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Hillary & Gang ]umped at Cha_nce
to Nationalize Schools

Government say, Goals 2000 is not
just another program of federal aid to
public schools. Nor is it merely a continua-
tion of George Bush's misguided America

c ontrary to what the apologists for Big

2000. Rather, it is one of the key pieces ofa

“scheme that the Clinton -administration

pushed through the prevxous Congress to -,

integrate education into g
a complex national sys- .
temn of human resources
development.

Governor George Al-
len's instincts are sound
in-holding Virginia back
from participation in this
monstrosity until it is }
clear whether the new I h__4
Congress will succeed in
salvaging local control, ROBERT
Let the statist nannies HOLLAND
fret about the loss of a
penny a day per child in new federal aid, or

" bemoan the fact that Virginia stands almost

alone in spurning Goals 2000. One day New

Hampshire may cave, too; then Virginia -

would be the only holdout. So what? Some-
times principled leadership. has to be lonely.

A good idea of just how systematic was

the restructuring launched by the Clintons

and their sycophants came in an 18-page '

letter from Marc Tucker, president of the
Rochester-based National Center on Educa-
tion and the Economy (NCEE), to Arkansas
First Lady Hillary Clinton on November 11,

1992, just a few days -after Bill Clinton’s
plurality win over Bush and Ross Perot. The
“Dear Hillary" missive (which recently was
discussed ‘on a Prodigy online bulletin
board, and which long-time Tucker. aide

Andy Plattner canﬁrms as authentic)

opened as follows:

“[ still cannot believe you won. But utter
- delight that you did pervades all the circles
in which [ move. [ met last Wednesday in”
David Rockefeller’s office. . . . It was a great
celebration. Both ‘John [Sculley, then the
chairman of both Apple Computer and the
NCEE] and.David Rlockefeller, the finan-
cier and NCEE board member] were more

expansive than I have ever seen them — -

literally radiating happiness. .

' THE UNL\BA&)HED JOY among the

creme de la creme of the industrial/education
complex resulted, as Tucker exulted to
Hillary, from the opportunity “to advance
“the agenda on which you [Hillary] and we -
have all been working,” and to put “all the
major components of the system in place

-within fo'urﬂyears‘ by the time Bill has to run -

again.”” He described a post-eléction strate-
gy session on education and labor legislation
that included such luminaries as the
NCEE's Mike Cohen {who became a full-
time consultant to Secretary of Education
Richard Riley and wrote Goals 2000) David
Hornbeck (the Business Roundtable’s Out-
.come-Based Education consultant to Ken-
tucky and several other unfortunate states),

and Lauren Resnick (the University of Pitts-

burgh testing guru who heads the NCEE's
New Standards Project, which intends to

+ write the assessments for a national OBE-

style curriculum).
Tucker also noted that Ira-Magaziner had

-been invited. Magaziner and Hillary Clinton .-

also were NCEE board members and they
had collaborated in the 1990 NCEE-spon-

sored Labor Department report of the Com- -
" misston on the Skills of the American .

Workforce, which first espoused OBE prin-
ciples on the grand national scale — i.e., that
sociability was more important for the new

American worker than basic literacy, and

that “real-life" student projects (portfolios)
should supplant objéctive testing.

In 1987, the Carnegie- backed NCEF}took
a high-profile role in pushing its style of

school reform on Rochester, ‘which was =
- hailed as a model for the nation. The next
vear, Arkansas governor Bill Clinton, no .

doubt having heard glowing accounts from
Hillary, exclaimed that “if Rochester can do
it, it can be done most anywhere. It gwes
the rest of us hope :

The word should -have been. hype, not

‘hope. Not-much has increaseéd in Rochester -

over the past eight years except spending

. on teachers salanes, which has almost dou-

bled. In a ‘series of articles last month

" headlined A City's Dream’ Unfulﬁlled the

Rochester Democrat and Chronicle reported
that since the start of restructuring, the
proportion .of graduates receiving the de-
manding Regents’ diploma has dropped

. from 23.1 percent to 17.5 percent. Most

middle and high. school test scores have

* remained flat or declined. Some 40 percent

of ninth graders don't make it to a hlgh
school commencement. “We have failed,”
said Rochester Mayor Wl[llam johnson

SOCIAL ENGINEERS pushing an agen:
da, however, rarely are deterred by evi- |
dence of failures, .which always. can be
blamed on “poor implémentation.” Perhaps

_if academic-minded teachers and principals

were replaced or indoctrinated, then the
New School of Social Relevance and Seif-

" Esteem would work just fine and dandy.

Certainly, much of the apparatus for nation-
alizing education, training, and labor policy
on the Rochester paradigm has been put in
place since that 1992 “Dear Hillary” letter.

In it, Tucker called for:

® A seamless system of unending skill .
development ‘that begins in the home with
the very young and continues through
school, postsecondary education, and the
workplace.”

@ National standards for'student perform- )

- ance, with government-issued Certificates

of Mastery necessary at age 16 to allow
students to go to the next stage of their
prescribed training. .

® A national system of education with
curriculum, pedagogy, examinations, and

teacher training and licensing Imked to

national standards.
# A national system of skills standards to
cover every type of job in the country.

IN LINKAGE WITH other enactments A
{notably, School to Work), Goals 2000 cre-"
ates the machinery to implement much of

- The Agenda to micromanage American

lives, Don’t be fooled by the Clintons’ going
along with the congressional axing of the
National Education Standards and [mprove-
ment Council, which would have certified
national education standards. That function
simiply will shift to the National Education
Goals Panel, another Goals 2000 bureaucra-

. ¢y {and creator of the Community Action

Tool Kit for propagandizing the joy of
nationalized education in’ every neighbor-
hood). And the National Skills Standards
Board remains intact also.

Hillary Clinton and Ira Magaziner had a

. Byzantine .agenda for nationalized health

care, too, but when their secrefive ways
backfired. it couldn’t survive serious séruti-
ny. If their agenda for education had re-
ceived equivalent exposure in the media, it
wouldn't have been put in place either. The
question now is whether Capitol Hill's new
leadership is bright enough and determined
enough to dismantle it completely.



NEGATIVE PRESS ON "“GOALS 2000 FROM STATES

ALABAMA » :

Critics attack Goals 2000 complaining that it is intrusive and
sets up false standards that "dumb down" education. They fear
that children who have attained true literacy (through private,
church, and home schools) will be at a disadvantage for '
employment and college entrance because they will not have .the
"electronic resume" confirming acquisition of the "new set of
consciences" dlctated by Goals 2000.

"ARIZONA ’

Critics state Goals 2000 is a direct 1nfr1ngement on parental
rights, as it: calls for a gigantic new federal bureaucracy to
control schools that will mandate outcome-based education. The
legislation will dumb students down into virtual stupidity. They
also claim that Goals 2000 and federal bureaucrats will destroy
our entire educational system.

CALIFORNIA , '

. California State Senator Bill Leonard cites the passage of Goals
2000 in his. state to be more evidence of federal intrusion on
local power. One California lawyer and parent decries the OBE
system; he claims OBE attempts to "redefine for our children what
their thoughts, feelings, attitudes and beliefs should be...
Behavior modification is fundamental to achieving OBE type
results."

IDAHO
The state school chief wants to return Goals 2000 money statlng
the people of Idaho do not want the program in thelr state.

ILLINOIS

(attributed to Copley News Service) Claim that the Clinton
Administration is pushing a national education agenda under the
rubric Goals 2000. The danger is Washlngton will seek to
influence what students are taught by paying off states that
comply with the federal model.

INDIANA :

Opponents state new teaching methods and natlonal goals focus
little on academics, but heavily on beliefs, feelings, and
behavior. They are concerned the methods and goals will lead to
socialism. They also fear Goals 2000 is an attempt to nationalize
education, overriding state and local school boards, and to
control the mlnds of children.

IOWA

The state threatened to pull out of Goals 2000 which they dubbed
a "power grab" by the federal government. Governor Branstad,
House leaders and the Education director said Goals 2000 has in



effect overstepped its bounds by issuing national mandates rather
than setting goals. The Governor stated that we don’t need to
have Washington bureaucrats do to education what they did to
welfare. r

KENTUCKY

The Shepherdsv1lle Church of Christ sponsored an article which
labeled OBE a "politically correct method of education" that
‘supports values teaching and lower academic standards. They .
claim that Goals 2000 places the child under the educational
establishment from birth until adulthood. Parental authority
further eroded at the cost of 420 million dollars.

MARYLAND A ' .
Religious right states Goals 2000 fOlStS outcomefbased education
and subverts parental authority. Critics also contend standards
are an attempt to assert federal control over education. Robert
Simonds of CEE asserts parents must obey every directive of the
social worker or face severe consequences. Another critic states
bureaucrats originally tried to bar phonics instruction from
federally subsidized classrooms through Goals 2000.

MICHIGAN

Opponents state Goals 2000 mandates 51te-based decision making.
Michigan’s core curriculum reflects Goals 2000 and relies too
much on feelings instead of facts. ' :

MISSISSIPPI

Score 100, an organlzatlon of citizens favorlng a "tradltlonal"
education system are fearful that with experimental programs
through Goals 2000, children are falling through the cracks.
Goals 2000 dramatically escalates federal intrusion into local

- school and undermines parental rights. Critics believe there is
a national agenda behind education reform embodied in parts of
the Goals 2000 leglslatlcn. The goals are overly intrusive and
potentially invasive of student privacy because of the creation
of a hew computer data base that could be abused, critics also
say. Desired outcomes could include desired student attitudes and
beliefs. Lower standards would be crafted in order for all
students to be able to meet them.

MONTANA ‘

Critics claim Goals 2000 will take away local control of schools
by forcing grant winners to comply with federal regulations. A
school superintendent stated he is dubious ‘about Goals 2000
because he has never seen a federal program without a lot of
strings attached. Opponent state House Minority Leader says
Goals 2000 is a federal plot to take over schools.

NEBRASKA

Columnist Chris Spencer attacks OBE as a soc1a11st attempt to
create a "restructured school system, and therefore restructured
society." He also states that schools would become the
dispensary for social services. :



NEVADA

Critics have coined the federal program "big brother education.™
They argue it will whittle away local control of schools and give
more control to federal bureaucrats. Critics also worry that
competition for funds will encourage schools to lower academic
standards so all students can meet them. Audience members at

- town meetings expressed opp051t10n to outcome-based education,
stating it means "success in medlocrlty rather than excellence."
Others charged OBE will result in higher illiteracy rates.
Critics also fear that setting graduation rates will lower
proficiency test scores. A former Las Vegas school board member
stated Goals 2000 is nothing but a sugar coated federal mandate.
A state senator responded Goals 2000 will result in the "dumbing
down" of students and contribute to further breakdown of the
family structure. -

NEW HAMPSHIRE v

New Hampshire joined Virginia as the only states to reject Goals
2000. Chairman of the Board Ed Ovide Lamontagne is wary of
program, calling it a "soverelgnty issue" -- he does not wish to
endanger local control. .

NEW YORK »

An Iroquois resident expressed concerns over the vague definition
of "exit outcomes" goals in Goals 2000. She was "critical of the
attitude development portion of the education act and objected to
the federal, state or Board of Regents dictating behavior",
citing parents as being ultlmately responsible for ralslng their
chlldren. _

NORTH DAROTA

A critic of Goals 2000 and OBE, Debi Biffert, cites studles like
that of John Hopkins Unlver51ty, which states that OBE does not
work. She fears OBE will diminish individuality among its ‘
students and stifle faster learners by coupllng them with their
slower peers. :

PENNSYLVANIA

Robert. Simonds, pre51dent of CEE, attacks Goals 2000 from the
‘viewpoint of the religious rlght. Pittsburgh educators have
recently become worried that excluding handicapped or bilingual
students may inflate their test scores, and they are debating
whether Goals 2000 would unwittingly encourage districts to
exclude more students. '

SOUTH CAROLINA

(ad attributed to Business Education In51der) The Cllnton regime
is now mandating student indoctrination in social- fascist ,
political attitudes under Goals 2000 and its OBE requirements.

TEXAS
Opposition to Goals 2000 is being voiced by religious right
groups such as the Concerned Women of America and the Texas Eagle



Eagle Forum, who point to OBE and "mandatory school—based health
clinics" as major objections. Charter school districts are
worried about increasing federal control over their districts.

VIRGINIA

Citizen opposition focuses on the schools becoming a social
service center and forcing outcome-based education on
schoolchildren as mandated by Goals 2000. As a result of Goals
2000, parental rights will be undermined and the federal
government will be intruding on the family with school~based =
"clinics, a national curriculum, and parental training. In the
debate over participation in Goals 2000, Governor Allen opposed
participation citing its "unprecedented level of potential
federal intrusion" into local education.

WASHINGTON

Jed Brown, organizer of the Phronesis Group (which opposes OBE)
states that Goals 2000 will "shift... teaching to psychology...
instead of education." Columnist Rich Dreyer agrees, writing:
"the future of education is a well organized plan to destroy the
individualism in children..." Dreyer points to OBE’s roots in
UNESCO, which he claims strives towards equalization of all
natlons. He also notes that the Child Protective Services will
have the power to review the conformity of parents to the systems
espoused by the "Healthy Home Visitation Program."™



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
THE SECRETARY

October 11, 1995

Letters to the Editor

The New York Times

229 West 43rd Street

New York, New York 10036-33959

To the Editor: -

George Fellendorf’s October 7 op-ed distorts Goals 2000 beyond
recognition. For example, he claims Goals 2000 "substitutes the
teaching of social skills for more traditional cognitive skills.®
In fact, Goals 2000 focuses on raising academic standards and
achievement and preparing students for the world of work. The
specific content of what is taught in schools is decided by state
and local education officials, with no federal involvement. The
emphasis on rigorous. course work and competency in core subjects
accounts for the strong support Goals 2000 has drawn from the
business community. Louis Gerstner, the CEO of IBM, recently
said, "If we lose Goals 2000 it would be an incredibly negative
setback for this country." :

Mr. Fellendorf professes to see strings attached to Goals 2000,
yet, curiously, he cannot cite any that are real. On the ’
contrary, Goals 2000 is a tremendously flexible program in which
the federal government provides funding to any state that sets
its own academic standards for students and carries out its own
approach to improving education. Not one new regulation has been
issued under Goals 2000, and the Act provides, for the first
time, the opportunity for waivers from requirements in other
federal education programs. ' :

Mr. Fellendorf leaves the absurd impression that the parental
assistance section of Goals 2000 will swoop parents up in some
sort of dragnet. His understanding of the Goals 2000: Educate
America Act. 18 so clouded that he is unable to distinguish
between a program that promotes parents helping other parents
learn on a voluntary basis, and government officials intervening
in families. Goals 2000 supports the former and has nothing at
all to do with the latter. ‘

While political opponents of Goals 2000 have been spreading

misinformation, teachers, parents, and administrators across the
country are using Goals 2000 to improve local schools. Through
Goals 2000, high school students in a Pennsylvania community are

600 INDEPENDENCE AVE., S.W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202-0100

Our mission is to ensure eqﬁal access to educationt and to promote educational excellence throughout the Nation.
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visiting shop floors and factories to learn how math and science
concepts are used in the workplace. Parental involvement has
increased in many Kentucky schools as a result of volunteer
coordinators and homework hotlines paid for with Goals 2000
funds. In communities in Illinois, teachers have received
intensive training in using computers to make teaching and
learning in core academic areas more exciting and effective.

Mr. Fellendorf’s ill-informed attack calls to mind a recent
statement by Terrel Bell, U.S. Education Secretary under
President Reagan, in support of Goals 2000: . "The American people
support educational excellence -- not political extremism."

