
DELAINE EASTIN 
Slate Superintendent of Public Instruction 

January 25, 1996 

Dr. Michael Cohen 
Senior Advisor to the Secretary 
United States Department of Education 
600 Independence Ave., S.W. 
FB10, Room 6131 
Washington, D.C. 20202 

Dear Dr. Cohen: 

At the request of Susie Lange of our Executive Office, I am enclosing a packet of 
news releases and press clippings that relate to Goals 2000 in California. I hope 
that this information is helpful to you. 

Please let us know if there is anything else that we may be able to provide. 

Sincerely, 

N . 
~... 

Terry Emmett, Goals 2000 Contact 
District and School Support Division 
(916) 657-5140 . 
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i Governor may reject 
. U.~;education ,money 


... wi?son says too 
many strings are 
attached. A skeptic 
suggests he's trying to 
win votes. 
By Ken Chavez . 
McClatchy News Service 

SACRAMENTO 
Lashing out at "federal dic­

tates," Gov. Wilson may reject 
. $41.5 million in aid for California 

schools that is being doled out 
under President Clinton's Goals 
2000 education reform' plan. . 

Thus far, the Repilblican gover­
nor has put the money on hold 
telling Superintendent of Publi~ 
Instruction Delf}ine ~n, whose 
office administers the federal 
grants,that the money is not a part 
of his 1995-96 budget. . 

"What started out as a hopeful 
partnership has deteriorated into a 
myriad of federal dictates," Wilson 
wrote in" a July letter to Eastin. 
"We do not need federal micro­

•. :.-~~..-~---:":':~)~.---~-,-".. ,.. , 

r 

management of California's educa­
tion reform efforts." 

But a conservative think tank 
Thursday questioned WilSon's sin­
cerity on' the issue, noting that he 
has used an "obscureadministra­
tiveprocec1tite" to spend about $10 
million ,'contained ,in ',a previous 
Goals 2000:(" '(;';n '.'" ",,,gran " ,-r., ."" ,,' ... " ,

"I think tie knows pOlitically that 
it's a hot topic," said' Natalie\VU­

, Iiams, direCtor of education affairs 
for the Claremont Institute. ~'Goals 
2000 haS a iot of baggage associat­
ed w!th it, a,nd as (Wilson) tries to 
appeal to people in his rim for the 
pr~idenc.Y:,·be has - 'had to step
aroufid .the GOats '2000 Issue." , 
" IiUtlated'';unde{-'fotiner'Presi­


dent BiiSh, the'Goals.'2000: Educate 

Americi(.J\~t ~as'si8ri~d into law 

by President Clinton in April 1994.' 


Conservatives' have attacked the 

program as one that exercises too 

much federal control over local 

schools, but others, like Eastin, 


, have defended Goals 2000,saying c 
it gives local educators "great 
flexibility in determining how best 

, Please s.~~ Wi~SO~, ~~~~P~i.g:~j 

1 

W\~'~~:ue~~r,r~~~t funds 
to meet national goals." The national debate over Goals 

Congress is currently contem­ 2000 has wormed its way into the 
plating changes in the Goals 2000 race for president, as Wilson and 
program and may drop it all to­ other Republican contenders have 
gether. sought to attract votes by position­

Maureen DiMarco, the gover­ ing themselves as foes of big 
nor's secretary of child develop­ government. , 
ment and education, said Wilson is President Clinton defended hIS 
waiting for Congress to act before 
deciding whether to accept or 
reject asecond-year grant of $41.5 
million, 

"To go after the second-year 
money, you have to know what's 
going to happen next and that is 
very unclear in Washington," Di­
Marco said. "You 'don't want to be 
in a position of drawing down the 
money and then having them 
change the ruies." 

Paul Warren, who oversees edu­
cation policy for the non-partisan 
legislative analyst, said the federal 
money is generally forwarded to 
the state in late September. 

The grants are actually awarded 
to Eastin's Department of Educa­
tion but expenditures reQ~ire ap-' 
proval by the state Department of 
Finance, which is controlled by, 

education spending programs last 
week, but New Hampshire Gov. 
Steve Merrill, an influential voice 
in the contest for the GOP presi­
dential nomination, has rejected 
Goals 2000 money for his state. 

The Claremont Institute sought 
to pressure Wilson into doing the 
same by bringing attention to the 
$10 million grant he accepted last 
year. 

"He cannot continue to waver 
back and forth on this issue," said 
Williams. "This is his chance to 
take a stand. His actions will show 
us if. he is for or against Goals 
2000," 

, DiMarco and a Wilson finance 
spokesman said the first-year mon­
ey did not come with the same 
restrictions that may apply to th 
state's second grant. 

! 
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:ff~lfn Down 

?~2Minion 

"i.'-f:;,;,<,;; ,.', ~ t", 

~f~r Schools 

~;::;:.~::~ ..39 ( 
"~:£ducation: He opposes 

t1lCPI'Ogrftm's 'federal 
dictates: ButU.S. officials 

. S~lY the money has no 
strings attached. 

:.::~;~t:~: '., 
"'Ry'RICIlARD LEE COLVIN 
,_.:f!~ES EDUCATION WRITER 
,:::,;,~;;,z'.:~~~·; 
~~. Sifting in a bank account some­
::where is $12_1 million in federal 
':i;nOIl¢Y for California school dis­
" tricts to spend on such Mom-and­

apple-pie goals aB keeping children 
il.1 ,school and helping them com­

::pete-in math and science with their 
pecrs around the world. 

But Gov. Pete Wilson, who with 
cOl!se,rvatives around the country 
h~~ s,aicl that cashing a checkfl'om 
tlie fedcral government is akin to 

< turning the keys· of local schools 
.' ovcr 1.0 Washington bureaucrats. 

has not dccided whether to accept 
the largess 01' !'->cnd it back, 

"'he money -part of $362 million 
:..te. t)e.made available in the second 
,:'yeai',of the national Goals 2000 
program-is meant to help states 
and school districts by giving them 
moncy to sct challenging academic 
standards and establish programs 

. ~o meet them. ) 
rit .fuly, however, Wilson \Vfole 

in: a letter that the program has 
'deteriorated into myriad federal 
dictates and that he would refuse 
to accept the money unless chang­
es .were made, Some in Congress, 
sharillg some of Wilson's concerns,. 
want. to eliminate the $2- billion 
program. 

On Thursday, the federal educa­
tion department sent the state of 
California its share of the money 
anyway and wrote to Wilson offer­
ing to meet with him to address his 
concerns. 

"There are no federal dictates in 
. Goals 2000, nor are there any 
"f9deral regulations issued as la].· 
Jesul~ of this new program," the 
letter said_ If Wilson's concerns 

:.0 carinot be aSBuaged, however, the 
.; mqney cannot be spent and would 
; Qe r.ea lloca ted to other states. 
:;.:,'::'W:~'11 worry about that st~p if 
.: an.,d>},Yheri we get to it," said Michael . 
.: Cqhen, a senior U.S. Education 
" D'epattment adviser. "Our aim here 
; is 'hot,totake the money back, it's to 
, getit to school districts." . 
';r:fAi ;stake is a federal program 
:: ~¥:~coritrary to the cpncerns of its 
"c~~, has almost rio strings' at ­
: tabhed_ 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, ancl 
· Ventlll'<1 County school districts 
, would wind up with about $900,000_ 

.'The money would support a wide 
· val'iety of projects, such as in 

.: Anaheim, development of currlcu­
: lum and training of teachers to 
· help students make the transition 
between elementary school and 
liliddlc school. Simi Valley would· 

Please see SCHOOLS, A20 
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SCHOOLSI .' J' I 
Continued from A3 ~ tf 
tlse its share to prepare preschoo\­
~rs for kindergarten and students 
in Newbury Park would benefit 
from improved math instruction. 

: The Los Angeles Unified School 

District is set to receive a total of 

~3 million which itplans to distrib­

lite to 221 schools to help them 


. irstitute the LEARN reform plan, 
focusing on improved student 
~chievement, higher standards and, 
areduction in the dropout rate. 

! A consortium of seven school 
districts in' the South Bay area of 
Ii.os Angeles County plans tospend 
the money to integrate computer 
*chnology. and the Internet into a . 
l1ew cur~iculum on the environ­
rpent... ' . 

:i Beverly Rohrer, the school'su­
peri,l1tenqent in Redondo Beach, 
~aid}t!te federal money "would be 
~n ~sSet-definitely an asset." I 
\ But conservatives across the . 

country worry that, rather than an 
a~set, the seemingly innocuous 
program plants the seeds of a 
federal takeover of schools which 
have traditionally been a st~te and 
lpcal responsibility. The outcry has 
been so great· that some states 
including New Hampshire, Virgin~ ! 
i~, Montana. and Alabama, have l 
E1ither refused to apply for the r 
money or have sent it· back to I. 

Washington without spending it. Ii 
; Joan Wonsley. a Dana 

. 
Point f, 

parent who is campaigning against I 
~ 

Goals 2000, said the testing it ! 
promotes to measure whether stu- i 
qents are achieving academic goals I 

a,mou,nts to "social engineering" by!: 
trackmg students into certain fu- ! 
tures based on their performance. r 
! Goals 2000 officials say the pro­
~ram does mention testing and 
establishes academic standards, but 
they are voluntary, not mandated, 
: Maureen DiMarco, Wilson's top 

education acfviser, said t~ gover­
~or wantSlo'-be sure that such 
c,Oncerns are addressed before 
agreeing to accept the money.' 
Although the law's goals ate laud­
a,ble, she said, "the question is 

. "Yh;~ther the money is ... going to 
go for those goals or. sidetrack us 
ipto other things." 
: "We have not said 'No thanks: .. 

J?iMarco said. "If the money 'is 
truly a blank check, of course, we 
,,!oul,d take it. But if it is going to 
reqUlre you to.do things that are in 

,c,onflict with things you believe 
you should do, then we won't." 
\ She said Wilson will probably 

spck by his earlier position of not 
making a final decision until after 
Congress and the Clinton Adminis­
tration have decided on whether : 
the program will be continued, /i 

/ . 

I 



New York Times 

October 14, 1995 


, I . 
Goals 2000 Doesn't Dictate What ~o Teach 
To the EdJtor: nlty for waivers from other Federal 

"Why New Hampshire Said No III educaUon requlrements.. • 
$9 Nllttoo" (Op-Ed, Or;l 7) by . Mr: Fellendorf leaves the absurd 
George W. FeUendorf, cbalnn811 ot impression that Goals 2000 w\l( 
the New Hampsblre Christian CDaU· swoop parents up in some &ort at 
lion. distorts Goals :IOoo beyond draanet. He JI> unable to dlSt.ingul$b 
recognition. between a prograro that promotes 

He claims that the Federal edu(:8;- parent;' helping other parenlB leDrn 
tlon pmgr;un "~substitutes the teach- Oft a voluntar)l basis and Goo.oelll­
lng oJ socIal skIns for more traOttion- !Dent offlclals intervening in tam· 
tJ rognlttve sldlls." In fllct,.1t fOCUtet Wes. Goals 1000 SUppOrts the fDrnler 
00 rais1ng academic 't~i and and Ims not.b1nt 1:0 do ",11b the latter. 
lIchievement and prepar1ng student$ Wh1le the p~e.rn'fj poUtlcal op­
for the world of ~'Ork. " ponents !lave beeu r;pread1n.g mistn-

The xpeclfic COI':IteDt of whll1 11 formation. reachen, parentS 1lhCIad­
teur;!rt U; decldcd by stnte lind loc" m1nistrAlors acrots the country a.re 
officials. ~·Ith no Fedtttf!l lDvolve- us1ng it 10 improve schools. Bigh 
moot 'Ibe emphasis on 'rI,gorous school students In Pennsylvania are 
e:ollI'St' wor\:. in core subjects a~l.I vtslt10g businesses to learn bow 

. tor the strong fjl,lpJXlrt Goals ~OOO !'IIll. , . Illath 8..tld science CMcepts are used. 
I:n the business communItY. Lou:-.· Parentallnvolv&l)lent bas Increased 
~rsmer Jr.. ehaltmlUl end duet c· In many J{entucky scbool& with the 
ecUtive officer ~ the' Inlp..matior.... help of volUnteer coordinators and· 
Business Mad1j!\~ Corporation. re- - oomework botllnes. 1n illinois, teach­
eently said,"U we lase ~ls 2000 I( firs ~elved int.enslve tra.lning in us­
would be an incredibly n2Bative set- lDt computerS to ma.'ke tea~ III 
back for Ws cmmtry," core acad.emk: areN; more uclting 

Mr. Ftillendoli professes to see ~ effectlve, 
IrtIings attached to Goals ZOllO, Yet. Mr, Fellendorfs UHnformed at­
curlQu.s1y. he CI1J1OOt cite any that are \Ock calls to mind a reoertl statement 
real. ~ 2000 is l tk:ldble pro- by Tcrrvl.Bell. Unltf:d States £duc,a,.. 
ITam, in which tbe Federal Govern- tlon Seeretary under Pre$lden1 Rea· 
Dlel'It provides fupdlng to any Irulte pn, in fillWCIrt or Gtlals 2000; 
mllI getS Iu> own slaoClards Jor stu- ''The Amerlcan people suppo~ edu­
dentS and uses its own ~pproach to ' catlonal Q.;ceUenee - not pollUcaI' 
.lmpl"OY:ilIB e<lucatlotl. Not one new extrembm." RICHARD W. )Ul..£Y 
resu11lUCln has beetJ Issued under Secretary or Education 
Goals 2000, and 11 offers ftJl opportu-' Wash.ic.gton. Oct. lJ,l~S 

. 
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR oS.f=: CL-\.t"0VI. /.It,It f$' 
. _rU- IF ­

The GovernorI 
Editor -..,. Your October 6 arti­

cle titled, ·"Wilson Spurns $42 Mil· 
lion Federal Grant for SchoQls." 
does nQt properly present the 
gQvernor's position on Goals 2000. 

The governor has made very 
clear his belief that education is 
the responsibility .of state and 1.0­

. cal governments, and that the 
federal government has no role 
in micro-managing our schools. 
That's why the governQr has stat­
ed his belief that we should "pro­
ceed with caution" in accepting 
second-year Goals 2000 dollars. 

He believes that educators 
and parents must be assured that 
these dollars will, in fact, not be 
tied to federal mandates that lim­
it local decisiQn-making on how 
to use the money either now or in 
the future. 

All tQQ often the pattern of 

federal "programs is to offer 

funds that are then followed by 

the intervention of cQntrolling 

regulations and bureaucratic 

meddling. . 


A further complication-is that 
the House has removed funding 
f.or next year's Goals 2000 budget, 
and the Senate Appropriations 
Committee has reduced Goals 
2000 by nearly two-thirds below 
the president's January budget 
request. 

Schools and Goals 2000 

With the future of GQals 2000 


funding uncertain, for local 

school districts to program funds 


. for multiyear projects, which will 

reqUire the redirection of funds 

from other wQrthy projects, if 

and when the federal dollars are 

eliminated or diminished, would 

be cQunterproductive and impru­

dent. 


. We need only lQok to the bro­

ken !RCA and SLIAG commit: 

ments tQ remember that the fed­

eral gQvernment has promised 


:mQney before and reneged on 
; that promise. 

Very simply put, the governor 

- with, experience as the teacher 

- is being admirably cautious in 

refusing to accept these funds Un­

til all the details are ironed .out. 

Local school districts will do well 

by being equally as cautiQus and 

not expending funds that are not 

already in the bank. Writing 

checks .on an empty account is 

never a good idea. 


The bottQm line: If the Goals 

2000 program is in fact structured 

to be free of federal strings and 

fully funded, and the governor 

believes that the reforms being 

funded are good for our students, 

hIS concerns will be satisfied. 


MAUREEN Di.MARCO 
Cabinet Secretary 
G.overnor's Office 

of Child Development 
and Education 

Sacramento 

" 

/'1 
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Wilson says he ~ely'will 


spurn $42mi)Jion in U.S., aid 
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in ~rAnts for U 19cnool.. 

districtp in San DiQgo Count~ 



Contact: SUsie la.n:;1e (916) 657-3027 REI.#95-40 
FAX (916) 657-5101 07/27/95' 

~ A'NNCltJN:!ES GOALS 2000 GRANl'S 'ro SCHOOLS 

SACRAMENIO-"I am very pleased to announce california's first recipients of 

over $15 million in federal Goals 2000 grants, II said Delaine Eastin, state 

SUperintend.ent of Public Instruction. ''With these funds local Schools have a 

trememous opportunity to foster significantly greater parent ani Cnmrnmity 

participation in setting high st:a:ndardS for student achievement, preparing 

students for the world of work, arrl improvi.rq sChool safety an:} discipline~ 

"The Goals 2000: mucate America Act calls for rethinking the whole system 
of education l:oth at the state level arrl in local schools, districts arrl 

counties," Eastin explained. "Former President Bush arrl the nation I s governors , 

initiated Goals 2000 to improve Arrerican education, arrl it has been carried on by 

President Clii1ton. '!he urrlerlying theme is to shift the base of power ani 

_direction for education from the federal arrl state goverrnoonts to local 


cormnunities." 


Schools, districts arrl county offices of education that have formed various 

alliances referred to as consortia, may use their Goals 2000 furrls to improve 

their delivery of education. In total, 1,883 california schools in 227 school 

districts will be participating in the school improvement activities funded by 

this bipartisan federal legiSlation of 1994 (Attachment A). 

Goals 2000 sets broad objectives for improving education nationwide, rut 

also gives states, school districts, arrl schools great flexibility in determining 

how best to neet the national goals in each school camrmmity. Within each of the 

furrled alliances or consortia, a panel of parents, educators, business arrl civic 

leaders will come together to create a common viewpoint arrl vision arrl an action 

plan ·for improving their local schools. 

lcx::!al panels will be looking at all aspects of their local educational 

process, including: 

establishing clear local education goals 

1 
1 

MORE ... MORE .... MORE 

P.O. Box 944272 • Sacramento, California 94244-2720 

http:improvi.rq
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o defining high content arrl performance st:.ardards for all students 

• evaluati.rq lcx:::al programs to see where improven:ent is needed. 

o developi.rq a'specific plan of action to addreSs those local needs 

• implen:enti.rq the lcx:::ally agreed upon improv~ts 

'Ihe Act established. eight national educational goals (Attachment B) ani 

provides :fundinc;J to states to be used for two pu:r:pJSeS: 

1) development of a state plan for educational refonn, ani 

2) sul.:grants to lcx:::al districts arrl county offices of education. 

The state plan is supposed to be developed by a diverse panel of' educators, 

legislators, arrl business arrl cormm.mity . leaders appointed. jointly by Governor 

Wilson arrl state SUperinterrlent Eastin. Governor Wilson, has postponed. authorizin;J 

the panel while he waits to see if Congress continues the program. 

"In the final analysis, I hope that Congress chooses to reauthorize this 

worthwhile opportunity for lcx:::al school refonn initiatives," noted. Eastin. ''Not 

only will the schools cited. today receive additional funds, :but many other sch<x:>ls 

will be able to participate. california rms an abysmal recent history in failirge	to support K-12 educational reforms. It would be so foolish for the state to 

reject $44 million in federal money available for schools if Congress chooses to 

reauthorize. I, for one, cannot compreherrl retaining tobac.co subsidies while 

. discontinuing' school improveroont programs like Goals 2000. II 


Nationally, 48 of the 50 states arrlthe District of Columbia are 

. 	 . . 

participati.rq in Goals 2000. state panels have already been l'lalTe:i in 36, ani 10 

states have completed. state plans that are either approved. or currently Urrler 

review. states that have approved. plans are Kentucky, Massachusetts, oregon, and 

utah. 

Provided. that fed.eral·:fundinc;J continues to' be made available, current grant 

recipients will receive three years of funding in order to begin impleroontir:q 

their pl~. In addition, a secorrl rourrl of grant awards will allCM additional 

schools and districts to begin Goals 2000 plannin;J. 

The names of irrlividual schools participati.rq in Goals 2000 may be obtained 

from the irrlividual districts listed.. For more infonnation, please oontact Terry 

Emmett at (916) 657-5140 or Margaret Fortune at (916) 657-2741. 

##### 
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GRAY OAVIS 
~wutemud Cinourwr 

HAND DELIVERED "tau of &tdDmia-
October 17, 1995 

The Honorable Pete Wilson 
Govemor of Ca1ifomia 
State Capitol 
SacramentoI CA 9~ 

Dear GQa,!Q:fMer Wilsdi"f." 

, am writing to express my dismay and bewilderment Over your re1}.Jsar to E';:'_~. A the $42.1 
million. in Goers 2000 funds awarded to Califomia schools. 

As you know, Goals 2000 was the brainchild of former President Gecr,c. 6U5h~ and 
involved ell 50 of th~ nation's g~\lemors in a process that began in 1989. 1~ common­
sense goals advanced by this program represent a broad CDflsenSU5 j;j ~ education 
community about how 'to improve the quality of our pub1ic schools - ar.:: hOuto better 
educate our children for the 21st century. 

