 'controls 6.;;;_::.ation's 
purse strings, requires national standards, issues federal ·skill ~rtificates/" tiilposes 
new regulations, and manipulates state and local assessments., In so dol"'J, 00al5 
2000 radically alters the education decision maklng lands~e by c~i",t:ializing 
policy making at the federal level, leaving the slates andl~calities ta c__rry out 
Washington's dictates. 

Drafters of the Coals 2000 law use the command "wIll' a.t least forty..fiv~ 'dmes in 
describing what the federal government expects states and loeal distrk."ts ':0 do to 
accomplish the Act's eight national goals. The more permissive "shoi.d;i" is used 
only three times.... One expert on legal drafting observes that; the word '\vi 11". not 
only expresses a future contingency, but also, ·when the relationship is ~ delicate 
one, expresieS both parties' obligations:. Under such defiNition of "wi II," 'the 
states could find themselves forced to implement the ~oals' many (~jectives 
Cespeciallyif, as will be discussed later, the states decide to accept th'~ federal 
funding attached to the Act). . 

The Act is laden with terminolosy, programs and incentives that clearly c.:Ji1tradic:t 
this supposed respeCt for the autonomy of states and local jurisd.ictions 

Is this not an opening for greatly expanded federal regulation of edw:.:..::kml A 
common sensical 'reading of Goals 2000 and Sl'Vv' would make It hard G:.Jt to feel 
uncomfortable when answering this question. . 

In testimony before Congress, former Secretaries of Education William O.::.~',nett and 
Lamar Alexander observed that the legislation reauthorizing ESEA "mc..;,,:Jates the 
kinds of federally-approved 'standards' that Goals 2000 said would be vc;untary ." 
However, said the two former Secretaries,'Only with those approved 'CiJiitent' and 
'student performance' stanc:\ard5 in place can a state or community get 113 federal 
aid. /I Finally, Bennett and Alexander warn: 'What bears watch,n! in Go~i.;. 2000 is 
the precedent it establishes for federal legislation that influences th~ kr~ds of . 
tex.tbooks, teaching materials, teaching training methods, and research nr.Jings that 
must be used in every school to receive federal funds.. For many years, L',e federal 
government ex.erciied great restraint by reipecting state and local control 01: 

education. In the future, because of Goals 2000 and Its tight Iinka6:e to thE! 

ElementarY and Secondary Education Act .•• federal regulation may s).;t-.:.nd much 
mOre directly into what is taught, the .conditions in which it is taught, and how it i:; 
cested." 

http:s).;t-.:.nd
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QN COALS 2000 "'BUREAUCRACy-

Goals 2000 creates a wide variety of bureaucracies (e.g., the National Gc:.._. ~ane!, 
regional education laboratories, federal educ:arion research institutes, etc,), 

ON COALS 2000 FUNQING 
Through its control of the purse, the federal govemment will iflcrease it~ Ii ,\Jence 
over school curricula.. .. 

Even supporters of Coals 2000 admit that there are potentia.l: control Pi\~~ iams if 
states decide to take the Act's funding. California's state Legisla:tive Anaiy~:·. Office , 
(LAO), which supports California's participation in the Act, ne'!ertheless \<-/~:ns that 
-raking advantage of the federal framework is not ri5k·free...~ The LAO t;;:alizes 
that the voluntary nature of the Act is more illusion than reality.: 

The state would alwa.ys be able to opt out of Coals 2000 if it appec:.:d,,{ederal 

policy making was interfering with state or local authority. (Of COur5(;;,:_dfornia 

would also have to relinquish the federal funds provided unqer the C- _ 2000,
J 

which would not be easy.) , 
I 

Coals 2000 tells states how to cut their education pie and in some ("L~:; even 

dictates the size of the pie (the level of spending) and mandates, what so:; ,_,~~rvices 


schools are to provide on campus. 


. ON OOALS 2000 CURRICU! UM. MAJER.IALS. SOCIALS SERYrlCES. El::.. 

Gender-equity and multiculturalist textbooks and materials h.ave LaU:':':~ (;;xtreme 

controversy and division among parents and state and local school offic::i'... Many 

of these works are Infused with anti-male and antI-Western biases, ar,~ ~en rely
L 

more on. polemics than on objective scholarship, Yet this is the:type of ii\;',\.lctional 

material that Washington singles out for inclusion in state strate$les. 


To what social services must the state and local jurisdictions provide ~,-'_.:.ess'" to? 