Yours sincerely,

Richard W. Riley _
U.S. Secretary of Education
202-401-302¢6
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. By George W, Fellendor{

Keene, NH.
hy im the
world would
any  state
turn  down
an ofler of
$®  mililan
from the Federal Government lar
public edwcation?

T Is a gquestion asked regularly
these days of New Mampshire's Gov-
ernor, Stephen Merrill. But his decl-
sion (0 refecl the money, offered
under the Chnton Administration's
Goals 2B program, was ihe viphi
onie. ’

Goals 2000, which began as a Bush
Ad miniseration effort to itnprave ac-
ademic standards, has been hijacked
by buréaucrats and ransformed into
a catchall of edocational fads and
touchy-leely programs.

After tatking with people In other
stales aboul thelr experlences with
the (Goals 2000 progrom, New Hamp-
shire officials concluded that 1L
brought more proeblems than bepe-
fits and represented a bastc Intruslon

. Inlo the state’s right to organize and
manage the educallon of its chikdren.

George W. Fellendor/ is chalrman of
The New Hampshire Christian Conli-
ton [ -
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The 10th Amendment (o the Consti-
lutlon says that responsibilities noy
speciically granted tp the Federal
Government, such as education, rest
with the states or the people. As New
Hampshire's schosl board chigirman,
Ovide Lamontagne, testified belore
the Senate Appropriations Suboom-

mitiee on Labor, Heatth, Huwmian -

Services and Education on Sepl. 12,
“There Is no jucisdictional basis to
suppart the growing Invalvement by
the Federal Govermment {n public
eléementary and seoondary educs
tional txsues which we have wil-
nessed over the past 30 years.”

The Covernmenl does nol 3¢
knowledge [hat Goals 000 vepre-
sents an Federalintrusion. tn aletier
to Governor Merril, Education Sec-
refary Richard Rilcy wrote thal
there wonld be “no strings attached™

“if New Hampshiee signed on 1o Goals

2000 Bul all Federal money comes
with strings attached, and Goals 2000
nuHey js no exception.

Gaals 2000 supports the cducailon-
.2l approach cailed omlcome-based
education, which fn Yarge part subsli-
Lutes lhe teaching of social skills Jor
mare traditinal cognitive skilis, Jn
place ol report cards, ouicome-based
education encourages school$ o cre-
ale “portfolins” with examples ol
studenl work nver-the years angd as-
sessments of tbeir self-esteem and
cooperalive skills.
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But it gets worse, The *Parental
Assistanoe’* secilon of the Goals 2000
Iaw is rmodeled alter Pavenls as
Teachers, a program planecred in
Missourh. Parents as Teachers is In-
tended to help meet the first stared
goal, Mat by Ihe year 2000, all chit-
dren In America will start school

_ Federal money
hastoo many
strings attached.

teady 1o leatn.” ‘To insure that, par-
ents of preschool children are to be
taught how te be betier parents and
hetter {eachiers. The goal may sound
innocuons, but the mandate accom-

panying Il 13 aat: “Every parent will .

devote thme each day to helping hec
chitd learn, and shie will have access
{o the training and support parents
need.”

To make sure that each family
complies, sacizhworkers come Inlp
hemes, bath to provide that tralning
and W determine il the children are
rat risk.” The detinition of an “at
risk home” s bighly subjective,
“*Risk lactor delinitions’” [nctude the
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follawing: #Does G parent {ail o .
‘glve the child af{ection and exhibit a

caring atfitude?” Ynder this broad
dellnitlon, there 18 hardly a house-

. hold In America that could not be

Tabeled *at risk”™ al Some point.
Another portlon of the [aw that
caught the stiention of New Mamp-
shire parents and educatars Is the
reference o '‘oncslop shopping.”
which-reveals an Intent o wrn public
schools [nio centers nol only far pca-
demlr edueation but also for soctal
services, health care and child cate.
Many parenis befleve fhal schoofs
should remain educational cenlers,

" with fsmilies retaining full responsgl-

bility {or Lhelr children’s heaflh and
social gubiance, parileularly In Lhe
nvea of sexualily, Here In Keene, lor
example, we have resoundingly re
jected the Nationat Education Asso-
chation resolution calling for public
schooly fo celebrale October as Lex-
blan and Gay Bistory Menth.

New Hampshire will probabiy niol
acrept Federal funds {or Gwese RKinds
ot services to children In schouls

“even M provided under a block grant.

The consensus Is that we don't want
Federat money I I8 means direcl or
indirect Federsl conlrol aver how we
educale our kids. In a slate whase
average Scholastic Aplilude Test
scores are amuny, the highest In the

natlon, who needs K? 0
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Withoul a Message,” declared -

cent_anil-Dole edioriat in The *
chester (N.H.) Union lLeader
oonservative primary-stale rag
could yet bring Mr. Dole ta gried
reduced Mr. Mushie (o lears.

As mushy in his views axwa- -

Muskie — whose campalgn st
*Frusty Muskle emphasize:
ur-Dole virtwes of moderatior

tried-and-true  Washington- e

ence — Mr. Dole stands Jo relat
the lsue Gingtichian hesrt ¢
party's right-wing leadership
Dembcralic antecedetit did
party's McGovernite left. As #
Miller wyote of Willy Loman,

Tiked but red weld liked. On a1
“Crossfire,” Nr. Kristo) {ore:
Dole npsedive as Soon as Nr-
whenhe Iz “'likely” lodo “badly

debate on "Larry King Live””

© Fhe tront-rurner has no or
himself {0 blame for his sturnt

the Powell bool was pubtishe

Senator was alveady laking he
reversing his  principled, |l

record on affirmative actio

even changlag (he chiarch whe

worships to pander to the Che
Cealition. But he kept on {lip-(h

— whether by Irylng 1o sia"
Packwood's depariure, emb-
the supply-side economics he
ridicuted or relurning & candri-
from the gay Log Cabin Repubi
whose suppert his campaign t

lickted.

So universal has been the o
nallon of Mr. Dole for such hy-
fes What no ohe bothers o tall
the age [ssbe anymore — as
unkixelihood of a Dole Pres
has rendered It mooL Last w.
"'Saturday Night Live™ reve-
focused on the Daole characte
instead, depiciing him as ez
score political poinls by in-
Colin Powell was gay, The
wod have been far funnie
Bob Dale had not so sourly «
the real thing.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
THE SECRETARY

December 5, 1 995

Editor

Investor’'s Business Daily
12655 Beatrice Street

Los Angeles California 90066

- To the Edltor

The lead story on November 21 ("The Federalization of Education?") was an ill-
informed opinion piece in the guise of a news story. This distorted portrayal of the

- Administration’s educatlon agenda and education reform efforts was highly unfair

to your readers and to advocates of education reform. It was based entirely on the
opinions of critics and did not provide an opportunity for the Admlmstratlon to set
the record stralght

The discussion of Goals 2000 recycled myths and mlsmformauon Here are the
facts: :

® Goals 2000 provides support to states, communities, and schools to help
design and implement the school improvements most needed in that particular state
or community. It is grass-roots, bottom-up reform focused on raising academic
standards and achievement and preparing students for the world of work.

' ® Goals 2000 creates a partnershlp between the federal government and
states and communities working to improve their schools. [t asks states to 1) set

- challenging academic standards; 2) develop their own comprehensive education
reforms; and 3) do this with broad-based grass-roots parental involvement. In

return, the federal government provides fuhds and flexibility.

L4 Teachers, parents and administrators around the country are usmg Goals
2000 funds to improve local schools. For example, through Goals 2000, high
school students in a Pennsylvania community are visiting shop floors and factories

" to learn how math and science concepts are used in the workplace. Parental

involvement has increased in many Kentucky schools through the use of volunteer
coordinators and homework hotlines funded by Goals 2000. In communities in
lllinois, teachers have received intensive training in using computers to make
teaching and learning in core academic areas more ‘exciting and effective.

® Goals 2000 does not mean federal intrusion. In fact, it provides gr'ant

recipients with extraordinary flexibility in the use of federal funds, as long as they
are used in the context of a locally developed education reform plan.' Goals 2000
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comes with no new federal regu!atlons, and. pammpatmg states and thelr school
systems are eligible, for the first time ever, for waivers from other federal
requirements if they interfere with local and state reforms. Forty-seven states are
- participating in Goals 2000 and the number of communities seeking subgrants far
exceeds the available federal dollars.

® Goals 2000 does not require or encourage the use of tests based on self-
esteem. It does require states to set their own standards for student learning, and
to test to see if students are meeting them--using the states’ own tests.” Only
. someone who never read the law and never talked to anyone administering or
participating in the program could haveaecepted such a myth so uncritically‘.

' ® Goals 2000 passed with broad, bipartisan support, and with strong

. backmg from parents, educators, business leaders, and labor unions. It represents
the kind of serious, thoughtful common ground approach that is necessary to
improve education over the long haul.

® Educators are ,mdeed up in arms ‘about efforts to eliminate Goals 2000--
and so is the business community. Business leaders applaud Goals 2000's
emphasis on rigorous coursework and competency in core subjects. Goals 2000
has been endorsed by the Business Roundtable, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce,
the National Association of Manufacturers, the National Alliance of Business, and
other business groups. Last September, Joseph Gorman of TRW, John Pepper of
Proctor and Gamble, Louis Gerstner of IBM, and others met with President Clinton
to underscore the importance of preserving Goals 2000. Mr. Gerstner said at that
time, "If we lose Goals 2000 it would be an incredibly negatlve setback for this
country.”

® The controversial history standards are not an outgrowth of Goals 2000.
They were in fact funded by the Bush Administration, long before the Clinton
Administration took office and Goals 2000 passed into law. These are not our-
standards, not our grant, and not our view of American history. Indeed we have
criticized these standards, which are now being revnsed with the leadership of the
Council-for Basic Educatlon .

® Rather than stiﬂingesuch reforms as charter schools, Goals 2000 actually
‘supports them. For example, Massachusetts has started 14 charter schools using
Goals 2000 funds. In addition, recent changés in other federal education
legislation have supported the establishment and funding of charter schools.

The artlcle decnes "federal red tape and then proceeds to attack two programs-—
" Goals 2000 and direct lending for college students—-that cut red tape '

Direct Iending is a shining example of reinventing government. Students and
administrators at more than 1,350 colleges--such as Harvard, Ohio State, and
Virginia--give it high marks for simplicity, speed, and effectiveness. Contrary to the



article’'s assertrons, direct Iendlng saves money compared to the guaranteed loan
program. : . , o

The Congressronal Budget Offlce s pro;ectron that darect lendmg costs more is -

" predicated on a Republican- -backed bookkeeping change, which accounts for direct
loans differently from every other federal program. Direct lending’s admlmstratlve
expenses--primarily committed to contracts with private sector processing

. companles--are lower and easier. to monitor than federal subsidies paid to banks,
guarantee agencies, and other financial institutions. As’ Lawrence Lmdsey, ,
‘member of the Federal Reserve Board who was appomted by President Bush, has
written, "As long as it is necessary to provide a profit to-induce Ienders to
guarantee student Ioana, direct Iendlng wrll be cheaper :

rn wrrtmg about the Clmton Admlmstratron s educatron agenda it helps to go back Lo

to basrcs-—researchmg the facts mstead of propagatrng myths

Yours slncerely‘

. Richard W. Riley
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'THE FEDERALIZATIONG FTWBNION*’

Clinton Wants Washmgton In Charge 0f Schooling

. By Matthew Robinson
Investor's Business Daily

President Clinton’s latest line

_iseducation spending. L
Clinton considers his education poli-

cies one of his greatest achievements.
He cites Goals 2000 and expansion of

the federal student loan program as too °

important to trim,
But Clinton is facing a GOP Just as

: >teeled to reform the education status

: quoasheisbenttodefendit.

.+ The budget battle represents two
. difTerent views of the federal govern-
i ment’s role in education. Clinton wants

to preserve his education policies which . - 5

broaden federal power. The GOP wants
to send education back to the states.

A_look at the numbers shows that -

~ Clinton's Tavorite education programs

‘not only have failed to deliver better-

educated kids, they have undermined
traditional state authority.

To address this, the GOP is seeking
changes in federal education programs,
which have been the fastat-growmg
items in the federal budget.

In total,. Washington spends about
$70 billion a year on education pro-
grams, according to the General Ac-
counting Office.

Since its creation, the Educauou
Deparitment’s budget has more than
doubled from $14.2 billion in 1980 to

dxscrcuonary spending  since . 1979,
according to John Berthoud, vice presi-
dent of the Alexis de Tocqueville

; : - Institution, a think tank in Arlington,

Va.

In the *70s, inflation-adjusted federal
education spending grew only about
half as fast as other non-defense discre-
tionary spending items (35% vs.
654%). -

But with the mtxon of the Educa: .
tion Department, federal education
spending surged. — rising three-and-a-
half times as fast as the non-defense
discretionary budget (29.5% vs. 7.9%).

And it's not just the department.
Some 30 other federal agencies. spend

more than $27 billion on 308 education

programs that the GAO deemed ‘often
“duplicative and overlapping.”
Despite the surge in federal spending,

‘ed‘ucational‘ achievement barely rose.

3. - Average SAT scores rose just 1.1%

‘832 9 btlhon in 1995 ~
" In the past five years, the Education

Department has grown from 4,596

bureaucrats and 155 programs to 5,100

bureaucrats and more than 240 pro- .
grams, -

The House wants to cut $3.6 billion
from the Education Department, and
the Senate wants $2.9 billion in cuts.

Despite his line in the sand, Clinton
also called for a drop of $2.2 billion in
education outlays in his 1996 budget.

Federal education spending also has

risen dramatically relative to other

during the '80s. And in more than a

~ third of the states, scores fell.

“We have been throwing an endless
stream of dollars at education with ever

‘diminishing resuits,” Berthoud said.

"Still, the president has staked a lot on
Goals 2000: The Educate America Act.
The legislation builds on ideas begun in
the Bush administration. It provides aid
to states to develop education reform
plans and implement *voluntary federal

standards.”

The president asked for $750 million
— an increase of more than 87% over

Continued on Next Page -
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fiscal year ‘94 — to finance the program.
2002, to1al funding for Goals 2000 would reach
$896 million.

But House Republicans have chosen to 2ero
out Goals 2000: The Senate has opied 1o kegp
some of Goals 2000, cufting only $62 million —a
drop of 16.6% from the 1994 budget.

When compared to a federal bud
than $1.5 trillion dollars, Goals
fully funded—-:shardlyadropmthcma.

Philosophical Direction

And the federal share of education pales next
to state and local shares, The U S. spends about
$434 billion & year on education at all jevels —
1.6% of the GDP. The federal share comss to
about 6%.

It isn't just the funding that bothers Rq:ubh-

‘of more

'“0&’3' it's the plulasophmi direction of Goals -

The House, driven by the New Fedetahsl& F

woup of sbout 50 Republican freshmen, chose to

climinateit. .

Goals 2000, critics note, aims at raising P
national standards and performance. But it does
. 30 by expanding the federal presence in educs-

. lion, even though supporiers daim the fedeul

standards are voluntary, -

Some of the eonuovetsialdmuindwe: ,

8 Goals 2000 uses the command “will” more
than 45 times when describing what states must

{ 4o to reccive federal money. The word “should”™

isoniy used threetimes -

# Srares must submit plans 10 federal educa.

uon officials showing how they will accom;
the national edmoggouh. & plish

/-onmwemuemnwmmu

/ must-implement the program’s requirezneats or-

| ‘be subject to federal action. Thus, a local charter
| school free from siate regnlations would bave to
“sagwerdireetly to the federal government.
|, Tests used 10 evaluats students are based on
criteria such as self-csteem and thinking abifity,
{not factual knowledge. A typical qwon on
jsuch tests is. “What are your feelings after
{ reading his?" The answers may include “sym.
b images and drawings™ in place of words,

urricula and textbooks must fulfill feders]
sp:nf'mtsons mdudmg “geader equmbk lnd

ural matetials,
Conuovetsml history standards that critics say

are politically biased alsc are an outgrowthof the

By

- gven i

Gols 2000 rd'oms.