You have stated that Goals 2000 involves a "myriad of federal di(:tate:>" iind'that the 
federal government has placed "extraordinary conditions" upon the receipt c1'11ese funds.. 
Absorute[y nothing could be further from the truth. In faet,there may netbe Eonycurren\ 
federal program involving the disbursement of funds to the states that cernU with fewer 
strings .attached. Moreover, no new federal regulations whatsoever were piQr.'lUlgated with 
regard to the use of this money. 

However, based on a personal meeting 1 had with Education Secretary f\ic~rd Riley in 
Washington iast week, I am convinced that the U.S. Department of Edu,a\on and the 
Clinton Administration are more than willing to work to accommodate ;'JNJ legitimate 
objections you may have in order to ensure that California's schooTch\Ii,(en are not 
shortchanged. 

Jsincerely hope you will reconsider and immediately release these funds to '..1',':: California 
schools that eamed and deserve them. . 

S'1'1? wEST c~1IIY IIIOUU':'vAIiIO .o<.lIi15 t::AUi"ORN ... STRi:i:T 

SuIT" 16:30 SUITE 060 
5T...TIt c:;......"fOI.. 

~Ml!14 
~?/'.I'It;t''tQ. ~ ~e.... . L..O$ "",G!:I.=r. t::A. 1I'Q045-5B.:!J i~N t'A.uJeu~oo. I!.L ~&t 

. ~g,"'J"'lD '''''''i ~"''''-.1:f>...,(sle.) ~S'818i1 
fAl tHO} 4!l:S:U3 . . I!'j)( (415] 167'3$30 r.u (91613Z9.d~.9a ..,1Al 
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Governor Pete Wilson 
"state capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Governor wilson, 

'Once again lam writing to urge you release the $42 million in 
federal Goals 2000 funds for California schools. I am gravely 
concerned that our students are being denied access to'important 
programs and services that they need and deserve. 

'A month ago I wrote to clarify what seemed to be some 
misunderstanding by your staff about federal constraints on Goals 
2000 spending. I explained that nearly every dime of that money 
has already been allocated to'projects designed entirely by local 
school districts throughout the state -- they told us how they 
intended to spend the money consistent with their goals. Th'eir 
proposals had to be developed by local planning committees made 
up of parents, community members and educators. 

Those projects and the specific amounts allocated were announced 
to the schools and the media in July. Some examples of the kinds 
of activities to be funded by schools are attached. 

A small portion of the funds will be used at the state level to 

underwrite implementation of reading, math and technology 

programs. 


I am concerned about a recent newspaper report stating that you 
are still considering turning California '. s share of Goals.2000 
funds back to the united states Treasury for distribution to the 
other 46 states that are accepting Goals 2000 funds. 

Governor, I can assure you that I find the conditions attached to 
this grant application to be far less.onerous than those 
associated with such programs, as School-to-Work. That grant, you 
will recall, California applied for and did not receive. In that 
case we both lamented the loss of nearly $15 million in federal 
funds. Let us not turn our noses 'up at nearly three times as 
much money for education reform. 

I am offering, as I did a month ago, to a~swer any specific 

concerns that you have about "conditions" or "strings" attached 

to the funds .. Please help me to help our school children. 


Let's bring California taxpayers' $42 million home. T know of no 
better way to support locally-initiated school reform. 



Raelene, 

I re-did the letter on my disk (attached). 

See edits on cover NR page. 

Have Terry title the attachment:Examples of GOALS 2000 
Activities,' and be sure to spell-check and edit. 

Also attach the chronology to the news release, NOT to the 
governor's letter. He pnly gets the examples page 

Mary will sign the letter. It needs to go to the Governor, hand­
delivered. That can be done on the way to the capitol pres~ 
corps. The letter has to go FIRST. 

, ( 

Auto-fax to EW, county and district supts, misc. media in tower 
of power. OR, better yet, get it down to mailroom and if it can 
get out today, skip the tower of power list and mail to: radio;" 
tv, ceop, dailies, distA, 

Have' Bob Agee take care of getting to ed coalition and 
legislators. I spoke with him about it already. 

Also 'fax to Riley's office. Ask Camille/Mary'to take care of 
that. 

I will try to call you from the meeting when I arrive probly by 
8:30 or 9:00. Dina should have a contact number at the place 
where we will be. Try to get a copy to us there if possible. 



Wilson consioersrefitSing . 
~ .$41.:S·rililllorl"ln-:sch()()l'ald

~.... .J. _ T • _ • 

By K~D'Chave~ ~ SAC. BF-e' l a myriad of federal dictates," WH­
Bee Capitol Bureau 9-/5-95'; son wrote in a July letter to Eas­

, . ':. tin. 'We do not need federal mi­
La~~ing out at :'federal dic- !. cro-nianagement of California's 

tates, , Gov. Pete WIlson may re- , education reform efforts." 
ject $41.5 million in aid for Cali-:. But a conservative think tank 
forl).ia schools - includiQg $1.1 1Thursday questioned Wilson's sin­
million earmarked for schools in ; cerity on the issue, noting that he 
the Sacramento region- that is ' already' authorized spending as 
being doled out under President . much' as $10 million in a previous 
Clinton's Goals 2000 education re- Goals 2000 grant. 
form plan. . . , "I think he knows politically 

The Republican governor has that it's a hot topic," said Natalie 
told Superiptendent of 'Public' lri~ . Willlams, director of education af­

. struction Delaine Eastin, whose fairs for the Claremont Institute. 

office administers the federal "Goals 2000 has a lot of baggage 

grants, that the money is not part. . associated with it, and as (Wilson) 

ofhis 1995·96 budget. . r'." '. tries to appeal to people in his run 


'Wh&t started out as a hopeful 
partnership has deteriorated into Please see WILSON, back page~ 

t, I 
~. 

Wilson: Conservatives oppose prOgram'

. . 

Continued from page Al 
, for the presidency, he has had to 
step around the Goals 2000 issue." 

Initiated under former Presi­
" dent Bush, the Goals 2000: Edu­

cate America Act was signed into 
law by Clinton in April 1994. The 
program provides federal financ­
ing for state, community and 
school efforts to raise education 
standards. , 

Conservatives have attacked 
the program as one that exercises 

, too much federal control over local 
schools. 

Eastin is among those who have 
de"ended Goals 2000, saying it 
gi' as local educators "great flexi­

. bility in determining how best to 
meet national goals." 

t' Congress is contemplating 
. changes in the Goals 2000 pro­

gram and may drop it altogether. 
, Maureen DiMarco, the gover­
\ nor's secretary of child develop­

ment and education, said Wilson 
- \ is waiting for Congress to act be· 

for~ deciding whether to accept or 
.... ..1.._. _ . ,... . . . 

reject a second-year grant of $41.5 
million. 

"To go after the second-year 
money, you have to know what's 
going to happen next, and that is 
very unclear in Washington," Di-
Marco said. "You don't want to be 
in a position of drawing down the 
money and then having them 
change the rules." . 

Of the $41.5 million contained 
in California's second Goals 2000 
grant, about $1.1 million is sched­
uled to go to certain school dis­
tricts in Sacramento, Yolo, Placer 
and El Dorado counties. 

Paul Warren, who oversees edu­
cation policy for the nonpartisan 
legislative analyst, said the feder­
al money is generally forwarded to 
the state in late September. The 
grants are awarded to Eastin's 
Department of Education, but ex­
penditures require approval by 
the state Department of Finance, 
which is controlled by Wilson. 

The national debate over Goals 
2000 has wormed its way into the 
, <' ..--.....-.~ ........ _-_.... ... '.
~ 

race for president, as Wilson and 
other Republican contenders 'have 
sought to attract votes by posi. 
tioning., themselves as foes of big 
government. 

Clinton defended his education 
spending programs last week, but 
New Hampshire Gov. Steve Merr­
ill, an influential voice in the con­
test for the GOP presidential 
nomination, has rejected Goals 
2000 money for his state. 

,The Claremont Institute sought 
to pressure Wilson into doing the 
same by bringing attention to the 
$10 million grant he accepted last 
year. 

"He cannot continue to waver 
back and forth on this issue," Wil­
Iiams said. "This is his chance to 
take a stand. His actions will 
show us if he is for or against 
Goals 2000." 

DiMarco and a Wilson finance 
spokesman said the first-year 
money did not come with the same 
restrictions that may app!y to the 
state's second grant. 

http:forl).ia


P.2 SEP 28 '95 07:29PM SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN· 

~ 
CALIFORNIA 

.~ 
~t~~ ~tCtf.es~mau 

WASHINOrONj D. C. 

September 28, 1995 

The Honorable Delaine Eastin . 

State Superintendent of Public Instruction' 

California Department of Education 

721 Capitol Mall 

Post Office Box 944272 

Sacramento, Califo~ia 94244.272q 


Dear Delaine: 

Thank you so much for the information. I. wanted to 
send you a copy of the letter I am sending to Governor 
Wilson today. Keep me informed and keep up the good 
work on behalf of California's students. 

( 




SEP 28 '95 07;29PM SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN 	 . P.l 

.FAX from . .. 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
.. of California 

331 Hart Senate Office Building 

Washington. DC 20510 


(202) 224-3841 


~. 	 TIME: 
--------~-------

FROM: 


TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES (ING-UDING COVER SHEET): t 
NOTE: 	 The information contained in this facsimile is confidential. If YQU receive this transmission in error, 

please notify the sender immediately. 
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Pork patrol ~. 
One of our Irregulars suggests the State Depa~ent as a candidate for our 

Federal Fat Award this week, referring us to a General Accounting Office report 
on consultants and experts hired as contractors by State's Office of the 
Inspector General. "It's an old-boy network," we are told, "consisting of 
former ambassadors and other former officials who travel the world, staying in 
the best accommodations, charging it off to taxpayers via State ..They're 
supposed to be looking into waste, fraud and abuse, but there's some .question 
about whether they do anything more than generate it." 

Based on this suggestion, we obtained a copy of the previously restricted 
document. It says the IG's office "did a poor job" of awarding those contracts, 
hiring people without really spelling out what they were supposed to do and 
setting up retirees as independent contractors in violation of federal rules. 

The report makes much of the fact that the·IG's office didn't deliberately 
try to cover up anything, it was just a matter of incomplete reports and 
misuhderstandings, The IG, ih a response to the report, said its actions ~ere 
legitimate and well-intentioned. Nonetheless, in reviewing 265 expert and 
c~nsu~tant appointments, State decided t6 termiriate a whopping 101 of them. 

Our informant is not appeased. "Unlike regular federal employees, the 
consultants get paid to ~ommute to Washington from wherever they live and are 
put up in the best hotels while they receive their assignments," we were told. 
We understand that the Senate. Governmental Affairs subcommittee on federal 
services, post office and civil service asked the Office of Personnel Management 
to find out exactly what State is doing to correct the situation. 

Nice talk 

Embattled California conservatives have a new rallying cry in their dogfight 
with moderate Gov. Pete Wilson. They're callin~ themselves the "F.I. 'S." The 
initials refer to an April meeting with Assembly Republicans in Grass Valley, 
Calif., where Mr. Wils~n is ·said to have explained that any legislato~ who 
opposed his tax increases was, er, ah, "[fundamentally] irrelevant." 

The sentiment could very well come back to haunt the governor at the state 
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GOP convention in Anaheim on Sept. 13-15. Those fun-loving right-wingers are 
planning to plaster the meeting!. with "F.I." bumper stickers, 'buttons and signs. 

"Conservatives are really taking this up as a red badge of courage," said 
Robert Stutzman of the Capitol Resource Institute in Sacramento. 

Drives them c~azy 

An office has been set up in the foyer of the Kremlin Palace of Congresses 
to provide psychological services to stressed-out people's deputies. Trained 
psychologists are on hand to help legislators deal with the rather chaotic 
events of recent weeks. 

According to the official Tass news agency, deputies are suffering from 
feelings of inadequacy brought on by their behavior during the putsch, or 
they're feeling disoriented and isolated in the new political climate. 

Some of the politicians are reported to be suffering stage fright at the 
thought of having to speak in public. 

Many former members of the Communist Party are among visitors to the 
counselihg cehter. 

White House green 

,President Bush can whack the little white ball around right on his own lawn, 
thanks to the installation of a nine-hole putting green. The addition to the ' 
existing presidential amusements appeared on the White House South Lawn while 
Mr. Bush was off vacationing in Maine. 

Like any kid with a new toy, Mr. Bush made a beeline for the kidney-shaped 
artificial-turf green soon after getting back from Kennebunkport. It provided a 
means of decompressing from the regimen of golfing nearly every day during his 
monthlong vacation. 

The single green, 55 by 35 feet, contains nine separate holes. It's ~n a 
secluded area of the White House grounds near the tennis court, hidden from 
public view by large trees and shrubs. Sports Rec, a sporting equipment 
company, and the WhiteHouse Maintenance Office built the green for about 
$2,000. It was paid for with money from the White House budget. Also during the 
vacation, the White House tennis court was resurfaced. 

On Tuesday, Mr. Bush tri!'ld out the green briefly with first lady Barbara 
Bush and Vice President Dan Quayle, said Wh~te House spokesman Gary Foster. 

"He was very pleased with it," Mr. Foster said. 

Dial-a-pitch 

The selling of the Bush administration's "America 2000" education reform 
strategy continued yesterday with the inauguration of a daily five-minute 
conference call that will enable Education Secretary Lamar Alexander to 
chit-chat with governors and other state officials who are leaping on the 
bandwagon to reform schools. 
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Mr. Bush launched. the national. telephone networking effort when he 
personally got on the line with Maryiand Go~. William Donald Schaefer and Maine 
Gov. John McKernan.. "We are totally committe,d to keeping this on a 
non-partisan basis," the president said in his pitchto.Gov. Schaefer, a 
Democrat. 

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 

http:pitchto.Gov
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Something very interesting happened in Massachusetts this week, a clue 

perhaps that status quo politic,s - inaction in a costume of concern - may have 
surpassed its capacity to deceive. 

The subject was elementary and secondary school education, ~nother declining 
industry in a declining state. 

, 
In three days of media politics surrounding a visit by Education Secretary 

Lamar Alexander, one lesson ,was learned: the non-policy of the state's rookie 
Reaganite governor, William Weld, fails to meet even the limited standards of 
President Bush. At issue is not money per se, but a commitment to serious, 
thorough reform of a failing system. 

For the most part, Bush's response to the country's slipping education system 
at least fulfills the first obligation of medicine: do no harm. Viewed benignly, 
the state and federal players at least have a chance to unite in support of 
reforms at the state level; research can identify a few new ideas; theprimacy 
of good ',education's place in the country's 'economic future is recognized; and 
some imp'ortant national goals (with timetables) have been set.:; 

In his travels, Alexander can and does assist the process of change in 
serious-minded states - as Transportation Secretary Sam Skinner has done with 
the vital issue of infrastructure reconstruction. With a well time'dnod to a 
dilligent Republican like Pete Wilson of California or.anexperienced Democrat 
like Bill Clinton of Arkansas; reform gets a needed boost. oi co~rse, politics 
is involved, but within the bounds of Bush's limited vision/the politics is not 
pernicious. 

Every so often, however, an Alexander visit serves to highlight what is not 
happening. That is what'really happened in Massachusetts this week. 

From the administration's hardly exacting education perspective, Weld's 
government is a rare example of inaction. In this lousy economy, every state has 
horrendous budget problems, and is doing horrendous things to fix them; except 
in the uniquely self-absorbed state political culture, there' is nothing unusual 
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about Massachusetts' problems. What is unusual is that unlike other governors in 
both parties, Weld has neglected education reform; administration officials here 
are well aware that the real action in Massachusetts is legislative, in the. 
form of,a top-to-bottom reform package that is due at the end of the year. 

The trouble for Weld was that with Alexander coming to the state, he needed 
to have a program so that he could be signed onto Bush's America 2000 effort. 
So, 10 and behold, an outline was created out of intellectually thin air and 
promoted in1the press the day before Alexander's visit. ' 

Naturally, that produced a substantive and political counterattack from the 
people doing the real work of reform. The physical symptom of the Weld policy by 
press release was the childish effort to pretty up the middle school in 
Springfield to which the Alexander entourage was escorted. 

More important were the policy symptoms mocking the Weld ,"program." Statewide 
testing of students, both to measure progress and enforce standards, is a 
component of the press release. In his budget, Weld sought to slash the state's 
testing effort in half; only because the Legislature overrode him is the testing 
budget stable at about $ 1 million, though the governor's evisceration attempt. 
has ruined basic-skills testing for this year. 

Laughably, the press-release program also mentioned extending the school day 
and year, another basic component of all serious reform efforts - but this one 
from an administration that briefly signed off on the attempt by one pinched 
city (Holyoke) to shorteni~s term. 

The press release's nonseriousness was also evident in its total neglect of 
e~rly-childhood intervention and efforts to assis~ the transition from school to 
work, and its propagation of the dangerous myth that private funds (however 
helpful) can somehow fill the void left by public abandonment. 

In two months, Masssachusetts will get a real reform blueprint from the 
Legislature'e Education Committee; At that point, Gov. Weld will have to decide 
whether to become a serious player; he is not one today. 

GRAPHIC: DRAWING, ELEANOR MILL ILLUSTRATION 

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 

LOAD-DATE: October 26" 1991 
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ABSTRACT: Outcome-based education has become a contentious issue as 
conservative groups lobby against its implementation. They claim that this 
form of educational reform woulddeny children their freedom of <thought by 
dictating what they are supposed to know. 

TEXT: 

When the Bush administration first embraced it five years ago, 'the 


, idea seemed like good conservative education theory and the most promising 
device around to improve academic standards in American schools. The "it" 
was "out,come-based education," and OBE was going to help make Bush the 
"education president." At its core was a fundamental shift in education 
policy from a focus on inputs - hours spent in class, years of schooling 
completed, courses taken, dollars spent - to the definition and measurement 
of academic outcomes. OBE fit perfectly with the increasin'gly fashionable 
idea of school decentralization. The state would promulgate guidelines and 
develop assessments for what students should know and do; the local school 
would determine,how to reach those goals. . 

The standards ,and assessments, moreover, were to be "criterion 
referenced," meaning they would be based on what students had to know in 
the real world (thus presumably closing the gap with the Germans and the 
Japanese), not normed,as they had always been, according to what the 
average student was doing. Chester E. Finn, the most innovative educational 
thinker in the Reagan and Bush administrations, pushed hard for OBE, and it 
became part of Bush's America 2000 education proposals. The idea also 
became a cornerstone of Bill Clinton's education program, now enshrined in 
Goals 2000 - the Educate America Act - which Clinton signed last spring. 

But a funny thing happened,to OBE on the way from Checker Finn's 
embrace to its implementation in the classroom, and thereby hangs a 
revealing tale about why it's so hard to reform American schools. Mention 
outcome-based education now to the religious conservatives at citizens for 
Excellence in Education (CEE) or the National Association of Christian 
Educators, with which CEE is affiliated, or to the conservative members of 
Focus on the, Family or Concerned Women for America or Phyllis Schlafly's 
Eagle Forum, and they're likely to become apoplectic. Depending on the 
version, they insist l OBE is .either nonsensical mumbo jumbo or part of 
something very sinister: undermining children's religious faith, promoting 
"politically correct issues such as environmentalism, gun ,control and 
homosexuality" in the words of ,Rutherford Institute President John W. 
Whitehead, and thus representing "one of the most frightening assaults on 
individual freedom we/ve ever faced." OBE, says former Education Secretary 
3ill Bennett (who happens tobs one of Checker Finn's heroes), has become a 
tool for the education establishment to advance its own social agenda: "a 
Trojan horse for social engineering." ' 

In the past couple of years, pitched battles have been fought over OBE 
~nd related programs from one end of the country to the other: in 
Pennsylvania and Virginia, Washington and California, Kentucky and 



Oklahoma, and a great many local communities in between. In some instances, 
those fights have been over shadows: a story in a new state curriculum 
guide that seems to some group to question the primacy of heterosexual 
marriage as the foundation of social life, or that suggests to someone that 
maybe the writer is trying to foist vegetarianism and animal rights on the 
tender minds of fourth graders. 

But to dwell on these phantoms of the new school wars would distort a 
far more complex story. This is not only a controversy between an 
ever-reasonable education establishment and the know-nothing right, as the 
annual textbook censorship reports of the liberal People for the American 
Way seem to suggest; nor is it just a fight against attempts by the forces 
of political correctness to capture the hearts and minds of our children, 
as conservatives like Thomas Sowell or Dinesh D'Souza would have it. At 
bottom it reflects genuine social, intellectual, and ideological 
controversies about how children should be taught, what they should learn, 
and what, ultimately, schools should be in a democratic society. Unless the 
progressive education establishment ,begins to'appreciate the sources,of 
resistance to reform, it will invite the kind of paralyzing backlash we 
have seen in many areas of our national life. 

