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THE ROCHESTER CONNECTION 

Hillary & Gang Jumped at Chance 

to Nationalize Schools' 


ontrary to what the ,apologists f?r Big again." He descnbed a post-election strate­
Government say, Goals :WOO IS not ,SOCIAL ENGINEERS pushing an agen, gy session on educati<;ln and labor legislation 
just another program of federal aid to da, however. rarely are deterred bv evi­that included such" luminaries as the 


public schools. Nor is it merely a continua­ NCEE's Mike Cohen (who became a full­ dence of failures, ~ which alwavs, can be 

tion of George Bush's misguided America blamed on "poor implementation, .. Perhaps
time consultant to Secretary of Education 

2000. Rather, it is one of the key pieces of a Richard Riley and wrote Goals 2000), David , if academic-minded teachers ,and principals 


'scheme that the Clinton' administration Hornbeck (the, Business' Roundtable's Out­ were replaced or indoctrinated, then the 
pushed through the previous Congress to come-Based Education consultant to Ken­ New School of'SOcial Relevance and Self-
integrate education into , Esteem would work just fine and dandy. tuckyand several other unfortunate states), 

Certainly, much of the apparatus for nation­a complex national sys­ and Lauren Resnick (the University of Pitts­
alizing education, training, and labor policy tem of human resources' burgh testing guru who heads the NCEE's 
on the Rochester paradigm has been put in,development. , New Standards Project, which intends to 
place since that 1992 "Dear Hillary" letter. Governor George Al­ write the assessments for a national OBE­

Ien's instincts are sound In it, Tucker called for: 

in,holding Virginia back 


style curriculum). 
Tucker also noted that Ira'Magaziner had • ..A seamless system of unending skill 

from participation in this developmenlthat begins in the home with 'been invited. Magaziner and Hillary Clinton, 
monstrosity until it is the very young and continues throughalso were NCEE board members and they 
clear whether the new school, postsecondary education. and thehad collaborated in the 1990 NCEE-spon­
Congress will succeed iIi RoBERT sored Labor Department report of the Com- workplace." " .' 
salvaging local control. . ,mission on the Skills of the American • National standards for'student perform­
Let the statist nannies HOUANO Workforce, which first p.spoused OBE prin­ ance, with government-issued Certificates' 
ft:et about the loss of a of Mastery ne,cessary at age 16 to allow ciples on the grand national scale - i.e., that 
penny a day per child in new federal aid, or students to go to the next stage of their sociability was more iinportant for the new 
bemoan the fact,that Virginia stands almost prescribed training. "American worker than basic .literacy, and 
alone in spurning Goals 2000. One day New that "real-life" student projects (portfolios) • A national system cif education with 
Hampshire may cave, too: then' Virginia curriculum, pedagogy. examinations, andshould supplant objective testing. 
would be the only holdout. So what? Some­ ,teacher training and licensing linked to 

In :1987, the Carnegie-backed'NCEgtooktimes principled leadership has to be lonely. national standards. ' 
a high-profile role in pushing its styte of PI. good idea of just how systematic was • A national system of skills standards to 
school reform on Rochester. 'which was .the restructuring launched by the Clintons cover every type of job in the country. 
hailed as a model for the nation. The next ' and their sycophants came in an I8-page 

, year, Arkansas governor ,Bill Clinton, noletter from Marc Tucker, president of 'the IN LINKAGE WITH ,other enactments 
Rochester-based National Center on Educa­ (notably, School to Work). Goals 2000 cre- ­doubt having heard glowing accounts from 

Hillary, exclaimed that "if Rochester can do tion and the Economy (NCEE), to Arkansas ates the machinery to implement much of 
it, it can be done most anywhere., It givesFirst Lady Hillary Clinton on November 11, The Agenda to micromanage ,-\merican
the rest of us hope." ",1992, just a few days after Bill Clinton's lives. Don't be fooled by the Clintons' going 

plurality win over Bush and Ross Perot The along with the co~gressional axing of the The word shouldhav~ been, hype, not 
"Dear Hillary" missive (which recently was Na,tional Education Standards and Improve­'hope. Not,much has increas'ed in Rochester 
discussed . on a Prodigy online bulletin ment Council, which would have certified over the past eight years except spending 

on teachers salaries, which has almost dou- ' board, and which long-time Tucker, ajde national education st:.andards. That function 
Andy Plattner confirms as authentic)' sim:ply will shift to the National Education bled, In a series of articles last month 
opened as follows: " , Goals Panel; another Goals 2000 bureaucra­headlined A City's, Dream "Unju/fiJJed. the

HI still cannot believe you won. But utter , cy (and creator of the Community Action Rochester Democrat and Chronicle reported
, delight that you did pervades all the circles Tool Kit for propagandizing the joy ofthat since the start of restructuring, the 

in which I move. I met last Wednesda'y in' nationalized education in' every neighbor­proportion, of graduates receiving the de­
David ROCKefeller's office.... It was a great manding Regents' diploma 'has dropped hood). And the National Skills Standards 
celebration. Both 'lohn [Sculley, then the 'from 23.1 percent to 17.5 percent. Most Board remains intact also. 
chairman of both Apple Computer and the middle and high, school test sC~)fes have HIllary Clinton and Ira Magaziner had a 
NCEE] and David R[ockefeller. the finan­ Byzqntine ,agenda for nationalized health 

remained flat or declined. Some 40 percent care, too, but when 'their secretive ways cier and NCEE board memberl were more 
of ninth graders dcin't make it to a high backfired. it couldn't survive serious scruti­expansive than I have ever seen them ­
school commencement. "We have failed," ny. If their agenda for education had re­literally radiating happiness ... :' ' 
said Rochester Mayor William Johnson. ceived equivalent exposure in the media. it 

THE UNABASHED JOY among tile' wouldn't have been put in place either. The 
creme de Ia creme of the industriaVeaucation question now is whether Capitol Hill's new 
complex resulted. as Tucker exulted to leadership is bright enough and determined 
Hillary. from' the opportunity "to advance enough to dismantle it completely, 

,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 four vears. by the time Bill has to run 



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" dictated by Goals 2000. 

ARIZONA 
critics state Goals 2000 is a direct infringement 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 theOBE 
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 re~urn Goals 2000 money stating 
the people of Idaho do not want the program in their 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 Washington 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 national 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 minds of children. 

IOWA 
The state threatened to pullout of Goals 20,00 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. ' . 

KENTUCKY , ' 
The Shepherdsville 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 '. 
Religious right states Goals 2000 foists outcome-based 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 site-based decision making. 

Michigan's core curriculum reflects Goals 2000 and reliestcio 

much on feelings instead, of facts •. 


MISSISSIPPI 
Score 100, an organization of citizens favoring a "traditional" 
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 legislation. The goals are overly intrusive and 
potentially invasive of student privacy because of the creation 
of a new 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 coritrol 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 socialist attempt to 
create a "restructured school system, and therefore restructured 
society." He also states that schools would become the 
dispensary for social services. 
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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 opposition to outcome-based education, 
stating it means "success in mediocrity rather than excellence." 
others charged aBE 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 
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 "sovereignty 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 ultimately responsible for raising their 
children. 

NORTH DAKOTA 
A critic of Goals 2000 arid aBE, Debi Biffert, cites studies like 
that of John Hopkins University, which states that aBE does not 
work~ She fears aBE will diminish individuality among its _. 
students and stifle faster learners by coupling them with their 
slower peers. . 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Robert Simonds, president of CEE, attacks Goals 2000 from the 
viewpoint of the religious right. 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 Insider) The Clinton regime 
is now mandating student indoctrination in social-fascist . 
political attitUdes under Goals 2000 and its aBE 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 "mandatoryschool~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, pa'rental rights will be undermined arid 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 iritrusion" 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 equaliz'ation of all 
nations. 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. 1I 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

TI-lE SECRETARY 

October 11, 1995 

Letters to the Editor 
The New York Times 
229 West 43rd Street 
New York, New York 10036-3959 

To the Editor: 

George Fellendorf's October 7 op-ed distorts Goals 200.0 beyond 
recognition. For example, he claims Goals 200'0 "substitutes the 
teaching of social skills for more traditional cognitive skills." 
In fact, GQals 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.1I 

Mr. Fellendorf professes to see strings attached to Goals 2000, 
yet, curiously, he cannot cite any that are real. On the 
co~trary, 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. Fellendorfleaves 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. is 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"'()100 

Our mission is to ensure equal access to education 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. R:~y_ ~. 
U.S. Secretary of Education 
202-401-3026 



-l 

II IIml rell Ilkt! 
e~ocpl more 
almos! ~YUI)" 

, k "'or III is al­
~cl;n!'s, Ih N2W 
sire or Ih,.ir 

'ill! you c~" 100 
'e (I) S<l(lil), 
oore ca~led 

, "'orl!, areal· 
!fed ul'llkrfoot 
·,s are 5>fI Lm· 
y whl) hadn't 
mLghl think he 

ls.l!fn lll.lII. 
tllng blu, drDJ>­
(8B cenl.!!) into 

: driven; never 
I enaullJl ~o ride 
'1 /'lye TV 51111' 
'easl two news 
'''8Y U's Slm~. 