But the federal guidelines don’t stop &m’,
critics say. So intrusive are these measures, said
Kealy, director of Federa! Programs for

?} stional Schoo! Boards Association, that *I-
Bt

t think apy (corrective action) is left off the -
ort of & uclear attack on school districts,”

It boils down to- ome issue, others :ﬂi
“Ultimately, it is an issue of local control,™
Natalic Williams, an education specialin with
the Claremont [nstitute, a California-based think

tank. “Goals 2000 purporis to be 8 wonderful
refonn measure. However, the GOP is Jooking to
reform schools by frecing up schools -with
charters and restoring local control. -

“Imtanpnngw look at Goals 2000 money -
snd not see the im) Imuom. Itnuﬂzasmhw

- seform efTorts,”

medumuoamb{wh:mtun uumut
the GOP efforts to stop Goals 2000 onitgw
stmed The National Edwuon Assocxauon,a
tnion representing 2.1 tmnmn of the nation’s
teachers, has started 3 campaign to block the
%gu&mnbudgztphu. ‘
Hyperbollc Rhetoric
th:uontm releases “(Thbe sound
of the school bell is drowned out by the'
growing ‘roar of 8 chmnawocowhm

 billions of dollars from cducation to pay for tax -
cuts for the weslthy and
“business. As the school year

giveaways to US

begins, v
education programs are on ths chopping block 8
never before,” -

Dale Launn, senior lobbyist for the NEA s
just as blunt. “Both the House and Scoate
proposals are poison 1o educstion. One just kills

-1t 8 little fastes. ms::nat:moatsam
- slower, but it'll still kill the program.” -

:':.~TheGOPdsomutcmainmu

changes in student aid, Such aid is stll a
mainstay of the Education Deparument, with -
some 40% ofits spending devoted toit. -

The department spends about $12 billios &
year 1o make more than $32 billion in grants,
loans and work-study programs gvailable 10 6.5
mlhonstudenta-—ncaﬁyhalfoftheumns
collegz and university population. :

Gmtonhupomtedwthupmmuu
example of “investing in the next generation.”
To do so, he pushed 8 change in studeat

aid, from federally backed private leading to
- direct government ending, v

Yethi:dlmlcndmgprommhuﬁtﬁ

~'sdministering the
- hoped to saye $S billion.

debmn

) ,-"‘ptodueed the savings he promised.

eﬁnnmnx the free-market lenders and
loans directly, thcgovemmem

But gccording to the Congressional Budget
Office, the White House plan has cost $1.5 billion
to administer. e

Republicans plan on shifting the burdens back
onto the private kenders who benefit from the
Ioans. They predict 2 savings of $10 billion.

. The GOP desire for local control hay even led
=7 10 tha first voucher-like initiative in the District
* of Columbia.

The House’s D.C. eppropriations bill ap-
proves §3,000 scholarships for parents to choose
the schools their children attend, whether public
orprivate, :
‘Washington students consistently score the
worst in the nation — lower than any other
innercity group on the National Education
Assessment Progress tests. Only 56% of cuy

students even graduate high school.

But these arguments may soon becom moot.
In many states, there is a growing resolve 1o
rejest Wuhmgton moocy. States want {0 pro-
_ceed with their owa reforms free of federal red
Lape.

Montana, Virginia, New Hampshire and

ave all declined Goals 2000 money.
alifornia Gov. Pete Wilson's office, a

sbout whether to acoept $42 million
of Goals mndmg.
Not all want to trim the federal
rolm :

‘Senator Arlen Spectet of Pennsylvannu
hdpedawGoathrthcaate, Tighting to
kecp $300 million in funding. His office aiso has
been urging states to take -the moaey -and
promising changes whea state officials balked.

Even with the budget :mpme, education
refomhcommz.

: 1n The Crosshairs - - )

Ever gince President Reagan promised to
tboﬁah the Education Department, coaservative
Repubﬁuu: bave had their sights set on the

© The BacktoBmEdwanon Reform Act, a
measure introduced by Ohio Republican Steve
Chabot, & former x:hool teacher, would abolish
the department.

It also would mdwbxnxou in block grants 1o
the states for elomentary and secondary educa-
tion and provide S2 billio for higher education.

“Student Joans, Pell Grants and the Individuals
with Disahﬁiﬁa Act programs would be moved
to the Dcpaxtmt of Healkh and Human

The bill has llﬁmpomranducxpuctadto
reach the Houss Joor for a vote nextyear.

B A
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“With all thy getting get understanding"

Fact and Comment

By Maicolm S. Forbes Jr., Editor-in-Chief

'BLOODY DUMB IDEA

PRESIDENT CLINTON IS ADAMANT that the U.S. put
25,000 ground woops in Bosnia as part of a peace set-
dement. The proposal is murderously prepusterous.
Have we lcamed nothing from our experiences in
Lebanon and Somalia? What, cxactly, would be our sol-
diers’ mission? For how long? Under whose command?
These Americans would quickly bccome targers of
anti-peacc, anti-American factions, which are numcrous
in that part of the world. Instead of preserving peace,
our presence would goad those who want conflict.
Presidential apologists point w Hait, where U.S.
troops have suffered virtally no harm. But Haid isn’t the
Balkans, where war is being waged by determined armics.
Moreover, Haid sadly appears to be headed for another
dictarorship as President Aristide methodically climinates
his focs. Our previous occupaton (1915-1934) didn’t
make Haid safc for democracy. This episode won’t either.

President Clinton calls opponents of his ill-conceived
scheme isolationists. The real fanners of isolationist scnd-
meuts ure duose who, lise the President, would put ous
roops in harm’s way without systematic, careful considera-
ton as to how this will help our long-term national interests.

At the same dme, the Administration still balks at the
idea of removing the arms embargo on Bosnian Muslims.
Instead, the White Housc practles -about providing
dcfensive weapons. In the real world, only armaments of
the scope and on the scale of the Serbs’ will suffice.

A sctdement thar has any chance of lasung should
involve NATO air power, not U.S. ground forces; should
supply the Bosnian Muslims with suffident arms and muni-
tions; and should require Western Furopeans, particularly
the Germans, to forcefully tell the Croats thar their hopes
of joining the European Union arc zich if Croatia tries

"to cut a deal with Serbia to divvy up the rest of Bosnia.

. » BAD THEORIES - THROTTLED GROWTH
BRAZIL IS AN EXAMPLE of obsolctc cconomic thinking’s® “generate™ capiral for internal expansion. When imports
throttling a country that is ready for explosive rates of mushroomed cardicr this year, Brasilia responded by slap-
cconomic growth. ping on tariffs and quotas for auromobiles and other iterns.
Undl recendy, the country scemed consigned to per- The Central Bank of Brazil is guilry of the other toxic

that jocular bur pessimistc forccast: .
Brazil has a grear future and always will. =8

But in 1994, former finance minister 3B
(now president) Fernando Henrique
Cardoso insttuted a dramatic anri-infla-
tion plan that has been sensationally suc-
cessful. From a level just shy of 2,500%,
the annual inflation rate is now down to
22%. Brazil’s long-shackled economy

petual hyperinflation, to forcver fulfilling .
g

theory: Fast growth breeds infladon.
The bank imposed a credit squecze that

bas been especially damaging to small
. eneprencurial companies. Neither
ceatral bankers nor government plan-
0ers, 0O economists can possibly know
how fast the Brazilian ecomomy can
grow. Growth docsn’t destabilize a cur-
rency; cxcessive credit creation does. In
short, if the central bank kept its cur-

began. to blossom and seemed ready to ' - rency permanently fixed to the dollar
become the world’s fascest-growing onec.  President Cayvoss: Quelled inflstion.  and announced dhis as its policy, real
Alas, the government and the cenral  Must now exorcise siowgrowth ideas. interest rates would fall and the econo- |

bank are now starting to choke the econ- :
omy because of two wronghcaded ideas. One is that a
+ developing country should have a trade surplus in order to

: my would grow even more. ‘
As it is, Brazil’s potential is so extaordinary thar the
coonomy is still expanding at a 5% to 6% pace.

JUST SAY, “NO”

ALABAMA GOVERNOR FOB JAMES recently remrned $1.4
million his state received last year from the D ent
of Educadon to help implement Washington’s Goals
2000 program. The project, supposedly, will promote

Forbes @ November 6, 1995

new national standards to improve kids’ educarion.

The governor is right to send the money back. The
guidelines, voluntary wday, will, in Washingron fashion,
become mandatory and do schooling more harm than
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ness. The most notorious example is the initial

of standards for American histic);ry. Figuires suc(lixmg
the Wright brothers, Paul Revere, Thomas Edi-
son and count- . ~
less other icons -
are given short
shrift while Jo-
seph McCarthy
and the XKu
Klux Klan are

.ing; ashas

pPEasp) . +
AL

. . g ) 'i '53‘:&' ‘-
good since they are permeated with polit'x'cél*co:'r%ét- :

S e . , A

; irginia. After originally ’pan:icipau‘ng
oL AR .. - ?
Monrtana:is opting out. Other states should resist the

lure ‘of secmingly casy federal money and follow the
cxarmple of these four states. "

American
o N
H education best
B flourishes when
% schools are ac-
countable to par-
cnts, not o self-
serving unions

highlighted.

The state of R b, ;Egc:ﬂaslid?:axr;
g:leso H‘tnsg;h:xc'e Y. - " “ ST e ———— Association or to
: Governors James, Alabama; Stophen Merriit, Haopshire; Goorge Allen overnoment
jected the fund- Virginia; and Mare Racicot, Mostana: Resisting the D.C. bribe to imbibe a bad vdei. ﬁmaucmcies.

FIFTEEN YEARs AGO Congress creat-
ed the Arcric National Wildlife
Refuge and set aside a small portion
of the arca for studying the poten-
tially huge oil and gas rcsources
there. Environmentalists are now
waging a ferocious fight to pur that
part of ANWR into commerdal
deep frecze. Congress should pass
the necessary legislation to enable

Come to Grief—by Dick Francis (G. P. Putnam’s Sons,

LET’S FIND OUT WHAT'S THERE

O activity hasn't stopped casibou proliferation.
SADDLING UP ANOTHER EQUINE MYSTERY S

§ cxploration .to begin. Our expeni-
£ encc with Prudhoe Bay, now the
% source of almost 25% of our
§ domestic '0il - production, amply
{ demonstrates thit development
§ can be carried: out in ways that are
enviroamentally sife and sound.
There is no good réason, other
than emotion;- for pot_ letting
exploradon go forward. - -

w oy
T

w0 know anything abous a witnes. I was az a trial ovice in

$23.95). Unlike the casc with your usual whoduanir, we  the Censral Law Courts—he Old Bailey—when a beausi-
know the villain in this one from the start. And the crime  fally dresed and blow-dried twensy-six-year-old glamaour

here is not raurder but the mutilation of horscs
for sadistic pleasure. Alas, the good guy is
regarded as an envious cad for getting the
goods on the bad guy, who enjoyed pre-mial
O.]. Simpson-like popularity. The story tells
how the evil decds were done (the horses trust-
ed their torturer) and who tried to cover up for
the brute and why. As usual, the Francis-can
hero is stoic and single, 2 man who hares
show emotion. A book not for the squeamish. ¥
Excerpt: “I understand the fury i’ allowed K

boy gave evidence—all lics—and the  jury
weren’t gllowed 1o know that be wds already
serving & sensence for confidence tricks and bad
come 0 court ssraight from jail, via the barber

lovely young man. So much for juries.”
“Don’s you believe in the jury system?®
*T would belicve in it if they were told more.
 How can g jury come o a prison-or-freedom
decision if balf the facts are wishheld? There
should be no inadmissible evidence.”

RESTAURANTS--GO, CONSIDER, STOP
Here is the dissilled wisdom of brotherr Bob, Kip and Tim, and other FORDES catery experes Jeff Cunningham and Torn Jones.

® E! Parador Cafe—325 East 34th St (Tel.: 679-
6812). Can’t get a reservation at Rosa Mexicano? Don’t
like the hassle of Zarela’s? Try this granddaddy of Mex-
ican restaurants in New York (opened in 1959). No
- artempt at the more sophisdcared culinary achicvements
of the aforementdoned restaurants, but what is offered is
robust, tasty and dependable. A fun place, romantically lic.

® Mambo Grill—174 EBast 82nd St. (Tel.: 879-
5516). Venczuelan cuisine. If it’s on the menu, oy the
ropa vieja—shredded pork, moist and garlicky. Desserts
good, too—rice pudding, delightfully nonsweer.

® Shun Lee Palace—155 East 55th St. (Tel.: 371-
8844). Berter than ever. Food and service are tops.
Consider chicken grand chef (marinated with black

24 | CW } /Q/QM«Q)

beans, ginger, scallions, mushrooms and bamboo
shoots) or rack of lamb Szechuan style (grilled with gar-
lic and scallions, scrved with broccoli and carrows in 2
Szechuan sauce), T '

@ Deniz—400 East 57th St. (Tel.: 486-2255). Turkish
food, occasionally wonderful (partcularly char-grilled,
mashed eggplant salad), but generally disappointng.

® Royal Canadian Pancake House—1004 Sccond
Ave., at 53rd St (Tel.: 980-4131). High-cholesterol
heaven. Even so, place full of smartly dressed young pro-
fessionals who order up Texas-sizc pancakes, French toast
the length of the Wonder Bread loaf topped off with gobs
of whipped cream. Everything thar doesn’t ger syrup is
dripping with mclted cheese. Sausages are to die for. WB

Forbes 8 November 6, 1995

and the wardrobe room. The jury vbought bima 5
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- Goals 2000 Helps States and Localities Meet Their

Individual Education Needs While

By Richard Riley
f you listen carefully through the shouting
matches and the heated ideological de-
bates swirling about education lately, you
can hear clearly the points upon which virw-
ally all Americans agree.

First, our education system still has a long -

way 1o go before it provides the levels of ed-
ucation excellence Americans want and need
for the future. Together as a nation we have
made important gains in some areas, such as
mathematics and science performance, in the
past decade. o
However, we must judge education quali-
ty by the needs of the future, not just by our
accompiishments of the past. And while there
are indeed outstanding schools all across
America, we need many more. By this light,
we cannot accept the status quo. We must raise
the ceiling of academic performance for our
- best students, and we must dramatically raise
the floor for our lowest achieving students.
Second, the single most important step ©
_improve our schools is to set challenging ace-
demic standards for basic and advanced skills
in core academic subjects — and then to hold
studeats, schools, and educators accountable
for progress toward reaching those standards,

We must end the tyranny of low expectations -

and a watered-down curriculum that has need-
lessly depressed the academic achievement
and aspirations of 00 many of our students.

. Students will learn more if we expect mare
of them, and they will learn the meaning of
hard work as well. On this point, agreement
among Americans is broad and deep. Gover-
nors, business leaders, and President Clinton

agreedomhisgaointauhe 1996 National Ed- -

ucation Sarmwirit-hekd-several weeks ago, just
as the governors and President Bush did at the
1989 Charlottesville Education Summit. Par-
ents, educators, and business groups have pro-
vided strong support for raising- academic
standards. Raising standards is not a partissn
issue; it is a common-sense American ap-
proach to improving our schools.

Third, education is a state responsibility and

a local function. States have the constitution-
al responsibility to provide for elementary and
secondary education, and therefore to lead the

effort to improve education. States and local
communities are responsible for determining
academic standards, and for deciding what
students should lear. Local control of edu-
canonisnotamcemdiscovcxy,butpmofﬁn
‘basic fabric of our American democracy. As
a former governor, I don't believe this point
has ever seriously been in question.