LOST IN THE TRANSLATION 
The OBE fights have raised important educational and ideological 

issues. If OBE was a welcome answer to conservative impatience with the 
constant emphasis on school inputs (which usually meant demands for more 
money), few people noticed that it also dovetailed nicely with a major 
liberal agenda: to get rid of objective testing and rote learning in favor 
of so-called performance-based assessment - more open-ended essay 
questions, more problem solving, more analysis, more emphasis on 
"higher-order" reasoning, perhaps even more creativity. At the very 
pinnacle of OBE g~ru William Spady's "Demonstration Mountain" was something 
called the transformational zone," where assignments transcend the bounds, 
of specific academic di~ciplines and require "real world . . . complex role 
performances," sometimes called "authentic assessment." For all its jargon, 
spady's pinnacle seemed to be precisely what a lot of employers were 
looking for: applicants with social skills, the ability to work 
cooperatively, tolerance of people of other races, and skills suited t6 
solve practical problems. In many states, the Business Roundtable was a 
major booster o'f OBE-type reforms. ' 

But OBE also lends itself to monumental mushiness, and when state 
departments of education produced their new OBE guidelines for local 
districts, they often included such outcomes as "positive self-image," 
"environmental stewardship," "openness to change," "appreciation of 
diversity in others [and] appreciation of the global community," 
"interpersonal competencies," "a willingness to question things," and 
"holistic learning.1! Those criteria not only brought the Christian right 
into the battle, sometimes with barrages of misinformation; they also made 
a great many other parents nervous. Were students going to be, tested on 
this stuff? Were school curricula going to be based on it? OBE, Finn said 
recently, "was hijacked. I! . 

Spady, who is a full-time private consultant on OBE to school systems 

.and state education departments, says those outcomes aren't integral to 


·JBE. As Spady sees it, things got "mistranslated". on the way down: "Values; 
attitudes, and psychological states like self concept and tolerance are not 
:mtcomes and cannot be measured." The important thing, in his view, was to 
free local districts from the time requirements and curricular boxes that 
are staples of all education codes: so many years of English and math; so 
many hours in class. The purpose, he says, is not to impose new mandates 
but to free schools from the old ones. But he also speaks of stressing 
"broad attitudinal, affective, motivational and relational qualities." 

Whatever his intent, affective OBE set off fights in scores of places. 
In Pennsylvania and Virginia OBE became a major political issu~ that, in 



the words of CEE, was nothing less than a battle between secular humanists 
and persons who believe in Jrideo-Christian·values. aBE, CEE charged, might 
eventually include gay and lesbian studies; the initiative would lead to 
the collection of data on the-personal moral beliefs and values of 
individual stu,dents, and then to the development of means of altering those 
b~liefs. In the end, aBE was witharawn or blocked in Virginia, Ohio, and 
Oklahoma, at least temporarily stopped in Connecticut, and, after a school 
board was recalled, repealed in Littleton, Colorado, where it had been in 
place for more than two years. While it survived in Pennsylvania, it did so 
only after the state agreed to downplay the affective goals and to 
guarantee that students would not be assessed on them. Yet aBE remains the 
theoretical cornerstone of the Clinton education reform program and, 
depending on the definition, versions of aBE are in place in a growing 
number of states. Among them, according to the nonpartisan Education 
Commission of the states, are Kentucky, which has overhauled its entire 
education system, Oregon, Utah, and all 6verseas u.s. military dependents' 
schools. Meanwhile, in places like Florida, the battle goes on. 

FROM DEWEY TO PUMSY 
The struggles over aBE resonate with echoes of curriculum fights past 

- fights about the inclusion of the united Nations and one-worldism in the 
"social studies curricula of the 1950s and 1960s, fights in the teaching of 
reading between phoni9s and look-say, fights over the "open school" and 
between child-centered and discipline centered learning - fights, most 
commonly, between traditionalists and Deweyan progressives. The religious 
right continues to resist the inclusion of Catcher in the Rye and Of Mice 
and Men in high school English courses and is still battling furiously to 
give what it calls scientific creationism equal time with evolution (and, 
if some of them had their druthers, more than equal time). Liberals are 
still complaining about Huck Finn and prayers at school graduation 
exercises. 

But the new ideological controversies are loaded with a great deal of 
additional freight, much of it derived from the national uncertainties 
about multicultuialism and from escalating mandates' that schools educate 
all students from that great diversity at least through the twelfth grade, 
which has never been done anywhere. Those mandates pile yet more demands on 
the already excessive burdens of the schools ~ AIDS education, sex 
educ~tion, tolerance f6r ethnic diversity (and often for diversity in 
sexual preference as well), environmentalism, animal rights, inclusion of 
even the severely handicapped in regular classes, classes for 14-year-old 
mothers, and programs to enhance self-esteem. In New York, the chancellor 
orders the schooJs to "include nderences to lesbians and gay.s in all 
curricular areas" and requires that they be treated as "real people to be 
respected and appreciated. i ' In Southampton, New York, school officials 
cancel a student production of Peter Pan after some local Indians,complain 
that the song "Ugg-a-Wugg" is offensive. In Flushing, the same' fate befalls 
an elementary school production of Annie Get Your Gun after somebody 
complains that the word "gun" might encourage violence. In Lake County, 
Florida the local board, reacting to the miasma of "multiculti" relativism, 
orders that American culture be presented as "superior to other foreign or 
other historic cultures." In a Texas district, Santa's name comes off the 
classroom wall because it's an anagram of satan. 

CENSORSHIP 
And then there's Pumsy, a blue dragon in an elem~ntary school series 

of.self-esteem books who is a little short of self-confidence because she 
doesn't breathe enough fire and who finally gets it together through the 
power of positive thinking: "I am me," goes a Pumsy anti-drug mantra, "and 
I'm okay. 'I (Shades of the Reader's Digest of the Eisenhower era). For the 
210,000 member CEE, the trouble with Pumsy is that she becomes too' 
self-reliant, thereby undermining the authority of parents, teachers, 'and 
organized religion. CEE has waged war on Pumsy allover the countrYiin 



1993 People for the American Way listed Pumsy as one of tha leading targets 

of attempts by the religious right to censor school curricula. But you 

surely don't have to be a religious fundamentalist to wonder whether trying 

to generate self-esteem ahead of (or apart from) genuine achievement isn't 

getting things backward. A few years ago, IIDoonesbury" did in the cult of 

self~esteem better than all the forces of CEE. 


A great many of those new cultural imperatives, and particularly those 

focused on equity and diversity, have now become part of the civic religion 

of the public ,schools. It thus shouldn't be surprising that' conservative 

ideas like OBE lose (or gain) a great deal in translation as they move 

toward the classroom., The problem 1s compounded by the proclivity of the 

schools for "wholehoggism": No curriculum change is ever gradual. 


Thus, when it's decided, that concentration on the basics - the refrain 

of the late 1970s and 1980s - leaves kids unable to solve real problems or 

to develop what the trade calls "higher-order skills," the tendency is not 

just to modify the curriculum but to sUbstitute a new one. And so "whole 

language" reading programs are instituted to emphasize the comprehension of 

literature, not just the decoding of words and sentences. But instead of 

retaining things like phonics, the new syllabus in California now tells 

teachers they should never teach phonics except in the context of a "whole 

language" ~ramework. That, the critics charge, probably with some 

justification, has helped to drive California's fourth grade reading scores 

down to forty-eighth in the nation, just above Mississippi's. But don't 

worry, say the state guidelines, if the kids can't spell the words or 

remember the multiplication tables; the mechanics should always be 

subordinate. "Early memorization of number facts is seen as a hindrance 

rather than a help in developing mathematical understanding," the 

guidelines say. The important thing is that the student gets the general 

idea. Similarly,' the influential Nation~l Council of Teachers of 

Mathematics calls for "a shift toward mathematical reasoning . . . toward 

conjecturing, inventing and problem solving - away from an emphasis on 

mechanistic answer-finding." 


That may sometimes be a perfectly sensible proposition. But when it 

hardens into all-pu~pose doctrine, it has ,no more validity than 'what the 

progressives call drill-and-kill. And, of course, it drives a lot of 

traditionalists nuts; 


CALIFORNIA'S CLAS STRUGGLE ~ 
And so we come to what may be the most reve~ling of the contemporary ~ 

ideological curriculum battles, the fight last spring over CLAS, the "~~ 
California Learning Assessment System, a so-called performance-based test.~~ 

, I~ 1991, wh7n ,Rep';lblican Governor" Petewi~son . enthusiastically' signed the '~' 
0111 authorlzlng lts development, CLAS, llke OBE, was expected to become a' r 
m,ajorinstrument, for driving the public schools toward h, i,gher academi,c ~. 
standards. It was also supposed to be a model for the Clinton ~~Qq9l reform ~ 
~qrn.. CLAS tests were t-olSe-giVeil' in grades four:'~eight, and ten in'~ c:: 
~eading, writing, and math, and in grades five and ten in history, social )be ~ 
science, arid natural science, and would require a lot more than ~ , 
fill-in-the~bubble answers to multiple-choice questions. The tests would ~ ~~ 
jemand analys , problem solving, and comprehension based on global ~~ 
~riteria. Since each test was to provide individual scores for each, ~' ~ 
student, as well as average scores for each school and district, it would ~~~J 
3lso send a persuasive message to the many complacent parents who thought, ~_ ~ 
~ontrary to most inter~ational comparisons, that the A's and B's their kidS~~ 
were getting in, school really meant they were doing welL ~ >-' 

But last June, after a series of increasingly embarrassing ~~ ~ 
jisclosures, Wilson killed CLAS's funding. Several months later he killed a ~~ 
:Jill extending and reforming CLAS. ,By then complaints about the test had 
~ome not just from the religious right but~from the teachers unions, the 
state school boards, and a wide range of others who had once been strong 
:Jackers of the test. These groups now objected that the questions intruded 



into the personal lives and be~iefs of students; that in shifting to 
open-ended questions the basics were all but ignored; that the reading 
samples offended religious sensibilities and, in some cases, contained 
racial stereotypes to boot; and, worst of all, that CLAS didn't measure the 
things it purported to measure .. 

ATTACKS ON THE TEST 
Some of the early attacks on the test, which was first given in 1993, 

were just plain silly: that an Alice Walker story about a Christian (black) 
woman who marries a Muslim fosters religious relativism; that a child's 
musings in an Annie Dillard story about a snowball fight were too violent; 
that another Alice Walker essay on the life of a horse was 
"anti-meat-eating." In some cases, the complaints parodied themselves. CEE, 
which was one of the leaders of the fight from the start, complained that 
on an arithmetic item in which fourth graders were asked how they would 
divide five apples among four people, the preferred answer was one apple 
apiece, with the fifth going to the neediest. Nobody could ever produce 
evidence for such an item, but since state officials, for legitimate 
security reasons, never disclosed all the test questions, no one could ever 
prove that the item didn't exist. still, it seemed reasonable that when 
some districts asked to be exempted from the test - a number were hit with 
parent lawsuits filed by the Rutherford Institute, which now regards itself 
as the civil liberties union of the. religious right - the state Education 
Department argued that they ought not give in to a bunch of religious nuts. 

At that point, however, a host of other problems began to emerge. 
While the department, in its first trial of the test, wisely decided not to 
give individual scores and to confine its reports to school and district 
averages, the Los Angeles Times learned that in several hundred schools, 
those averages were based on the test results of a handful of students and 
in some cases on no more than one. But that disclosure paled next to news 
about the test items themselves, particularly on the reading portions. 
Those items, instead of first asking specific questions about the reading. 
passages, asked students in the fourth grade to note down their "thoughts 
and feelings about this story." Tenth graders were asked to tell their 
"first response (ideas, questions, or opinions)." Thereafter they were 
invited to tell "what it means to you ... how it relates to your own 
life, or whatever else you think is important." There were also 
cartoon-type balloons. (or empty heads) to fill in with words or pictures 
describing what the characters were thinking. 

Defetiders of the test, echoing the conventional (and depressing) 
classroom wisdom, argued that, far from being intrusive, such questions 
reflected standard classroom practice; there was no way to engage kids in 
the reading unless it was directly related to their pwn lives. Moreover, 
they said, in another bow to current fashion, different children learned 
and expressed themselves best in different ways - hence the empty heads and 
the invitation to students to draw pictures. 

But if the questions ~ere not intrusive invitations to discuss 
personal and family problems, they were at least. f-referential. They 
demanded not answers and analysis that would show how well the student had 
read and understood the text but "your first response" (in the tenth grade) 
or "your thoughts and feelings~ (in the fourth). If this was a test of 
anything, it was a test of writing, not of reading. It seemed to foster the 
idea that no literary text had content, much less merit, that could be 
objectively understood and analyzed; it existed only as a mirror of the 
reader's own experience.. It was hardly surprising, therefore, that a lot of 
people, including Wilson's own secretary of education and child 
~evelopment, were asking ,why there weren't at least some objectiv~, 
short-answer questions on the test. 

ESTABLISHMENT IDEOLOGY 
Yet if the reading test suggested the embrace of the prevailing 

education establishment ideology, the solitary sample of the fifth grade 



science test that the Department of Education provided fairly shouted it. 
The item, titled "Don't send it to the landfill!," was devoted to the 
proper disposal of householdwaste~ Given a bagful of "trash," the students 
were told to think about the properties of such items as tin, paper, and 
glass, sort them, and then discuss the best methods of disposal. Finally, 
they were told, "The landfills in our state are running out of space! Write 
a letter to Governor Wilson telling him how we can reduce the amount of 
trash we send to our landfills." (All exclamation points in the original.) 
"This isn't science [but] propaganda," Los Angeles Daily News columnist 
Linda Seebach wrote. Just as important, in many respects the test was 
factually wrong and economically misleading. 

What made the prospects forCLAS's performance-based future 
particularly dim was the fact that the independent statistical validation 
that Wilson ordered '( from a group of psychometricians headed by Lee· 
Cronbach of Stanford) cast grave doubts on the possibility that the test 
could be made reliable for the individual scores that the test was supposed 
to provide. It was hard for anyone to develop much confidence that a score 
of 4 in Bakersf ield was the sam_e as a score of 4 in Eureka, much less in 
what the standards were for either. American Federation of Teachers 
President Al Shanker, who has vigorously pushed for higher school 
standards, has predicted that it will take 20 years to develop reliable 
performance-based tests, and there was nothing in CLAS to suggest he's 
wrong. But that did nQt prevent FairTest, the Cambridge-based organization 
that opposes objective testing with something approaching religious fervor, 
from immediately concluding that it was the Christian right that had done 
CLAS in. 

ESCALATING BATTLES 
It's striking how quickly our struggles about curriculum ideas 

escalate into quasi-religious controversies over social or moral absolutes. 
The right sees a conspiracy by the federal government and its secular 
humanist legions to strip parents of control over their children and 
inculcate them with relativistic values, witchcraft, and satanism. The left 
looks at every parent who walks into a priricipal's office complaining about 
a book or a school assignment as a tool of religious fanatics. A generation 

'ago people who ch~llenged the absolute primacy of phonics were attacked in 
school board fights as socialists; now FairTest regards anyone too devoted 
to the SAT as, at the very least, an unconscious racist or sexist. 

In the face of such heat, and in the absence of vigorous centrist 
forces speaking for parents, it's not surprising that politicians and 
school bureaucrats tend to capitulate easily - formerly (and,in some places 
still) they gave in to the official demands of Rotarians, America firsters, 
and the organized right; in recent years they more often bowed to the 
trendier demands of multicultural correctness. until a generation ago, most 
textbooks were carefully calibrated not to offend southern segregationists 
and militant anticommunists, and were only condescendingly conscious of 
American groups other than WASP males. That in itself was an improvement 
from the first decades of the century, when textbooks were laced with 
stereotypes 'about Jews, Italians, Chinese, and blacks (to quote The Great 
School Le'gend, Colin Greer's classic study) as "mean , criminal, immoral, 
drunken, sly, lazy ,and stupid in varying degrees." Nowadays, by contrast, 
they tend to be closely tailored to make certain that all races and both 
genders are proportionately represented, even where the authors have to 
scratch to find examples - Clara Barton and Susan B. Anthony, yes, but, 
Sarah Winnemuca? Those described as people of color are unfailingly cast in 
a positive light. In California, one state office does nothing but make 
certain that the pictures in textbooks offend none of the current 
shibboleths, from ethnic balance in all occupations and activities, to 
proper diets and proportional representation of persons with various 
handicaps. Where anthropomorphized animals are shown, even they must be 
balanced by gender. 



Probably the best indicators are the textbooks, which have to 
withstand scrutiny from scores of special interest groups and which have 
undergone a stunning transformation. As Gilbert T. Sewall, Director of the 
American Textbook. council, points out, in latter-day revisions of venerable 
textbooks like Lewis Todd and Mere curti's Rise of the American Nation: 

Liberal crusades and activism receive uncritical accolades. Two 
photographs of protestors in wheelchairs and a third captioned, "A woman 
with visual impairment demonstrating for civil rights," reflect the force 
of pressure groups on the shape of schoolroom history. So do. profiles of 
Native Americans Russell Means and Wilma Mankiller. The 1974 Bilingual 
Education Act receives prominent attention as a multicultural initiative. 
The 1946 Employment Act shrinks to two sentences. The saga of the postwar 
computer industry vanishes; the computer presented instead as a machine 
that helps "make the workplace safe for people with disabilities. Recent 
American letters are represented by Gish Jen, Sandra Cisneros,and Jessica 
Hagedorn. 

There is no shortage of horror stories; Richard Bernstein has a string 
of them in his recent book, Dictatorship of Virtue: Multiculturalism and 
the Battle for America's Future. There is the well-rehearsed story of the 
battle over the Rainbow Curriculum (IIFostering positive Attitudes Toward 
Sexuality, II including homosexuality) in Queens and the·" ice people" .. versus 
"sun people" racism of city University Professor Leonard Jeffries. Then 
there',s the bitter battle over the attempt to eliminate a popular advanced 
placement ,European history cour$e at Brookline High School in 
Massachusetts, apparently because it ran counter to the-multicultural 
orthodoxy of both the faculty and the national'professional organizations. 
Bernstein cites a series of official reports, all with the same message: 
that, to quote a New York commission, all young people are being 
miseducated because of "a systematic bias toward European culture and its 
derivatives." . 

Such stories all leave the same question: Are they aberrations or 
illustrations? And while the answer is complicated -there are not likely 
to be many PC-infeste~ business or engineering schools - the elementary and 
secondary schools, particularly outside the rural South, seem to be showing 
a pronounced tilt toward the mushy and the therapeutic. That's true whether 
one looks at the prevailing rhetoric and literature of the National 
Education Association, the state education departments, the teacher 
colleges, or the textbooks. 

The tilt toward the therapeutic shouldn't be surprising in an age when 
schools are supposed to succeed with almost eyerybody (or at least when 
it's so hard to toss anybody out). But neither should it be surprising that 
conservative parents and organizations have become increasingly militant 
and tend to see ominous child-snatching conspiracies even where none. exist: 
fears that, in the name of toleranpe, the system is promoting 
homosexualitYi fears that in the face of the (legitimate) prohibition of 
school prayer, schools are peddling all sorts of New Age mumbo jumbo and 
sanctioning every sort of sexual promiscuity; fears that the move away from 
objective tests and traditional rote-and-drill basic education is really a 
dumbing down instituted for the benefit of ,those groups ~ guess who? - that 
always score below average on the bubble tests. with the passage of 
Clinton's Goals 2000, says James Dobson, who heads Focus on the Family, 
"the National Education Association, Which supports every anti-family cause 
from homosexual' activism to abortion and condom-mania, has finally achieved 
the prize it has pursued for decades: control of the nation's children." 

But if the right's rhetorical excess isn't new, neither is the wider 
historical ignorance. When exactly was the presumptive golden age? The 
editorial writers of the Wall Street Journal and the ideologues who are 
convinced, with Thomas Sowell, that American education these days is mostly 
deception, decline, and dogma, conveniently forget that the wonderful 
standards of the past applied to only a small fraction of the students. The 
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BODY: 
In early 1989, shortly after President. Bush was elected, I was among a group 

of university presidents invited to meet with him. This was a long time before 
"Desert Storm." Soviet and American missiles were armed and aimed. The Berlin 
Wall stood tall. Communists still dominated Eastern Europe. Americans had just 
elected a president whom we expected would spend most of his time as 
commander-in-chief. But President Bush was already worrying about our schools. 
He asked, "If we .have the best colleges, why not the best schools?" 

Today, the Cold War is over, the Berlin Wall is down. Now, most Americans are 
looking more at how a president might help us create the best schools in the 
world. If you ,look ca'refully before you vote, you will discover that George 
Bush has been doing exactly what an education president should have been doing. 
If he is permitted to continue for four more years, he will help America create 
the best school q in 1 the world. 

I was in California last week. The challenges are enormous. Maureen DiMarco, 
the secretary for child development and education in California, told me: 

() There were over 500,000 reported cases of child abuse in California last 

year alone. 


() There were over 70,000 teen-age births last year. out of five California 
children lives below the federal poverty level. 