What tYPes of health care servic.&sl Perhaps those ·reproductj\!~ :::rvices" 

advocated by former Surgeon General Joycelyn Elders? And :whatty;.-,;:' of child 

care services? And how appropriate Is it to locate these service:; C", school 

campusesi Is this not another example of schools taking on new roles 'i: ..: ~ divert it 

from its primary missions-to teachl 


", 
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ON GOALS 2000 SKILLS CERTlflCAIES 

Why is this .skill certificate so critical? If the govemment i5 handlinc __ ( skill 
certjfjc~es to select students, then these students Will, at least initially, h_ve an 
advantage over those students who do not have a certificate when it (-:'.es to 
getting a job or perhaps getting into college. the problem then become:; >,-,,-fold. 
First, those state and loeal jurisdictions that· want to resist participatiOii .. Goals 
2000 will feel pressure to reverse their position because students from ~;._~.~ and 
localities participating in Goals 2000/SlW will be receiving skill certifico~ __' which 
will, as a consequencei place the students from non-participating jurisdiC~j.:.: .... 5 at an 
initial competitive disadvantage. Second, those students without a certili::...~i! will 
not just be those youngsters who have failed to study hard and perforii;/ :.. ~t will 
al$o Include many students who attend private schools and home sci' ... :i that 
oppose participation in Goals 2000/STW because offer ofgovernment co;,;'c: ,_ '. 

If states, localities and private schools decide to participate in the offer;:;: of skill 
certificates, the inevitable result will be teachIng to the certIficate: curri'w.':':' will be 
snaped to improve the chances of students to obtain these certificatE.;. i'his in 
important sincel as had been noted, the skills certificates issued under ani ,,~ ... :e plan 
must meet the skill levels and standards endorsed by the national Skili~; ~;:i;,dards 
Board. It will be thi5 federal Board, therefore, that wil1 set the b roaef c.:: .:::ria for 
getting a skill certificate, not he state or loealitia. This power will give ':.(':.. federal 
government strong influence over what is being taught in the classroom. 

In other words, unless a state can demonstrate that its School-to-:-Work 0p;:ci-::i.Jnities . 
. plan in following the natiooal goals and standards contained in Goals 2CC-.:J .·,ct, and 
that its skills certification system if following the skills standards laid 0(;;'.. :. by the 
Goals 2000 Act's National Skill Board, a state witl not be able to receiv;;; i,~ grant. 
In view of these requirements, 51W's Section 604, whiCh ",urports to pk<..:.it STW 
from imposing federal mandates, direction, and control, becomes ju£:: ~,j much 
ineffectual bOilerplate. The reality is that states will be forced to bend, to : ... federal 
will because that is what the federal funding strings require. 

aN GOALS 2012£1 CURRENT PROGRAMS· 

Poway will also use Coals 2000 money to promote an array of "'core .. "'.'-les": all 
student~ learning; parents as partners; competent and caring staff, staff ~ii;.r~:cipation 
in decision-making; safe orderly, and attractive environment;al".;': s.:.ffective 
management of resources. All these goals may sound worthwhile, but :",,;..·tice that 
the focus is not on academiCS. The interaction of the Goals 2000 triad (C"-i_;s2000, 
IASA, and STW) will mean a significant expansion in these "soft'" a.r£;.~ Gr school 
management and school environment, with ·no assurance as to impr.:,'".';.....; student 
performance or a higher qua.lity of classroom instruction. 
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~EPORI'S CONCLUSION AND RECQMMENQMI0tiS 

California should just say "no" to Goals 2000 and Schocl-to-Work dollars. 

• 	 Although the funding amounts are not huge it present, there Js a clear c; '.::...,lsion 

of federal 'controI underway. At a time when there is a national consl.·.~...:;> that 

decisionmaking power should be returned to the state and local lev;,;.:., Goals 

2000 is a throwback to the discredited ·Washington--knows-best" soluL:: ..i. of the 

Creat Society. 


• 	 California does not need to look (0 Wa.shington for ways to improve (;(.: ~ .. G.tion. 

Charter schools, privatization, radical decentralil.atlon of school 'F: ,;3nce, 

streamlining of categorical programs, alternative teacher certificatic(" .;;nure 

reform, and other innovations can radically turnaround education in '-.... state 

without any need for approval from a federal bureaucrat. Coals Z:,·'::'j is a 

muddy detour on the road to reform, a detour Califomia can't afford [0 ::":2 . 


•. 	Goa.'s 2000 will discourage and hinder the development of rigorous .:>.\:',jards 

for California's public schools. At a time when parents and oth~., ~~ the 

grassroots are demanding that students be made to demonstrate what c. ~'. :';;ctive 

knowledge they possess, Goals 2000 will do nothing to satisfy these t:.::;, inds­

and in fact, will impede real reform. 