Fourth, education is a national pricrity, the
foundation for our nation's economic securi-
ty and foreach family's. Employers draw their
employees from multiple communities and
mmﬁn&.Anunedxmwddmpommuy
leave his community and wind up unem-
ployed in another state. And today’s families”
are mobile. Parents and know
that children who go to elementary school in

One state may o to high school in another,

and 1o college in a third.
* Stmes need help ‘meeting the education
cba}lmga_hyfaoe.?eihﬁwmtform .
designed education reform is in the states’ in- -
terest and in the national interest. The nation's
govemors and President Bush explicitly rec-
ognized this at the Charlouesville summit. and
nothing that has occurred since alters this re-
gﬁty. We as a nation have an interest in help-
ing states, local communities, and schools — -
as well as a responsibility wdo so.

Goals 2000 provides the help states and lo-
caicommuxﬁtisneuimewugtwmmym

. find'is money dedicated 10 making improve-
.ments in education. That is what Goals 2000

provides. In exchange for added resources, it
simply asks states to set their own rigorous aca-
dumcs:andgrdsandmdcvdopdnirownq‘,.
Mmmpovingedtmnisupﬁo.
idy predicated on the assumption that staes
and local communities are alréady moving in
and communities move faster in more schools,
- The program is already beginning to make
an important difference. Ohio is using ity

Goals 2000 funds to assist schools with large

Improving Standards -

numbers of students failing to meet state stan-
dards, providing needed assistance as part of
its overall approach 10 accountability. Col-
orado focuses its funds on assisting local
school districts 10 set their own standards. In
Wyoming, Goals 2000 funds are helping io-
cal school districts develop ways of using ed-
ucation technology to help students reach aca~
demic standards.

Texas and California are using Goals 2000
funds o focus on improving early reading
skills. In Delaware, Goals 2000 funds under-
write local school efforts to develop mode! cur-
ricula that reflect the tougher state academic
standards. In Rhode Island, Goals 2000 funds
support teacher training Michigan, Massa-
chusetts, and Minnesota used some of their
funds o help launch charter schools. Kentucky
has used Goels 2000 funds to promote greater
perental involvement in the states’ efforts ©

Mmjmmexmplmof&wGoah ’
2000 funds support state and local approach-

‘es to improving edécation. The decision re-

garding the Use of these funds is made at te

. local and state levels, not by federal officials.

Despite this broad-based mainstream ap-
proach to education improvemeat, some have
worked hard to make Goals 2000 controver-
sial. Its critics inaccurately alleged that Goals
2000 is a vehicle for federal intrusion into lo-
cal education matters, and that participation in
Goals 2000 will require “cutcomes-based ed-

“ucation,” school-based health clinics, or lead

to federal inspection of child-rearing practices.
None of this is remotely accurate. [t neither
reflects an informed reading of the Goals 2000

. Act, nor the track record of its implementation,
- nor its bipartisan, mainstream beginnings. "

None of these or other charges is reflected in

More. .,
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GOALS/RILEY, continued....

the experience of the states and thousands of
individual schools involved in Goals 2000,
Those who are actually participating in the pro-
gram are not complaining of federal intrusion.
The most vocal and persistent criticisms in fact
m&omdmwidnnanyﬁrsduwl-
of how the program actually .

cd%:isimpommtolcwumcbatandm
the rancor. Ideological fights — especially
about fictitious problems — don't help our
students learn and achieve.

Last month, when President Clinton signed
the 1996 Omnibus Appropriations bill (in-
cluding $350 miltion for Goals 2000), he also

Goals 2000 critics
inaccurately alleged that

it 1s a vehicle for federal
intrusion into local
education matters.

signed into law a series of amendments a_u'
Goals 2000. These amendments were origi-
naily proposed by Sea. Arien Specter (R-Pa),

a supporter of Goals 2000. These changes

ought to increase bipartisan support for this
effort to improve local schools. They respond
to the most frequent criticisms raised about
Goals 2000, while leaving in place the funde-
mental principles that provide the foundation
" for Goals-2800: higher standards, enhanged
flexibility, state and locahcontrob, and ac-
countability for results. : .

These are some of the most significant
changes 0 Goals 2000 made by the Spectex
Amendment:

+ Eliminate the National Education Stam- .

dards and Improvement Council (NESEC).
This council had the authority o review and
approve voluntary nationsbstanderds, as wcll
as state standards voluntarily sebmitted to it
It would have provided a non-binding “Good

Housekeeping Seal of Approval,” signifying

those standards that were internationally com-
petitive, and providing a benchmark for states
and local communities establishing their own
standards. The law made quite clear thet the

council had no authority over stase or local de-
cisions, and that no federal funding could be
tiedtotheuscofstandardsmognizedbythis

Nonetheless, critics of Goals 2000 por-
trayed this council, even before it was named,
a$ an intrusive “national school board.” Last
year, at the request of a bipartisan group of
governors, | asked the President not to appoint
the council, and supported Rep. William
Goodling's (R-Pa) efforts to repeal the au-

" thority o establish NESIC.

Eliminating NESIC doesn’t eliminase the
need for some mechanism to provide the in-
formation needed to help states establish com-
petitive academic standards. In the aftermath

+ of the recent education surnmit, business lead-

ers and govemoars are now working o set up
8 different, non-governmental eptity 10 -

* Provide an aiternative to federal review
of state education improvement plans.
There needs w be a level of accountability in
any federal program. We owe this o the tax-
payers. The Goals 2000 Act has provided for
this accountability by requiring that & stae
submit 1 the Secretary of Education for re-
view and approval a statewide educasion im-
provement plan, within two years of initial

ﬁng:lin;.‘!bplmmmvicwedbyedam :

policymakers, and business leaders — not by
federal officials — in order to determine that
the state has a plan worth the continued in-

vestment of federal funds. The criteria are that

the plan (1) holds a reasonable ise of suc-
cm;(z)povkisﬁrbga{ﬂexiﬁhyzdﬂ@

the act permit — federnf review and approval of
academnic standards or corricubem. Thare s 80

atiempt made 10 determine if these state reform

Some see federal spproval of st educe-
tion plans as the basis for federal intrusion,
But let's look at the facts. Twenty stases have
submitted plans. All of the plans have beem
approved. There has been no requirement tha
the plans be changed as a condition of ap-
proval, and no federal intrusion.

In practice, the review of state education re-
“form plans has simply allowed for a respon-
sible assessment that the state in fact has a plan
that can work. :

Specter’s amendment provides an alternative
10 this approach, as it builds oo the provisions
in Goals 2000 that emphasize accountability 1o
VONerS, taxpayers, perents, and educagys in the
ability 10 the federal governmens.

* Local participation tn Goals 2000. Lo-
cal communities in states that are not par-
ticipating in Goals 2000 are being denied the
opportunity to benefit from resources they
may want and need to address problems in
their schools. Often, local education offi-
cials find that the purposes of Goals 2000
mawch their local needs well, and do not
agree with the concerns expressed by stase
oﬁcials. . : N3

= -~ Another charrge-in Goals 2000 permits lo-
cal schoollistricts:in the few states not pertic-
ipating as of last October w apply directly o
the Department of Education for a share of the
funds allotted 10 the state — if the stase edu- -
mou&ga:cyappovsoflocalpaxﬁcipm

As under current law, local participation re-
mains a focal determination. However, this
change places greater emphasis on local con-
trol, and chaflenges state officials to do the
same, ‘

These and other changes in the Goals 2000
legislation ought 10 recuce the needless con-
troversy over this bipartisan initiative. It is
time 10 go beyond the fighting and move for-
ward with Goals 2000 in support of education
reform,

mmu%um
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With Goals 2000, State and Local School Boards
Become ‘Serfs’ to an Intruding Federal Bureaucracy

By Gov. George Allen

ublic education is appropriatety and ex-

clusively a responsibility of the states

and local communides. It has been so
recognized in Virginia since the days of
Thomas Jefferson, it was so understood by all
of the founders of our Republic, and itis a right
conferred upon every citizen of the Common-
wealth in the constitution of Virginia.

Rather than diverting tax dollars to Wash-
ington, where they are largely wasted on the
pet schemes of federal education bureaucrats,
precious resources for education should re-
main at the state and local levels, where the
vitally important responsibility for teaching
our young people resides.

When the federal government ncvenhden
insists upon entering the education arena, the
principle of state and local education autono-
my makes it essential that resources be dis-
tributed on a true block-grant basis — with-
out any requirement of federal approval of
state or local educational policies, and with-
out aggravating federal mandates, restric-
tions, or limitations of any kind.

It is because of this issue that the vigorous
conflict over Goals 2000 has arisen.

Shortly after taking office, President Clinton
rejected the vision of state and local education
autonomy reflected in the Bush Administra-
tion's America 2000 initiative. Instead, the
Clinton team persuaded Congress to enact &

* highly prescriptive, 150-page Goals 2000 law
State and local officials cannet be trusted with
education reform, and therafiis must be co-

federal review, approval, and oversight.

. The Goals 2000 law thus treats the stases
and local school boards as serfs of the feder-
al government. To the extent there is flexibil-
ity for state and local education decisions un-
der Goals 2000, it is only at the sufferance of
federal bureaucrats.

To some, the allure of a few cents per day
per student in federal aid may be sufficient to
obscure or override the imperati ve of state and

" local control. Money is surely a powerful en-
~ ticement, and as adevice for centralizing pow-
er in Washington, it has proven highly effec-
tive. Financial enticements have been used
cynically for decades to shift control over

countless facets of our lives to remote and un-
accountable federal bureaucrats and judges.
- For me, the refusal to surrender control of
public education 10 the federal government is
a matter of the most profound principle. But
for those not. impressed by the principle at

- stake, the practical lesson we leamned in Vir-

ginia just two years ago also supplies ample
reason to reject Goals 2000.

Shortly after I was elected governor of Vir-
ginia, the Clinton Administration unilaterally
changed its interpretation of another federal
funding law (IDEA), and tried to hold hostage

$30 million in special education funds until

‘Virginia agreed to submit to federal restric-
tions on our ability to discipline violent and
disruptive students, including thake who bring
drugs and guns to school or assault teachers.
Only through a lawsuit did we overcome this
Clinton Administration attempt .to extort
changes in schoo! disciplinary pohcm This
lawsuit continues today.

Thus, the threat that-the most basic of our.

local school policies will be micromanaged
by President Clinton’s liberal education bu-
reaucracy is not theoretical; we have already
feltits sting in Virginia.

As [ approached the challenging Goals
2000 issue with both these principled objec-
tions and hard-learned practical lessons, I con-
cluded that this was an issue on which V'u’-
ginia had to make a stand.

In the last two years, our progress on edu-
cation reform here in the Commonwealth has
been monumental. We have decisively re-
Jected the failed liberal outcome-based. edu-
cation model, and we have moved quickly to
the forefront nationally in the development of
rigorous academic standards in the basic sub-
Jects — English, math, science and history —
and regular testing to measure student

- achievement against these standards. We have
. brought academic accountability into Vir-

ginia’s public school system.

We have coupled this drive for academic
rigor and accountability with a massive in-
crease — more than $600 million in the bud-
get I signed earlier this month — in funding
for elementary and secondary education.

~ Our fight to link increased education fund-
ing with far-reaching academic reform has
been challenging, 0 say the least. But in the
end, we have forged a bipartisan consensus.
And we have done all this without federal
help, federal intrusion, or federal dictates.
Notsurprisingly, the Clinton Administration
seems threatened by this success. After all, if

states like Virginia can succeed in educarion

reform without submitting to federal approval
and oversight .under Goals 2000, then the
Washington-knows-best premise underfying
the Goals 2000 program will quickly crumble. *

Recognizing the threat, the Clinton Ad-
ministration and its partisan allies in Virginia
have launched a no-holds-barred political
campaign to pressure our state and our local
school divisions to join the Goals 2000 pro-
gram. The pawns in this cynical campaign
have been Virginia's students, parents, teach- -
ers, and school boards. Goals 2000 partisans

_have publicly dangled the lure of small sums

of federal money before these local officials,
and have disingenuously dismissed the feder-
al threat to local autonomy over education.
Fortunately, it is the Clinton Administration
that has begun to give ground. The changes
made to the Goals 2000 law in the recently ap-
proved appropriadons bill do not go far
enough. But some of the amendments do rep-
resent important concessions by the President

-and his education team. The movement is in

the right direction — toward explicit staruto-

- ry safeguards for state and local autonomy.

These concessions would not have been
wrested from the Clinton Administration if
Virginia and other principled critics of Goals -
2000 had not taken a strong and firm stand

. against federal intrusion.

Regrettably, however, this fight is notover.
The Clinton Administration steadfasy re-
jected Congressional efforts to abolish some
of the most objectionable provisions of the
Goals 2000 law.

More. ..
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The contradiction in the Clinton Administra-
“ton’s positon could not be more glaning. On
the one hand. Clinton Administranon represen-
tanives have repeatedly claimed that there are no
“strings’ or dictates on Goals 2000 funding. On
the other hand, they only grudgingly have
agreed 10 eliminate some — and have refused
entrely to eliminate other — of these suppos-
edly nonexistent federal “strings” or dictates.

[fthere were ruly no federal dictates anached
0 Goals 2000 funding, the Clinton Adminis-
ration would simply distribute the money to
the states in the form of an unconditional and
unrestricave block grant. .

Among other mandates, Goals 2000 requires
that each state (or locality) submit an “im-
provement plan” that conforms to the standards
and provisions set out in the Goals 2000 law..

In addition, states must develop content and
performance standards that are consistent with
nationally recognized standards. Ironically, we
in Virginia have forged and are already imple-
menting a broad-based, bipartisan agreement
on high academic standards, while the prob-

lem-plagued effort to develop national stan-

dards under Goals 2000 continues to lag.

In the weeks ahead. our state’s board of ed-
ucation will be evaluating the recent changes
in the Goals 2000 law to see what combination
of enforceable administrative waivers and/or
further stamutory changes are needed to convert
the misguided Goals 2000 scheme into a true
block-grant program with statutory safeguards
for state and local direction of education.

Virginians pay their fair share of federal tax-
es, and we deserve to have a fair share of the
education resources that are returned to the
states. But we have come too far, and achieved
to much, to accept funds on terms dictated
by aliberal federal education bureaucracy. We
will participate, if at all, on our tlerms — in &
block-grant program with legally enforceable
guarantees that there will be no federal man-
dates, no federal restrictions, no federal over-
sight, no federal interference of any kind. The
freedom tochart the best course for the school-
children of Virginia cannot be soid to power
hungry federal bureaucrats.

Until then, we Virginians will go our own
way — honoring Jefferson's Visionary com-
mitment to public education, and rernaining
true to his principle that the education mission

. belongs exchusively to the states and to the

people, active in their neighborhoods and lo-
cal communities. :

George Allen () ls the governor of Virginia.
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The State of the Education Debate: It's the Electlon

Future of Federal Role Will Be Dc‘cm*med by Presidential, Conmv\wmlCnntcsts in.

By Morton Kondracke
aving failed in their efforts last year to
H dismantle the superstructure of federal
education programs erected by Presi-
dent Clinton and his predecessors, the Repub-
lican Congress seems resolved to lcavc it
standing this election year.

Legislative action on education in 1996 i is
likely to be limited to reauthorization of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act, pas-
sage of a controversy-afflicted consolidation
of federal job-training programs — the so-

called CAREERS bill — and determination of
* funding levels for various education programs.

Conceivably, a fight could take place if Re-
publicans renew efforts — which failed last year
—to limit direct government lending to college
students, but it isn’t certain that they will do so.

And President Clinton may veto Congress’s
immigration bill if it includes limits on educa-
tion benefits, including student loans, to legal
immigrants and allows states to deny school-
ing to children of illegal immigtants.