() One out of eight births in California is positive tox, that is drug or 

alcohol exposed. 


() Approximately 22 percent of the schoolchildren do not speak English. 

() California schools are growing by nearly 200,000 new students per year. 

Add the threats of gangs, drugs, and violence to the list of challenges that 
many families face and it's clear that we need to radically rethink the role of 
schools in our society. President Bush is doing just that. He's doing the 
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things that only a president can do to California meet its challenges. You 

will rarely see it at the top of, the evening news, or on the front page, but it 

is happening. 


First, it started with the education summit in Charlottesville, Va. in 1989. 

For the first time in history, the summoned all of the governors to 

create six national education goals for our country. Only a president could 


'have done that. 

Second, the president formulated the America 2000 strategy to reach those 

goals, community by community by the year 2000. Currently, over 1,800 

communities, 44 states, and 1,000 local chambers of commerce are committed to 

America 2000. Two weeks ago more than 2,500 communities -- including many in 

California -- were a part of the largest satellite town meeting in history, 

working.together to reach the national education The next satellite town 

meeting will be at 5:30 p.m. ,Oct. 13 on goal 4, to make U.S. students first in 

the world in math and science. 


Third, the president has funded those programs that work: Head Start for 

four-year-olds, as promised; one-half of all col students (including 

California) now have a federal grant or loan; $2 billion in federal funds for 


"math and science education, refocused on teacher training. 

The president is pushing four revolutionary ideas ,at ,the same time. Let me ~ 

suggest how this will help in California. 


Revolution #1: Break-the-mold, 1 new American schools. Just this week, ~.~ 
Gov. Wilson signed legislation allowing parents, teachers and community ~~ 
organizations to create 100 new "charter schools." Simply put, this means yo .' A 
can take all.the government and union rules off. You can take the money you 

have now and create whatever kind of school you believe will help children 

·the national education goals. 


President Bush asked Congress to appropriate a half-billion dO~lars to ~~. 

redesign such new American schools., Congress balked, the busine~s community , 

didn 't. The president has asked American businesseS! to raise $200 million to , 

fund design teams to help communities create such schools. They're raisingth ' ~ 

money through the New American Schools Development Corp. (NASDC), and they hav ~ 


already funded 11 design teams that are moving ahead with exciting, innovative 

proposals. The late Sam Walton was so impressed that he donated all the 

proceeds of his autobiography--about $3 million to NASDC., ,';:>' 


Revolution #2: Higher standards and a national examination system. portland':-o\ 
Mich., has adopted the new tough standards created by the nation's math & 
teachers, retrained its teachers, and math achievement scores have gone o-~ 
to the top in Michigan. The president has funded similar efforts in the ' 
sciences, history, geography, the arts, and civics, and a similar effort in 
English will be announced soon. By 1995 these new standards will be in 
along with a new set of American achievement tests so pa!ents and communities 
can know how their kids and schools are doing. We need new higher standards if 
children in San Diego are to live, work and compete with children in other parts 
of the world. 

Revolution #3: Free the teachers to teach. The president wants to 
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all 110,000 U.S. schools~ and make more flexible the feder~l rules that follow 
federal money. 

Revolution #4: The GI Bill for children. The president has asked Congress to 
appropriate a half-billion dollars to create $1,000 scholarships for children 
of middle-and low-income families which they can spend at any school the parents 
feel best meets the needs of that child. In San Diego, it could mean up to $85 
million new federal dollars, over and above the $24 million in federal education 
funds San Diego currently receives. 1 The money could go to any school, public, 
private or religious -- just like the Cal grant, GI Bill and federal loans for 
colleges. It gives parents consumer power, the muscle to change the schools and 
the dollars to help make the changes. 

My own view is that, instead of 100 charter schools, California needs 1,000 
charter schools each year for the next ten years. There would be high schools 
in corporate headquarters, kindergartens in banks, elementary schools ope·rated 
by museums. School schedules would change radically. What sense does it make 
to empty the schools. at3 p.m. when gangs are in the street and parents are 
working? School staffing would change. New technology would fill the schools. 
New charter .schools, a consensus about standards, deregulation, federal funding 
for break~the-mold schools and the GI Bill for Children would make all this 
possible. 

You will find that Albert Shanker, president of the American Federation of 
Teachers, or the other union leaders will pay lip service but -- read carefully 
-- they don't really want such radical changes. Basically, they want to put the 
largest amount of money into the same system. They don't want to lose 
control--of school organization to communities, of standard setting to the 
public, of classroom decision making to the teacher, of school assignment to 
parents. 

Bill Clinton has shown us what kind of education president he would be. This 
summer, he traveled to Washington, D.C. and told the teachers union leaders 
exactly what they wanted to hear. They gave him an A+. They control the schools 
and now they control him. They don't give President Bush's agenda an A+, but, 
if you are voting in November, you should -- if you want a system of elementary 
and secondary schools that is asgood~s California's colleges and universities. 

President Bush believes that if we want to change America, we must change our 
schools. As with most things, California can be the trend setter, But the 
solutions will have to be as bold as the set of challenges -- and the President 
we already have in the White House is the candidate for break-the-mold schools, 
higher standards, better tests, less regulation for teachers, and more choices 
for families. His opponent is lined up squarely with the more-of-the-same crowd 
that 1 has given us the school system.we have today. It's up to you to make an 
educated choice. 
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Under the state Constitution l all qualified statewide 0 llot measures 
will be placed on the November ballotl including several tax and 
budget-related issues and the widelY watched school choice ini iative. 

Supporters and opponents of the initiative, which would provI e parents 
with state-funded grants to help pay tuition for private andparo ial 
schools, were surprised bywilson/s decision. The measure won enou 
petition signatures last year and was expected to go before voters n June l 
1994, which until Wilson's declaration was the next statewide electi n. 

If the measure passes, California would become the first state 
tax money from public schools and allow it to be spent for private 
tuition. 

The initiative would supply families with vouchers equal to about 
of what the state spends per-pupil on its public schools--or $2,000 t 
$2,500--for each child enrolled in a private or parochial school. Pub 
school spending would be cut by that amount. 

Supporters of the voucher plan say it would extend the opportunit 
school choice to the state/s poorest families and provide competition 
would spur public schools to improve. 

alf 

Opponents say it would 
allow the proliferation of 

cripple underfunded public school systems 
unscrupulous and discriminatory private s 

The idea of putting tax money into the hands of parents to spen 
whatever schools they wish--public or private--has long been advocated 
some conservative and business circles as a way to make schools more 
responsive to students' needs. 

in 

The George Bush Administration advocated voucher systems as part of its 
"America 2000" education revitalization package. The Clinton Administration 
opposes private school voucher~, favoring choice only among public schools. 

Only two st~tes have placed similar measures on the ballot--Oregon in 
1990 and Colorado in 1992--and both were soundly rejected. 



The California campaign is expect~d to be hard-fought and intense, 
c.onducted against the backdrop of public school systems saddled with the 
twin ~fflictions of an increasingly needy student population and a 
shrinking funding base brought on by the state's de~pening fiscal crisis. 

The voucher measure is opposed by a coaliti6nof public school interest 
groups, including the powerful statewide teachers union, the California 
Teachers Assn. 

The groups have pledged to provide hundreds of thousands of volunteers 
to walk precincts, and to raise as much as $10 million--"or whatever it 
takes"--to defeat the measure, said Rick Manter, campaign consultant for 
the anti-voucher coalition, Committee to Educate Against Vouchers. 

Much of that money will come from public schoolteachers, 
administrators, school board members and other school employees . 

. "stopping it is not going to be easy," said Denise Rockwell-Woods, vice 
president of. united Teachers-Los Angeles, the 3D,000-member teachers union. 
"But there will be at least 250,000 public .schoolteachers across th'is state 
working to see that this is defeated. "We're going to have to work 
harder and we're going to have to work quicker, but I think it's winnable." 

The new timeline will give both sides little more than five months to 
rally support. 

"We're mobilized· and ready to move," said Kevin Teasley of the Choice 
in Education League, which is spon~oring the voucher initiativ~. 

In June, the initiative's backers by a narrow margin fell short of 
collecting the 677,554' signatures needed to qualify for the November, 1992, 
ballot. It was later certified for the next statewide election, June, 1994. 

Teasley said the group'$ campaign organization is still in place, but 
acknowledged that the new date will hamper its ability to finance a 
successful campaign. . 

"The big problem will be fund raising," he said. "Instead. of writing 
checks in January for a June ballot, our supporters are going to have to 
start thinking now about November." 

Much of the group's financial support comes from conservatives aDd the 
state's business community. Teasley would not say how much is left in the 
group's coffers, but said it intends to raise $5 million to $6 million for 
the campaign. 

"We know we're going to be outspent by at least two to one, probably 
three to one," by theanti;;"voucher forces, he said. 

Teasley insisted that the November date will not pose problems in 
getting out the vote. "Our people are the kind of people who will turn out 
for any election and we have no doubt they outnumber the actual voters of 
the opposition,1I he said. 

But Manter of the anti-voucher group said the initiative will be easier 
to defeat in a special election than on a general election ballot crowded 
with other candidates and issues. 

Manter said the switch from the June primary to the November special 
election will force the grorip to rely more on direct mail and to seek 
support from suburban Republicans and older residents, who are likely to be 
drawn to the ballot by the sales tax issue~ 



the voucHer 

Although there is a vacancy in the office of state superintendent of 
public instruction, that post apparently will not appear on the November 

'ballot., The state constitution requires the job to be filled at each 
gubernatorial election. ' 

S ' wilson h':ls not, tak,en a ,Public position on the initiative; he is 
~ favor cholceamon ~ ubllcschools. 

n calling for ~he spe~i~ '~e'~'~ion, Wilson did not mention 
initiative until asked ~ He. said he called for the special election' "to put 
power in the' handsot 'the", people i" and ,allow residemtsof 'each';~qmmuriJty" to' 
decide if they are willing to pay higher sales, taxes to ,avo'id':deei):~~cu1::s'·.Jn 
seivices such as police and fire protecti6ri. ' , .. , 

But the announcement left Orange county supervisors stunned,confused, 
and in most cases, angry. 

Recent history shows that Orange county voters generally will not 

support tax increases, and supervisors said they probably would not even 

place the governor's proposal on the November ballot. 


Orange county residents currently pay 7 3/4 cents in sales tax for 

every dollar spent. 


"I have no optimism whatsoever that this proposal is workable at the 
local level," Supervisor GaddiH; Vasquez said. "I certainly think there's 
definitely a shift of funding responsibility (by Wilson) at a time when the 
economy is suffering." 

It took three tries before a one-half-cent sales tax for specific 
transportation improvements w'as approved by voters in 1990. Another 
proposal to raise taxes by another half-penny to pay for a new county jail 
was defeated in 1991. 

Having previously suffered financial setbacks at the hands of the 

state, the supervisors did not receive wilson's announcement warmly. 


"My first response to the governor y.rould'be 'Thank you, very much.' 
It's almost like rearranging the deck chairs on the Titanic," Boa~d 
Chairman Harriett M. Wieder said. "We should be partners in this. . it's 
too bad~ local governments are being put in an adversarial role." 

Supervisor Thomas F. Riley added: "I am 'still trying to figure out what 
the governor hopes to gain by this.... I guess he feels he can pass the, 
buck this way." 

County Budget Director Ronald S. Rubino said the county's budget faces 
another major hit in the governor's plan because it includes shifting 
property tax dollars from the counties to the schools. ' 

For Orange County, that would mean a $19-million loss from the general 
fund, plus another $41 million to $72 million from special districts that 
pay for libraries, fire protection, flood control, and maintenance of 
harbors, beaches and parks. 

The supervisors also challenged the legality of Wilson's proposal, 

although the governor's office said it can be done. 


Supervisor William G. steiner sympathized with Wilson, saying the 

governor has "had his share of tough budget decisions." While it will not 
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be easy for local governments to make ends meet, he added, it is time for 
local governments and their voters lito bite the bullet." 

wilson said he selected the Nov. 2 date to cut costs because counties 
that are home to nearly 40% of ,the state's voters had already planned to 
hold elections then. The election is expected to cost the state $10 million 
to $20 million. 

Ken Khachigian, a longtime Wilson confidant, said the most pressing 
reason for calling th~ special election is to force local governments to 
exercise their leadership and take the heat for any needed tax increases. 
Only counties that choose to hold sales tax elections will do so and the 
decision will be made county by county. 

The new timing could either benefit or harm the efforts of the voucher 
proponents, he said. The November date gives the less-organized pro-voucher 
forces little time to mount a campaign, which Khachigian called "a fairly 
strong negative for the 'yes' campaign. 1I 

But because special elections traditionally draw fewer voters, fewer 
votes would be needed for the initiative to prevail, "and it's not 
inconceivable that the (voucher) campaign can motivate voters to get out,'" 
he said. 

Times staff writers Cathy Decker, Geb,e Martinez I Bill Stall, Jerry 
Gillam and Daniel M. Weintraub contributed to this report. 
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Special election: Measure would allow state grants for private education. 
Also, each county's voters could decide whether to raise sales tax 1 cent 
for local government. 

Los Angeles Times (LT) - FRIDAY May 21, 1993 
By: JEAN MERLi SANDY BANKS; TIMES EDUCATION WRITERS 
Edition: Home Edition Page: 1 Pt. A 
Story Type: Infobox 
Word Count: 1,373 

Col. 5 

TEXT: 
Gov. Pete Wilson on Thursday called a statewide special election for 

Nov. 2 in which voters will consider a sweeping school choice initiative 
that could fundamentally change public education in California. 

At a Los Angeles news conference, Wilson said he called the election to 
give voters in each county a chance to decide whether to raise the state 
sales tax by up to 1 cent to help subsidize local government services that 
are facing cutbacks. ' 

But under the 	state Constitution, all qualified statewide ballot 



CAUFORNIA 

Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies: , 

Funds to Local Schools to Improve the Basic and Advanced Skills of Low-Performing Students 


Estimated County Allocations. Fiscal Years (FY) 1996 through 2002 

President',s Ten-Year Balanced Budget Proposal and House Proposal 


FY 1996 Change from FY 1995 
House 

Appropriations 
Committee 
Proposal 

President's 
Balanced 
Budget 

Proposal 

Difference Between 
the Presidents 

Proposal and the 
House Proposal 

Cumulative Change from FY 1996 through FY 2002 
Estimate Difference Between 

Estimate for the Presldenfs 
FY 1995 for President·s Proposal and the 

House" Proposal HouseAppropriationCounty 

$23.250.500 -$3,968.400 $1.434.100 $5,402.500 -$27.778,700 $26,391,100 $54.169,800Alameda 
Alpine 51.700 -8,800 3,700 14.500 -61.800 ' 62.400 124,200 
Amador 325.000 -55,400 -8,600 46,900 -388.100' 149,500 537.600 
Butte 5.305.200 -905.500 112.300 1,017,700 -6.338.400 4.374.700 10.713,100 
calaveras' ' 542.700 -92,600 -9,400 83,200 -648,100 287.300 935.500 
Colusa 474,300 , -81.000 1.600 82,500 -566.700 326.400 893.100 
Contra Costa 10.729.800 -1,831.100 414.700 2.245.800 -12.817.500 10.285.700 23.103.100 
Del Norte 818,800 -139,700 21.900 161.700 -978.200 710.300 1,688.600 
EI Dorado 1,592,600 -271,700 , -27,100 244.700 -1.902.000 847,700 2.749.700 
Fresno 35.659,000 -6.086.300 2.613.500 8.699.800 -42.603.900 43.648.600 86.252.400 
Glenn 1.046.800 -178.700 34.100 212.800 -1.250.600 954.900 2.205.500 
Humboldt 3.500.200 -597.400 43.000 640.400 -4.181.900 2.648.000 6,829.800 
Imperial 6,264,100 -1.069.200 341.300 1,410.400 -7.484.100 6,764,700 14.248,800 
Inyo 316,400 -54,000 -4.500 49.500 -377,900 175,000 552.900 
Kern 20.832,100 -3.555,600 1.182.900 4.738.500 ·24.889.300 22.864,100 47.753.400 
Kings 4.039.400 ·689.500 131.500 820.900 -4.826.200 3.683.400 8,509.600 
Lake 1.498,800 -255.800 29.000 284,900 -1.790.700 1.215.400 3,006,100 ' 
Lassen 608.400 ·103.800 ·900 103.000 ·726,800 396,300 1,123,100 
Los Angeles 259,033.000 -44.211.600 32.538.700 76.750.400 ·309,481.300 420.926.400 730.407.700 
Madera 3.569.700 -609.300 85.600 694.900 -4.264.900 3.020,600 7.285,500 
Marin 1.209.700 ·206.400 -32.000 174.400 -1.444,700 556,400 2,001.200 
Mariposa 192.100 -32,800 -5,000 27.800 -229.400 89.000 318.400 
Mendocino 2.306,800 -393.700 15.600 409.300 -2,756,000 1,647.800 4,403.800 
Merced 9,891.800 -1,688.300 567,600 2.255.900 -11.818,300 10.901.800 22,720.000 
Modoc 305.900 -52,200 5.000 57.200 -365.400 241,200 606.600 
Mono 95.400 ,-16.300 -2.500 13.800 -113.900 43.900 157.800 
Monterey 7.922,100 -1,352,100 216.400 1.568,600 -9.465.000 6,906.400 16.371,400 
Napa 1.091,300 -186.200 -28,800 157.300 -1.303.300 502,000 1,805.300 
Nevada 822.900 ·140.400 -21,800 118.700 -982,800 378.500 1.361.300 
Orange 32,203.700 -5.496.200 \ 

2.358.700 7.854,900 -38,473.500 39.407.300 77.880.800 
Placer 1.829.400 -312.100 -22.600 289.500 -2.184,800 1.039,000 3,223,800 
Plumas' 4~3.500 -82,500 -300 82,200 -577,600 317,900 895,600 
Riverside 26.307.900 -4,490,200 1.734,300 6,224.500 -31.431.500 30.717.100 62,148,700 
Sacramento 28.944.500 -4,940,200 1.984.900 6,925.200 -34.581.600 ,34.364.200 68.965.800 
San Benito 664.800 -116,800 -16.200 100.600 -817,800 329.400 1,147.200 
'San Bernardino 39.085.300 -6,671,100 2,969.600 9,640,600 -46.697,500 48,646.800 95.344,300 
San Diego 47.695.600 -8,140,700 3.818.700 11.959.300 -56,964.600 60,856,800 117,841.400, 
San Francisco 12.070.300 -2.060,100 475,700 2,535.900 -14.421.000 11.641.500 26.062,400 
San Joaquin 17.867.700 -3,049.600 899.400 3,949,100 -21.347.500 18,728,600 40,076.200 
San Luis Obispo 2.702.300 -461,000 -6,000 455,000 '-3.227,300 1,743.900 4.971.200 
San Mateo 5.092.200 -868,800 99,700 968,500 -6,081.800 4,137,300 10,219,100 
Santa Barbara 5,813.000 -991,900 140,000 1,131,800 -6,943,000 4.923,300 11,866.300 
Santa Clara 18.427.600 -3,144,900 1,042.300 4.187.200 -22,014.400 20,194.100 42.208.500 
Santa Cruz 2.836.500 -483,900 -3,500 480,400 -3.387.600 1,852,200 5.239,800 
Shasta 3.973.500 -678,200 36.700 714.900 -4,747.400 2,913,500 7,660.800 
Sierra 40.800 -7.000 -1.100 5.900 -48.700 18.800 67.500 
Siskiyou, 1.249.900 -213.300 4,400 217.700 -1.493,400 861.400 2.354.800 ' 
Solano 4.460.800 -761.100 60.000 821.100 -5.327,500 3,415.000, 8.742,500 
Sonoma 3.977.200 -678.500 21.300 699.900 -4.749,800 2.798.000 7,547,900 
Stanislaus 11.927;800 -2.035.800 444.400 2.480.300 -14.250.800 11.307.200 25.558,000 
Sutter 2.160.200 -368.700 34.300 ' 403.000 -2.581.000 1.693.800 4.274.800 
Tehama 1.648.000 -281.300 32.200 313.500 -1,968.900 1.338.600 3,307.600 
Trinity 511.000 -87.200 19.200 106.400 -610.500 485.700 1.096,200 
Tulare 17.482,700 -2,983.900 1.046.600 4,030,600 -20,887,600 19.601.500 40,489.100 
Tuolumne 612,.400 ·104,500 -16,200 88,300 ·731.400 281.700 1.013.100 
Ventura 8.519,700 -1.453,600 291.700 1.745.500 ·10.176,900 7.878.800 18.055.600 
Yolo 2.950.300 -503,600 -6.900 496,600 ·3.524.900 1.901.500 5,426.400 
Yuba 2.942.500 ·502.200 180.900 683,100 -3.515.600 3,335.500 6.851.100 

• Based on level funding at the FY 1996 House Appropriations Committee marX, 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

OFFICE OF MEOlA AFFAIRS 


For Immediate Release 	 July 25, 1995 

Contact: 202/456-7150 


HOUSE REPUBLICANS CUT $36 BILLION FROM CURRENT 

EDUCATION AND TRAINING INVESTMENTS: 


Estimated State-by-State Reductions From FY 1995 Funding Levels for Education and Training 

for FY1996-2002 Based on Action by the House Appropriations Committee 


Alabama $575 million 	 North Dakota $116 million 
Alaska $102 million 	 Ohio $1.4 billion 
Arizona $524 million 	 Oklahoma $437 million 
Arkansas $317 million 	 Oregon $385 million 
California $4.3 billion 	 Pennsylvania $1.7 billion, 
Colorado $457 million 	 Rhode Island $174 million 
Connecticut $325 million 	 South Carolina $503 million 
Delaware $88 million 	 South Dakota $121 million 
Florida $1.5 billion 	 Tennessee $607 million 
Georgia $805 million 	 Texas $2.5 billion 
Hawaii $98 million 	 Utah $215 million 
Idaho $137 million 	 Vermont $108 million 
Illinois $1.5 billion 	 Virginia $610 million 
Indiana $639 million 	 Washington $635 million 
Iowa $357 million· 	 West Virginia $316 million 
Kansas , $321 million Wisconsin $581 million 

. Kentucky $520 million Wyoming $88 million 
. Louisiana $789 million Washington D.C. $179 million 
Maine $157 million 
Maryland $540 million 	 All Other $1.9 billion 
Massachusetts $884 million 
Michigan $1.3 billion 
Minnesota $530 million 	 TOTAL: $36 Billion 
Mississippi $472 million 
Missouri $669 million 
Montana $141 million 
Nebraska $184 million 
Nevada $124 million 
New Hampshire $137 million 
New Jersey $837 million 
New Mexico $250 million 
New York $2.9 billion 
No'rth Carolina $651 million 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of Media Affairs 


JR IMMEDIATE RELEASE July 25, 1995, 
ONTACT: M::EDIA AFFAIRS (202) 456-7150 

HOUSE REPUBLICANS CUT $4.3 BILLION IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING FOR CALIFORNIA 

'esident Clinton said last Thursday that he would veto the bill approved by the House Appropriations 
)mmittee since it slashes critical education and training initiatives. Repuhlicans have approved $36 billion in 
Jts Trom education and training over seven years. In contrast, the President's proposal balances the budget 
~ile increasing investment .in education and training by $40 billion over seven years. In California, 
,:publican cuts of $4.3 billion over seven years would harm working families: 

HEAD START President Clinton proposes to expand Head Start to serve 50,000 additional children nationwide 
by 2002. Republicans have approved cuts that would deny Head Start to 180,000 children nation'wideand J7.233 ' 
children in California in 2002 compared to 1995. 