. dlel ready. Cli· 
Qlllry (~,come 
I or'lh~l!tl!qry 
g·,ame alnlQS· 
P. and tabs. Re· 
forll311eJ1 In a 

because rver)' 
'or miles around 
Michigan Unlv. 

C Ohio SUlle. or 
~ here of people 
" !lIId 1!7V1lt81t. 
f: At OmrA!, VIr· 
verdict mil be. 

I J. Jurll!!ll call be 
110 8lJ"S!'. r WSlI 
:1. 11'5 RUtley." II 

hand In II do!ntal 
M!)ment of the 

11'1," Somebody 
'I ....u dlJlIk It', 
the 'I'Iil, wlsd{)ff1 

I to r~fy. "'11Ie 
~ dam circus 01 
:illl!' her !he Old 
1I1t, the "III· guy. 
ok, and ~IIIY, ..Ju· 
"1111'1'." Re-Inirtds 
flllal·punlsllmeni 
l.I)ne egD. Down 
,d a choloo.. Triml 
!. Guy PlImed Ed 
r says lust LIl" 
ludge he i;l'cks Is 
l counhDtise as 
. Moser. LAwyers 
y IQQ. Gramm"r 

'sll·:. 0 

In 

'­

'94 '95 

Nolet! Irom th~ undr-rgroumJ: For a ~",II".Inity 01 50, E,llIlI catg, the tllRneiunder RiVf:n;id~ f'ar~ proville-d shelfer and privacy. 

Why New Hampshire Said No to $9 Million 

By George W, Fellendor{ 

KEEN!!:, N.O. 

W 
hYllllhe 
\1to'!)rld woold 
any Slale: 
lurn down 

. all offer or'!I milll<Jn 
Imm the Federal Govemrnenl lor 
public edllCaliolt? 

It I~ 8 qqes1lon Asud regularl), 
thesP. dllYS of New Hampshire's GG'V' 
erno-r, Slephen Merrill. But Ills ded­
11011 10 relecl the money, offered 
ullder Ihe CIIJlIIIn Administration's 
Goa!s lOQlJ pmg"''", "'115 Ihe rlghl 
one. . 

Gilals 2IJOO, wllleh began liS a Bu~h 
Admlllls'raliOOI errl)t1 10 improve IIC, 

ademlc: l>Iandards, has beflI hllBded 
by bUreaucrats and Iransform"" into 
a nlchlill 0/ edlltllUnnal lads and 
loodly·looly program!i. . 
Af~r lalking w1lh p!!1Jple In olnel' 

stRles abool their ellperlen"es ",ldI 
die Goal.!'; 'lIlOO prnr:ram, New HilmI" 
shire officials concluded dllll II 
broughr m(lre problems dian be_ 
rtlJ ana represrellled II ba~lc Intrusion 
Into Ihe slale's right 10 orilanl~e III\d 
manage die education 01 lIS culMrell. 

Georwe W. FeUendor{ j.t cl1"rrmlln 01 
rfle Nit ... HllfltpJhlre Ch.i.fion Cool/· 
,loll. , . 

-j 

The 10lh Amcnrtmenllo Ihe Crllls!i· 
lulloll says Ihat responslbllllies nOI 
specilically granled 10 tile Federal 
Goverllm",nl, slIch a~ educallon, ,..,sl 
with Ihe states or tlte people. As New 
lIampshire's school boo I'd clialrmlln, 
Ovlde LB.nonlagM'; lestUied bp./ore 
Ihe Sellale Apploprialloos SllbroRl' 
mltlee an l..aoor. Heallh, Human' 
Services and £ducal/nn l1li Sep!. U. 
"There Is no lurlsdl"l1l711al bash, 10 
support fhe growlllg Invu"'cllJe1Il by 
the Federill GlJVemment In publiC" 
elemllnlary and Sl!OII'I1dary edllell" 
tiona! 1l\..~lIes which "'" ha\'e .....H· 
nessed over Ihe pUI JO )'t'lIFS." 

The Gmlemmenl does' nol ac· 
knowledge Ihat Coals :WOO repre· 
lIenlS lin Federal iltlruslon. III a leller 
10 Gcwenwr Merrill, El1ucation S~e· 
relary Richard Riley WTol.. mal 
Ihere 1\'U1.,d be "no slrins~ IIII01ch,,<I." 

. If Nel" Hampshire Slgl'lOO on 10 Goo!s 
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SCl10019 'I) £elebrale October &5 Les· 
blan alld Gay IH~i!)r)' Mflndl. 

New Hampsltl,.., will probably not 
accepi Federal funds tor these kluds 
at services to dllId ten In schools 
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roal s.I!'lJll)n mlllf"" ror Ihe )'ear. Emergeoc), Medical Sen'fce, said II wa~ natlollRI Ai rpo'1. The afle rlNlOn .reading 01 
~. O(ficli"~ said Y"-sielda)llhil' ~,~.l~_IOIl Ilat lIImsUAI lor dOlellS III people IO'slllrp.r 8~ was 21kgreeJ: OVer Ihe (lId high for 'he 

millot Inlurkls or fie laken II!}n $Ul;11 a big dale, leI '" 19.5~, atld equaloo Ihe all.lime . /:; . Ocloher high IIf Ihc "i~rl an 0,;'[. I, JiBS.. , 

Bul II gets wl)~se, The "PlJlelllal 
A~slslanoe" Sl!CliIlA ollhe Goals 2000 
la... Is modeled· arler Parenls liS 

Teachl!~, a program plooecl'ed in 
Mls5oorl. Parents as Te8chers is In· 
lended 10 help med lite flrsl slalJld 
goal,mlll "by Ihe year ZOOO, all chil· 
dren In America "'iII stan $Chool 

Federal money 
has too many 

strings attached. 

Frady 10 leam." 'To I/lsure thai; pa,· 
enls 01 pre.sdloal rhlldrw are 10 be 
laught!tow In II" beller parents and 
beller lellcher,. TIle goal may sound 
innOCUOIIS, Illlt rlie mand~le acoom 
panying 1\ Is /MIl; "E,'ery parent w11l 
devole IIl1le eadl d,,), 10 helpllll: her 
ell itd lell,n, and she will have 3C:ces!! 
10 Ihl! Iraln ing and sUfllOrt parllll\.t; 
need." 

To make Mire Il\.al el\ch fAmll}, 
Cl)mplles, socla"-.workers come Inlo 
homes, both I(] provide thllt Iralltlng 
and W delermlne II Ihe wildIe" are 
"al risk," The dellntlioll or an "al 
fisk honll!" Is 1J1(lhly rub,ectlve. 
"Risk IncAllr dplinilioB.'" loclude IIJe 

I 

-V 

.". ··.....,.·-'erat .. 

(>n~')rsrmCfll "II~ "~. 
Ipa4ing ligur~s, lI,e at\\'icp. of 

party ""r.es, Ihe "rli, m~li()n .0' 

natl<>n's p.LlSlets." 


Mr. De.!e, 1,1(1, lp.wJ~ Ihe elii' 
Gur rieM by 'ar ill (.a~h, polls,' 
,md em.!OlSclllcnl$., hili \\'ho hel' 
this tfllpl!nlr has rlOlhes? ,. o 

IlWillmul a Mes"-'Ige," dedaroo . 

cenl. aall·Dole etlilolial In The . 

thester (N.H.) Union Lead.'r 
 ..... 

IS)
DOftl"'TVaUVe prlmary·sUI e rill' 

('DIlld yel brlog Me Dole 10 ltri~: 


,..,du<:ed Mr. I\IIlJs~l" 10 lears. ill 

(}lAs mushy In lIis vie,,·s a.~ W~· 

l\Iuskle - whose tampals" sf 
"Tf1I~ly Muskle," emphas.lle':' IS) 

ur·j)Qle virtues of mode-raUo;' ill 
Irled·and·lroe W"shlnglon· e" (}l
ence-lIIr. D<,le sland" In relal' 
the !rue Gingrlchian heart (' ~ 

3:p"I1y'l\ rlglll·wlnr: leaderdtlp .. 

Democrallc llIIlecederil did I' 
 f'l 
p.arlY·s McGovern"e left A!< I 

Miller ",role or WIUy Lom8D. 
 ~ 
liked bUI no4 wen lib-d. 011 III 1 

"Crossfl re," /ltr. Kristol (ore: 

Dole .-dl~·e 21'S 50011 liS !'If 
 ~ 
whenlle Is "likely" 10110 "badl) d 

debale (]fI "Lalry KillS U,'e." 