Even though the number of education ini-
tatives being considered in Congress this year
is limited, education will be an issue in the
1996 campaign.

Democrats, led by President Clinton, argue
that federal aid is necessary to help states, st~

- Democrats, led by President
Clinton, argue that federal
aid is necessary to help
states, students, schools,
and workers
new global economy.

dents, schools, and workers cope with the new

global information economy.

Clinton and the Democratic 103rd Congress
passed a raft of new education programs, from
_expansion of the pre-school Head Start program
w direct lending; and Clinton has proposed new
inidatives such as assistance in updating edu-

cation technology and tax-deductibility for col- -

cope with the

lege tuition, which presumably Congress would

- pass if Clinton is re-elected and Democrats re-

capture one or both houses of Congress.

On the other hand, if Republicans win the
presidency and retain control of Congress, they
can be expected to resume swinging a wreck-
ing ball at federal

“We have absolutely nolnsuhty 10 educa-
tion,” says Rep. John Porter (R-0), chairman

of the HouseAppmpﬁan‘ons Labor-HHS sub-
commitiee that oversees education programs,
““but we are hostile to programs that don’t get
results.”
Depending on which Republican is speak-
ing, anywhere from some w all of the federal
.government's estimated $50 bilfion in spend-
ing on education and job training fits into that
category, especially including the federal De-
partment of Education, whose programs ac-
count for $23 billion of the total
Like President Reagan before him, GOP
presidential candidate Bob Dole (Kan) is
vowing o dismantie the deparument and ship
its responsibilities and funding 0 szam and
communities. :
The agency was on the GOP Congress's hit

list {ast year, 100, but it still exists because mod- .

erate and conservative Republicans couldn’t
agree on whether to consolidate the Labor and
Education Departments or give remnants of
Educaton 10 the Department of Health and
Human Services.

Another GOP idea for dismantling the fed-
eral education structure — converting federal

" education programs to block grants ~— also

failed because moderates opposed it.

No major efforts to dismantle the DoE or to
block-grant its programs are expected this
year, according to Rep. Steve Gunderson (R-
Wis), a key member of the House Economic
and Educational Opportunities Committee.

Repubiicans also failed last year to signifs-
candy reduce the amount of money the feder-
al government spends on education, and Porter
says he does not expect major funding fights
this year.

Inﬁscal 1995, &nfedaalgovemmnspun

$24 4 billion on Department of Education pro-

grams. m}h&votedlastywtoctwm

to$212bdhon.

The Senate countered with $22 8 billion.and -
after intense political sruggle with the White
House, Congress and the Administration final-
IysculedonmcSmarcﬁgummdtombus
appropriations bill passed last month —
months after the current fiscal year began. -

President Clinton has requested an increase
10 $25.6 billion for fiscal 1997. He seems un-
likely to get much additional money, but nei-
ther is Congress inclined to chop much from
current funding levels. .

‘\N%domxwammspcmi:hisfaninanah- :
er struggle with the White House,” Porter says.
“Everyone wants things to move as smoothly

as possible 10 get an appropriations bill passed
and get it signed by the start of the new fiscal

year October . I'd hope that the struggles of
1995 will give us guidance on how 1 proceed.”

Overall appropriations levels tell only part
of the story of last year's education battles and
the ones that may resume in 1997,

One of President Clinton's favorite accom-
plishments during the first two years of his
presidency was GOALS 2000, a program to
heip stales set up swdent performance swan-
dards and tests to measure results.

Funded at $362 million in fiscal 1995, Pres-
ident Clinton last year requested that the

" GOALS program grow to $750 million this

year. Flush with election victory in November
1994, though, House Republicans voted to
“zero out” the program. The Senate came in at
$350 million, which the Administration ulti-
mately accepted. President Clinton has asked
for $476 million for fiscal 1997.

While he probably won't get it all, the GOP
knows that it’s in for a fight if it tres 0 cut too
much. If Republicans win the "96 elections,
though, GOALS 2000 may again be in jeop-

More. ..
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'ﬁucsamgmfcrﬁrdirm\éﬂingpm-

gram, which Congress sought © ldl! and then

Like President Reagan
before him, GOP
presidential candidate

~ Bob Dole is vowing to
dismantle the department
and ship its responsibilities
and funding to states

and communities.

limit in 1995, but ended up funding at $436
million after Clinton vetoed the GOP budget.
Rep. William Goodling (R-Pa), chairman of

Rep. John Kasich (R-Ohio), chairman of the.

House Budget Committee, are due tomeet soon
on what to do about the loan program this year,
bext even if they decide to take another run at it,
it’s not clear an effort to kill it will succeed.

Definitely on Congress’s agenda for this
year is the Consolidated and Reformed Edu-
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation Sys-
tems Act (CAREERS), which consolidaes
128 job-training and career-training programs
into block grants.

The measure is in House-Senmee conference,

but is bogged down because Republicanscan't
agree on whether to create a single block grant
and allow governors free rein to spend 50 per-
cent of the money, as the Senate prefers. or ©
create three block grants and limit gubernator-
ial discretion, as the House voted.

Gunderson said that House Members are
worried that if the Senate prevails, governors
will give money intended for job trainees to cor-
porations as a device to lure them into the state.

Another impediment to the bill is the oppo-
siton of conservative activist Phyllis Shalfly,
who charges that the whole idea of a federal

" program o aid the 75 percent of young peo- -

ple who don't graduate from college const-
tutes a massive “elitist” plot to divert working-

. class children away from college.

Despite the complications, Gunderson pre-
dicted that “the bill will pass.” Even though the
Administration objects to the Senate version's
leeway for govemnors and both chambers’
elimination of his 1993 School to Work ap-
prmmlnppmgrmx.mtsm\hknlytovao

The educational disabilities reauthorization,
currently being considered in House and Sen-
ate committees, is the subject of minor disputes
ovu'fnwsd)oolsysxcmscandxscxphned&
abled children.

Gunderson expects that other hot education
issues, such as vouchers and school chowce,
will be deferred to other years. ‘

Republicans earlier this year tried to create a
scholarship program in the District of
Columbia allowing poor youngsters to atend
private schoois, but Democrats and the
Administration blocked it. Gunderson does not
expect a new DC iniative before the election.

During the campaign. however, schooi
choice and school quality could become major
debating issues. Dole favors maximum choice,
but Clinton wants to limit it o public schools.

At the moment, polls show that Clinton has
a significant edge on the issue. A March
Gallup poll showed that the public approves
of Clinton's performance on education by 54
1040 percent and disapproves of Dole’s by 48
to 33 percent.

The public also disapproves by 80 percent
ofGOPplanswdzsmantleﬁnDcpmwemof
Education.

GOP primary election exit polls show that
even a majority of Republican voters opposes
deep cuts in education spending.

That could be why the GOP doesa't plas ©
repeat its 1995 policy thrusts this year What
happens next year depends on the election ous-
come. -
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Proposed Budget Cuts in Job Training

Progr:

ams Hurt America’s Ability to

Compete in Next Century

By Rep. Donaid Payne ‘
s we move into the next millennium,
we find that we live inasociety in which

technology is constantly changmg,v

trade is expanding, and capital is mobile.

Education has become the fundamentai
fault-line in our nation’s standard of living, es-
pecially with the enactment of GATT and
NAFTA. In preparation for a shrinking glob-
al marketplace, Congress is considering leg-
islation that would consolidate many existing
federal employment and training programs.

CAREERS — the Consolidated and Re-
formed Education, Employment, and Rehabil-
itation Systems Act HR. 1617 — makes sig-
nificant changes in the federal role in this area.

The House bill wonild repeal several em-
ployment and training programs and autho-
rize multiple consolidation grants (o the states,
including Youth Development and Career
Preparation, Adult Employment and Training,
and Adult Education and Farnily Literacy, and
would also amend the Higher Education Act
10 provide for the “‘privatization” of Sallie Mae
and Connie Lee.

The Senate bill repeals several empioyment
and training programs and authorizes a con-
sofidation grant to states © promote work-

force development systems, The main activi- -

ties supported by the grants would be work-
force employment and education activities.
The bill creates a federal partnership to ad-
minister authorized activities. It also erects
two state governance struchures — one under
_ the governor for employment activities, the
odmcrundcrmestamedmanoaa.gemyfored-
ucation activities; a provision for one-stop
centers in substate areas; and goals and bench-
marks to quantify program performance.
The bill would also establish a separate

funding stream for Job Corps Centers for at-

risk youth and would amend some acts, in-
cluding the Rehabilitation Actof 1973 and the
National Literacy Act : .

Asyoucan see; HR. 1617 incorporates a

. whole host of issues within the scope of this

legislation, many of which have littie to do
with each other. In the overall efforts to reduce
federal spending and in anticipation of new
authorizing legislation that would consolidate
employment and training, Congress has re-
duced or eliminated funding for many pro-
grams that would be consolidated.
Moreover, while moving to geconcile the
House and Senate versions of HR. 1617,

Congress has, as a result of FY 1995 rescis- -
sions, significantly cutoriginal FY 1995 fund-

ing for many employment and wraining pro-
grams, and in some cases eliminaed program
funding, which further erodes the federal role
in promoting work-force preparation.

The translation: No matter what form leg-

isiation authorizing these programs takes, re- -

sources for the federal empioyment and wain-
mgeﬁomhavealreadybeensxgmﬁcanﬂym-
duced, and the remaining program priorities
have been established through appropriations.

On the surface, consolidating unnecessary,

- duplicative programs sounds like a greatidea.

However, upon closer examination, it is clear

that adult education and training programs are

education programs, not job-training pro-

, grams.'ﬁ:ylayacnncaifmnﬁanonfupb

training, but their mission is clearly education.
An alarming divide is developing between
the schools and the workplace at a time when

- nations like Japan have forged successful al-

liances between their schools and prospective
employers. By eliminating so many of these
programs, HR. 1617 fails to iptegrate these
two very connected, but increasingly singu-
lar, institutions that are integral to our ability

_to compete in the emerging global market.

—

Now more than ever,

post-secondary education

and job training are
the gateway to
America’s middle class.

People enroll in the aduit education and lit-
eracy system for a variety of reasons. Most
common among them is the real income of
many American families. Over the past 15
years, we have seen our incomes stagnate, as
our real incomes have actually declined. For
example, in 1979, a male college graduate
camed 39 percent more than a man with oaly
a high school degree.

In 1993, this gap more than doubied; a
male college graduate outpaced the eamings
of his high school graduate counterpan by
80 percent. Studies have shown that forevery
year of training a person gets after high
school, his or her camning potental nises by
upto 12 percent.

Now more than ever, post-secondary edu-
cation and job training are the gateway to
America’s middle class.

While the House proposal preserves the flex-
ibility of states to meet whatever their unique
needs are, greatly reduced funding will almost
certainly engulf everything but those activities
directly related to job training. This is evidenced
in the recent budget agreement for FY 1996
reached between the Republican leadership in

"Congress and the President, which allocates
" $1.1 billion for dislocated workers. The $1.1

billion provides assistance 0 an additional
100,000 workers who have been laid off.

More. .
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Furthermore, because of the work-force re-
quiremnents under welfare reform, there will
be temendous pressure from governors o
move as many people as possible into jobs
from AFDC. The obvious consequence would
be the siphoning of adult education and liter-
acy funds into job training. )

Under the governance sgucture created by

HR 1617, a govermnor would reserve 25 per-
cent of the funds for employment activiges for

statewide activities. The remainder wouldbeal- .

located to local entities based on certain factors,
such as the population, ages 15 to 64; individu-
als in poverty: and adult recipients of AFDC.

Funds for employment activities would be .

used for providing one-stop delivery of core ser-
vices, such as assessment and job search;, for es-
tablishing a labor market informaton system;
and for the job placement accountability sys-
tem. In addition, these funds could be used for
activities such as more intensive job training ser-
vices, on-the~job training, and pre-cmployment
and *“‘work maturity”” skills for youths.

Finally, states could choose to use vouchers
to provide some non-mandated services, such
as occupational skills training, to persons age
18orolder whoare unable toobtain Pell Grants.
 Arecent study conducted by the Census Bu-
reau for the Deparamnent of Education has im-
plications for the ongoing political debate over
training programs. The repont found that in-

. creases in workers’ education levels produce
twice the gain in workplace efficiency as com-
parable increases in the value of tools and ma-
chinery.

The findings, released last year, are based
on interviews with managers and owners of

. about 3,000 businesses employing 20 work-
ersor more. It found that a 10 percent increase
in the educational attainment of a company’s
work force resulted in an 8.6 percent increase
in productivity. A 10 percent increase in the

value of capital stock, such as tools, buildings,

and machinery, produced only a 3.4 percent
increase in productivity, the survey found.
Not s0. amazingly, you retrieve benefits

(productivity) equal to the investments made

in education. . o

As aformereducator, | witnessed the wealth
of human resources in my classroom. The
findings of this study merely document sev-

eral years of observation. I do not believe that

An alarming divide is
developing between the
schools and the workplace.

these programs are duplicative and, therefore,
do not merit the wholesale elimination — ex-
cuse me, consolidation — that is outlined
within the scope of this bill.

[ do believe the results from this study are
dramatic and demonstrate the penny-wise,
pound-foolish approach of many of the Re-
publican proposals that have been steered
through this Congress. This proposal termi-
nates education and training programs in
hopes of boosting incentives to invest in phys-
ical capital, and yet the evidence shows that . -
we reap the greatest benefits by investing in
our most valuable resource, in human capital.

The language in the CAREERS Act allows
states to determine program standards and re-
quirements for program services. There are
currently federal requirements that states must
meet in order to qualify for federal money for

" job-training and eductation programs. This

change in law, raises questions about the
states’ commitment to provide services, and
these concerns should be addressed as we pro-
ceed with reauthorization.

We are headed into the 21st century, and we
are going through a critical transition period.
We are in a position to blaze a trail into the
next millennium, to set the stage for a stronger
commitment to a well-educated work force.
The stakes are high.

One reality we, as a nation, must confront
is that in the face of reform, we must retain an
integrated network of services designed to
sustain the living standards of Americans and
their families. In a time when many families
are dealing day-to-day with their own per-
sonal survival, it is difficuit to see beyond that
day’s hardships and to see the broader picture.

The strength of our nation was built on in-
novation and its resources. We can provide the
support necessary to nurture the economic and
social development of American families. We
can’t afford not to.

Rep. Donald Payne (D-A) is @ member of the

Economic and Educationsi Opportunities Com-
mittee.
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* Proposal Would Eliminate
Department of Education,
Give States Block Grants

By Rep. Joe Scarborough
s the father of two young boys in pub-
A lic schools, I believe that one of the
greatest challenges facing our republic
in the 21 st century will be the revitalization of

America’s educational system. [t is a chal-
lenge Washington has failed to meet over the -

last 20 years.

In Greek mythology. Prometheus was con-
demned by the gods 10 be chained to a moun-
tain and forever have his liver devoured by an
eagle. Conducting education policy in the

United States for the last 20 years has been

sort of like that.

It has been an agonizing process of having
the independence of teachers, parents, and
communities painfully eaten away by an ever-
expanding Washington bureaucracy.

That is what H.R. 1883, the Back to Basics
Education Reform Act, introduced by the
New Federalist Education Task Force, chaired
by myseif and Co-Chairman Steve Chabot (R-
Ohio), is designed to reverse.

In 1979 when the world was young and
man kneweth not sin and was innocent. the
Department of Education was created with
assurances that local schools would retain
their independence and education resources
would be more effectively allocated by a fed-
eral agency. Such assurances now seem
quaint in the wake of reports of education dol-
fars being spent to close caption the televi-
sion program “Baywatch” and of Drug-Free
Schools grarit money being invested in re-
treats for school administrators to Maryland’s
Eastern Shore.