IMPROVING BASIC AND ADVANCED SKILLS President Clinton's budget completely protects Title I,' 

which helps students from disadvantaged backgrounds with reading, writing, mathematics, and advanced skills. 

Republicans would cut funding by $1.1 billion in 1996, denying this crucial assistance to I.l million students 

nationwide and 236. J00 students in California. 


GOALS 2000 With strong bipartisan support, the President created Goals 2000 to help communities train 
teachers, encourage hard work by students, and upgrade academic standards in schools. The President calls for 
almost$700 million in 1996. Republicans would eliminate Goals 2000 and deny to California funding affecting as 
many as 2.061 schools. 

SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS While President Clinton strongly supports Safe and Drug-Free Schools, 

Republicans want to gut the program, which 1.049 out of 1.064 school districts in California use to keep crime, 

yiolence. and drugs awav from students and out of schools. 


INCREASING ACCESS TO COLLEGE President Clinton would increase annual funding for Pell Grants by 

$3.4 billion and raise the top award to a record $3,128 by 2002. The GOP would deny Pell Grants to 34,500 

students in California in 1996 alone, possibly forcing them to drop out of college. 


NATIONAL SERVICE AmeriCorps offers young people a hand in paying for their education if they lend a 
hand to their cominunities. Republicans would eliminate AmeriCorps and deny 5,883 young people in California 
the chance to serve in J996. 

JOB TRAINING President Clinton's GI Bill for America's Workers would streamline federal job training efforts 
and provide Skill Grants for dislocated and low-income workers. The President would provide 800,000 Skill 

. 'Grants of up to $2,620 in 1996. Republicans would cut funding by $194.5 million and would deny training 
opportunities to 81.631 dislocated workers in California in 1996. 

SUMMER JOBS Summer jobs are an important first opportunity for many low-income youths to get work 
experience. President Clinton wants to finance 600,000 jobs this summer. Republicans would slash the President's 
school-to-work initiative and elim inate summer jobs, denying jobs to 93,584 California youths in 1996. and 
655,088 California youths over 7 Years. 

STUDENT LOANS While the President strongly supports the student loan program, Republicans want to raise 
student costs for loans by $10 billion over seven years. The GOP cuts could raise the cost of college education by 
as much as $2.111 for 430.800 colle!!e students and as much as $9,424 for 61,500 graduate students in California. 



TItle I Grants to Loul Education Agencies: 

Funds to Loul Schools to Improve the Buic and Advanced Skills of Low-Perfonning Students 


Estimated State Allocations, Fiscal Yean; (FY) 1996 through 2002 
President's Ten-Year Balanced Budget Proposal and House Proposal 

STATE 

COLOAAOO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
OISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 
HAWAII 

lONiO· 

IUINOIS 

INOIANA 


IQ'oNA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 

MAlNE 


MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSEITS 

MICHIGAN· 

MINNESOTA 

MISSISSIPPI 


MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

NEW JERSEY 

NEW MEXICO 

NEW YORK 

NORTH CAROUNA 

NORTH DAKOTA 


OHIO 

OK1.AHOMA 

OREGON 

PENNSYLVANIA 

PUERTO RICO 


RHODE ISLAND 

SOUTH CAROUNA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 

UTAH 

VERMONT 

VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 


. VVlSCONS!N 
NYOMING 

,OTALS 

FY 1996 Change from FY 1995 

FY 1995 ... 

Hou$e 
A{)proprialions 

Committee 
Prooosal 

Pn!sident', 
Balanced 
Budget 

Prooosal 

DilIefeflCII! Between 
the PresitIenl'I 

Proposal a lid the 
Hous.e Prooosat 

$123.533.000 -$21.084.000 $-(.754.000 $25,838,000 
'4.723.000 ·2.525.000 682.000 3.207.000 
96.885.000 ·1Ii,536.000 6,093.000 22,629.000 
73.847.000 -12.so...000 3.083.000 15,687.000 

717.138.000 -122.397.000 55.2'96.000 177,693.000 

6<1,861.000 -11.069.000 1.210.000 . 12.279,000 
51.«3,000 -8.778.000 1.<438.000 10.216.000 
15,243.000 . -2.241.000 709,000 2,9<19.000 
19.455.000 -3,321.000 776.000 .(,096.000 

273.962.000 -46.751.000 10.651,000 57 •• 1 ••000 

165.285.000 -28..209.000 5,545.000 33,754.000 
19.103,000 -3.259,000 456,000 3,715,000 
21,537,000 -3.677,000 173.000 3.849.000 

317.237,000 ·54,142.000 22,677.000 76,819,000 
107.176,000 -18.289,000 661,000 18.951,000 

50,199,000 -8.566.000 ·545,000 8,021,000 
51,613,000 -8,808,000 139.000 8,947.000 

122,910,000 -20,978,000 5,408.000 26,386.000 
186,868.000 "31.898.000 12,042.000 43.9<10,000 
25,2.3,000 -4.319,000 ·243.000 4,076,000 

84,680.000 -1.,451.000 2.560.000 17,010,000 
118.857.000 ·20.283,000 3,728,000 24,011.000 
300,398,000 -51,267,000 13.812.000 65,079.000 

80,67.,000 -13,801,000 533,000 14,<134,000 
122,733,000 -20,9<18.000 8,858,000 29,806,000 

113,0904,000 -19,301.000 3,6!.12,000 22,993,000 
2••871,000 -4,245,000 230,000 <1,<175,000 
27,381.000 -4,673,000 -82,000 <1,611,000 
18,239,000 -3,015,000 538,000 3.553.000 
15,756.000 ·2.659,000 738,000 3,398,000 

137,637,000 ·23,<188,000 3,200,000 26,688.000 
58,311,000 ·9,952,000 3,109,000 13,062,000 

602,132,000 .102,765.000 .0,803,000 1<43,568,000 
128.185,000 ·21,875,000 1,555,000 23,430,000 

16,578,000 ·2,875,000 7<47,000 3,621,000 

296,610,000 .50,622.000 8,996,000 59,618.000 
82,398,000 ·1<4,063,000 2,423,000 16,487,000 
65,310,000 .11,1<45,000 348,000 11 .•93.000 

299,889.000 ·51,179,000 9,343.000 60,522.000 
249,546,000 -42.592,000 8.520,000 . 51,112,000 

20.77.,000 -3,545,000 39-4,000 3,939,000 
90,«5,000 ·15,.36,000 2,521,000 17,957,000 
18,629,000 ·3.233.000 532.000 3,766,000 

120,562,000 ·20,577,000 3,388,000 23,965,000 
570,954,000 ·97,«8,000 37,<490,000 134,938,000 

31,981,000 ·5,.57,000 556,000 6,016,000 
14,712,000 ·2,<481,000 666,000 3,167,000 
98,<469,000 ·16,1«>4,000 665,000 17,<469,000 
97.221,000 .16,591,000 2;061,000 18,652,000 
69,040,000 .11,784,000 2,.33,000 1<4,216,000 

121,375,000 .20,112,000 2.395,000 23,107,000 
15,«8,000 ·2,649,000 718,000 3,367.000 

66.984,000 .11,984,000 3,016,000 15,000,000 

$6,698,356,000 -$1,1<13,356,000 $301,6<1.(,000 $1,«5,000,000 

' 

Cumulative Cha oge from FY 1996 Ihroogh FY 2002 

Enmate 
fa( 

Hous,e. 

Estirnale 
far 

Presidenfs 
Prooos.al 

Difference Between 
the President's 

Proposal and the 
House 

-$1047,588,000 $118,265,000 $265,853.000 
·17,673.000 1•.979,000 32.652.000 

·115,753,000 ,110,870,000 226,623,000 
-88,227,000 72.546,000 160,773,000 

-856,780,000 898,m:000 1,755,558,000 

.77,0481.000 ."52.2:(3",000 129,72.(000 
-81,«9,000 .5,098,000 106,547,000 
.15,685,000 15,528,000 31.212,000 
·23,2«,000 18,831,000 <42.075.000 

.327,297,000 263,148,000 590.«5,000 

.197.463.000 151.982.000 3.-9,445,000 
·22,81<4.000 16.151.000 38.866,000 
·25,737,000 15.569,000 .1.326,000 

·378,993,000 383,923,000 762.816,000 
.128,026,000 76,068,000 204,09.-.000 

·59,961,000 29,078,000 89,038,000 
-81,653,000 35,257,000 96.911,000 

·1046,8.(3,000 122,86<4,000 269,708.000 
·223.285,000 216,08 1,000 <439,366,000 

.30,236.000 1<1,1161,000 <15,097.000 

-101,154,000 75,713,000 176,866,000 
.1041,984,000 107,303,000 2<49.287.000 
-358,871,000 304,837,000 663,709,000 

-96,608,000 58,428,000 155.036,000 
·1<16,635,000 '.9,183,000 295,818,000 

-135,108",000 103,212.000 238,320.000 
·29,713,000 18,2<12.000 .7,855,000 
·32,708,000 17,666,000 50,37<1,000 
·21.104.000 16.207.000 37,311,000 
·18,61<4,000 16,096,000 3<1,711,000 

·164,.18,000 115,697,000 280,1104,000 
~9,667.oo0 . 62,.53.000 132.120,000 

.719,355,000 711,538.000 1,<130,893,000 
.153,125,000 96,836,000 2<49,861.000 

·20,122,000 16.703,000 36,825,000 

·35-4,353,000 265,.22,000 619,775,000 
,98,«2,000 73,154,000 171,596,000 
·76,016,000 .5,935.000 123,950,000 

·356,253.000 270,255,000 628.508,000 
·298,1 <46,000 230,597,000 528,7<13,000 

·2•.818,000 16,778.000 <11,596,000 
-108,051,000 79,234,000 187.265,000 

·22,634,000 16.<121,000 39,055,000. 
.144,039,000 . 105.826.000 2.9,867,000 
~B2.136,000 665,504,000 1,347,6<10,000 

·36,201,000 25,.65,000 63,666,000 
·17.367,000 15,004,000 32,371.000 

.117,629,000 70,330,000 187,956,000 

.116,136,000 60,199,000 196,336,000 
-82,0465,000 64,379,000 146,863,000 

.1«,985,000 96,759,000 2.3,7«.000 
.lB.5-40,ooo 15,737,000 3.(.277.000 

-83,885,000 67,487.000 151,372.000 

·$8,003,<192,000 $6,748,743,000 $1<1,752.235,000 

ased 00 Ie\l'el funding althe FY 1996 House Appropriations Committee mark 



DEPARTMENT or EDOC;'TION 
13-Jul-9~ 

Goals 2000 

1995 Revi ••d 1996 Sou•• 
1.ppropriation Subco=itt•• DitterenceState 

5,941,766 0 -5,941,766Alabama .••••.•••••••. 
1,~47,H5 0 -1,547,H~Aiaska ..••••••.••••• 
5,450,582 0 -5,450,582Arizona ..••.•.•.•••• 
3,650,495 0 -3,650,495Arkansas.' ...•..•.••• 

'42,111,708 0 -42,111,708California •••..•.••• 
4,288,514 0 -4,288,514Colorado ••..•••..•• ­
3,460,756 0 -3,460,756Connecticut .•••••••• 
1,291,544 0 -1,291,544Delaware ••..•.•..... 
1,523,409 0 -1,523,409District of Columbia 

15,861,OH 0 -1~,"61,034Florida•••••••••••.. 
8,959,402 0 -8,959,402Geor?~a .••• ~ ••••.••• 
1,381,641 0 -1,381,641Hawa::.::. ••••••.••••••• 

. Idaho .•.•••.•••.•.... 1,568,397 0 -1,568,397 
15,992,571 0 -15,992,571Illinois .••••••••••• 

6,557,145 0 -6,557,145Indiana .•.•••..•.••. 

Iowa .••••••..••.•..• 
 3,219,618 0 -3,2.19,618 

Kansas •••...•.••..••• 3,193,916 0 -3,193,916 

Kentucky .•..•.....•. 5,775,274 0 -5,775,274 

Louisiana ....•...... 7,968,128 0 -7,968,128 

Maine .•••••••..•...• 1,647,540 0 -1,647,540 

Maryland ••.••.•.••.• 5,379,938 0 -5,379,938 

Massachusetts .••.••. 6,990,859 0 -6,990,859 

Michigan •••• ~ ..••••• 14,371,488 0 -14,371,488 
. Minnesota •.••.•••••• 5,377,078 0 -5,377,078 
Mississippi ...•..... 5,094,972 0 -5,094,972 
Missouri ...•..•••... 6,525,935 0 -6,525,935 
Montana ..••..•.••.•. 1,560,150 0 -1,560,150 
Nebraska ...•..••• ; .. i,986,104 0 -1,986.,104 
Nevada ......•....... 1,419,052 0 -1 ,4 1.9 ,052 
New Hampshire .••.•.• 1,290,294 0 -1.290,294 
New Jersey •••..••••. 8,792,536 0 -8,792,536 
New Mexico ...•..••.. 2,782,261 .0 -2,782,261 
New York ...••.••.••. 27,112,295 0 -27,112,295 
North Carolina ..•••. 7,745.,087 0 -7,745,087 
North Dakota .••..••.' 1,HO,576 0 -1,340,576 
Ohio •.•....•.•.....• '14,833,684 0 -14,833,684 
Oklahoma ..•.••••.•.. 4,396,613 0 -4,396,613 
Oregon •..•.••.••••.. 4 ,012~392- 0 -4,012,392 
Pennsylvania .•..•... 15,529,194 0 -15,529,194 
Rhode Island ••.•••.. 1,480,004 0 -1,480,004 
South Carolina .••.•• 4,710,3~U 0 -4,710,359 
Sot'.th Dakota •••••••• 1,412 / 549 0 -1,412,549 
TEmnossee ..................... 6,387,802 0 -6,387,802
Texas .............................. 29,228,278 0 -29,2211 ,278
Utah ................................ 2,587,039 0 -2,587,039
Vermont .......................... 1,272,847 0 -1,272,847
Virginia ........................ 6,658,924 0 -6,658,924 
Washington. " ..... ; . 6,328,974 0 -6,328,974
West Virqinia .•.••.. 2,799,259 0 -2,799,259 
Wisconsin .••.•...... 6,582,097 0 -6,582,097 
Wyoming ............. 1, 262,907 0 -1,262,907
J\JJlerican S 4.111011. •••••• 189,699 0 -189,699 
CUtt:!I ......... - .................. 
 200,417 0 -200,417
P·...ert:c Jl,ico •••.••••• 9,608,968 0 -9,608,968
Virqin III/landa •••••• 391,404 0 -391,.04
o-ther O\l:t1y1n.g heAO 2,837.180 0 -2,837,180 

Total 361, 870,000 0 -361,870,000 



13-Ju.l-95 DEPARTMENT Of EDUCATION 

Title I ESEA ,LEA Grants 

Al a..bamd .. ~ ..................... ... 

Alaska ....................... . 

Arizona ......... . ' ...... . 

Arkansas .................. .. 

California •••••••••• 
colorado .••••••••••• 
Connecticut ••••••••• 
Delaware •••••••••••• 
District of Columbia 
Florida •••••••••••.• 
Geor9ia.~ ••••••••••• 
Hawaii •••••••••••••• 
Idaho .••••••• ~ ••••.. 
Illinois ....•....... 

Indiana ••••••••••••• 
Iowa .............................. .. 

Kansas .. ~ ...................... .. 

Kentucky•••••••••••• 
Louisiana ••.•..•..•. 
Maine .•••••••.•••••• 
Maryland .••••••••••• 
Massachusetts ••••..• 
Michigan •••••••••••• 
Minnesota •.••••••••. 
Mississippi ....•••• ; 
Missouri ••••..•••••. 
Montana ••••••••••.•• 
Nebraska .••..••• : ••• 
Nevada •.•...•••••••. 
New Hampshire ••..•.. 
New Jersey •.••••••.. 
New Mexico ..•...•••• 
New york •••.••.••••. 
North Carolina •••••• 
North Dakota •••..... 
Ohio •••••••.••••.••. 
Oklahoma •.••.••.•... 
Oregon ••.....•••••.. 
Pennsylvania .•••••.. 
Rhod~ Island .••••••. 
South Carolina ••• : •• 
South Dakota .•••••.. 
Tennessee ................... .. 

Texas .•••••.••••••.. 
Utah ............................ .. 


Vermont ................... • , ... 

Virginia •••.•.••.••. 
Wasbington.~ ••..•..• 
West Virginia •...•.. 
Wisconsin •..••.•••.• 
Wyoming ..•..•••••... 
American Samoa .••... 
Guam ...•••••....•..• 
Puerto Rico ..•..••.. 
V~yin I£landa .•••.• 
Ot.l!e.::: OU'tl.y.:ing Are as 

1995 Revised 
Appropriation 

123,532,901 
14,723,202 
96,884,519 
73,847,456 

717,137,919 
64,860,807 
51,443,397 
15,243,163 
19,454,988 

273,962,363 
165,285,102 
19,103,346 
21,537,084 

317,236,907 
107,175,970 
50,199,020 
51,613,397 

122,910,184 
186,888,007 
25,243,368 
84,679,597 

118,856,923 
300,397,928 

80,874 ,227, 
122,733,020, 
113,093,564 
24,871,139 
27,381,211 
18,239,466 
15,756,488 

137,636,637 
58,311,1.20 

602,132,281 
128,184,535 

1 6 , 5 7 8, , 4 3 1 
296,610,408 

82,398,040 
65,310,178 

299,889-,431 
20,773,803 
90,444,632 
18,628,919 

120,562,140 
570,953,625 

31,980,942 
14,712,137 
98,469,129 
97,221,082 
69,039,732 

121,374,566 
15,448,185 
, 4,977,566, 
4,845,607 

249,545,824 
8,474,425 

48,685,962 

6,(98,356,000 

1996 House 
Subcommittee 

102,448,894 
12,198,499 
80,348,342 
61,243,585 

594,740,723 
53,792,084 
42,664,928 
13,002,518 
1'6,134,422 

227,205,648 
137,076,115 

15,844,141 
17,860,371 

263,094,982 
88,886,476 
41,633,213 
42,805,757 

101,932,541 
154,990~080 

20,923,993 
70,229,094 
98,573,501 

249,130,581 
67,073,019 

101,785,196 
93,792,427 
20,626 .. 373 
22,708,630 
15,224,572 
13,097 ,291 

114,148,405 
48,358,621 

499,367,302 
106,309,605 

13,703,903 
245,988,504 

68,334,855 
?4,165,039 

248,710,493 
17,228,431 
75,008,816 
15,395,480 
99,985,087 

473,505,621 
26,523,677 
12,231,116 
81,665,040 
80,630,162 
57,256,218 

100,662,480 
12,799,649 
4,015,231 
3,908,784 

206,953,500 
6,836,026 

40,239,959 

5,555,000,000 

Difference 

-21,084,007 
-2,524,703 

-16,536,177 
-12,603,871 

-122,397,196 
-11,068 i 723 

-8,778,469 
-2,240,645 
-3,320,566 

-46,756,715 
-28,208,987 
-3,259,205 
-3,676,713 

-54,141,925 
-18,i89,494 
-8,565,807 
-8,807,640 

-20,977 ,643 
-31,897,927 

-4,319,375 
:-14 ,450,503 
-20,283,422 
-51',267,347 
-13,801,208 
-20,947,824 
-19,301,137 

-4,244,766 
-4,672,581 
-3,014,894 
-2,659,197 

-23,488,232 
-9,952,499 

-102,764,979 
-21,874;930 

-2,874,528 
-50,621,904 
-14,063,185 
-11,145,139 
-51,178,938 
-3,545,372 

-15,435,816 
-3,233,439 

-20,577 ,053 
-97,448,004 

-5,457,265 
-2,481,021 

-16,804,089 
-16,590,920 
-11,783,514 
-20,712,086 

-2,648,536 
-962,335 
-936,823 

-42,592,324 
-1,638,399 
-8,446,003 

-1,143,356,000 

http:58,311,1.20
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13-Ju1.-95 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

ESEA Title I Neglected and Delinquent 

Al abama ••••••••.•••• 
Al ask(l •••••••••• '•••. 
Arizona ••••••••••••• 
Arkansas •••••••••••• 
Cali fornia •••••••••• 
Colorado •••••••••••• 
Connecticut ••••••••• 
Delaware .................. .. 