. TIle fronl·ru/lller has no Of' OJ 

himself til blame lor Ills sluml 

the Powell book was 9VbllslM' 

Senator WIIS already Isklng hE' 

reversllte his ,rlncipled, II 

reoord 'Oil aflirmsUve acUOI 

rven ch"nglng Hae clIurch wh' 

wotlloblp5 10 pander 10 die Ch, 

CDalillon.I!\J1 lie kepi on rIIp.lI. 


wlletller b)' Irylng 10 sial 
Paell_od's dep<lrlure, "mil' 
Ch" l'IIpply-side e<:llllomlcs hr 
ridiculed nr relurnlng a oonlri' 
110m Che gay Loll Cabin Repuh; 
.-'hose supporl hi,. campaign t 
Ilclled. 

So 'Jnlversal has been the ~. 
/Ill lion 01 Mr. DIlle ror such h)" 
les III arno one bothers 10 lall' 
Ihe age bSlJ~ anymore - af 
unlikelihood of alK>le Pre~' 
has rendrred II moot. Lllst .... 
"Salurday Nighl Uve" rev\" 
.ocnsed on IIIe IMle dtarat1e' 
inslead, deplcllIIg blm 8.' e? 
soore pollllC<'lI ptJlnls by In' 
Colin Powell was gay. The 
,,'wid Ill1ve been lar Illnnl." 
Boo Dole I18d 0111 SO sourly' 
the rear thing. :,' 

..".. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

nIE SECRETARY 

December 5, " e95 

Editor 
Investor's Business Daily 
12655 Beatrice Street 
Los Angeles, California ,90066 

Tp the Editor: 

The lead story on November 21 ("The Federalization of Education?") vvas an iII­
informed opinion piece in, the guise of a news story. This distorted portrayal of the 
Administration's education agenda and education reform effprts was highly unfair 
to your readers ahd to advocates of education reform. It was based entirely on the 
opinions of critics and did not provide an opportunity for the Administration to set 
the record straight. 

The discussion of Goals 2000 recycled myths and misinformation. 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 partnership between the federal government and ' 

states and communities working to impr6ve their schools. It 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 funds and flexibility. 


• Teachers, parents, and administrators around the country are using 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 

1 

Illinois, 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 grant 
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 

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



comes with no new federal regulations, and .participating states and their school 
systems are eligible, for the first time ever, for waiv'ers fr'om 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 
te 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 have accepted such a myth'so uncritically. 

• Goals 2000 passed with broad, bipartisan support, and with strong 
backing from parel")ts, 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 .indeed up in arms 'about efforts to eliminate Go'als 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 negative setback for this 
country ... 

• The controversial history standa~ds a~e not an o\.ltgrowth of Goals 2000. 
They were in fact funded by the Bush Administration, long before the Clinton 
Administrationtook 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 revised with t,he leadership of the 
Council for Basic Education. . 

• Rather than stifling such reforms as charte'r schools, Goals 2000 actually 
supports them. For example, 'Massachusetts has started 14 charter schools using 
Goals 2000' funds. In addition, recent changes in other federal education 
legislation' have supported the establishment and funding of charter schools. 

The article decries "federal red tape" and then proceeds to attack two programs-­
, Goals 2000 and direct lending for college students--that cut red tape. ' 

Direct lending 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 assertions, direct lending saves money compared to the guaranteed loan 
program. 

The Congressional BudgetOffice'.s projection that direct le'nding costs more is 
predicated on a Republican.:backed bookkeeping change, which accounts for direct 
loans differently from every other federal program. Dire'ct lending's administrative 
expenses--primarily committed, to contracts with private sector processing , 
companies-~are lower and' easier.to~ monitor than federal subsidies paid to banks, 
guarantee agencies; and other financial' institutions. As Lawrence Lindsey. a 

,member' of the Federal ,Reserve Board who was appointed by President Bush, has 
written, "As, lo~gas 'it is necessary to provide a profit'to- induce lenders to 

:guarantee student loana, dire,ct lending will be cheaper." 

,In writi~g about the Clinton Administration's' education 'agenda, it helps to go back 
to basics--rese~rching the facts instead o,f propagating myths. 

- , 

Richard W. Riley 
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ITHE 

Clinton Wants Washington In Charge Of Schooling 


pre~:i:~:;=~iest line ;.Rm~,~~itiQij~~. E:t~!~~{·~:~A~~ 

in the sand in the budget battle Va. ' 

is education spending. In the '70s, inflation-adjusted federal 


education spending grew only about 
Clinton considers his ~ucation poti- half as fast as other non-defense discre­

des one of his greatest achievements. tionary spending items (350/. vs. 
He cites Goals 2000 and expausion of;;!j~~ 261-____ 65.4%). 

~~e~e:!:~~lt:=t loan program u too . ~,~,:.~~,~."~"~'.','.:.',.,'.' ~ ~ ~ tio!ut~~e~~~~~ t~~:~: 
, But Clinton is facing a GOP just u . ~ spending surged - rising three-and-a­

steeled to reform' the education status . 201-'-"----1'-----',. half times as fast as the non-defense 
quo as he is bent to defend it. . '. . ' discretionary budget (29.5% vs. 7.9%). 

The budget battle represents two in biUions :;" And it's not just the depanment. 
d' li . f h I"...l I :~ Some 30 other federal agencies, spend

11 crent views 0 t e llOUera gOVCl'll- '::'more than $27 billion on 308 education
ment's role in education. Clinton wants :.;", 

. li . bleb '>."" • ~'~ programs that the GAO deemed 'oftenhi d[0 preserve se ucauonpo ClCSW ,.:.-".,', , . '~~ "dupticativeandoverlapping." 
broaden federal power. The GOP wants :::,J9~'::i~{1l':;'''a~ .~" ~~f~,;;::_ ' Despite the surge in federal spending. 
to send education back to the statea. ~."5,;t~:'~s~~;:1J:.;..~!f!"ilt~~('f.~::~"t:~..;: educational achievement barely rose. 

A look at the numbers shOWl that ~:·~0Mi':I~~7"':1\rJ·F,.,,>.L,:· A SAT . llo/t
Clinton'S favorite education PfOII'IJDS "::.:', .' ~,. ,,',r,;;r.. ~;,·;-···'f··J::: :':.,' ,':"<s:' ' d:ri~:ethe '80s~ i:~~~\h~n ; , 
'not only have failed to detiver better-$32.9 billion in 1995. third ofthe states, scores fell. 
educated kids, they have undermhu:d In the past 'five )'ears,the Education "We have been throwing an endless 
traditional state authority. Department haS grown from 4,596 stream ofdollars at education with ever 

To address this. the GOP is seeking bureaucrats and ISS programs to 5,100 'diminishing results," Benhoud said. 
changes in federal education programs, bureaucrats and more tbaa24Q pr~ .Still, the president has staked a lot on 
which have been the fastest-growing ,grams. Goals 2000: The Educate America Act. 
itcms in the federal budget. The House wants to cut $3.6 billion The legislation builds on ideas begun in 

In total;, WashingtQn"spends about from the Education Department, and the Busb administration. It provides aid 
S70 billion a year on education pJ'Ooo theSenatewantsS2.9billionincuts.· to states to develop education refonn 
grams, according to the General ACt- Despite his tine in the sand, Clinton plans arid implement "voluntary federal 
counting Office. also called for a drop of $2.2 bjll;OD iastandards." 

Since its creation, the Education education outlays in his 1996 budaet. The president aSked for. $750 million 
Department's budget has more than Federal education spending also has - an increase 'of more than 87% over 
doubled from S14.2 billion in 1980 to risen dramatically relative to other Continued on Next Page . 
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"With all thy getting get understanding" 

Fad: and Comment 

By Malcolm S. Forbes Jr., U;,tI)Mn-Chief 

.. r. I11I:;;II, 

BLOODY DUMB mBA 
PRESIDENT CW'iTON IS ADAMANT that the U.S. put l.'raidcnt Oinron gIJs opponents of his ill.:c.oDc~d 
25,000 ground troops in Bosnia as part ofa peace set- scheme isolarionists. !he red f.mners of isola.t:i.oni.sl: salti. 
dern~nt. The proposal is murderouslY prepoarc.ro~. mcu!:Ii :uc d..aose- who, .~ rhc Pre.iident, would put aUf 

.Have we learned nothing from our experiences in croops In harm's way Without systematic.. care:tW considc:ra­
Lebanon and Somalia? What, eXactly, would be our sol- don as to haw this will hdp our long-tcnn rwional intc:rcsts.. 
diers' mission? For how long? Under whose: command? At the same cime, the Adminisuation still balks at the 

These Americans would quickly betome wgea of idea ofrClUoving the anus embargo on Bosnian Mwdims. 
anti-peace, anti-American faaions, wbk:h arc numerous lDstca.d, the White House prattles 'about providing 
in that part of the world. Instead of preserving peace, defensive. WeapoDl. In the real world, only armaments of 
our presence would goad those who want contlia. the scope and 00 the scale of the Serbs' will suffice:. 