The Back to Basics Education bill would
help to eliminate waste by allocating, and ulti-
mately freeing, education dollars to go back to
the states. Under HR. 1883, the federal edu-

Back to Basics’: No Federal Bureaucracy

These block grant monies
go directly to the states,
with no strings attached
on how the funds are used
other than a requirement
that the states assure that

the money is being used to

improve education.

cation bureaucracy is eliminated within one
year and two block grants, ane for elementary
and secondary education at 39 billion, the oth-
:- for higher education at $2 billionsare creat-

These block grant monies go directly to the

states, with no strings antached on how the
ﬁmdsamusaiomermanamquimmcmdm
the states assure that the money is being used
to improve education and the imposition of a
2 percent cap on administrati ve costs.

Aside from these two limitations, block
grants can be used by the states to fund ex-
isting programs or to develop new ones, all
without interference from Washington. Such
an approach allows the states o address their

own peculiar education problems and to find

solutions tailored to meet their specific
needs.. The block grants are maintained for
four years, at the end of which time the grants
expire and are replaced by a tax cut, thereby
freeing up funds for the states o tax or not,
as they wish,

The gravamen of this approach is state re-

'sponsipiﬁtyaxximmnmbiﬁry.mmml

edlmnonagendﬁineadxm“«mhavem

show how they have used the resources allo-
cated o0 them. The states will be responsible
for the programs they create or mauntain and
will be accountable 10 their constituents for
those programs. In essence. those levels of
government most responsive to the public will
be charged with seeing 1o it that the nation’s
children are receiving ameaningful education.
Beyond such structural changes, H.R. 1883
maintains seven programs ouiside the block
grant framework. These are Impact Aid, the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act,
Indian education, the Federal Family Educa-
non Loan program, Perkins Loans (although
new capital into the program will be prohib-
ited), the Pell Grant, and the Education De-
partment’s civil rights functions. Each of these
programs is transferred to other appropriate
federal agencies and is, except for civil rights,
sunsetted, with language asking Congress o
look at how the programs might be improved
or restructured. :
Finaily, HR. 1883 maintains various fed-
eral protections of parental rights, while elim-
inating Goals 2000 and other such programs.
The sum total of this approach is to ac-
knowledge not just politcal utlity, but a con-
sututional reality. That reality is alt 50 state
consttutions deem education to be an essen-

"gal responsibility of the states, whereas the

federal Constitution does not even mention
the issue. By passing H.R. 1883, Congress
would be restoring the proper relationship be-
tween Washington and the state and local
governments in matters related to education.

The evidence would seem 10 suggest that
sucharestoration is long overdue. Since 1979,
the budget for the Department of Education
has risen steadily from $14 billion to about

More. - -
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$33billion infiscal 1996. Suchspending gives
the United States one of the highest per pupil
spending ratios in the free world. Yet during
that same ume frame. test scores have stag-
nated ot declined outright, Although there has
been some slight improvement in the recent

test data. American students still rank below

such renowned giants as Spain and Slovenia
in math and science. It is not difficult 10 see
that if such statistics are not reversed, the Unit-
ad States will not remain the intellectual force
that it is. with all the consequences that sug-
gests both in material and moral terms for the
nation and the world.

Suchconsequences are notto be taken light-
ly. Abraham Lincoln once said that the phi-
losophy of the schools in one generation will

be the philosophy of the government in the
* next. Further, given that the very essence of
American nationhood is the acceptance not of
nationality, ethnicity, or religion, but of “a
proposition,” Congress ignores the decline of
education at its peril. The nation will not re-
main a nation if its founding ideals become
shopworn clichés without intellectual vitality.

Yet currently, Congress remains reluctant

to move forward on H.R. 1883, preferring
not to undertake the difficult intellectual task
of explaining to the public the history of
American education for the last 20 years. In-
stead, the Clinton Administration and its
Congressional allies, both de jure and de fac-
10, seek to increase federal education spend-
ing still further and to give even broader pow-
er 10 the education bureaucracy that provides
the public schools with only 8 percentof their

funding yet 55 percent of their paperwork,

according 1o the legislative office of educa-

tional oversight in Ohio Gov. George -

Voinovich's (R) office.

Admittedly, explaining to a public too eas-

ily inclined 10 assume that increased dollars
means better education, all the evidence to
the contrary notwithstanding, will be a polit-
ically difficult and dangerous undertaking.

Yet Congress, if it is to serve the dchberanve
and pedagogic functions for which it was in
pant created, must commence thedebate. The

continued...

In esserice, those levels of

government most responsive

to the public will be
charged with seeing to it
that the nation's
children are receiving a
meaningful education.

public must be made to fully understand that

a future of a stagnant or declining education
system means not just a lower standard of liv-
ing, but a very serious threat to the American
idea of nationhood. Further, the full extent of
the failure of Washington's great education
experiment must be made manifest,

While it is too much to say Washington has
caused all the problems faced by contempo-
rary American education, it is not too much
t say that the federal government has, by
politicizing the system, aggravated those cen-
rifugal forces in sociery that have helped w0
undermine education. By returning power to
states, localities, teachers, and parents, and by
eliminating the blunt instrument that is the
federal government, the process of stopping,
and perhaps of reversing, the damage done to
education during the last 20 years can begin.

To that end, Congress should commence
hearings on H.R. 1883 as soon as possible,
and make a commitment to a vote on it either
this year or next. The easy and politically safe
answer of more federal spending and more
bureancracy without a parallel commitment
to reform is no longer acceptable. The nation’s
education system must be reformed and re-
stored to its old vitality. In short, it is ime to
cage the eagle and free Prometheus.

Regp. Jos Soarborough (R-Fiu) is 8 member of

the Government Reform and Oversigit Com-
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Changing Work Force Requmes Focus
on Skills Tramning

Current Education Priorities Overlook the ’Forgotten 75 Pement’ of Students Who
Don't Graduate From College

By Rep. Bill Goodling
n addressing the major issues of educa-
I tion reform today, Americans strongly fa-
vor efforts to strengthen local control of
education, involve parents more fully in edu-
cation decisions, and strengthen children's
performance in the basic academics.

While considering reforms to strengthen lo-
cal education, it is important for us to re-
member that only approximately 25 percent
of today’s youth will graduate from college.
The “forgotien 75 percent” are not simply a
statistic. They are our daughters and sons and
they make up 22 students of every classroom
of 30 children,

The Changing Work Force

Since the 1940s, many American schools
have openly employed a two-track educa-
tion system, including an academic college-
prep track and a vocational education track.
Unfortunately, there is also a third track that
isn’t formally recognized. This “gcueral”
track is for students who neither excel in
academic preparation nor learn specific vo-
cational skills that prepare them for the

workplace. These youth are at great risk of

unemployment and chronic low-employ-
ment.

When America’s economy was at its pin- .
nacle, we were able to absorb and employ stu-

dents who ook the vocational track and the
general track. Now, our economy has almost
completely transformed 0 an information-
based economy, and unskilled labor is in low-
er demand then ever before.

In 1950, GOpetccntofaﬂ]obsm&nnanon
* were unskilled. By 1990, this figure had dwin-
dled w0 35 percent, and it is projected to drop
w0 15 percent by 2000. The influx of technol-
ogy in the workplace and competition from

countries where workers receive low wages
have contributed o the demise of opportuni-
ties for unskilled labor,

As an example, education researcher
Willard Daggett observes, “In the last five

years, ATMs have replaced 40 percent of the:

cashiers and tellers across the nation, and may
replace an additional 40 percent in the next
five. The fastest growing group of jobs in the
bankmg industry involves setting up, operst-
ing, amimamtauungA‘IMsand related infor-
mation systems."”

Although all Americans are affected by this
economic restructuring, skilled workers are

" better able to adapt to a changing work force -
due o their developed reasoning, analytical,

communication, and computational abilities.
In short, they have learned how t0 leamn.

At the moment, Congress is engaged in a
fierce debate on whether the minimum wage
should be raised. The concern about the plight
of low-income workers is well-placed, but the

. diagnosis of the problem is flawed and the so-

lution is mispiaced.

The problem is that low-skilled, poorly ed-
ucated workers who do not possess relevant
skills will always be destined to stay at the bot-
tom of an information-based economy.
Strengthening skills and academic prepara-
tion for the forgotten 75 percent is a key part
of our education agenda.

‘Congressional Agenda

On Education

When 1 took the chairmanship of the Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities Com-
mittee in 1995, we conducted a top-to-bottom
review of the effectiveness of programs un-
der the committee’s jurisdiction. We knew the
federal role in education and training was in
disarray, but even [ was surprised at how bad
things had become after 40 years.

More..
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GOODLING,

' During the last year and a half, we have
discovered literally hundreds of programs

supporting education spread across the fed-

eral government. The Office of Management
and Budget and the Congressional Research
Service identified 760 programs as educa-
tion oriented that are spread across 39 dif-
ferent agencies, deparmnents, boards, and
COmumissions.

For the $120 billion spent on these pro- .
- grams last year, we have little to show for them

in terms of acadernic i unpmvcment during the
tast 20 years.

Since 1970, per pupil spending in the Umt~
ed States has risen from about $4,000 w al-
most $7,000, adjusted for inflation. Yet, de-
spite this huge pot of money being whipped
around inside the “Belrway mixing bowl,” our
students are not keeping pace with the new
demands of change.

Consider some statistics: SAT scores .

dropped from a total average of 937 in 1972
0 902 in 1994. In 1994, 17-year-olds scored
11 points worse in math than in 1970. Sixty-
six percent of 17-year-olds do not read at a
proficient level, and reading scores have con-
sistently fallen since 1992. Finally, 30 percent
of all college freshmen must take remedial ed-
ucation classes.

Integrating Strong Academics
And Vocational Training

In the area of job training, postsecondary
education and training subcommittee Chair-
man Buck McKeon (R-Calif) has led an ef-
fort to consolidate and streamnline programs,
return maximum contro] of funding to states
and localities, and place a premium on real re-
sults in job placement and training, not just
bouncing money between programs.

The resulting Consolidated and Reformed
Educarion, Employment, and Rehabilitation
Systems Act (CAREERS) consolidates 128
federal education, employment, and job-train-
ing programs into three consolidated or block
grants to states and localities.

One of the block grants is designated for
youth; the other two block grants focus on
adult job training and adult basic skills.

continued.. .

C2)

The youth block grant places a swong em-~
phasis on making sure that students in voca-
tional training programs get the strong, basic
academics that are the foundaton for jobs in
the information economy. These programs are
expected to help young people with broad-
ranging opportunities to further their educa-
tion and prepare for promising careers.

CAREERS is intended to support local ef-
forts already under way 10 bring academics
and relevant skill training together for the for-
gotten 75 percent

Strengthening Academics
In Spedial Education

The commitee is also explonng ways 1o
strengthen academic performance for students
served under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA). As important as the
federal special education law has been in as-
snmngmsstoedmanomézsedukhtnmm
receive access (o STong acadermics.

Many of the chikdren in special education
programs would not have needed placement

in special education programs if they had re-

ceived appropriate training in such basic skills
as reading and math at an early age. Some stu-

dents, particularly those with mild learning dis- -

abilities, do not need to be segregated fromoth-
er students and should be tught the general
curriculum, nota “dumbed down” curricuhmm.

The original intent of the law, to focus on
eachchild’s education needs, has also been be-
trayed by burgeoning paperwork and process.
What was designed as a system to teach chil-
dren has become one that processes them

through forms, files, meetings, and hearings.

More. .

.
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Clearly, these shortcomnings of our nation’s
special education system have necessitated the
reform of this well-intentioned law. Conse-
quendy. Rep. Duke Cunningham (R-Calif),
the earlv childhood, youth, and families sub-
commitiee chairman; myself; and other com-
. mitee members have introduced legislation to
refocus America’s special education statute.

‘Bottomn Up’ Reform

[n pursuing these needed reforms to special
education and vocational training, there is a
tendency from the education establishment to
require top-down “systemic reform’ strate-
gies that wouid allow a select few in Wash-
ington, DC, to determine how education will
be structured and implemented.

Toavoid this pitfall, we are working tomake
sure that parents, educators, and other citizens
are fully involved in efforts to reform their
own education and job-training programs. .

ARAND evaluation aptly noted that “leg-
islative mandates cannot necessarily create
the elements that promote innovation in
schools — local vision, leadership, sus-
tained support, financial and other re-
sources. Integration (of academics and skills
training) is essentially a curricular and ped-
agogical reform that requires a bottom-up

" solution.” : ‘

For reforms to be effective and truly “bot-
tom-up,” itis also important that they strength-
en individual choice and parent participation.

First, the CAREERS bill strongly encour-
ages the use of training vouchers at the local
level 1o give ecach participant maximum
choice in choosing the type and provider for
training. The [DEA Improvement Act would
also strengthen the role of parents in their chil-
dren’s education and provide less adversari-

al and less costly procedures, like mediation,
to work out disputes between parents and
schools. Co

For students onageneral track and for many
students with disabilities. integrating acade-
mics and skill training can open up much
wider opportunites. A review of New York
City Career Magnet programs found that stu-
dents in the magnet programs ‘‘were less like-
ly to drop out of high school in the transition
between middie school and high school; they
showed a gain in reading scores, and they
earned more credits toward graduation.”

At this moment, the House and the Senate
are working to reach a conference agreement
on our respective versions of the CAREERS
bills. Soon, we will take further actionon mov-
ing IDEA reform forward.

We are also beginning a dialogue within
Congress and with the American people on
how to reform the broad federal role in edu-
cation, including the remaining 760 federal
education programs. Oversight subcommit-
tee Chairman Pete Hoekstra (R-Mich) and
McKeon have initiated this project. .

We know that the principles of local con-
trol, parental commitment and involvement,
and strong basic academics yield effective re-
sults at the local level. Most often, these suc-
cess stories have little to do with the federal
education programs now in place. We want to
find the most effective way to give control of
education back to local communities and sup-
port these principles that work.

This is not an overnight job, but one that
will require good listening, thoughtfuiness,
patience, and persistence. We owe it to our
children, to the youth preparing to leave
school to enact these important reforms. Most
importantly, we owe it to the “forgotten 75
percent.”

Rep. B Goodling M-Pu) is chairman of the
Economic and Educationsi Opportunities Com-
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Why Republicans Should
Be Glad They Couldn't Kill
 Direct Lendmg Program

By Sen. Paul Simon
tis odd that “Republicans’ generally have
' come to OppoOse a comumon-sense, mon-
ey-saving, bureaucracy-busting, entitle-
ment-ending reform of the student loan pro-
gram. :

It was not always that way. :

In 1991, Rep. Newt Gingrich (R-Ga), then
the House Republican Whip, co-sponsored di-
rect lending legislation. This was just as Dem-
ocratic presidential candidate Bill Clinton was
developing a stump speech that also included
a promise to scrap the problem-plagued gov-
ernment-guarantee system.

Later that year. as President Bush put to-
gether his re-election campaign, 33 House
Republicans wrote to him urging that direct
lending be made part of his domestic agen-
da. They argued that instead of “asking Re-

By eliminating entitlements
to banks and middlemen,
direct lending saves
taxpayers billions.

publicans to oppose legislation specifically
designed to help'the middle class” pay for
college, “we should be advancing our own
innovative, cost-effective solutions to the
problem.”

As Clinton picked up on the idea, many Re-
publicans changed their mune or ciosed therr

But one conservative Republican stayed
e to his beliefs and remained outspoken on
the issue: Rep. Tom Pertri of Wisconsin. Un-
like Republicans who abandoned the reforms
when they became a part of President Clin-
ton's first budget, Petri can join in celebrating
one of the most successful reforms of any gov-
ermnment program:

Slashed red tape. “The program's sim-
plicity has proved hugely popular at colleges
across the country,” reported US A Today last
December about direct lending.