District of Columbia 
Florida .•••••••••••. 
Georgia ............. •." .... .. 

Hawaii ......................... . 

Idaho •• ~ .••••••••••• 
Illinois .••••••••••• 
Indiana ....•••••.... 
Iowa, .............................. .. 
Kansas •••• '.......... . 
Kentucky •••.••.••••• 
Louisiana ••••••••••• 
Maine .•••••••••••••• 
Maryland .•••.••••••• 
Massachusetts .•••••• 
Michigan .••••••••••• 
Minnesota .•••••••••. 
Mississippi ...•••.•• 
Missouri ••.••...••.. 
Montana ..••.•••••.•. 
Nebraska •.••..•....• 
Nevada ••.•• ~ •..•.••. 
New Hampshire .•....• 
New Jersey ..•..••... 
New Mexico •••••••... 
New york ..•••••••••. 
North Carolina .•.•.. 
North Dakota •••.••.. 
Ohio .......... . " .................. .. 
Oklahoma ••••••••••.• 
Oregon ..••••••••.... 
Pennsylvania •••••..• 
Rhode island•....... 
south Carolina•.••.• 
South Dakota •••••.•• 
Tennessee .•••••••.•• 
Texas ••••••••••••••• 
Utah ..................... ........ .. 

Vermont ........................ .. 

Virginia •••••••••••• 
Washington •••••.••.• 
West Virginia ....•.. 
Wisconsin .• '•.•••••.. 
Wyoming .•...••...... 
American Samoa ....•. 
G1UUll •••••••••••••••• 

Puerto Rico .....•..• 
Virgin ~.~ands.~ .... 
O't.ll.er O>.:rt! y:inq Are IS a 

1995 Revised 
Appropriation 

472,438 
173,368 
680,369 
244,655 

4,605,659 
161,845 
634,628 
135,641 
686,511 

1,414,989 
866,397 
119,472 
110,517 

1,426,689 
826,165 
312,024 
567,882 
717,868 
842,796 
182,584 

1,414,783 
847,225 
956,846 
202,908 
328,176 
695,820 
84,462 

, 216,826 
189,480 
177,912 

2,466,525 
379,638 

3,086,454 
888,128 

56,102 
2,007,252 

468,642 
77l,39~ 

740,293 
263,646 

1,090,569 
110,939 
653,399 

1,417,369 
366,809 
119,586 
861,732 
827,899 
266,728 
966,553 
111,012 

° 
° 965,192 
o 
o 

1996 Bouse 
Subcommittee 

384,575 
141,125 
553,835 
199,155 

3,749,108 
131,745 
516,601 
110,415 
558,835 

1,151,831 
705,266 
'97,253 
89,963 

1,161,356 
672,516 
253,994 
462,268 
584,360 
666,054 
148,627 

1,151,664 
689,659 
778,893 
165,171 
267,142 
566,413 

68,754 
176,501 
154,241 
144,825 

2,.025,713 
309,033 

2,512,440 
722,955 

45,668 
1,633,947 

381,484, 
632,817 
602,615 
214,778 
887,747 

90,306 
531,881 

1,153,768 
314,871 

97,345 
717,749 
673,927 
233,403 
803,075 

90,366 

° o 
801,967 

o 
o 

32,000,000 

.'Difference 

-87,863 
-32,243 

-126,534 
-45,500 

-:856,551 
-30,100 

-118,027 
-25,226 

-127,676 
-263,158 
-161,131 
-22,219 
-20,554 

-265,333 
,-153,649 

-58,030 
-105,614 
-133,508 
-156,742 
-33,957 

-263,119 
-157,566 
-177,953 

-37,737 
-61,034 

-129,407 
-15,708 
-40,325 
-35,239 
-33,067 

-462,812 
-70,605 

-574,014 
-165,173 
-10,434 

-373,305 
-67,158 

-144,579 
-137,678 
-49,070 

-202,822 
-20,633 

-121,518 
-263,601 

-71,938 
-22,241 

-163,983 
-153,972 

-53,325 
-183,476 
-20,646 

o 
o 

-183,225 
o 
o 

-7,311,000 

http:O't.ll.er


• 
DEPARTMENT or EDUCATION 

J 

Safe and Dru~-l"ree Schools' 

Alaballla .. ' . .....•.... 
Al'aska ....... '..... *.• 

.AIizona ............ . 

.AIkan8aS·~ ••••••••••• 
California•••••• ~ ••• 
Colorado •••••••••••• 
Connecticu,t ......... . 

Dela....are .••••••••••• 
District of Columbia 
Florida••••••••••••. 
Georgia .•.•••••••••• 
Bc.'Waii ••••. ., •••••••• 
Idaho ••••••••• ; ••.•• 
Illinois •••••••••••• 
Indiana .•••••..••••• 
~O'WA •••••••••••••••• 

Kans as •••••••••••••• 
Kentucky ••••••. ~ ••.. 
Louisiana ..•••••••.• 
Maine ••••.•••••••••. 
Maryland .••••...•••. 
Massachusetts ••••••• 
Michigan •••••••••••• 
Minnesota••••.•••••• 
Mississippi .•..••••• 
Missouri •.•.•••..••• 
Montana ••••••.••••.• 
Nebraska ••.••.••.••• 
Nevada ..••..•••...•• 
New Hampshire •••••.. 
New Jersey .••..••.•. 
New Mexico .•••..•••• 
Ne.... york .••• ; ••.•••. 
North Carolin'a ..•... 
North Dakota •.•••••. 
Ohio .. ~ .••....•••••. 
Oklahoma •••••••••••• 
Oregon ••...•..•••••• 
Pennsylvania ••.••••• 

Rh'o'de 'Island .••.•.•• ' 

South Carolina .••••. 

South Dakota ..•.•••• 

Tennea see ••.•••••••• 

Texas ••••••••••••.•• 
Utah ••••..••.•••••.• 
Vermont 'It ............ . 


Virginia •••••••••••• 

Washington ••..•••••• 

West Virginia ••••••• 

Wisconsin ..•••.•.••. ' 

Wyoming ...•...•••... 

American Samoa ...•.• 

Gul!.ll:·. ~ •••••••••••••• 

Pue~to .ico ......•.. 
v.i.rq'i I't l,sIllllnda. • • • ~ • 
ot..h.%: Ol:Jtl y:Ii.m;J JU-.a 

1995 Revised 1996 Bouse 
Appropriation Subcommittee Difference 

7,195,567 
2,151,397 
6,417,426 
4,323,922 

47,939,193 
5,0'76,547 
4,0'10',358 
2,151,397 
2,151,397 

18,529,819 
10',80'7,363 
2,151,397 
2,151,397 

18,865,977 
7,80'3,658 
3,874,469 
3,676,0'99 
6,861,782 
9,674,882 
2,151,397 
6,432,0'98 
8,0'31,396 

17,0'22,370' 
6,432,273 
6,196,34'3 
7,870',388 
2,151,397 
2,332,384 
2,151,397 
2,151,397 

10',543,314 
3,351,358 

32,562,157 
9,290',473 
2,151,397 

17,943,157 
5,320',74'8 
4,40'2(.310'. 

18,342,178 
2,151,397 
5,70'6,321 
2,151,397 
7,762,214 

34,260',223 
3,0'76,542 
2,151,397 
8.,C3~,132 

7,233,380' 
3,414,70'1 
7,919,299 
2,151,397 

757,0'48 
1,766,224 

11,622,0'39 
1 ••55,161 
6,723,149 

U.O' ,981,00'0' 

3,259,554 -3,936,0'13 
' 973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 

2,912,0'0'1 -3.,50'5,'25 
1,954,993 -2,368,929 

21,479,371 -26,459,822 
2,272,426 -2,80'4,121 
1,80'5,377 -2,20'4,981 

973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 
973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 

8,336,40'1 -10',193,418 
4,944,288 -5,863,0'75 

973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 
973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 

8,699 i·14 6 -10',166,831 
3,581,181 -4,222,477 
1,758,224 -2,116,245 
1,711,194 -1,964,90'5 
3,117,491 -3,744,291 
4,394,0'19 -,5,280' ,863 

973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 
2,90'9,490' -3,522,60'8 
3,622,537 -4,40'8,859 
7,795,642 -9,226,728 
2,912,571 -3,519,70'2 
2,80'7,476 -3,388,867 
3,544,285 -4,326,10'3 

973,0'0'0' -1,178,'397 
1,0'18,0'98 -1,314 ,286 

973,0'0',0' -1,178,397 
973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 

4,565,50'0' -5,977,814 
1,520',514 -1,830',844 

14,611,956 -17,,95C,~C1 

4,226,963 -5,0'63,510' 
973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 

8,216,657 -9,726,50'0' 
2,412,312 -2,90'8,436 

'2,0'36,0'30' -~,366,28C 

8,317,626 -10',0'24,552 
973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 

2,596,0'0'2 -3,110',319 
973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 

3,511 ,332 -4,250',882 
15,347,947 -18,912,276 

1,40'0',545 -1,675,997 
973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 

3,587,395 -4,447,737 
3,338,147 -3,895,233 
1,60'3,0'88 -1,811,613 
3,649,699 -4,269,60'0' 

973,0'0'0' -1,178,397 
343,348 -413,70'0' 
80'1,0'43 -965,181 

5,20'0',522 -6,421,517 
659,965 -795,196 

3,595,644 -3,127,50'5 

20'0',0'0'0',00'0' -240',981,0'00' 



. '. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Eisenhower Professional Development 

Alab_a•..•••••••••• 
,Alaskl1.· ••••••••••••• 

Arizona •.••••••••••• 
Arkansas •••••••••••• 
C{l.liforni{l. •••••••••• 
color{l.do ..••••• ~ •••• 
Connecticut ••••••••• 
Delawa.re .....•...•.. 
District of Columbia 
Florida .••.••••••••. 
Georgia ••••••••••••• 
Bawaii •••••••••••••• 
Idaho ••••.•••••••••• 
Illinois .••••••••••• 
Indiana .•••••••.•••• 
lowe. ..••...•••.•...• 
Kansas ••..•••.•••••• 
Kentucky .••••. ~ ••• ;. 
Louisiana .••.•••••.. 
Maine .••••••.••••••• 
Maryland ....• ; ..•••• 
Massachusetts ••••••• 
Michigan .•••••••••.• 
Minnesota ••••••••••• 
Mississippi ••.•••••• 
Missouri .•••••••••.. 
Montana .••••..•.••••• 
Nebraska ...•.' ••.•••• 
Nevada •••...•••.••.•• 
New Hampshire ••••... 
New Jersey•..••...•. 
Ne~ Mexico .•....••.• 
New york ..•...••••. " 
North Carolina ..•••. 
North Dakota ....•••• 
Ohio •.•••...••..•••• 
Oklahoma .•.••••.•.•. 
Orego~ .••..•••••••.• 
Pennsylvania .•.••••• 
Rhode Isla,nd ..•'~'; ••• 
South carolina•••••• 
South Dakota ••.••••• 
Tennessee •••••.•.••• 
Texas •••• , ..•••••••• 
Utah ...••.•••..• •••. 
Vermont ••••••••••••. 
Virginia •••••••••••• 
Washington ••••.••••. 
West Virginia •••.••• 
Wisconsin ...•.••...• 
Wyoming ..••..•••••.• 
Alllerican S_oo. ..•... 
Gl.l.lll.:lll.•••••••••••••••• 

'Puert.o Rico•.••••••• 
Vi~ I sl e;.ru!Is. • • • • • 

~er Outlying Aze«8 

To~l 

1995 Revised 
Appropriation 

4,158,924 
1,243,473 
3,709,171 
2,499,159 

27,708,095 
2,934,164 
2,317,923 
1,243,473 
1,243,4'73 

10,709,943 
6,246,484 
1,243,473 
1,243,473 

10,904,237 
4,510,391 
2,239,382 
2,124,727 
3,966,001 
5,591,928 
1,243,473 
3,717,651 
4,642,020 
9,838,660 
3,717,752 
3,581,388 
4,548,959 
1,243,473 
1,348,081 
1,243,473 
1,243,473 
6,093,869 
1,937,032 

18,820,412 
5,369,747 
1,243,473 

10,370,860 
3,075,308 
2,544,466 

10,601,489 
1,243,473 
3,298,163 
1,243,473 
4,486,437 

19,801,867 
1,778,193 
1,243,473 
4,644,179 
4,180,779 
1,973,643 
4,577,230 
1,243,473 

215,628 
503,068 

6,717,354 
414,470 

1,.J7B,902 

25,1 ,206..1581 

1996 Bouse 
Subcommittee 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

° 


Difference 

-4,158,924 
-1,243,473 
-3,709,171 
-2,499,159 

-27,708,095 
-2,934,164 
-2,317,923 
-1,243,473 
-1,243,473 

-10,709,943 
-6,246,484 
-1,243,473 

.-1,243,473 
-10,904,237 
-4,510,391 
-2,239,382 

. -2,124,727 
-3,966,001 
-5,591,928 
-1,243,473 
-3,717,651 
-4,642,020 
-9,838,660 
-3,717,752 
-3,581,388 
-4,548,959 
-1,243,473 
-1,348,081 
-1,243,473 
-1,243,473 
-6,093,869 
-1,937,032 

-18,820,412 
-5,369,747 
-1,2'13,473 

-10,370,860 
-3,075,308 
-2,544,466 

-10,601,489 
-1,243,473 
-3,298,163 
-1,243,473 
-4,486,437 

-19,801,867 
-1,778,193 
-1,243,473 
-4,644 ,179 
-4,180,779 
-1,973,643 
-4,577,230 
-1,243,473 

-215,628 
-503,068 

-6,717,354 
-414,470 

-1,378,902 

-251,206,758 
I 

http:Delawa.re
http:color{l.do


13-Juh'950 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Education for Bomeless Children and Youth 

Alabama .•••••••••••• 
Alaska", •• " ..••••.•• '" 
Arizona ••••••••••••• 
Arkansas •••••••••••• 
california •••••••.•• 
Colorado •••••••••••• 
Connecticut ••••••••• 
Delaware •..••••••••• 
District of Columbia 
Florida ..•.••••••••• 
Georg-ia .•• '; ..••••••• 
Hawaii •••••••••••••• 
Idaho •.••••••••.•••. 
Illinois •••••••••••. 
Indiana ••••••••••••• 
Iowa .••••••••••.•••• 
Kansas ..•••..••.•••• 
Kentucky••.•..•.•••• 
Louisiana ••..••.•••• 
Maine •..•••••••••.•• 
Maryl and ••••••• ~ ••.• 
Massachusetts; •••••• 
Michigan~ ••••••••••• 
Minnesota. '•••••••••• 
Mississippi .•..• ',' •• 
Missouri .••.•.....•• 
Montana .•.• " •••••••• 
Nebraska .. ~ •••••• ; •. 
Nevada ....•••••.••.. 
New Hampshire ..•..•. 
New Jersey ...••.••.• 
New Me*ico •••.. ~ •.•• 
New york •••.....•••• 
North Carolina .•.... 
North Dakota ••••.•.. 
Ohio", .... '" • ............. 

Oklahoma .•••••••••.• 
Oreg-on .•.• ~ ••••••••• 
Pennsylvania.~ •.•..• 
Rhoae i~land ••...•.• 
South Carolina ..••.• 
South Dakota .••••••• 
Tennessee ..•••••.••• 
Texas", '" • '" '" •••• '" '" •••• 
Utah .•••••••••••••. '. 
Vermont • • '" ••••••.••. 
Virginia••••.•..••.. 

Washing-ton •••..••••. 

West Virginia ••••••• 

Wisconsin ...••••.••• 

Wyoming ........•..•. 

American Samoa ..... . 

Guam .••.•••..••..... 

Puerto Ki~••......• 

Vir9in Ial~ds •••.•. 

Other, Outlying A::eaa 


Total, 

1995 Revised 
Appropriation 

524,865 
100,000 
411,642 
313,762 

3,046,964 
275,580 
218,572 
100,000 
100,000 

1,164,007 
702,261 
100,000 
100,000 

1,347,872 
455,368 
213,285 
219,294 
522,219 
794,047 
107,254 
359,785 
504,998 

1,276,326 
343,617 

,521,466 
480,510 
105,672 
116,337 
100,000 
100,000 
584,789 
247,751 

2,558,330 
544,629 
100,000 

1,260,234 
350,092 
277,489 

1,274-,166 
100,000 
384,280 
100,000 
512,243 

2,425,860 
,135,880 
100,000 
418,374 
413,072 
293,335 
515,695 
100,000 

o 
o 

1,060,267 
0, 

.328,811 

28,&11,000 

1996 House 
Subcommittee 

'405,891 
100,000 
315,821 
243,028 

2,359,433 
222,203 
179,630 
100,000 
100,000 
912,249 
550,078 
100,000 
100,000 

1,058,835 
370,140 
177,336 
179,184 

,404,370 
609,072 
100,000 
292,461 
406,727, 

1,007,262 
278,749 
401,093 
378,894 
100,000 
100,000 
100,000 
100,000 
471,148 
190,075 

2,004,784 
440,488 
100,000 
988,410 
271,500 
225,495 

1,0,16,046 
100,000 
302,608 
100,000 
395,605 

1,873,644 
112,107 
100,000 
337,425 
334,34-0 
225,926 
421,668 
100,000 

o 
o 

813,275 , 
o 

323,000 

23,000,000 

Difference 

-118,974 
o 

-:-95,821 
-70,734 

-687,531 
-53,377 
-38,942 

o 
o 

-251,758 
-152,183 

o 
o 

-289,037 
-85,228 
-35,949 
-40,110 

-117,849 
-184,975 

-7,254 
'-67,324 
-98,271 

,-269,064 
-64,868 

-120,373 
,-101,616 

-5,672 
-16,337 

'0 
o 

-113,641 
-57,676 

-553,546 
-104,141 

o 
-271,824 

-78,592 
-51,994 

-258,120 
o 

-81,672 
o 

-116,638 
-552,216 

-23,773 
o 

-80,949 
-78,732 
-67,409 
-94,027 

o 
o 
o 

-246,992 
o 

-5,811 

-5,811,000 



13-iJul-9S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Vocational Education 

Alabama •.••••••••••• 
Alaska •••••••••••••• 
Arizona ...•••••••••• 
Arkansas ...... it ........ . 


California .•••••••.• 
Colorado •••••••••.•• 
Connecticut ••••••••• 
Del aware. : •••••.•••• 
District of Columbia 
Florida .•••••••••• ~ • 
Georgia ••.•••••••••• 
Bawaii •••.•••••••••• 
Idaho •••.•••.••••••• 
Illinois •••••.•••••• 

-Indiana•.•••••..•••• 
I OWd. it ...... .................. .. 


Kansas ...•.....••••• 
Kentucky •....••••••• 
Louisiana ••••.•••••• 
Maine ..... ............ it" .... .. 

Mary1and~ ..••••..••. 
Mas.achusetts •.••..• 
Michigan •••.••.•••.• 
Minnesota .••••.•.••. 
Mississippi ..••••••• 
Missouri .... ; ••....• 
Montana .. '..• '.' ..••.. 
Nebraska .•••..•••••. 
Nevada . ................... " .. .. 