Presidential apologists point to Haiti, where U.S. A scttle:mt'.Dt that bas any dlance of lasting should 
troops have suffered virtually no harm. But Haiti isn't me involve NATO air powu, not u.s. ground fOrces; should 
Balkans. where war is being waged. by detcnnincd armies. supply the Bosnian Muslims with sufficient arms and muni­
Moreover, Haiti sadly appealS to be headed for another dons; and should n:quR Western Europeans. particularly 
dictatorship as President Arisride methodicaUy eliminates the Germans, to fixa:fi1lly tell the Croats that their hopes 
his fucs. Our previous oc:cupation (1915-1934) didn't of joining the Ewopem Union arc zilch if Croatia rries 
make Haiti safe: for dcmoaacy. This episode won't eitbc:r. -m cut a deal with Serbia to divvy up the rest of Bosnia. 

BAD TBBOB.IBS -+ TBllOTrLBD GItOwtB 
'BMZIL IS AN EXAMPLE. of obsolete: economic thinking's· Mp~" capit:aJ. for intcma1 expansion. When imports 
throttling a country that is ready for explosive ra,teS of mushroomed. cartier dda yar, Brasilia. responded. by slap-
economic growth. ping on tariffi and quotas tOr automobiles and other items. 

Unm recently, the country s.ecrned. consigned to per- Tbc Cena:aJ Ba.at ofBrazil is guilty ofme other toxic: 
peNal hyperint1ar:i.on, to forever fu161Iing du:ory: Past growth. breeds iotlation. 
that jocular but pessimistic foreca.rc:: The bank. imposed a credit squeeze that 
Brazil has a great future and always will. baa been especially damaging to small 
B,)t in 19Q4,< fOnna fi.nan-:e I!'.,.,.ister.. . c:ntrcprcneurial companies. Ne~ther 
(now president) PertWldo' Hcnriquc caural bankers nor government pJan-
Cardoso imtitutcd a dramatic ami·iDfla- .ac:rs.nor economists can possibly know 
tion plan that has been sensationally suc;- how _ the Brazilian economy can 
cessfW. Prom a 1evd just shy of2~OO%., srow. GrOWth doesn't destabilize a cur· 
the annual inBatioorace is now down to rency; excessive credit creation does. In 
22%. Bpzil's long-shackled economy short, if the c:cntral bank kept irs cur-
began, to blos.som and seemed ready to rmc:y permanendy fixed to the dollar 
bcc9rnC the world's f.l.stest-growing ooc. and announced chis as ita poUcy, real 

Alas, the government and the ~tlaI interest rates would fall and the econo- . 
ba.n.k arc now Sl3ltin.g to choU the econ- • my would grow even more. . 
omy because of twO wrongheaded ·ideas. One is tba a As it ~ Brazil's potCDIial is so CXD:aordinary that the 
developing country should have a trade surplus in order to economy is sriU c:spanding at a 5% to 6% pace. 

JUST ~ "NO" 
A1.ABA.MA GoVEaNOa. FOB JAMES recently rcmmcd Sl.4 new national standards to improve kids' education. 
million his state received last year from the Department Thc governor is right to send the money back. The: 
of Education to help implement Washington's Goals guidelines, voluntary today, will, in Washington fashion, 
2000 program. The project, supposedly, will promote become ma.ndatory and do schooling more harm than 
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less other icons • 
are given short 
shrift while Jo­
seph McCarthy 
and the Ku 
Klux Klan are 
highlighted. 

The state of 
New Hampshire 
has also wisely re­
jected the IUnd-

American 
education besr 
tlourishes when 
schools are ac­
cowu:able ro par­
ents, not ro seJf­
serving unions 
such as the Na­
tional Education 
Association or to 
government 
bureaucracies. 

., ;. ,'".. .,;:." "..', ...... , ..------~~~.~'~~~~----------~ 
" ' 

, ",~: '0:':':"::': ;:'!};'~';\ .. ' :','" 
good8incc: they are pc::rmeatc:d with polii:ica{i~~:l~~~' .in:'~:;?has ' " . . ' . ~ . 

LET'S PlND O'DT WJl.4.T'S '1BBRB 


the necessary legislation to enable 011 activitJ tmua't sIDpped caribou PftIIifwaHan. aplorarioD go fon,vard. ," , 
, '" '," 

~DLING UP ANO'tHBlt BQmNB MJ'STlDlY .. :.. 
Come to Grief-by Dick: Francis (G. P. Putnam's Sons, ,. i,.,.""'118 IIInnIr a1l1imut.I:"'1IS IU II tritd ~;;" in 
523;95). Unlike: me asc with your usual whodwmir., 'M: ,.CmtrIllIA., ~ Olll &ilq-whm abelii.#­
know the villain in this one from the start. And me aime JWl1 1I.'IrS1IIl IIIJIl blmHiriei. tlFl"MJ'"siz7ellr-olilaill'lllO"r 

BES~~Q,CONSID~,STOP 
Hm is the J1isrilkd fIIUtJ"", til",..then &II, Kip 1IIUl1i-, lint/. IIIWr Fouss .,..,., et:pt:rt:sII/!c..••"", 1UItJ. TcmIIltllUJ. 

ness. The most notonous example is the initial draft 
of standards for American history. Figures such as 
the Wright brothers, Paul R.evere, Thomas Edi­
son and count­

'M~ "'"".:"~ V:l!1PJU3• ~r onglDalIy pamClpanng, 
lur~n~a:~s ~~~g out. mer states should resist the 
ex ,oJ' s~~y easy federal money and foUow the 

amp eo ac,rour Stares. 

FIFTEEN YE.A.l\S AGO Congress aut­
ed the Arctic National Wildlife 
~fuge and set aside a small portion 
of the area for studying the poten­
tially huge oil and gas rcsoW'Ca 
there. EnvironmenraJim ace DOW 

waging a ferocious fight to pur that 
part of ANWR into commercial 
deep freeze:. Congress should pass 

here is not murder but the mutilation ofhoncs 
fOr sadistic pleasure. Alas, the good guy is 
regarded as an envious cad fur getting the 
goods on the bad guy, who enjoyed pre-trial 
0.]. Simpson-like popularity. The story tells 
how the evil deeds were done (the hol5eS trUSt­
ed their torturer) and who tried to cover up for 
the brute and why. As usual, the Francis-an 
hero is stoic and single, a man who baa to 
show emotion. A book not for the squeamish. 
Exccrpt: Ir[ ""t/.eTStllnll' the p." im~f 4/Jqwell 

• El Parad~r, Caf"c-:-325 East 34th St. (Tel.: 679­
6812). Can't ger a reservation at Rosa Ma:icanoi Don't 
like the b.as~ of Zarela's? Try this granddaddy of Mex­
jean restaurants in New York (opened in 1959). No 
attempt at the more sophistic:aszd oilin.ary achievementS 
of the aforementioned n::ataurancs, but what is offi:rcd is 
robust, taSty and dependable. Anm place, romantically lit. 

• Mambo GriIl-174 Bast 82nd St. (Tel.: 879­
5616). Venezuelan cuisine. If it's on the menu, tty the 
ropa vieja-shredded pot:k, moist and garlicky. Desserts 
good, too-rice pudding, delightfully nODSweet. 

• Shun Lee Palace-lSS Bast 55th St. (TeJ.: 371· 
8844), Better than ever. Food and service are tops. 
.Consider chicken grand chef (marinated with black 

'c:::qJ1o~OIl,~ begin. Our c:xpcri-
CIlCC with ~~oc Bay, now the 
source of: almost l5% of our 
domcstic;10i1\', Prqd.uction., amply 
demonstratCs .chit development 
can be cani.&,f;out in ways that arc 
enviroumentany safe and sound. 

There is no good rCa.iQD., other 
than emotion;: for ,not, letting 

IJtJy 'p'Pe nidenu--tUl ~nd thl' ill" 
.nm"t tU/nIei. ttl ifWII1 thllt he f/I1fi,s, IIlrelld, 
SIf""Pi"., II st:JItenU for etmJitlencI tricfs ",,11. had. 
"""" ,. COIWf DTIIi,abtfrD", jllil, viii dJ,:lillrber 
au rIIe.lI"d",be,.",,,," Thei""Ylhought him II 
lovely,.""., JUII. S. muchfor juries. • 

-.o.,,'ry'* belin, ill • i"" J'}tttInI· 
*'l "oulIl Win, i,. it if thl] fPn"e t.1I. more. 

, Hw "'" II jury ClJJJU: ,. a pristm-or-!reeu". 
/,nijjm. ifMIl. fiU:ts 117e 1I1,thhl!4? Then 
sitnU4 be no iJUJlltilissibu nitlmu.» 

beans, ginger, scallions, mushrooms and bamboo 
shoots) or xxk. oflamb Szechuan stylc(grilled with pro 
lie and. scallions, .5Cl'VCd with broccoli and carrots in a 
SzechuaD. sauce). 