In the government-guarantee program, a
maze of quasi-government agencies, lenders,

.and purchasers often causes confusiog, de-~

lays,"and errors that are not only frusufating

but costly to colleges and students. The direct

loan program swept away all the bureaucra-
cy, bringing better service to 1.4 million stu-
dent and parent borrowers at 1,350 schools
this academic year,

Savings for taxpayers. By eliminating en-
titlements to banks and middlemen, direct
lending saves taxpayers billions. Even more,
the threat of direct iending forced participants
in the government-guarantee program (o ad-
mit that they had been over-compensated for
years. The result was even more savings for
taxpayers and students.

Savings for students and parents. By
forcing banks and middiemen to admit that
their government-guaranteed retums were too
high, the direct loan fight brought lower fees
and interest rates to ail students. In just two
years, students and parents have saved well
over a billion doilars in fees alone.

Competition, not entitiements. The gov-
ernment-guarantee machine is generously
oiled by at least six different politically-set en-
titlement payments. In contrast, the direct loan
program uses competition, paying private-
sector participants on the basis of perfor-
mance, not politics.

Payments, not defauits, rewarded. [n the
direct loan program, competitive pressures on

private-sector contractors keep the focus on
coliecting payments.

In the government-guarantee program., gov-
ernment-backed middlemen get a Congres-

" sionally mandated bonus on defaulted icans,

giving themn “more financial incentdve wexpend
resources collecting on defaulted loans than
working with borrowers to prevent defauls.”
according to the General Accounting Office.

Improved accountability. The General
Accounting Office has repeatedly expressed
concern that the crisscrossing web of guaran-
teed-loan subsidies and data makes the pro-
gram virtually impossible to audit. This caus-
es difficulties in assessing program costs and
rooting out fraud and abuse. The GAO sug-
gested direct lending as one way of improv-
ing program accountability.

Costly conflicts ended. The Inspector _
General's office has pointed out that contlicts
of interest in the government-guarantee pro-
gram — such as one that contributed to the
$280 million federal bailout of one middle-
man agency ~ put an estimated 311 billion
at risk. The acting LG. testified last year that
the direct loan program does not suffer from
these conflicts,

Flexibility. Direct lending makes a wide
variety of repayment options availabie to any
borrower. The borrower can even choose 10
make payments that vary according w thetr
post-college income. (This is not possible with
bank-based loans because it is critical that in- -
come claims be checked with the IRS in or-
der to prevent abuse.)

Direct Loan Success Holds Up

To Lobbying Attacks

It is hard to find a better example of the suc-
cessful transformation of a problem-ridden
government program into a “more efficient.
less costly, and more customer friendly” ap-

V pmach.asdmlemhngwasdﬁcnbcdbyan

independent accounting firm.

M'ore .o
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Of course, the government-guaraniee in-
Justry isn"t taking all of this lying down. Mil-

" lions of dollars have been spent to sully direct

lending. Forunately, time reveals the truth:
Every allegation made by the industry has
tumed out to be misleading or just plain

ess.

First there was the “cost shifting” scare. Be-
fore direct lending had a rack record, Sallie
Mae (the Student Loan Marketing Associa-
tion) provided colleges with sophisticated
looking analyses showing that direct lending
would cost them an average of $219,000 1o
administer each year.

Banks and middlemen also got into the fray,
hiring a former Congressional Budget Office
director 10 say that costs were being shifted 1o
schools. The colleges were understandably
concerned.

But truth has erased ail of those claims.
Direct lending turned out to be exactly the op-
posite of the Sallie Mae scare tactic. Colleges
saved money through a welcome relief from
excess paperwork and red tape. In Colorado,
the state anditor found that direct lending, in
the first year, reduced costs by $325,245 at
two of the state universities.

Next there came the “haven for defaults”
claim. Longtime opponents of direct lend-
ing beld a press conference to announce a
“rush” of high-default schools into the di-
rect loan program. They pointed to several
shady trade schools — but failed to point out
that the schools, under the law, had w al-
ready be participating in the government-
guarantee program. Still, they persisted in
their claims for as long as no data were avail-
able to refute them. ‘

But in March, the data arrived and that lie
was put six feet under. The truth is that schools
in the direct loan program have a lower aver-
age default rate than those in the guarantee
program.

Third we had the announcement that a new
Congressional Budget Office analysis had de-

" termined that eliminating direct lending would

save money. This was the cleverest gambit yet
First, opponents changed the budget rules,
throwing some items on the direct loan side of
the scales without making analogous changes
on the guarantee side. Then, they asked the
CBO what would happen if the now (arifi-
cially) more expensive direct loan program
was climinated and the Education Depart-

The truth is that schools in
the direct-loan program
have a lower average
default rate than thos¢'in

the guarantee program.

ment’s budget was slashed — including over-
sigln funds for the guarantee program. Presto:
savings.

Even with the biased budget rules, the Sen-
ate Budget Committee now admits that the
cost of the two programs are “virtaily iden-
tical.” With more balanced scoring rules, di-
rect loans continue to be an obvious cost-
saver. .

Finally, throughout it all, direct lending has
faced the “big government” argument. True,
“new govemment bureaucrats” had o be
added 1o run the new program. But look be-

hind the curtain: The government-guaranwe
systern requires thousands more government
employees than direct lending. [n fact. if you
have one of those “private sector” student
loans, there is a far grealer chance that the loan
collector calling you or sending youabillisa .
government employee than if you have a di-
rect loan. "

Republicans Are Lucky They Failed

Ultimately, the truth has won out. President
Clinton stared down the lenders and their ai-
lies in Congress. and they blinked, dropping
the threat 10 the direct loan program from the
fiscal 1996 appropriations bill. In a victory for
competition, schools and students are now
free w0 choose the program that best meets
their needs, direct or guaranteed.

It is 100 late for most Republicans o take
credit for the creation of the successful direct
student loan program. Butthey can support its

~ continuation by embracing the principles of

choice and competition.

At the very least, Republicans should qui-
etly feel fortunate that efforts 1o undcrmme di-
rect lending have failed.

As Rep. Petri wamned his Republican col-
leagues last September:

“If at the end of this whole process we do
kill off direct lending, President Clinton and
others will tell the American people that the
Congress under Republican conmol shut
down a conservative reform effort that was
good for students and schools in order o
keep the gravy flowing to powerful special
interests. And that argument will resonate
with the American people because it was
right”

Sen. Paul Shinon (D-H) s 8 member of the La-

bor and Human Rescurces subcommittes on od-
ucation, arts, and humanities.
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Direct Lmdmg QUIZ Leads to Several

By Sen. Jim Jeffords
scollege sudents across the country be-
gin their final exams, now might not be
a bad time for Congress to take a test as
well. Here's my conmibution, in three parts:

{1)Doesdirect lending save the federal gow
emment money?

{2) Does direct lending save money for stu-
dents? -

(3)Isdmlcndmgsunplaandmecm-
sumer-friendly?

The answers, despite claims to the contrary
by some of my colleagues, are “no,” “no,” and

“yes and no.”

More precisely, these are the correct an-
swers today. Because, as the program has be-
come more complicated and difficuit to un-
derstand, neither proponents nor opponents of
direct lending know enough to make defini-
tive statements. Further, this program has not
existed long enough for accurate judgments
to be made.

For people who do not pay much attention -

10 higher education financing issues, there is
obvious appeal to direct lending. The idea be-
hind it is that the federal government should
make loans directly to college students rather
than backing up the loans made by banks,

decades. Banks, of course, are in the business
of making money, so the cost of traditional
lending includes some profit for banks and
other intermediaries.

But as in most issues, there is more 1o this
one than meets the eye. And the costs of the
two programs, once cverything is tallied up,
are pretty close.

Under direct lending, the Departinent of Ed-
ucation has to take on the very same burdens
banks have in the traditional program., and has
hired many of the same companies the banks
use to service loans. Moreover, the department
is not as efficient as the private sector, driving
up the costs of direct lending further.

I cannot quantify these differences, but the
Congressional Budget Office has done so.

Tha:swhydrmwatoﬂnﬁmtqmn,ax ‘

least for now, is “no.”

TheCBOnmrwendycalculawdmatdle ‘

repeal of direct lending would save roughly
$1.2 billion over seven years. Some of my col-

leagues have cried foul, noting that carlier

CBO estimates showed direct lending saved

money. ‘

But the ecarfier estimates understated the
cost of direct lending by keeping many of the
expenses associated with servicing those
loans out of the budget window. The govern-
ment may incur expenses for the 25 or 30 years
that adirect loan can be in repayment, but none

* of those out-year expenses was included in the

carlier estimates of the program’s cost. The
more recent estimates allow direct compar-
isons between the costs of the traditional and
direct lending programs.

When the CBO looked at both programs,

with all the costs scored up front, it found that

expensive. )

Thus, we faced the somewhat iroaic situa-
tion this year where some of the people ar-
guing the most forcefully for direct lending

were simultaneously decrying cuts in educa-

tion spending. These cuts were necessary, at

~ least in part, because of their position on di-

rect lending,

What about the cost to students? With the
bankers cut out of the picture, don’t the stu-
dents get a better deal”?

Civen the above discussion, it should come |

as po surprise that the cost to students under

direct lending is exactly the same as under the -
 eraditional ;

program.

Oddly enough, though, it would come as 3
surprise to anyone who has relied on the De-
parmnent of Education’s. Student Guide o -
nancial Aid for 1995-96 for information.

This guide is a handy booklet that for years
has provided students with basic, factual in-
formation about various federal programs
available to help them finance higher educs-
tion. My office, and probably many otherCon-
gxusionaloiﬁcsinWashingmandm

the country, has handed it out to constituents
for years.

This year’s edition contains charts illustrat-

ing the costs of borrowing for higher educa-

" tion. If you relied o the charts, which pre-

sumably is why taxpayers paid @ publish
them, you would think that direct lending was
less expensive than the traditional program.

’N 0 Answers

to the charts, a student who bor-
rowed $15,000 would save $700 during the
life of the loan by using direct lending rather
than the traditional program.

This is curious given that the terms and coa-
ditions for students are identical under the two
programs. It turns out that a lower interest rate
was used to calculate repayment for the direct
letﬂmgchmcvm&mghmeloansmbodt
programs were available at the same rate.
Mark Twain would be proud.

Mgesusmdnlasxqusdonzlsdhm
lending, if not financially more attractive, at -
least a greater convenience than the tradition-
al;mgmn"hts.bmformasonsthatmmt
enum!ymlmnodmlending

Just as the department s booklet tweaks the
facts to make direct lending more atractive,
50, 100, does the department’s administration
of the two programs.

For example, much is made of the fact that
under direct lending, students have a single
application form and can make income con-
ungentrepaymts But efforts 10 bring these
same innovations into the traditional program
have been frustrated in large measure by the

- department’s opposition.-

This is unfortunate, because most students
still borrow through the raditional program. it
is also unfortunate because [ think that the ide-
al situation for all students would be for these
two programs 0 compete head-to-head against
each other. Until the two programs compete on
an equal playing field, it will be hard 10 weigh
the merits of each. The Department of Educa-
tion should take its tharmb off the scales.

Support for forcing the two programs to
compete is by no means universal. Some of
my colleagues are convinced the federal gov-
ernment cannot run a program of this magni-
tude, in which the department could disburse
$25 billion a year in student loans. And to be
sure, the federal track record as a direct lender

more. .
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DIRECT LENDING QUIZ,

is less than stellar, The White House, on the
other hand, would like to see the program be
the only game in town and account for 100
percent of loan volume.

Having been at the table in 1993 when au-

thority for the direct lending program was
writien, I can tell you that a number of us en-
visioned this program to be limited to 50 per-

cent of student loan volume — to provide a -

true test of its merits. The need for such a firm
cap rests in the fact that the critical measure
. of the program’s success will come, not in the
first few years when federal money goes out
to students (giving away money, as we il
know, is easy) but when the federal govern-
ment must collect on those funds.

The typical repayment period for students
begins six months after they leave school, and
in most cases students remain in school for at
least two to four years. The first direct loans
were disbursed on July 1, 1994, but only to a
handful of participating institutions. We will
nox truly understand the department’s ability
to collect and administer this program untl
years from now.

While we do not now have a clear picture’
of the departments ability to manage this pro-
gram, independent studies to date suggest that
we move cautiously.

An auditof mcdxmctlendmgpmgrmmn-
ducted on behalf of the Department of Edu-
cation by an accounting firm in February of
last year found several deficiencies in the

management of the direct lending program.

And the Advisory Committee on Student Fi-
nancial Assistance, which was charged by

Congress with evaluating our financial aid
programs, found that the systems and poli-
cies in place “cannot adequately ensure pro- -

gram integrity” and left the government “po-
tentially exposed to multiple loan over
awards, loans to ineligible students, and ex-
cessive cash draw downs.”

the upcoming reauthorizgtion

continued...

It would be unfair to paint too bleak a pic-
ture of direct lending. Students at participat-
ing colleges, universities, and proprietary
schools have been pieased with the simplified

* paperwork requirements compared to the old-

er guaranteed lending program.

And the competition provided by the direct
lending program has led to improvements in
the traditional program. !

Competition in the marketplace has led
some lenders, such as the Vermont Student
Assistance Corp. in my state, to offer lower-
cost loans (o attract student borrowers. Banks
and guaranty agencies have had to accept re-
duced payments from the federal government,
saving all taxpayers money.

Competition between the two leading pro-
grams in the marketplace of ideas has pro-
duced suggestions for further cost savings that
I expect Congress will consider seriously in
' of the Higher
Education Act. For exantple, there is no rea-

* son that collections on defaulted loans in the

traditional program cannot be put ot for com-
peuuvebiddmgmdrymundadzdlm
lending program.
Buxmdnmnnmdmmamplem
t0 maintain. two viable lending programs.
While the omnibus appropriations bill
dropped any limits on direct lending volume,
this is not an issue that can or should go away.
Thope all sides will spend a little less time
arguing about symbols, and a little more on
students. So long as we cast this as a fight be-
tween greedy bankers and inept bureaucrats,
we will all be flunking the test of leadership.

Sen. Jim jeffords (R-VY is chalrmen of the La-
wmmmmﬁm
ucation, utl, and humanities.
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Reformmg DC Schools Requires Public and

By Rep. Steve Gunderson

henever | am asked o examuine or dis-
cuss my efforts to reform the District

of Columbia school system, | am
quick to point out that these are really our ef-
forts. After all, educating children in the Dis-
mict of Columbia. as it is anywhere eise, is a
shared responsibility that yields shared bene-
fits. While [ would love to be credited with re-
sponsibility for the education progress made by
DC school children in the future, the fact is this
reform effort has been a collaborative effort.
All Americans can agree that improving ed-
" ucation is essential if we are todevelopthe high-
ly skilled work force necessary for our nation’s
* future economi: competitiveness. From the
morment Speaker Newt Gingrich(R-Ga) tasked
me with creating comprehensive education re-
form in our nation's capital, our intention has
been to create a common vision of how

provide new education opportunities in DC.

In creating this vision, the first thing we re-

alized was that we could not limit ourselves
to the old paradigm of pubtic education. The
resources simply did not exist at the federal or
local levels to accomplish our goal — the cre-
ation of a world class school system that could
become a national model for education re-
form. It became apparent that we would have
to bring together ail available resources, both
private and public, in order to succeed.

And succeed we did. By leveraging $15
million -of available federal funds, in con-
junction with matching financial support from
the business community, we projected that

~ more than $100 million would be available
for improvements to the DC school system
over the next five years. In the process, we had
created a basic foundation and model for the
future of public educanon.

This effort antempted to build on the best
and most far-reaching reforms being imple-
mented across our nation, These changes fall
roughly into three categories. :

« First, many states and communities are
benchmarking academic expectations equal
10 the best systems in the world.