• 	 Rigorous academic standards will only be established by inv~rving the ~L:ilic in 

a broad..based deliberation on the subject, thereby building a geri;Jj,:; and . 

informed consensus. Goals 2000 obfuscates and delays th~t public cs~ ,~:e by 

purveying the myth that new federal goals. standards, and strategies ar..: t;' .:eting 

these needs. That is demonstrably not the case. GOills 2000 is, in r;;;.~lity, a 

gigantic hoax played on the public by the decoction bureaucrats a;:i the 

teachers unions, both In Washington and Sacramento. Given what L \::.~ stake, 

the rescue of our failing schools, politicians who contribute to thiS hca~: .:hould 

face ridicule for the misuse of taxpayers funds. 


• 	 Reje'ting Coals 2000 funding i$ only a starting point. Local control Ii. :..;~t be 

given more than lip service, and education standards must mean m::l':':'; than 

testing for "'self.-esteem: Financial incentives and disguised mandates fr;;rn the 

federal lever to user any particular type of learning strategy or c0n..:ulum 

program .should be rejected. 
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!O/fer 

.. The GovernorD Schools and·Goam~ 2000· 

. Editor- Your October6arti­

cle title<1, "wIlSonspurns $4.2 Mll· 
, tion Federal Grant for Schools." 
does not properly present the , 
governor's postUon on Goals 2000­

The governor has made very 
clear his belief that education is 
the respoDS1blllty of state aud.Io­

,	cal governments, and that the . 
federal government has no role· 
in micro-IIWlaging gur schQuh!. 
That's why the governor has stat­
ed hjs belief that we should "prD­
-ceed with caution'~ ill accepting 
second-year Goals 2000 dollars. 

He believes that educators 
and parents must be asaured that 
these dollars will, in fact, notbe . 
tied to federal nwidate$ that lim­
it la.eal declsio~~~"oii how' 
to use the money eithernow or in 
the future. , 

All too often the pattern 01 
federal programs Is to offer 
funds thatare then followed by, 
the intervention of controlling 
regulationsand bur~aucratic 
meddling: 

A further complication is that 
the House bas removed funding 
tor next year"s S;oalS2000 budget, 
and tlll!Senate APPJ'Qpriat1ons 
Committee bas r~ucedGoals " 
2000 bynearly two-tJ;tirds below 
the president's January budget 
reques~, '" ' 
, ., With the future of Goals 2000 

·lunding uil.eertain.for local 
school districts to program funds 
for multiyear projects, which will 
reQ'liiI'e the redire(UoD of funds 
from other worthy projects, It 

, and when the federal dollars are 
el1Ililiiiied or d.im.1DJshed. woUld 

, be counterproductive and impru­
dent.. ' 

We-need 0lilookto the bro- ' 

.~~~foA~4,~ . =~~.'~"
er8l,'govenimenflW-proD:ifSed· ' 
,i:ii'lfaey oefore a.o4l'eAege<1. on . 
tllatprom.L&e. 

Very simply put. me governur 
_ with ~xperience as the t,eac~er 
~ is being admirably cauuoUS m 
refusing to accept these funw. UD­

til all the details ~e ironed out­
Local school distriCts Will do well 
by being equally as cauLloU5 and 
not expending funds tbat are not 
already in the bank. Writing _ ' 
checks on an empty iiCC()W).t u; 


never a good idea. 

The'bottom line: If the Goals 


2000 prograOli5 Ulract structured 
\to be free of federal strings and 

fully funded, and the governor 

believeS mat the refonllS bemlil 

fUnded are good for o~ s~udents, 
 )
his concerns will be satlSfled-


MAUREEN DiMARCO 

Cabinet Secretary 
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. 

"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 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 l 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 Spirito said he is pleased that 
Ventura parents may begin the campaign. About 3,600 parents are t 

~ 

1 



.., 

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 J.,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 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, she was "shocked that you intend" to ect 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 icism 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. 
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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 career 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 plans. 

We second Kessler's 
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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 government for other purposes. Federal officials said 
yesterday that California must 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 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 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 ect, 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 0+ 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 year. 

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, s 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 s.till have a problem," said Katz. 

" 

East 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 


government has made it even easier to get the money since 

then." 
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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 is 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 



OvOP 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 

involvement. 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 receiving 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 up 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 country worry that, rather than an 

asset, the seemingly innocuous program 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, , Montana and Alabama, have either 

refused to apply for the money or have sent 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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