• Dcoiz-400 East 57th St. (Tel.; 486-2255). Turkish 
food., oa:asionaUy wonderful (particularly char-griIIed, 
mashed. eggplant salad), but gen.er.dly disappointing. 

• BDyaI Canadian Paacake House-l004 Second 
Ave., at S3rd St. (Tel.: 980-4131). High~cholateroJ. 
heaven. Even so, place fuJJ ofsmaniy d.res.scd young pro­
taaionals who order up Texas-size pan.cakcs, French toast 
thelengthoftheWond.cr,BrcadloaftoppcdotTwithgobs 
of whipped cream. Everything that doesn't get syrup is 
dripping with melted chccsc. Sausa~ are ro.die for. _ 
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ROLL CALL, May 13, 1996 1'-3 

. .. Goals 20CXJ Helps States and Localities Meet Their 
IndiVidual EducationNeeds While Improving Standard$ .. 

I
By Rkbard RIley 

f you listen carefully through the shouting 
ma.!Ches and the healed ideological de­
bates swirling about education lately. you 

can hear clearly the points upon wttich virtu­
aJJy all Americans agree. 

FItSt. our education system still has a long 
way to ao before it provides the levels of ed­
ucation exceUence Americans want and need 
for the future. Together as a nation we have 
made impatant gains in some areas. such as 
marhematics and science pcrlormance. in the 
past decade. . 

However. we must judge education quali­
ty by the needs of the future, DOt just by our 
accomplishmenlS of the past And while ~ 
are ~ indeed outstanding schools all across 
America., we need many IIlCI'e. By this li~ 
we cannot accept the StanLtquo. We mustraise 
the ceiling of academic perftmlaoce for our 

. best students, and we must dnunaIicalJy raise 
the floor b our lowest achievins students. 

Sc:cond. the single most~ important *p 10 

.improve our schools is to set cballengins aca­
demic standards for basic and advaoced skills 
in core academic subjects - and tbeo to oold 
students, schools. and educ.ators accountable 
for progress toward reaching those staDdards. 
We must end the tyranny oflow expectaDoos . 
and a walemi-downcmiculum thaih.u need­
lessly dqRssed the acadcm.ic ac.bievemcm 
and aspirations of tOo many ofour swdena.. 

Students willl.eam IJl(R ifwe expect meR 
of them. ~. they will learn the meaning of 
hard work as well. On this poilu. ~ 
among Americans is broad 8IId deep. Gova-­
nors. business leaders. 8IId Pn!8ideal 0iaIDIa 
agreed OIl Ibis point at the 1996 N.aooaI Ed-
1IC8IicItSw.umf; ldel *YaII weeks aao..iuS 
as. the governors and Pn:sidemBulb did.... 
1989 Cbarklucsville Education Summit. p..­
ents. educaJors, and business groups have po­
vided sttong suppcrt for raising ~ academic: 
standards. Raising staDdards is not a part.isIm 
issue; it is a common-sense American ap­
proach to improving our schools. 

Third, education is astateresponsibility and . 
a local function. States have the constitution­
al rcsponsibilityto p:uvide fur elementary and 
secondary education. and therefore to leadthe 

effort to imp:uve educa&:ion. StaleS and local 
communities are responsible for determining 
academic standards, ~ and fer deciding whal 
students should Ieam. Local control of edu­ numbers ofsmdents failing to meet state stan­
~ is ~ a recent discovery, but pan ofthe dards, providing needed assistaoce as pan of 
.basic fabric of our American democracy. As ilS overa.ll approach to accountability. Col­
a former go~. I doo', believe this point orado focuses ilS funds on assisting local 
has ever sertously been in question.. school disttic1S to set their own standards. In 

Foortb. education is a naDon.aJ . . the 
ti......-A_..:_- pnorlty, Wyoming, Goals 200) funds are helping l0­

UUAAMIUUU for our nation's economic securi- cal school districts develoP ways ofusing ed­
ty and foreach family·s. Employers draw their ucadon teclmology to help SIIJdeots reach aca­
employees from multiple communities and deuUc·standards. 
across~Iines.~ uned1x:ated dropoutmay TelW 8IId Califomja are using Goals 2(0) 
leave his commumty and wind up tmem­ funds 10 focus on Uripuving early n:adiDa 
played in lIIlOdler stare. And today's families· skills. In £>elawR, Goals 200) fuJxb uoder­
1ft mobile. ParenIS and graodparenp know ~ wrllle 1oca19Cboo1efforts todevelopmodel cur- ~ 
!hal chikIren.woo go to elementary '5CbooI in ricu1a tba rdJcct the tougbcr state academic 
one stare may go to high scbool in anodJa:, standards. In Rhode Islaod. GOals 2(0) funds 
and to coi.1ege in a Ibird. ~ support teacher 1I'8ioing. Michigan. Massa­, s-. need help'meetin& the education dvwena, 8I:Dl.i Mimiesoca used some of tha.r 
c~~~the)'iaoe.FeOcraI suWJrt forst.afe. funds tobdp lamcbchartcrscbooIs. ICmtucky1 

designed education moon is in the states' in- . bas !.liedGoals 2(0) fundS to pI'OIll(* greatI:r 
terest and in the national interest The nation's parmta1 involve:mcot in the statI!S' efforts to 
governors and President Bush explicitly rec­ . imp'ow SI:UdelIt acbievement. 
ognized this at theCharloaesvillesummit.and 1besearejust some examplesofbow Goals 
nodUng that has occurred since alters this re­ 200) funds support state and local appc~
:Wty. We as a nation have an interest in help­ ~es to improving ed.*atioo. The decisioB I'll ­
Ing states, local communities. and schools _ . gard.i03 !be Use.:.of ~ fundt is made at !be 
as weD as a responsibility to-do so. local and stare levels. not by federal officials. 

Goals 2(0) p:uvides the help states and lo­ Despite this broad-based mainstream ap­
cal ~unities need The toughest money to proach to educati.oo improvement. some have 
find IS money dedicated to making improve­ worked bard to IJlo9.icc Goals 2(x)) conlIOver­

~ menlS in education. That is whal: Goals 200) siai.Its critics inaccurately alleged that Goals 
provides. In exchange for added resources. it 2(0) is a vdlicle fur federal intruSion into lo­

cal education matters. and that participation in~asbstat.estosadldrownriam...... 
Goals 2000 wiD require "out.comes-ba.sed ed­demic standards and to develop !heir own ~ 

~ ucation.'~ school-based-health clinics. or leadII'I*bes to imp'oviog educabon. It is exptic­
to federal i.nspectioo ofchild-rearing practices.illy pedic:aatd on the assumpcioo tbM st.-s 

None of this is reDKllely ~. It neitherand local axnmuDities are alriady moviilg in 
reflects an informed reading of ~Goals 2(0)therigbl~Federal supprtbelps SIaIa 

.Act. northe track record of its itnplernentation.andcomlDLlDltles move fasra- in mtI'e schools. 
. nor its biprartislm. mainsO'eam beginnings... The program is aIrady beginning 10 mID 

None of 1bese (l" ocher charges is retlectb:11llan impMaat dift'ae.nce. Ohio is usioa ill 

Goals 200) funds to assi!I scboois wilb Jarae 


M.ore ••. 
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GOALS/RILEY, continued .... 

the expc:rieDce of the statrallJd moud c:I 
irviividual schools involved in Goals 2001 
l'hose who are acw.aI.Iy participaIiDg in the ~ 
gram are DOt complaining offederal inlNSion. 
The most vocal and persis{enl criticisms in fact 
come from doe witfnJt any firsthand knowl­
edge of bow the program acwally wab. 

It is important to lower the beat and reduce 
the 1'3IlCa'. Ideological fighJs - especi.aily 
about fictitious pUbIems - don't beIp OW" 

students Jearri and achieve. 
Last moom. when Pn::sidcnt Clinton signed 

the 1996 Omnibus AppropriaDoos biD em­
cluding $3~million for Goals 2(0)), be abo 

Goals 2000 critics 
inaccurately alleged that 
it is a vehicle for federal 
intrusion into local 
education matters. 

siped iDIo law a series of amer!dma:i:s to 
Golla ml. These SIlleMments were onp. 
nally proposed by SaL Arieo Specter (R-Pa). 
a suppMa" of Goals m>. These cbanarI 
ougm to incn:ase bipartisan suppcxt b t:bia 
eibt to impnve local schools. They reSpond 
to !he most frequent aidciams raised abaul 
Goals 200), while leaviq in place !hefundi. 
mental ~ples thai provide !he foondacion 

. fa' Goa.IJ:-2Im hiP staDdards. ~ 
fleidbility, sute and l~~ and Ie­
countability Fa: results. 