+ Second, there is an emerging consensus

that redefines public education as education
* supportad by the public. open o the public. and

accountabie to the public, but not necessarily

managed by a government bureaucracy.

* Third.” school districts are establishing
more crealive public/private partnerships,

These basic tenets have provided the foun-

dation for the DC education reforms contained
in Tide II of the Balanced Budget Down Pay-
mentAct [ H.R. 3019, which was signed into
law late last month, While H.R. 3019 doesn't
include all the provisions [ developed with the

help of parents. educators, and community
leaders over the past year, it does include sev-
eral key provisions from the original package:

* Public Charter Schools. Conferees au-
thorized and encouraged the establishment of
open. tuition-free, independent Puklic Char-
ter Schools in the District of Columbia.

* School Facilities Repair and Improve-
ment. Directs the General Services Adminis-
tration o enter into -a 24-month agreement
with the school system to provide technical
assistance in repairing and improving school
facilities. The focus of such an agreement will
be the receipt of donated private sector mate-
rials and services. The District is also direct-
ed to develop a long-term solution to the re-
pair, improvement, maintenance, and man-
agement of schoo! facilides, such as the es-
tablishment of a new facilities authority.

* Worild Class Schools Task Force. A task

force is established to develop and recommend

to the board of education, the superintendent,
and the District of Columbia goals panel a
world-class curmiculum, student assessments,
and teacher training models. The task force's
recommendations would be strictly advisory.

* Progress Reports and Accountability.
The school system must report back to Con-
gress on the implementation of the school sys-
tem’s first-year agenda of reforms.

* Partnerships With Business. Two pri-
vate-sector, non-profit partnerships will be es-
wablished: (1) the District Employment and
Leaming Center (oniginally referred to'as the

District Education and Learning Technologies
- Advancermnent, or DELTA, Council), led by na-

tonal business groups, would undertake re-

Private Efforts

gional work-force preparation and profession-
al development initiatives, and (2) the Jobs for
DC Graduates Program would be a locally es-
tablished non-profit school-o-work transition
program providing employment assistance, ca-
reer counseling, placement, and other transi-
tion services in the District of Columbia.

Report language contained in this bill en-
courages the establishment of a residential
school to serve the lifelong learning needs of
DC residents. It also calls on school officials to
take greater advantage of private-sector funds.
Private resources would be leveraged for a high-
technology infrastructure in the public school
systern. Specificaly, it calls for implementation
of a regional work-force training system for
non-college-bound high school saudents and
18- 10 25-year-olds. District officials aiso woukd
solicit technical assistance from businesses.

Like many other debates in Washington.
though, there have been setbacks along the
way as we tried to implement comprehensive
reform. One much publicized setback has
been opposition to a provision providing low-
income scholarships for needy students.

Despite its exclusion from HR. 3019, the
Low-Income Scholarship Program illustrates
acreative way to provide choice. With public
and private monies, this program would have
allowed local officials to provide low-income
students with scholarships to anend local pri-
vate schools or public schools.

More.



PRIVATE EFFORTS, continued...

The scholarships, which cost far less per pupil
than is urrently spent by the public system,
would have aforded more low-income fami-
lies the same opportunity — to choose the best
school for their children — enjoyed by middle-
ipd pper-income families. Unlike a voucher
susem, a separate trust fund would be created
with federal and private dollars. This would
leave local school aid funds for stxdents who
<hoose 1o attend public schoois. No local funds
leave the school district.

Although no federal funding was provided

for DC education reform measures in fiscal
1996, I have every expectation we will be able

tocreate amore broad-based package with fund-

ing for DC education reform in the fiscal 1997

budget. Certainly, a bipartisan and consensus
solution is what we' ve worked for all along.

Regp. Steve Gunderson (R-Wis} is & member of
the Economic ardd Educationsl Opporiunities
Comunittes.

Yo
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F or Students With Special Education
Needs, Cutsin Tltle I Programs Would

1996

?_—H

Be Devastatmg

By Rep. Eliot Engel

he recent budget debate has
T exposed a growing rift in the

way we support the education
of our children.

Nowhere is this more evident
than in the ongoing fight over Tide
Ifunding. Republican-led proposals
jo cut Title I funding 17 percent in
fiscal 1996 would have had a dev-
astating effect on the children who
depend on Title I programs to en-
hance their education.

While the funding for fiscal 1996
was eventually increased, the debate
this year was indicative of where the

Republican majority wants to go.

But it is also evident that the needs

of the students who require assis-

tance (o improve their lives are w00

important to ignore,

Tite L Part A, of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) authorizes aid to state and
local educational agencies w0 help
pay for the costs of educating dis-
advantaged children. The program
helps more than six million children
annually, primarily those in the e
ly elernentary grades.

Tite I grants are used to provide

* supplementary educational and re-
lated services to iow-achieving chil-
dren attending schools with rela-
tvely high concentrations of low-
income families. Title I has been the
anchor of ESEA since it was firsten-

acted in 1965 and has provided in--

valuabie assistance to needy school
districts across the country, Without
Title I many students may not re-
oexveanadequmeducanon.

ﬂntazmobasxtypaomﬂe
I programs. The traditional, and sill
most common, type of Tite I pro-
gram is the targesed school program
in which services are geacrally lim-
ited 10 the lowest
mthem:d.fh-amph,m
recei ve several additional hours of in-
struction by a specialist teacher each
week, or funds may be used 1o hire a
teacher’s aide who provides addi-
tonal assistance to low-achieving
students in their regular classroom.

The second type of major service
model is the “schoolwide™ program,
whx:hm‘:;hmmwhmasdnﬂ
serves a poverty populs
mdaleaiopucgﬁlnschoot-
wide programs, Title I funds are
used to improve the performance of
all students in a school, and there is

" "no requirement to focus services on
: only the most disadv.

Over the years, Title I has been
d:gcivan—

support of Title I services. These
programs tend to be more effective
at the carly clementary leveis than
at higher grade levels. Tite I sy
dents also tend to increase their
achievement levels at the same rate
as nondisadvantaged students.
Despite this progress, some ob-
servers believe that the aggregate
impact of Tite I on pupil achieve-

students’

ment has been less than desired. Be-
cause of these concerns, the Title |
program was restructured as part of
the Improving America’s Schools
Act, which was signed into law on
Oct. 20, 1994. The changes were
made in an effort to respond more ef-
fectively t the needs of the students
and to give schools added flexibili-
ty to address individual concerns.
{n particular, the changes inchud-
edun increase in the share of funds
allocated to high poverty schools
and the establishment of coment
standards by states for all children,
Tite [ students must now be as-

sessed using the same standards as
othéf” shudents rather than separate -
assessments that were used in the’
past for Titke I participants.
- Perhaps the most significant
change is the increased flexibility
that schooi districts will have
making decisions about the use of
program funds. This flexibility in-
cludes waivers of various regula-
tions and a substantial expansion of
authority to use Title I and other fed-
eral funds for schoolwide improve-
ment, rather than just limiting ses-
vices to the most disadvantaged in-
dividual students.

The advantage of such an ap-
proach is to allow schools w fully

. insegrage Title I students into regu- -

lar classroom activities rather than
place them into separate settings, as
lmoﬁenbemdmemdnm'[he

* programs and thereby make signif-

More. ..



SPECIAL EDUCATION NEEDS, continued...

Such an approach is consistent
with the standards that are set out in
the Goals 2000 initiative. Goals
2000, which has also come under
Republican amtack, provides seed
money to states to set standards and
create comprehensive plans to im-
prove the performance of its st~
dents. The changes in Title | were
written so as to mesh with the intent
of Goals 2000, giving emphasis ©
state curriculum content and pupil
pérformance standards as the basis
for accountability,

The improvements in Title | are
consistent with the overail approach
10 school reform that was started by
the Clinton Administration. The aim
of these reforms is to allow the states
and school districts itomake changes
thal best suit their local needs while-
improving the education of their stu-
dents. v .

This strategy allows for a feder-
“al-state partnership which will im-
prove the quality of education while
having the local school district make
the decisions on implementation of
standards. .
These changes are consistent with.
the tradition of locally run education

in this country and are hardly the .

“heavy-handed™ federal approach
that is feared by some. The im-
provements made to Title I are in
line with the approach to school re-
form cutlined in Goals 2000,

However, the positive changes o

Title I could fall victim to cuts in

the reforms to Title [ are contingent
on the program receiving adequate
funding, especially with regard to
increasing the share of funds to the
neediest schools. The protracted
fight over the fiscal 1996 appropri-
ations included a major battle over
the level "of Title I funding and
demonstrated the short- and long-
term probiems that the program will
face if major cuts are enacted.

The initial fiscal 1996 Labor-

HHS-Education appropnations bill
* included a huge 17 percent cutin Ti-

de I funding. Subsequent continuing
resolutions kept this figure intact un-
dl the final omnibus appropriations
measure included a 0.5 percent in-
crease in Title 1. This occurred only
after pressure was put on the Repub-
lican rmajority by the Administraion
and Congressional Democrats.
While the increase was welcome,

the delay in enacting the legislation

has left many school districts inadif-
ficult position for the coming year.
Thedistricts would normally receive
estimates of their Title I grants for

the succeeding program year by the
preceding January to allow impile-
mentation by the following July.
Because the appropriations de-
bate was not settled until April, the
schools have not been able to plan
for effective use of the funds. In par-
ticular, there is a strong possibility
that many teachers may be laid off
because of the uncertainty over the

* availability of funds.

The reforms in Tite [ have just be-
gun to be incorporated by school dis-
tricts. Because of the animosity of the
Republican Congress toward Title |
and education initiatives in general

- (asevidenced by the proposed 1 7 per-

cent cut), it is likely that Tide [ will
be a major target again in the future.

*
o

This is no way to run our educa-
vonal system. Education is the most
mportant investment we can make
for our nation’s future. Deficit re-
duction is an important goal, but we
must not sacrifice education for this
short-term gain for, in the long run,

“we will have an unprepared work

force to meet the economic chal-
lenges that will face our cothery in
the next century. . o

Title I has been the type of pro-
gram that helps young people at an
early age become acclimated to
school and receive a proper educa-
tion,

The enacted reforms are a major
step toward improving an already
valuable program. Gutting Title [
now when it is aiding so many dis-
advantaged children is not the mes-
sage we should be sending.

Title | must be preserved so that
we can properly educare the stu-
dents of our nation who need and
deserve our help.

Rep. Bliot Engel (D-NY) ie & mems-
ber of the Commerce Commitise who
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Please firid attached the remarks and letter we discussed tlus morning, Tt was great talking wuh
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From the desk of...

William C. Bosher, Jr.
Supermtf-ndent

Chesterfield County Public Schools
. P. 0. Box 10

Chesterfleld, VA 23832
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NARKS BY GOVERNOR GEORGE ALLEN
WOUNCEMENT ON GOALS 2000
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA

JANUARY 19, 1007

Today, I am pleased to inform you about a breakthirough in Virginia’s efforts to -
obtain Goals 2000 funds without sacrificing our acadermc reforins to 1nterference frorn
- the federal govermnent

You may wonder how this is possible.

- Over the past'several months, I've worked personally with Senator John Warner
and congressional leaders regarding our concerns.. This week, I received a letter from
Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott confirining that the intent of Congress, in its recent

. revisions of the Goals 2000 law, is that Virginia can apply on our terms, and use the
funds solely for the purchase of classroom computers.
Most importah't Virginia will not have to mcdify our Standards of Leé;i"ning,
assessinents, accountabﬂxty curncula local control or other aspects of our Virginia
‘education reforms.

With these assurances -- and considering that our Standatds of Learmng are
rooted and assessments are on track -- I am now convinced that Vnrgm:a can accept
Goals 2000 fundmg on Vlrcnma S terms.

- Therefore, I w111 request that the State Board of Educatiori and the Vlrgima
Department of Education prepare the appropriate apphcanon to the U.S. Department
of Education to gam the federal funds to be used for the sole purpose of purchasing
classroom computers and related technology.

It is my intent that each locahty still can make its own detision Whethcr to apply
to the state for a share of these funds.

State Capz(@l s Richmond. Virginig 23219 (304) 786-2211 o ;fDD (804} 371-8015
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As you know, I have stated that T would accept Goals 2000 funds under

~ Virginia’s terms. Specifically, I did not want the federal government interfering in
- our efforts.to develop our new, rigorous academic Standards of Learning or
assessments to measure students against those standards.
% . .

Accountability is important. Virginia schools should be accountable to

Vu’gxma taxpayers, teachers, students, and especially, Virginia parents, not the
~ federal government. | ‘

{4

LY
z
H

' When Congress passed amendments to the Goals 2000 law last year, Virginia
had high hopes that thesc changes would eliminate the threat of those dictates that
would have undermined our education policies. Unfortunately, when asked by the
State Board of Education if Vlrgmn conld use its Goals 2000 funds sclely for the

* purchase of classroom computers and related technology, the U.S. Department of -
Education responded in a letter that Virginia could not be exempted from the
requirements of Geals 2000.

Th1s apparent contradlctzon 10 the spring amendrnents nnphed that Vlrgmxa $
Standards of Learning and other academic reforms could be subject to federal
interference before they even began to be 1mplemented Therefore, with the help of
Senator John Warner and others in Washington, including Senator Arlen Specter and
Senator Judd Gregg,. we pursued clarifying amendrnénts to Goals 2000 this past fall.

Just as the amendments were about to be submltted for a vote, Presment Chnton
threatened to veto the amendments. At the time President Clinton and U.S. Secretary
of Educatlon Rlchard Riley, inforined Congressmnal leaders that the amendments were

- unnecessary, given the Department’s interpretation of the April Amendments that were
adopted by Congress and signed by the Pre51dent

I continually worked to gain Virginia’s fair share of federal education funds,
but I was never wﬂlmg to sacrifice the welfare of our children fora fistful of dollars.

Today, with the 1 proper assurances from the Senate Majomy Leader about
Congress”’ legislative intent, I believe that ergmla has prcvaxled

K
[

Virginia’s schools will be on their way to using these federal funds ‘solély for
the purchase of classroom computers or related technology, and w1th0m: the threat of
federal mterferencer

This is good.news for snidents, teachers, parents and all Virginianis!

@
¥
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January 6, i997

The Honorable George Allen
Govemor of Virginia

The State Capitol : :
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear George: -

This letter is to follow up on our recent conversation regarding education and funding
under the Goals 2000 program. Virginia has distinguished itself as a leader in education
reform. Your example should be supported, rather than faulted, by the federal government..

Your concern that acceptance of Goals 2000 funds might interfere with Virginia’s hlgh
Aacadermc Standards of Learning, echoed by many of your fellow Governors, prompted the
Congress to amend- the Goals 2000 law last April. Your principled stand in defense of State
and local control of schooling helped ensure that those changes would become law. Many of
us in Congress were willing to further amend the law last fall. However, despite strong
negotiations both bv myself and by Senator Warner, those proposed amendments had to be set
aside. ' :

In light of the assurance by the Secretary of Eduication that V1rg1ma can now submlt an
approvable apphcauon for Goals 2000 funds to be used solely for the purchase of classroom -
computers and related technology, I beliéve we have accomphshed our obJectwe The clear -
intention of the Congress has been to ensure that Virginia -- and every other State as well --
will retain full authority concerning its assessrent program its accountabxhty measures, and
its decisions about the funding of acadernic proerams

~ Our local and State school boards, and other Iocal and State govennng bodies, remain
responsible for education decisions, as provided under respective State laws. They should not .
be required to modxfy their structire, powers, or duties to quahfy for federal fLmds

Once again, I thank you for your leadersh;p on this issue. Lookmg forward to our“cl'd‘se
cooperation, both on education and many other marters, during this coming year, [ remain

Sincerely yours,

Trent Lott

g