New Hampshire .....•. 
New Jersey .....•••.. 
New Mexico ..•••...•• 
New york ............. . 
North Carolina .••.•. 
North Dakota ......•• 
ohio ................ ............ .. 
Oklahoma ..•....••••• 
Oiegon ••..••.•..•••. 
Pennsylvania .•..•••• 
Rhode Island ..••.••• 
South Carolina.•••.• 
South Dakota ......•. 
Tennessee ••..••••••• 
Texas ................. ......... .. 

Utah .•••.•••••.••••'. 
ve~ont ••••• •••••••• 
Virginia .•....••..•• 
Washington ••••.••••• 
West Virginia ...•..• 
wisconsin ..••••..•.. 
wyoming ..•••.....••. 
American Samoa ..... . 
Guam ••••••' •••••••••• 

~~rto RicQ..•..•••. 
ViIqin 7s1aDd~ ..•••. 
Other 01ltlyin9' lJeZl.I1 

1995 Revised 
Appropriation 

18,702,503 
4,214,921 

15,484,477 
10,811,713 
99,301,143 
12,107,613 

8,376,759 
4,214,921. 
4,214,921 

42,601,960 
27,660,932 

4,780,123 
5,140,302 

37,738,984 
23,120,128 
11,198,864 

9,406,267 
17,055,853 
19,788,418 

4,783,858 
13,726,835 
17,323,922 
35,010,928 
15,469,126 
12,765,550, 
19,449,177 

4,480,773 
6,094,197 
4,780,123 
4,780,123 

20,661,103 
7,205,806 

51,361,536 
28,021,929 

4,214,921 
4 1 , 8 75', 6 81 
14,077,949 
11,242,948 
39,708,621­

4,780,123 
16,452,378 

4,214 ,921 
20,865,667 
72,972,404 

9,964,129 
4,214,921 

22,023,729 
17,189,065 

8,390,612 
18,917,157 

4,214,921 
190,000 
500,000 

18,313,018 
555,,580 

16,035 ..467 

972.750.000 

1996 Bouse 
Subcommittee 

13,460,820 
3,033,620 

11,144,698 
7,781,553 

71,470,377 
8,714,256 
6,029,035 
.3,033,620 
3,033,620 

30,662,063 
19,908,503 

3,440,415 
3,699,648 

27,162,015 
16,640,333 
8,060,199 
6,770,006" 

12,275,671 
14 ,242,390 
3,443,103 
9,879,664 

12,468,609 
25,198,542 
11,133,650 

9 ',187,796 
13,998,227 

3,224,963 
4,386,198 
3,440,415 
3,440,415 

14,870,491 
5,186,261 

36,966,624 
20,168,325 
3,033,620 

30,139,336 
10,132,373 
,8,091,928 
28,579,629 
3,440,415 

11,841,330 
3,033,620, 

15,017,722 
52,520,692 

7,171,519 
3,033,620 

15,851,218 
12,371 ,548 

6,039,006 
13,615,314 
3,033,620 

190,000 
500,000 

13,180,495 
399,870 

11,227,000 

700,000,000 

Difference 

-5,241,683 
-1,181,301 
-4,339,779 
-3,030,160 

-27,830,766 
-3,393,357 
-2,347,724 
-1,181,301 
-1,181,301 

-11,939,897 
-7,752,429 
-1,339,708 
-1,440,654 

-10,576,969 
-6,479,795 
-3,138,665 
-2,636,261 
-4,780,182 
-5,546,028 
-1,340,755 
-3,847,171 
-4,855,313 
-9,812,386 
-4,335,476 
-3,577,754 
-5,450,950 
-1,255,810 
-1,707,999 
-1,339,708 
-1,339,708 
-5,790,612 
-2,019,545 

-14 ,394 ,912 
-7,853,604 
-1,181,301 

-11,736,345 
-3,945,576 
-3,151,020 

-1-1,128,992 
-1,339,708 
-4,611,048 
-1,181,301 
-5,847,945 

-20,451,712 
-2,792,610 
-1,181,301 
-6,172,511 
-4,817,517 
-,2,351 ,606 
-5,301,843 
-1,181,301 

o 
o 

-5,132,523 
-155,710 

-4,808,467 

- 2 72 , 75 0 , 0 00 

http:lJeZl.I1


13-Jul-95 ,DEPAltTH!:ln' or EDOCATION 

Adult Education 

Ala.ba.m.A. .. • • • • • • • ~ • .. • 
AlaBka ••• ~ .......... _• 
Arizona••••••••••••• 
ArkanBas .............. . 

Ca.lifornia •••••••••• 
Colorado •••••••••••• 
Conn.cticut ••••••••• 
De1 aWa.%"e ............ . 


District of Columbia 
Florida••••••••••••• 
Georgia ........... : •• 

Hawaii ..... ~ ••••••••• 
Idaho .................... '•• 

Illinois •••••••••••• 
Indiana............. .. 

IOWA .................... .. 


KAllS 48 ................. . 


~entucxy •••••••••••• 
Lou!siana •••••••' •••• 
Maine .................. . 

.Maryland ............. . 

Massachusetts ••••••• 
Michigan ........ ,. ••••• 
Minnesota .•••••••••• 
Missi8sippi •••• ~ •••• 
Missouri ............... . 
Montana ••••.••.••••• 
Nebraska •••••.•.•••• 
Nevada .•••••••.•.•.• 
New Hampshire •.••••• 
New Jersey •••••••••• 
New Mexico .••••••••• 
Hew york •••••••••••• 
North CArolina •••••• 
North, Dakota •••••••• 
Ohio.~ •••••••••••••• 
Oklahom.a. e, ............ .. 

Oregon •• ~ ••••••••••• 
Pennsylvania .•••••.. 

'Rhode Island........ . 
South CArolina •••••• 
South Daxota •••••••• 
Tennessee •• '......... .. 

Texas ••••••••••••••• 

,Ot.ah..................... .. 

Vermont ............. . 
Virginia •••••••••••• 
Washington •••.•••••• 
West Virginia .•••••• 
Wisconsin .•••••••••• 
Wyoung ••.•••••....• 
American Samoa •..••• 
GUJl.m •• '............... . 

he.rt:,o Jtico ••••••••• 
"I'J.rq:iln. 1 d a.:nd"Q. • • • • • ' 

Oth.rOUtiyimoq. Ar_. 
Tot&l 

'1995 Revi••d 
Appropriation 

5,079,031 
555,0133 

3,326,597 
3,073,140 

27,983,496 
2,382,774 
2,922,708 

812,633 
881,081 

13,137,337 
7,175,669 
1,068,158 
1,030,375 

10,498,723 
5,359,631 
2,358,854 
2,049,866' 
4,857,098 
4,939,431 
1,263,086 
4,207,988 
4,933,272 
8,456,491 
3,260,087 
3,416,436 
5;183,354 

851,221 
1,363,327 
1,271,872 
1,047,031 
7,208,465 
1,645,324 

17,362,385 
7,533',405 

783,641 
10,219,215 
3,218,742 
2,384 ..072 

11,510,802 
1,280,287 
4,206,641 

833,858 
6,076,500 

17,,736,514 
1,271 ,922 

670,526 
6,010,379 
3,528,230 
2,472,850 
4,194,417 

557,694 
159,402 
219,045 

5,816,400 
244,049 
454,035 

252,345;000 

1996 BOilS. 

Subcommittee 

5,031,579 
552,432 

3,296,366 
3,045,399 

27,710,976 
2,361,817 
2,896,445 

807,104 
874,879 ' 

13,010,702 
7,107,615 
1,060,118 
1,022,707 

10,398,016 
5,309,422 
2,338,131 
2,032,180 
4,Bll ,828 
4,893,351 
1,253,131 
4,169,096 
4,887,253 
8,375,852 
3,230,509 
3,385,322 
5,134,878 

845,313 
1,352,388 
1,261,831 
1,039,199 
7,140,089 
1,631,613 

17,194,234 
7,461,836 

778,397 
10,121,254 
3,189,570 
2,363,102 

11 ,400,150 
1,270,164 
4,167,762 

828,121 
6,019,247 

17,564,684 
1,261,880 

666,394 
5,953,776 
3,496,018 
2,451,008 
4,155,658 

554,670 
158,818 
217,876 

5,761,703 
242,633 
453,504 

250,000,000 

pifference 

:-47 ,452 
-3,001 

-30,231 
-27,741 

-272,520 
-20,957 
-26,263 

-5,529 
-6,202 

-126,635' 
-68,054 
-8,040 
-7,668 

-100,707 
-50,209 
-20,723 
-17,686 
-45,270 
-46,080 

-9,955 
-38,892 . 
-46,019 
-80,639 
-29,578 
-31,114 
-48,476 
-5,908 

-10,939 
-10,041 

-7,832 
-68,376 
-13,711 

-168,151 
-71,569 
-5,244 

-97,961 
-29,172 
-iO,970 

-110,652 
-10,123 
-38,879 
-5,737 

-57,253 
-171 ,830 
-10,042 

-4,132 
-56,603 
-32,212 
-21,842 
-38,759 

-3,024 
-584 

-1,169 
-54,697 

-1,416 
-531 

-2,345,000 



Sa~~rday. November 4. 1995. 

The Sacramento Bee • 

.poals 2000 educational plan 

. ~Mary Lynne Vellinga charges swirling around ffi:Jals· 2000, a bipartisan support, but since then it has 

Bee Capitol Bureau federal education program started by been demonized by conservatives. 
President Bush and implemented under The debate over ffi:Jals 2000 reflects not 

i~One conservative group says the latest President Clinton. only Americans' growing distrust of 
federal plan for improving schools ~ Launched at a 1989 summit of the na· Washington, but also the drive by conser­
produce "stupid children." A California . tion's governors, ffi:Jals 2000 was intended vative Republicans to reduce the role of 
lawmaker contends it could encourage to set national education goals all schools the federal government. 
• ndom distribution in schools and lead to could work toward, such as lowering the ffi:Jals 2000 supporters say its detrac· 

y ungsters being removed from their dropout rate and improving student com· tors distort what the law really says. As­~meso petency in English, science and math. . semblywoman Deirdre Alpert, D-Corona­
,.These are just a sampling of the many The program became lawlast year with do, chairwoman of the Assembly Educa­

draws conservatives' fire 
tion Co;nmittee, said the reaction of many He objects to the laws mention of fund­
Repubhcans to ffi:Jals 2000 "absolutely as­ ing for social services, suggesting it could 
tounds me. It's like I'm in 'Alice in Won­ prompt more schools to distribute con­
derland,' and I can't understand what I doms. Baldwin even thinks children could 
see as paranoia about this." be removed from their homes because of 

But Assemblyman Steve Baldwin R.EI ffi:Jals 2000, although he concedes, "It's 
Cajon, vice chairman of the edudaUon hard to prove beyond a shadow of a doubt 
committee, maintains that Goals 2000 that what we say is true." 
will "eventually yank authority away Baldwin and 38 other California l.egis­
from the school districts and the states to 

Washil1:gton." 
 Please see GOALS, page A22 



.~:; WIlSOl1.:q.>~Clslon aerIes lOgIC' . ,t ~~~t' by Gov.' Kern schools the state. Department of 
, Pete Wilson to de-. 'Education.' 

ny the s"'f:ateTs· have a lot to lose Of nine Kern County 
schools f42 InilllOlli!!.Thd- '. from a' threat by districts that applied for 
eral funds.::- $387,159 of Gov Pete WiLson funds, five got money
wruch has come or will '. (the bulk went to such 
be coming to Kern Coun- to reject $42 high-population districts 
ty - makes no sense on million in school as the Los Angeles Uni­
its: face. Worse, his. rea-' aid fied Elementary SchoQl' 
soning raises the issue of . District and Bay area . 
whether he is. making a, rational schools). Kern districts which have. 
edu~ation policy decision, or is really funds or will get them include both 
using the program to pursue a politi- . east Kern and valley schools: Moja­
cal.agenda:" . :' .',. ,...... veUnified School District, Sierra 

The money is from, the federal 'Sands Unified School District in 
government's two-year',Goals ,2000 Ridgecrest, Muroc Joint Unified 
program. ,The program is an ..out- School'District in·, North ,Edwards, 
growth of the bi-partisan, Education Lamorit School District and the Kern 
Summit called by President Bush High School District. 
several years ago,and' pursued by 'As an example of how the .funds ~ 
Pre$identCllhton.",;· '. . $112,349 for the 1994-95 year and a 

In threatening to send the money projected $274,810 for 1995-96 - are 
back, Wilson complained about feder,. being' Used,. the Kern High School 
al :strings attached to the ~unds. District is trying to keep essential 

Mike Hulsizer, administrator of' elements of the unrelated but simi­
instructional services for the Kern . larly' named Project 2000' program 
County' Superintendent of Schools,. intact. The largely corporately fund­
and federal officials in. Washington, . ed pilot program sought to identify 
both. are .baffled by the governor's stu9,ents at risk of failure and keep 
statement. ' :B0~h. ~ay ,tp~t.:.~~ere (j.re them in. school - and' even to encour­

:..no~~" 9f the usualcomple:x.Jiiles apiL,;~ge! them to go on to college~·" 
regul,ations that often are attendant The program 'has been universally 
to federal grant programs~ That was praised both for its goals and 
specifically a result ofTeqiiests made ,: ' achievements. Relevant to the debate 

, by )o~al sc:hool districts'Jor: 'a i mB.,!=i- ' over I Goals" 2000, the Kern'lIigh, 
mum 'degree' of locaL control , when School District's innovative program 
the 'program was bein g"set up.. " also is' often cited as an example., of 

V.There are' no federal dictates in the benefits of giving local districts 
Gools2000, nor are there any federal .both the control theY' need to develop . 

. regulations issued as a result of this programs that can' best meet local 
program," according to a statement needs, and the resources to do so. 
issued by the U.S. Department of While some critics both political, 

. Education in response to the gover- and educational - have targeted 
nor's comments. Hulsizer agrees federal educational programs as red 
with that assertion.' tape-encrusted bureaucratic night­

'1n providing the money, the feder- mares, Goals 2000 seems. to be. the 
al: government· is merely. asking all kind of ideal they should welcome : 
states to pursue several broad, goals, Enriching resources flowing to' local 
hopefully to be achieved by the end districts combined with a maximum 
of; th~ century, bl!.tn~t. ,m~n?a~ed., ' degree of l~cal controL""<"<,, >;:', • 
'rqey illclude mom-and-apple-p1E:! ide- Unless .wllson can show the flaw ill 
a~ that most districts are trying to such logic we have a difficult time 
aqhleve as a matter of course. They taking his decision and his reasoqing 
in~lude such things"as raising high- at face, value. Worse, it is possible ' 
scJlOol graduation rates, increasing that in turning his back on this ideal 
mpth . and science literacy, working· . arrangement, the. governor may be 
to: have greater percentages of ele- placing at risk other, educational 
Illl:ntary school enrollees attend pre- grants that require incorporation of 
school, etc. '. Goals 2000 in their justification. ' .. 

:'1:0 the extent that there are regu- . If, in fact, the governor's threat is 
lations, 'in fact, they . come from part of a hidden agenda, it will be 
Wilson's home turf in Sacramento - our students who will risk more than 
the program in California is adminis-· his' political agenda. Which is more 
teted for the federal government by valuable? 

"i 
\ 

\, 
\ 

Bakersfield, CA 
(Kem Co.) 
Califomian 
(C!r. D. 75,200) 
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Contact: 	 Jo Ann Yee, ACUSD Executive Director Release # 95-01 

520 Capitol Mall 

Sacramento, CA. 95814 >. 


'-'.- ". 

Phone' (916) 446-0906 ,- .' . "~,".. , 

FAX (916) 428~5608. 
.. <,. {;, :.: ···'·;:·';I{~t~~};~:>.< ':. 

.~\",!~::DE~'"·:~'~;1~~!~?~~· ,:',". 
The Association of California Urban School Districts 

sends letter to Governor Wilson regarding Goals 2000 funding' 

SACRAMENTO - Jill Wynns, school board commissioner from San Francisco Unified 
School District and President of the Association ofCalifornia Urban School Districts (ACUSD) 
sent the attached open letter to Governor Pete Wilson this afternoon. The letter was draftedby 
ACUSD in response to continued concerns in the educational community that Governor Wilson 
has not released the Goals 2000 funds and might even return the $42 million to the federal 
government. Over 200 school districts have developed local school improvement plans and are 
waiting for the Governor to make a decision about California's share of the Goals 2000 grant. 
The letter was circulated among members of ACUSD and other districts in California who have 
been approved to receive the Goals 2000 funding. Jo Ann Yee, ACUSD executive director said, 
" There is a growing fiustration among superintendents and board members with the Governor's 

. position on Goals 2000 and his lack ofaction to release these California's tax dollars to local 
districts." 	 .' 

The letter identifies four main reasons why Governor Wilson should reconsider his 

decision not to release the Goals 2000 funds: . 


1. 	 California tax dollars sent to Washington D,C. to support federally funded educational 

programs should be spent on the children ofCalifornia. . 


2. 	 California stilI spends $],200 less per child on education than the national average and cannot 

afford to refuse any available financial resource. 


3. 	 The Governor wants to maintain educational policy as a state responsibility and to support the 

beliefofmany Republicans that the" best government is that which is closest to the people." 




, Consistency about iocalcontrol is very much needed. Goals 2000 funds will be used to ' 
implement local school improvement plans, supported by local school boards. 

4. 	 Release of the Goals 2000 funds would support the Governor's, own concept of the federal, 
state, and local governments working in a "hopefulpartnei:shlp" for educationalrefoim. ' 

.. ,: " 

Over 200 superintendents and school board members signed the letter, represe~tinga 
broad cross section of school districts - urban, suburban, and rural; large, mid-size aIld small. , " 
Signatures continue to come in on a daily basis. "AtUSD President, Jill Wynns Said, " These , 
supporters represent the strong grassroots belief that the proper role ofthe fed~raland state" "J,:" , 

, governmentis to provi4e suppo~ to lo~y?e~e~~~eduCati()~.~~f9~,~f!,~f,t~;;"~rlf~e.~~gj,~" ,:,"', ," 
",to th~ Governor: Don't make our studf.mts,~eacher§@dparent~,-w,~J.:R~l~~e,t~~Q9~,s 20 ·'d):;., 

.. . .'. ·.timd~.".. . .... ' :,;/j,'( . ",;'?;;;;:ft:i~Wt:?~K;:'!::!~\'&i:~;~¥:~;;:;:,:;..;. . " 
,," -' , 
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Attachments 

mailto:studf.mts,~eacher�@dparent~,-w,~J.:R~l~~e,t~~Q9~,s


December 14, 1995 
Executive Committee 
President 
Jill Wynns 

Board Member The Honorable Pete Wilson 

San Francisco Unified 
 Governor ofCalifornia 

State Capitol, First Floor Vice-President 
Carolyn Getridge Sacramento, CA. 95814 

Superintendent 

Oakland Unified 


, ' , 

Secretary' The Association of California Urban School Districts (ACUSD)was " 
Vera Vignes organized in 1965 for the purpose ofidentitying the,problems facirig~~" 
 " 
Superintendent' 
 school districts in Califorrua and finding the solutions lb, those pro91(",_
Pasadena Unified 

members ofACUSDrepresent a diverse cross· section of Canrornia~~~~ 

Treasurer districts. Our members include most of the large urban districts in Califorrua 

Jeff Horton, 
 such as San Bernardino City and Fresno as well as smaller urbans such as',',
Board Member Berkeley and Inglewood. Our member districts are located in almost every ,Los A"ngeles Unified 

major metropolitan area in California. Although ACUSD represents less thaD 3 
Officers At Large percent of the 1000-plus school districts in this state, we provide the education 
Charles McCully for one fourth of all K-12 students who attend public schools in California. 

, Superintendent 
Fresno Unified 

ACUSD initiated and circulated the attached open letter among 
Gaspar Garcia California districts who are waiting for their Goals 2000 funds. It has been 
Board Member signed by superintendents and school board members who would appreciate a Sacramento City Unified 


favorable reconsideration ofyour decision on Goals 2000 funding for 

10 Anll Yee California. 

Executive Director 


ACUSD is committed to working with you to address any concenis 

Sacramento Office you may have about Goals 2000 or any of the specific plans that have been 

520 Capitol Mall developed by our participating districts. A sampling of how some of the 

Sacramento, CA. 95814 .' ACUSD districts pl~ to use their Goals 2000 funds is attached for your 
Ph: (916) 446-0906 

, information. We invite you to contact us for more details, come by to visit our FAX: (916) 428-5608 ' 

schools and talk to the people responsible for developing the school, ' 

improvement plans that will be funded by Goals 2000. 