These are some of !he most signifkaaI 
changes to Goals 2(0) made by the S..­
Amendment 

•FJiminatl! tileNadoaalEdnc:t...s... . 
dardslUldlmprovemmto..l(NE,SlC). 
This council had !he audDily to nMewand 
approve voluntary n.afiowI ~ at weU 
as swe standards volunam, suImitII!d to it. 
It would have provided a I'KlD-biDdiDg "Good 
Housekeeping Seal ofAppM." signifyina 
those standanis thal were inlll1l8Dona1lycom­
petitive, and providing a benchmark C(X'states 
and local communities establishing ttm OWl 

st.andard&. The law made qUite clear 1bII!be 

council had 00 audDity over St.lUIe or kx:aJ de­
~isions, and that 00 federal funding could be 
ned to the use of stand.anis mcogn.i.ud by Ibis 
council. 
Nonethe~ critics of Goals 2tlX} p<X'­

trayed this council, even before it was named, 
a! an intnWve "national school board." Last 
year, at the request of a bipertisan group of 
governors, I asked the President not to appoint 
the council. and supported Rep. William 
Goodling's (R-Pa) efforts to repeal the Ill­

. tbority to establish NESIC. 
El.irninating NESIC doesn't eliminalle the 

need f<X' some mechanism to provide the ia­
formarion needed to belp staleS eszabLisbaxn­
peritive academic SUDdards. In !he attermam 
of!he recenteducatiOllsummit, business lcId­
en ~ governors are DOW woridDa to set up 
a diffaalt. DOO-JOVU1JJllCDtaI epbty ., c­
complish these and ocber ~ 

.• ~videaaaltenaattfe to fedenll'l'riew 
at ..... educadoa lmproYaDeDt ..... 
There needs to be a leYel.of l!ax1Imtabi.lity is 
any federal proaram. We owe this to !be cu­
payers. The Goals 2(0)M. bas J'IOvided far 
this accountability by requiringda • _ 
sutmat ., !he Semtary of Fduclllioa i:Ir .. 
view aad approval a SfaleWide educaa.::. im­
proW'.lDlllll plan. wilhia tWo yeas c:I initial 
f1D:I.iDa. The plansare reviewed byeducaIi:n. 
~ and busiDCSs leaden - DOt by 
Ii:dcnI ofticiaIs - in <X'da- to dcoJmnjne a. 
!he SCMe bas a plan ~ the ooorimwd ill­
YeIGIIaIt offedenl funds. Theal&erialft" . 
!beplio (I)boidsa~plQDiaeofsue­
CIIIII; (2) pro\'ides b loc:aI fledilily.lllfl.W
c::a;a,a,iIOId ~~_~~.» 
1'bae"'~_jiIQI ;Ir¢ 
the~~-fi:daf~_~il 
.,..."uc SIa1dIIds or QMII,*m 'nIn 8. 
~made"deIr:nniae ifd:w:ae san:iJm . 
.....iDret QDC fDdsallblXld. 

Some see &denI1IJPIVVIl iX _ ... 
tioo plans II !he basis b fedInl irIrNiIa. 
But let's Iooi: II !he facts. Twenty __ .... 
submiued plans. AD of !he plans ... _ 
approved. 'I'bI:Ie bas beea norequinmaJt_ 
!he plans be cbanpd II • ooodbioD at .. 
proval. and no Cedtnl iDInJSioa. 

In praaice. the review ofstale educaDon re­
.~ plans hal simply aDowtd for a reoJpon­
Sible I"'C"SV'Xmt !hal the state in fact bas aplan 
dwcanwa'k. 

Speca!r'sameodoientpovidesan aIIanaI:ive 
~ d:iI ""tat" as it builds 00 the ~ 
ID CioIIs 2m> dJat ernpbasi21'l aanmtlbility II) 
WIIrn. IallpIyerS, ,.-ents. and edrarm in the 
-. while still provKIi.ns adeqI_ aa:tIft­
abiIiIy .,!be ft:daal ~ 

• Local pu1Idpadoa III Goals 2OOG. L0­
cal. communities in states that are DOt par_ 
ticipating in00aI.s 2(XX)are being denied !he 
opportUnity to benefit from resourc:.a !bey 
may want aDd need to address probIemIiII 
!heir schook. Often. local educaDoa ofti.. 
ciaIJ find t.ba! !he purposes of GoaII 2OX) 

DWl:b their Joc:aJ needs weD, and do DOt 
agree with the concerns expressed by stale 
officials. . 

.~ <Ant:ldM:r~'iD GaaIa 2CXX) pa'UIiII k,. 
cal ~jn the'few stares DOt pmiD­
ipadng as of last October to apply diRaIy lID 
the Depaa tmeilt OfEducatioo for a shiftofdID 
funds aIloaed·to the stare - if !he stae edit­
Qdioo agency approves of local participarioa. 

As under current law, kx:aI pan::icipar::io .. 
mains a local decam.i.naIion. However. 1his 
change places gn:aler emphasis on local cat­
troi, 8IId cbaDcnga stare officials to do !be 
same. 

These and ocher changes in the GoaJs 2tlX} 

~ladoa ouabt to reduce the needleSs con­
troversy OV'll' this bipartisan initiative. It is 
time to JO be)'OOd Ihe tigbtioa and move for­
ward withGoals 200) in suppcn ofeducation 
!dOnn. 

......~· ......7f!1r.·=."I.. 
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With Goals 2000, State and Local School Boards 

Become 'Serfs' to an Intruding Federal Bureaucracy 


By Gov. George ADell 

P
ublic education is appropriarely and ex­
elusively a responsibility of the states 

and local communities. It has been so 
recognized in Virginia since the days of 
Thomas Jefi"er.;on, it was so UlldeIstood by all 
of the founders ofour Republic. and it is a right 
conferred upon every citizen of the C0mmon­
wealth in the constitution of Vuginia. . 

Radler than diverting tax doUm to Wash­
ington, where they are largely wasted on the 
pet schemes of fedenJ education bureaucra1S, 
precious resources for education should ~ 
main at the state and local levels. where· the 
vitally important responsibility for teachina 
OW" young people resides. . 

When the fedenJ government neverthdea 
insisB upon entering the educarion arena, the 
principle of state and local education aut0no­
my makes it essential that resources be dis­
tributed on a true block-grant basis - with­
out any requirement of federal approval rX 
stare 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 2(xx} has arisen. 

Shortly after taking office, President Cliiltcn 
rejected the vision of stare and local educatioo 
autonomy reflected in the Bush ~ 
tion's America 2(XX} initiative. Instead. !be 
Clinton team persuaded Congress to enact • 

. highly pm;criptive, ISO-page Goals 2OX) law 
that proceeds from this objectionabie . . premIIC: 
State and local officials cmmat be II'\Iskd with 
educa!ioo ~ and· ilia I' ... be ~ 
erced ~submi~d~'!"!__ .'Ilft planS for 

fede:ral review, WUval. ao:I ~ 
The Goals 2(XX} law thus Ire8IS the s-=s 

and local school boards as serfs of the feder­
al government To the extent there is fleXibil­
ity for state and local education decisions UD­

der Goals 2(XX}, it is only at the sufferance of 
federal bureaucrats. . 

To some,. the alllU'e ~f a few cents per day 
per sOJdent III fedc:ral aid may be sufficient to 
obscureoroverridetheimpelariveofsweaod 
I~ control. Money is surely a powerful en­
n~ent,~ as a device for ceruralizing pow­
~ III Washington, it has proven highly effec­
t!ve. Financial enticements have been used 
cynically for decades to shift control oveZ 

countless facets of our lives to rerncxe and un­
~table federal bureaucrats and judges. 
.For me, the refusal to surrender control of 

public educatiOn to the federal government is 
a maacr of the. most profound principle. But 
for those not impressed by the principle at 
stake, the practical lesson we learned in Vtr­
giNa just ~o yem ago also supplies ample 
reason to reject Goa1s 2(xx}. 
. ~bonIy ~ I was elected governor ofVIf­

guua. the.C10ton Administration unilareraUy 
changed Its Illtcpretation of anodler federal 
fundin~ ~w \IDEA): and tried to hold hostage 
S.50 million III specIal education funds until 
~uginia agreed to submit to federal resaic­
n~ "? our ability to discipline violent and 
disruptive students, including tide who bring 
drugs and gum to school or assault teachers. 
~y through a lawsuit did we overcome this 
Omton .Administration attempt ,to extort 
changes III school disciplinary policies. This 
lawsuit continues today. ' 

TIm. the threat that-the most basic of our. 
local sc~ po~cies will be micrornanascd 
by President Ointon's 1ibera1 education bu­
~ is 11()( theoretical; we have already 
felt Its sang in Vtrginia. 

As. I ~ned the chalJenging ~ 
~(XX) ISSUe WIth both these principled objec­
nons and hard-learned practical lessons, I con­
cluded that this was an issue on which Vtr­
ginia had to make a stand. . 
~ the last rwo yem, our progress on ~ 

canon reform ~ in the Commonwealth has 
~ monumental. We have decisively re­
jec1I:d the failed libera1 outcome-based. edu­
cation model, and we have moved quickly to 
~ forefront nationally in the development of 
~gorous academic standards in the basic s~ 
p:ts - English, math. science and histay ­
and regular testing to measure student 
achievement against these standards. We have 
brought academic accountability into Vtr­
ginia's public school system. 
. We have coupled this drive for academic 

ngor and accountability with a massive in­
crease - more !han S600 million in the bud­
get I signed earlier this month - in funding 
for elementary and secondary education. 

. ~ fight to lin1c: increased education fund­
Illg With far-reaching academic reform has 
been challenging, to 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 

NO( surprisingly, the Ointon Administration· 
seems~. by this success. After a1J. if 
states like VtrgllUa can succeed in educati 
reform wi~ submitting to federal appro~ 
and ~erstghtunder Goals 2(xx}. then the 
~best premise underlying 
the GoaJs 200) ~ will quickly crumbie.. 

Recognizing the threat. the Ointon Ad­
ministration and its partisan allies in Vtrginia 
have launched a n~holds-barred political 
campaign to pressure our state and our local 
schoOl divisions to join the Goals 2(xx} pr0­

gram. The pawns in this cynical campaign 
have been VJIginia's sOJdents, parents. teach­
ers, and school boards. Goals 2(xx} partisans 
have publicly dangled the lure of small swns 
of federal money before these local officials, 
and have disingenuously dismissed the feder­
al threat to local autonomy over education. 

Fortunately. it is the Ointon Adminisuation 
that has begun to giye groWld. The changes 
made to the Goa1s 2(XX} law in the recently at>­
proved appropriations bill do not go far 
enou~. But some of the amendments do rep­
resent unportantconcessions by the President 
and his education team. The movement is in 
the right direction - toward explicit statuto­
ry safeguards for state and local autonomy. 

1bese concessions would not tulve been 
wrested from the Ointon Administration if 
Vtrginia and other principled critics of Goa1s 
2CXX> had not taken a strong and finn stand 
against federal intrusion. 

Regrettably, however. this ficl1t is not over 
The Ointon Administration ;teadfastJv re: 
jected Congressional effortS (0 aboljsh~me 
of the most objectionable pro\;sions of the 
Goals 2CXX> law. 

More ... 
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The contradiction in the Clin1Dl1 Adrnin.istta­
. !ion's position could nO( be ma"e glaring. On 

the one h.arvi ClintOn Administration represen­
tali\'es have repeatedly c!.aimed that !here are no 
"strings" or dictaXeS on Goals 2(0) funding. On 
the other hand. they only grudgingly have 
ali!I'eed to ellminale some - and have refused 
e~tirely to elinlinate other - of these suppl&­
ed]y nonexistent federal "stFings" or dicwes. 

Ifthere were truly no federal dicwes anached 
to Goals 2(0) funding. the Clinton Adrninis­
tr3tion would simply distribute the money to 

the staXeS in the form of an unconditional and 
unrestrictive block grnnL 

.I\mong other mandates. Goals 2(0)requires 
that each stali: (or locality) submit an "im­
provement plan" thatconforms to the standards 
and provisions set out in the Goals 200J law. 

In addition, states must develop content and 
perfOrmance standards that are consi~tent with 
narionail yrecognized standards. IrorucaJly, we 
in Virginia have forged and are already imple­
menting a broad-baSed. bipartisan agreement 
on high academic standards. while tPe pr0b­
lem-plagued effort to develop national stan,· 
dards under Goals 200J continues to lag. . 

In the weeks ahead. our stale's board of ed­
ucation will be evaJuating the recent changes 
in the Goals 2(0) law to see what combiriation 
of enforceable administrative waivers and/or 
further starutory changes are needed to convert 
the misguided Goals 2OCO scheme into a Il"lIe 
block-grant program with statuta'y safeguards 
for stale and local direction ofeducarion. 

Virginians pay their fair share offederal 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 
!DO much. to accept funds on terms dictared 
by aliberal federal education bureaucracy. We 
will participate, if at all. on our teims - in a 
block-grant program with legally enfon::eable 
guarantees that there will be no federal man­
dares, no federal restrictions. no federal over- . 
sight. no federal interference of any Itind. The 
freedom tochart the bcstcoursc forthe school­
children of Virginia cannot be sold to power 
hungry federal bureaucrats. 

Until then. we Vuginians WiD go our OWft 

way - honoring Jefferson's Visionary coor 
mitment to public cducarion. andmnaining 
tI'1.Ie to his principle that tbeeducarion mission 

. belongs excluSively to the staa:s aod to the 
people, active in !heir neighboctaoOds and 10­
cal communities. 

GIoIIt MIll (II) II .......... ., \1IIIIIIII& 
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Fuh.l~ of ftXterJl Role \ \'ill Be [A'~l)rnlinL'd t,\, Prl'"identia!, Cl)nhl\'~~il'n.:1i Contl'Sts irl~t;Vember 

H
By Morton Koodracke 

aving failed in their efforts last ye.ar to 
dismantle the supersttucture of federal 
education programs erected by Presi­

dent Clinton and his predecessors. the Repub­
lican Congress seems resolved to leave it 
standing this election ye.ar. 

Legislative action on education in 1996 is 
likely to be limited to reauthori.tation of the In­
dividuals with Disabilities EducationAct. pas­
sage of a controversy-a.tllicted consolidation 
of federal job-training programs - the ~ 
called CAREERS bill- anddetennination of 

. funding levels for variouseducation programs. 
Conceivably. a fight coold take place if Re­

publicans renew effu'ts- which fai.ledlMtyear 
- to limitdim;t government lending tocollege 
srudents. 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 srudent loans. to legal 
immigrants and allows StaleS to deny school­
ing to children of illegal immigi'ants. 

Even though the numba' of education ini­
tiati ves 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, sQr 

Democrats, led by President 
Clinton, argue that federal 

.	aid is necessary to help 
states, students, schools, 
and workers cope with the 
new global economy. . 
dents. schools. and workers cope with the new 
global information economy. 

ClinlOn and the DemocraIic l03rd Congress 
passed a raft of new education ~ from 
.	expansion ofthepre-sclXlOl Head Starl~ 
10 direct lending; and Clinton has ~ new 
initiatives such ~ ~istance in updating edu­
cation technol~ and tax-deductibility fti'col- . 

... 

lege IlIition. whkh pre:sumablyCongress would 
pass ifClinton is re-electcd and Dem:x:raas rc­
~ Qne <r bodl houses ofCongn:ss. 

On the other hand, if Republicans win the 
presidencyand retaincontrol ofCongn:ss. they 
~ be expected to resume swinging a wreck­
mg balJ at federal programs. 
. '~e have absolutely no hostility to eduI::a­

tJoD, says Rep. Jobn Por1Ir (R-ID). chairman 

of the HouseAppropriations L.abOr-HHS sub­
committee 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 to all of the federal 

.government's estimated SSO biljion in spend­
ing on education and job training fits into that 
calegory. especially including the fedcnU De­
partment of Education. WOOse programs ac­
count for $23 billion of the total. 

Like President Reagan before him. GOP 
presidential candidar.e Bob Dole (Kan) is 
vowing to dismantle the depanment and ship 
its responsibilities and funding to StaleS and 
communities, 

The agency w~ on the GOPCongress's hit 
list last year, too, butit stiJj exisls because mod­
erat.e and conservative Republicans cou.IdD't 
agree on whefher to consolidate the Laborand 
Education Departments <r give remnants of 
EducaOon to the Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

A.oothcr GOP idea f<r dismantling rhc fed­
eral education strucn.u:e - converting federal 

. educalion programs to block grants - also 
failed because rnodenIbes opposed it 

No major eff<rts to dismande the DoE <r to 
block-grant its programs are expected this 
year, according to Rep. Steve Gunderson (R­
WlS), a lcey inemba' of the House Economic 
and Educational ~tiesCOmmittee. 

Republicans also failed last ye.ar to signifi­
candy reduce the amount of money rhc feder­
al government spends on education. and Porter 
says he docs DOt expect major funding fights 
this year. . . 

In fiscall99S, the·fa:lmU government spent 
$24.4 billion on Departmento,fEducation IXO'" 
grams. The House voted last year to chop that 
to $21.2 billion. 

,~ 	 t 
I 	 , 

The Senate countered with $22.8 billion, and 
after intenSe political snuggle "'ith the 'Wrule 
House. Congress and the Administration final­
ly seuJed on the Senate figure in the omnibus 
~ bill ~ last month - six 
months after the current fiscal ye.ar began.. 