Sincerely, 

ffw~~r::::-
. Association of California Urban School Districts 

cc: 	 Delaine Eastin, Superintendent ofPublic Instruction 
Loni Hancock, Office ofUS. Department ofEducation, Region IX 



A SAMPLING OF IMPROVEMENT PLANS TO BE FUNDED BY GOALS 2000 

The districts who have applied and have been approved for Goals 2000 funding represent the broad 

diversity of our state: Los Angeles Unified with over a 600,000 students is poised to receive over $1.5, 

million. Round Valley Joint Union School District in Inyo County whose enrollment is less than 150 


, students, is waiting for its grant of $6 thousand. Of the districts who are members of ACUSD, eleven are 
scheduled to receive a total of over $2.9 million for their reform efforts. These specific school plans 
submitted to the California Department of Education were all developed locally to build upon the statewide 
school improvement plan. Many of the school improvement plans which will be funded totally or in part by 
Goals 2000 are, in fact, part of an on-going reform movement in these districts. The following is just a 
small sampling of the proposed school improvement plans and the local planning process: 

Pasadena Unified started its reform movement in 1992 with an Educational Summit. "'" 
Over 2,300 parents, students,staff and community,members who wanted changes in cornniuniCatiori,':·'":?'F!:J;;:: :','.:~,' '. 
safety, instructional programs, community involvement, multicultural sensitivity and accp~llitf::.L~::~~~{;;;:?<:., 
provided input at this summit. In 1994, a Technology Strategic Plan Group, which incluQed districC~, ~~~;'f'.: \ ' " ' 
parents and community members, prepared a technology plan to facilitate the Summit's objectives. They' '': .. ' , 
selected a consortium of 14 schools that will be the sites for the implementation of programs to improve' ' 
two-way communication and new instructional programs. The thrust oftheir reform efforts involves the use 
of technology, such as the addition of Internet to existing computer systems. Goals 2000 funds will directly 
support these improvements in technology. 

In San Francisco, 17 schools submitted their site-driven plans for school improvement. 

Each school identified its own goals and programs. Many of these schools will use the Goals 2000 funds 

for parent meetings and staff development. 


Literacy will be the focus of the Goals 2000 reform efforts in Stockton Unified. Ten , 

schools developed plans on how they will ensure that all students will be able to read at grade level by the 

end of second grade. Each school had a committee of no fewer than 36 stakeholders who were ipvolved in 

the development their own school plan. 


A Goals 2000 Corrimittee was formed in West Contra Costa Unified. The committee 

identified 13 schools who will be the recipient of Goals 2000 funds: 8 elementary, 1 middle school, 1 high 

school, and 3 alternative schools. The reform efforts will include training for teachers in language arts and 


, math; parent outreach; support for student publishing; Internet access; reform efforts at the high school, 
with a particular focus on restructuring the usage oftime and class scheduling; transportation for 
community internship programs; and special programs for at-risk students. 

Thirty-nine schools will benefit from Goals 2000 in Sacramento City Unified. The funds 

will be used to increase literacy and to teach children skills relevant to the work world, two goals adopted 

by the school board. 


Berkeley, a small urban school district with an enrollment of about 8,000 students, will use their 

Goals 2000 grant to support staff and parent training in arts and technology; the purchase of books for the 

integration of their science, math and language arts curriculum; and to support their programs that focus on 

improving writing and speaking skills. And again, these were programs identified as priority areas by their 

local Goals 2000 committee. 




The Honorable. Pete Wilson 
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An Open Letter to Governor Pete Wilson 

We, the following superintendents and school board members, on behalf ofour 

students, our schools and our communities, request that you release the $42, 111,705 trom: 

Goals 2000 to California and authorize the local expenditure of these monies. Don't make' 

our students, teachers and parents wait. . 


There are four basic reasons for our request. 
, <j : >. ~ 

L We believe very strongly thafGalifornia tax dollars sent to the federal .. ,:. ·:·'~,~:;t~i~~";;~:> ' , 
government to support federally funded educational programs should be spent o~ ,th~;~}~!Yi~~{~.~l":'; 
children of California. We join voices with many respected groups and individuals' wh9,.'~:·;;'::~:-::~--' .:; 
seek fair and equitable treatment ofCalifornia from the federal government. Do the fiScally. .­
responsible thing and spend California tax dollars at home rather than allow these funds to 
be disperse to. other states. . 

2. California needs your leadership to re-establish itself as the state with the 

nation's leading educational system. Currently, California is near the bottom in every 

important indicator ofour commitment to educational excellence: state funding, class size, 

access to technology, adequate supplies and materials, support for infrastructure. Student 

achievement has suffered. It bears repeating that California, the state with the most 

diverse student population, still spends $1,200 less per child than the national average. 

While we agree that throwing money at the problem is not necessarily-the solution, can we 

really afford to refuse any available resource for our kids, especially resources that are 

rightfully theirs? . 


3. We care deeply about maintaining state and local control ofeducational policy . 
. We support the concept that the best government is that which is closest to the people. 
We believe that concept applies within the state as well. There is no level of goveinment 
that is closer to the people than the locally elected school board. While we all share a 
common ground as Californians, our communities, from Yreka to San Diego, are 
distinctively different. The structure for the governance ofour local schools is designed to 
respect those differences, Concerns have been raised that Goals 2000 will encourage and 
allow school districts to implement programs that some groups will consider . 
objectionable. The decisions that school board members make as locally elected officials 
are the results of the give' and take of compromise, the building of concensus, and the 
democratic processes that are the essential elements ofgood government. The 
commitment to local determination is tested by the willingness to respect and trust local 
communities to identify and address their own needs, set their own standards, and develop 
their own strategies. Those who claim to support local determination but would deny or 
impede the right of others to exercise full local control exhibit the same arrogance and 
intrusion of which the federal government is often accused. 



The Honorable Pete Wilson 
Page 2 of 2 

4. Finally, we believe, as you do, that the proper role of the state and the.federal 
government is to provided support to locally detennined educational reform efforts., You 
have referred to this as a "hopeful partnership." Our schools and our commurutie's have. 
lived up to our end of this' partnership; the federal government is providing support; we're 
waiting now for you. Let's not just pay lip service to the serious business ofbuilding .' , , 
partnerships. With the passing ofvery day, the credibility.ofyour commitment, not only to 
local determination but to this "hopeful partnership", will be in question. Send the " ,"~;,';('i, : 

message that you want to encourage ~4. validate parent ~d co~~tY;~yolverri~.n.ti41if\(' . 
, '. ....."·l··~" .'~ -.' •• " "", .:;-,.,",,1' '. " ~ ,;1t"!~4'L, .::;'/ ..,..,,,:, 

you are willing to support it where it courits'th~mo~ ,by providing'f11e:~anCi~ i~soUices':;' 
, • . " - ., • '. '" ' • . ,'" .~"')b' .'. I;'r .. ,-:~. 

to make it possible for cOnimunities t<firnplenient their locally develop¥ 'school '~X( 
improvement plans. " .,'"'<' 

Those ofus who are on a traditional school calendar are already well into the .: 
second quarter of the school year. Spring and the third quarter are just around the corner. 
And by the time you issue your revised state budget, our high school seniors will be . 
preparing for graduation ceremonies. We reiterate: Don't make our students, teachers and 
parents wait. Release the Goals 2000 funds, Let's do it while there is still time to make a 
difference for our kids this year. . 

'"",,. 



List'of signatories of the Doen Letter to Governor Pete Wilson 

Stockton Unified 
Gary McHenry, ,Superintendent 
Jose Bernardo 
Louis Gonzales 
Vicki Brand 
Charles Bloch 
Clem Lee 
Frank Orozco 
James Urbani . '; 

Los Angeles U~~:~~i~:(i"~';i~:(':'" ,.:.~~~. ":.'~- ":: . 
Sidney A Thompson: Supeririterident . 
Mark Slavin" '. 

JeffHorton 
Julie Korensteiri 
Victoria M. Castro 
David Tokofsky 
Barbara Boudreaux 
George Kiriyama 

Woodland Joint Unified 
Giannina Santangelo, Superintendent 
A John Benedict 
'Gordon Jackson 
Elaine Lytle 
M. Anne Nakagaki ' 
Cirenio Rodriquez 
Meg Stallard 

Inglewood Unified 
McKinley Nash, Superintendent 
Dexter Henderson 
Larry Aubry , 
Loystene IrVine 
Thomasina Reed 
Gloria Gray 

Lennox Unified 
Kenneth Moffett, Superinterident 
Mary Davis 
Edward A Urrutia 
James Haley 

Bellflower Unified 

Rebecca 1. Turrentine, Superilltendent . 

G. "Petie" Anderson' ',,' ' 
Ruth Atherton 
Harold Carman 
Jerry Cleveland 

.' :A"~~~·.
?>!:d';-': 

Rene T ownse~~~;;'J4'\!B~llE-t~~g@p~ 
.; ;:.':' . 

• + '.,".:-.' ':;; ',' .,. \ 'Y' 1 '" .-~: 

Linda Devine ." ' 

Coronado iI.:ufiCd"===:::.....::::=,.=.C:::;,p;' 

Kevin Lightner-' ):'::;];~:,~~"::>r ~':: 
" 

Jean Roesch ", 
Katy Roberson 
Marlys Simmons, 
Dan Stacy 

San Bernardino City Unified 
E. Neal Roberts, Superintendent 
Lynda K. Savage 
Lawrence E. Neigel 
Elisa G. Diaz 
James Marinis 
Marlin Brown 
Louis E. Yeager 
Danny Tillman 

Ojai Unified 
Andrew Smidt, Superintendent 
Vincent W. France 
Tim P. Peddicord 
Karen A McBride 
Rikki Horne 
Muriel Lavender 

Atascadero Unified 
Judy Randazzo, Superintedent 
Wayne E. Cooper 
Susan L. Molle 
Suzette Scrwner 
Andrew Hays 



· . 

Santa Clara Unified 
Paul Pecotti, Superintendent 
Emily Adorable. 

Norwalk-LaMirada Unified 
Ginger Shattuck, Superintendent 
Darryle R. Adams 
Rudy Bermudez . 
Gabriel p, Garcia 
Leonard Shryock 
Eliseo "Lee" Millen 
Pauline Deal 
Patricia Ruiz' . 

'~. .~ . 
~. - : -, 

Jurupa Unified·,><-:,::i'· 

Benita B. Roberts,' Superintendent 
Sam D. Knight, Sr, 
John 1. Chavez' 
MaryL Bums 
Sandra Ruane 
Holly A Hanke 

Lindsay Unified 
Ena M. Soflin, Superintendent 
Jane Dutton 
Bill Bream 
Alicia Davis 
Hal Munter 
Armando Rios 

Hacienda LaPuente Unified 
Joseph Chang, Board member, 

San Diego Unified 
Bertha Pendleton, Superintendent 
Board ofEducation 

Alhambra School District 
Richard A. Keilhacker 
Sophie C. Wong 
Stephen R. Perry 
Dora S. Padilla 
Phyllis 1. Rutherford 

Paramount Unified 

Michele Lawrence, Superintendent 

Betty 1. Harkema 

Vivian Hansen 

Janet Miller 


Chula Vista Elementary School District . 

Libia S. Gil, Superintendent '" "., .. , . 

Patrick A Judd 

Michael A Speyrer 


.,'. 

Pasadena Unified,' ..,'., ,.. ,. 
, Vera vignes,:,S~p~!j#.t~~<i~*t'·

George Padilla:';t1'r~~)t! 
Lisa Fowi~rr~~~!f:~~~t}~:r0;"." ';', 
Jacqueline Jacobs, 
Anne Pursel 
George Van Alstine 

San Francisco Unified 

Waldemar Rojas, Superintendent 

Dan Kelly 

Angie Fa 

Keith Jackson 

Steve Phillips 

Carlota del Portillo 

Jill Wynns 

Leland Yee 


Carpinteria Unified 
Van Riley, Superintendent 
Terry Banks 

',. 

Don Garcia 
John Franklin 
Tyson Willson, Jr. 
Mary A McWhiter 

Lynwood Unified 

Audrey M. Clark, Superintendent 

Cynthia Green-Geter 

Rachel Chavez 

Laura Byrd 

Thelma Calvin-Williams 

Richard Armstrong 




Hesperia Unified 
, Richard Bray, Superintendent 

Buena Park School District 

Carol H. Riley, Superintendent 

Mary Rhrman 

Lloyd Davis' 

Elizabeth Swift 

Barbara F agins 

B. Buck Levine 

Greenfield Union School Dj'strict . " , 
JeffBre.slow, Supeririterident ,.:''':: 

Karen Ev~s'" ::, ,;~::i~,~~t~f\!';" ' 

Norene Green . ,. 

Steve Garcia 

Barbara Pekema 


Fairfield-Suisun Unified . 
, Darrel Taylor~ Superintendent 
Nancy Rossi . . 

Charles b. Wood 

ComptQn T. Harris' 

Kathleen LaPlante 

Mike Helms 

Ophelia Harvey 


Mountain View-Los AltQS Union High 
School District 
Donald A. Phillips, Superintendent 
Lynn Alvarado. 
Richard Bill . 
Ann Baker 
Susan Graham 
Judy Hannemann 
Ash1ay Fay, Student Board Member' 
Jinyoung Choi, Student BQard Member 

-
Montebello Unified ' 

. Noiman Kirshenbaum, Superintendent' 
Frank Serrano 
Barbara Chavira' 
HeCtor ChacQn. 
Tim Caldaeron 
Darrell Heacock 

Barstow Unified' 

Joe W.Spaulding,' Superintendent 


Anaheim School District' . ' 

Benny Hernandez, B6ard~em~~r!< ." 

. " " . 

~ '.. 
"4 ':';.: 

,West Contra-Costa Uriified..'... . ):;:!~ "':::; ..' . , 

Herbert M., Cole, Jr., SupeJintendeilf ',' ',. " 

Karen Ortega" "'". 

Diana Easton" 
W. W. Snodgrass' 

KarenFentot;} ." ;, .,' '~'::;}:":'::}~:·~D·:.;~~~" . 
.Charles~rl~: .. .. ....... .. t~i:};;ii~:~~~{' . 
JeffersQn UniQn High' Schoo Dlstrictt:~ . .',' ,.'.. " 

Michael 1. Crilly, SuperinteilQent':' ,;',;" , 

George Robinson ' . . 

Betty R. Schultz 

Jean E. Brink ' 

Thomas A. Nuris ' 


Round Valley JQint Elementary SchoQI ' 

Linda Keating, 'Superintendent 

Tim SCQtt 

'Pat Powell 

Mary Tallyn 


Berkeley Unified 

Jack McLaughlin, Superintendent' 


, Irene Hegarty 
Lloyd.Lee 
Miriam Topel 
Nina Fallenbaum 
Pamela DQQlan " 
Ted Schultz 

" Aromas-San Juan Unified 
Gary Bloom, Superintendent 
Simone D. Morton 
Dan J. Faurot-Daniels 

, Mike Havens-Cook 
Enrique Morales 
,Sylvia Arios Metcalf 



, .. 

Escondido Union High School District 
John D'Amelio, Board member 

Sacramento City Unified 
Mary Wimberly 
Ida Russell 
Gaspar Garcia 
Michelle Masoner 
Virgil Price 
Thomas Griffin 
Louise Perez 

Mount Pleasant Sch~oi Disfiici' 

. Ida Jew, Superiiit~rideni\~-r:~::;;,:::;, 

Linda T. Knowles .,,' :' ,',': 


Gail A. Tremaine 

Richard H. Carr 

Virginia M. Baker 

Manuel R. MartiI}ez 


Fresno Unified 
C'harles McCully, Superintendent 
Manuel Nunez 
Raymond Baker 
Margaret Sharpe 
Ronald Dangaran 

Oakland Unified 
Carolyn Getridge, Superintendent 
Sylvester Hodges 
Toni Cook 
Noel Gallo 
Lucella Harrison 
Jean Quan 

, Bob Spencer 
Carol Lee Tolbert 

.. ·.,,:..t !-: 

,"' :-,; 1--,", 

, '.; 

" . 
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Abllmr~po~Go~ls20QO
. 	 . - . , . . ...' . .' ~fr" . ,. ' -'. " , 

.In{Wt ,federalg~amt avuluable edu~att(}'rta · . 
orty-odd years'ago, It :was botil:easyand fa~h.:;" students flrst m'th~lI',"",,.111]," 


ionable to blame comrnunisn¥ for just about; merit and making; 

anything yoti'didIl't liIie:'Eluori~atiori?Another 'program'even strive~ .tnrtarPl'it'PT.'n<i,"";"'t<ll),"'unl""" 


, 
'commie pIotto hlke"9ver th~ cotlntry. Stop ,andpartidpation, 'iJt 

': .. " pray~rs in st,~ool? Thai;,will l~'JhE{,l{edsf!lke:, ". children. . ::~,;~:?:~; " ,. 


ov~~~~o~:u~~~na~l~::" it.'~~~:;;rettX~li!;~~le.·, fh~>~'i' A!:~;:;~~~~fs~P ,J,1llsjJ:lalms 

, C?mmunist thre~t, has now fade~,b~t ,w,e'v'e com~up rently in us~ in California ·sctlools. 
WIth a, new evd to blame', thingsqn: the federal. by Goals 2000." , 

, government. " ,'. '. " '. ' I,;:;' ",' .,' . Virtually all of his e~(lIliJ:~~es 
. These'days.' theargumeIlt,gOes ~: ';by definition, ,', Wellness Program, '"'',hic'hh"pnllirf'J:: 

anythi~gt~e feds ate iirvolyed,mh~s ,tol)~ si~ister T.and .'., (lni;! has Ilothh'lg to, 
, 2",~ood ,many people are(mdirig' it l>r)iev~?!e~.: ' . ,';'; , er,rpa~t(Hn~ that, 
,--Where the Goals, 2000 'education program IS con- of dlstncts to YYO;:;U1l<;;"" nrl)Orlim 

cerned, that's very unforiunate;:;;~:<;"l}: ..,;, " " .. ar~moving the. ~"",'':!~~'''~'U J::'"",r,pm 

, ,,', The'mahiproblem,with Goais 2000"t~~o~(~ritic~iS~\Y~lca:deinic/ba~ics'
'i ' that it's funded by the federaL goverrimei1C ..;'School. agenda.". '. I ' .' 

:,1, districts that take federal money for e~u~ation muhst then Poway schooloffi~ials ~~afr~e~. ~~a~ 15'of ., 
. l I:onte,x~,another 10 wer~:'comply with rules, or sanctions are lmposed," c arged examp es were taken out)) 
, th~, California State Sovereignty Coalition::" , incomplete quotes; four more could n(jt be. found in the": 
! / ..".That simply isn't true; Goals 2000 is one of the most text cited and five were inaccilrateorfalse.' '.. "" '!' 

I 'Siring~free federal education grants ever;'ltis ahned.at So far, 'schooi t~tistees iIfPoway,:Siu{Marcos'~ndV'
I 	. he:lpingdistricts 'to gniduatekids wl}o can:poiripete; Most, . , have resiste9"sl1ch: inisinf~pna.ii§Kf:unpaigns ~nd ' ' . 'districts, in faGt, will use the funds, to develop their OWJl' to accept Goals' 20QO funds;' lriHac't, ~ only one ""u,.....,....I :~'titeria ~ not the federal government's 2,-: for assesSing ,community in the, countY--i.:: ~~d' the state, for 

literacy, thus enabling them to lessen their reliance 'on matter -.:.. hast~r:ned the~ doWn: E~ondido, where , 
, l . gQvernment-imposed tools. ,,' '. } '.... " \' the elementary and high sthool districttrustees caved in', 

, .'vOther critics, such 'as freshman Assemblyman Steve . to perceived publicsei)time·nFa'nd. refused nE;a'tly:'; 
" B~ldwin, R~EI Cajon; deplor~ Goals 2000 asa highly' $60,000 this year, and 'possibly much more in the future;·;' 

InY3sive, strange program that has "ev~rything to do .,',' tQ help improve literacy. ::~ ' 'c', 	 : :' 

with behavior modification and the ,practice of. psycholo- .' The Escondido elementarY trustees voted 4-1. to reject:~" •• , ' , 	 , , •. ' .' l." '. .' " , • '.' "v·.. , ....,'. 

gy and nothing 10 do with academics.~,!,;: " , .' the funds after, a handful of parents 'Cited concerns aboi[C 
~Th~t. assessment is nowhere near acc~rate.Sevenof"federanntrusion into/the lodd schools: ~One even said th'e~; 

~'. . ' tlie eight goals of the Iln?gram deal only with academiCs; : grants would open the door for Planned Parenthood to,,' 
. , . th~ eighth requires that every school be; free of drugs,'. invade high school <:ampuses~ , ,'" ' , ' .. '. 

, . violence and the unauthorized presence Qf firearms and It's tragic that the board majority. could be swayed:. 
-alcohol. The goals include increasing the high school' more by the concerns of a .few parents than by the needl:!~:' 
graduation rate nationally to 90, percen{~ making U.S, 'of 17,700 children.' .. I .'.' . -' :> 	 . t, . I,"" 
;;; t 	 :~ . 

http:ahned.at