President Clinton has requested an increase 
to $2.5.6 billion f<r fiscal 1997. He seems un­
I.ik.ely to get much additional money. but Dei­
tha' is Congress incl.i.ned. to chop much from 
current funding levels. 

"We do DOt want to spend this faD in aoOch­
erstruggle wilb rhc White House." Portersays. 
"Everyone waDrS Ibioss to move as smoocb.Iy 
as possible to get an appopriarions bill ~ 
and III it sipt by !be atof !be new fiscal 

year CktobeI' I. I'd 00pe that the snuggles of 
1995 will give usguidance on oow 10 jX'OCeed." 

Ove:ral1 appropriations levels leU only pan 
ofthe stay oflast year'seducation battles and 
the ones thai may resume in 1997. 

One of President Clinton's favorite accom­
pl.istunl:nts during the first two years of his 
~ WM GOALS 2(0), a program to 
help staleS set up student perfonnance stan­
dards and tests to measure results. 

Funded at $362 million in fiscal 1995. Pres­
ident Clinton I~t ye.ar requested that the 
GOALS program grow to $750 million this 
ye.ar. Rush with electi.on Victory in Novemba' 
1994. tOOugh. House Republicans voted to 
"zero out" the program. The Senate came in at 
$350 million. which the Administration ulti­
mately acceptt.d. President Qinton has asked 
for $476 million f<r fiscal 1997. . 

While he pubably won't get it .all. the GOP 
knows that it's in f<r a fight if it tries 10 cut too 

much. If Republicans win the '96 elections, 
tbJugh. GOALS 2(0) may again be in jeop­
ardy. . 	 . 

More, .. 
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KONDRACKE, continued •.. 

The same goes fc:I' ~ direct Ie~g pr0­
gram, which Congress soop to kill and then 

Like President Reagan 
before him,' GOP 
presidential candidate 
Bob Dole is vawing to 
dismantle the department 
and ship its responsibilities 
arui funding to states 
and communities. 
,limit in 1995, but ended up funding at 5436 
million after Clinton vetoed the GOP budget. 

Rep. Wtlliam Goodling (R-Pa), chainnan of 
Economic and Educational Opportunities. and 
Rep. John Kasich (R~), chairman of !:be. 
House BudgetCommittee,are due tomeetSOOll 

00 what to do about the loan program this Yes'. 
but eva:! if they decide to take anochtr run III it, 
it's DOl clear an effixt to kill it will suca:cd. 

Definitely on Congress's agenda for this 
year is tbe ~ and Reformed Edu­
caboD, Emp&oyment. and Rehabilitation Sys­
tems AI::f. (CAREERS), which consoIidaIc::s 
128 job-traiDins and aner-trainina pogtams 
info block ~ 

"Ibe meaueisin~c:aUerea:c. 

but is bogged down because Rep.1blicanscan't 
agree on whether to create a single block grant 

and allow governors f'ree rein to spend 50 per­
cent of the money, as the Senate prefers. or to 

create three block grants and limit gubem.a1ct'­
ial discretion, as the House vOft:d. 

Gunderson said that House Members are 
worried that if the Senate prevails. governors 
will give money intended forjob trainees toea· 
porations as adevice to lure them into ~ state. 

Anodler impediment to the billis the oppo­
sition of conservative activist Phyllis ShalfIy, 

who charges that the whole idea of a federal 


. program to aid the 75 pm;ent of young peo- . 

pie who don't graduate from coUege consti­

tutes a massive "elitist" plot todivC21 woriring· 

class chi.Idren away from coUege. 

. Despite tbe compticarioos, Gunderson pre-­
diaed that "the bill will pass." Even though the 
Admin.i.stnuioo objects to the Senate version's 
leeway for governors and bocb chambers' 
eliminalion of his 1993 Scbool to Work ap­
pmrticeship program. he is unlikell to vdO. 

Theeducal:ional disabilities reauthorizaDon. 
currently beins considered in House and Sen­
ate committees. is thesubjectofminordisputes 
over how !Cbool systems can discipliDe dis-­
abled cbildren. 

Gundcnoo ~ that ocher hot education 

issucs. such as vouchers and school d:loic:t.. 

will be defe:md to ocher years.' . 


Rep.ibIjc.am earticr this year rried tb aeaIIe a 
scholarship program in the District of 
Columbia allowing pcx:I' youngsta'S to auend 
private schools, but Democrats and the 
Administracion bIocktd it Gundersondocs DOl 
expca anew OC initiative before the election. 

During the campaign. however, school 
choice and school quality oould become majc:x' 
debaring issues. Doie favors maximum choice. 
but ClinIDl'l wants to limit it to public schools. 

At the moment. polls show thai Clinton has 
a significant edge 00 tbe issue. A Marcb 
Ga1lup poll showed thai the public approves 
ofC1inIDl'l's performance on education by 54 
to 40 pcn:ent and disapproves of Dole's by 48 
to 33 pen:ent 

The public also disapproves by 80 prrtaIl 
of GOP plans to dismantle the Department c:l 
Education. 

GOP primary election exit polls show _ 
even a majc:xity ofRepublican vocers opposes 
deep cues in education spending. 

That could be why the GOPdoesD' t pIaIi to 
repeal its 1995 policy dxusa d:ia year. wt.l 
happeDI oatyeardepeadsoo theelecboncu­
c:ome. 

http:Rep.ibIjc.am


ROLL CALL, May 13, 1996 1'-" 

Proposed Budget Cuts in Job Training 
Programs Hurt America's Ability to 
Compete in Next Century 

By Rep. DooaId Pa,.. . 
As you can see,' HA 1617 incOrPorates.a 

As we move inlO the next miI.lcnnium. whole host of issues wilhin the scope of this 
we find that we live in asociety in which . legislaJ:ion., many of which have little 10 do 
teChnology is constantly changing, wilh each0Iha'. In the overall efforts 10 reduce 

trade is expanding, and capital is mobile. 
Education has become the fundamental federal spending and in anticipatioo of new }. T/YI,t nwlo'D than eo""",

authorizing \egisJarion !hal would c:onsolidafe 1vv """ , {;o {;of ,fault-line in OW' narion's standard ofUving. es­

pecially wilh the enactment of GATT aod employment and training. Congress has Ie- pas.t-secondary education 


duced. or elim.i.nated funding for many pr0­NAFTA In prep,ntion for a shrinking g1ob­

al marketplace, Con~. is ronsiderin~ ~­ grams !hal would be c:onsolidated and job training are 

islatioo that would consolidate many eXlStmg Moreover. wtille moving 10 JI=COncile the the "atewmJ to .. 

House and Senare versions of H.R. 1617, 0' - :Jfederal employment and training programs. 
CAREERS - the ComnIjdatrd and Re­ Congress has, as a n:sult of FY 1995 n:sc:i&- ,. America's middle class.. 

sions. significantly cutoriginal FY 1995 fuDd... .formed Educ:aOon, F.mpIoytJteu. and RehabiI­
iwioo SystanS AI:t H.R. 1611 - mIIka sis­ ins for many employment and trainina pro- . A:op\e enroll in the adult education and Iit­
~ changes in the fedcnllOIe iD 1hiI.. grams. and in some cases e~ program eracy system fur a variety of reasons. Most 

funding. wbicb f'ur:ther erodes the fedIn1 role common among them is the real income ofThe House bill would repeal 5e\'a"Il em­
in promoting work-force pteplllabon.. many .American families. Over the past ISploymenl and trainina ~ and .......... 


The 1J'anS1ation: No I.D8tta' whaI form let- years. we have seen OW' incomes stagnate. &'>riz.e multipieconsolidaOoo grants10 the SIIIeS. 
isIaIioo auttaizi.ng Ihese programs takes. re- our real incomes have actually dccliDed.. Forincluding Youlh Development and Career 
sources fer the fedc:ral employment aod tnriD- example. in 1979. a male college graduatePrepararion.AdultEmploymentaodTrainin& ins eifMs bave al.ready been signi~~~ earned 39 percent more than a man wilh onlyandAdultEducation and Family Literacy. aad duced. aod the ranainin8 program pnorlbcs a high sclx)ol degree.would also ~ the HipEducation Ad. 
bavebeenestablisbeddxooghapproprial:ions In 1993. this gap more than doubled; a10 provide forthe "privarizalion" of SallieMae 
. On the surfaa:, consolidating IIn~. male college graduate oulp8Ced the earningsand Coonie Lee. 

duplicative programs sounds likea glUt idea. of his high school graduate counterpart by. The Senarc bill repeals sevenl employmeM 
However. upon closer examinat:ioo. it is ciaI' 80 percent. SDJdies have shown that forev~and ttaining programs and authorizes a coo­
!hal adult education and traininaprograms1ft year of lJ'aining a person gets after highsolidaIioo grant 10 states to promote W<X'k­
education programs. not joI>ttai.ning pro- school, his or her earning potential rises byforce development sySfaDI. 1hC maiD activi­ grams. They lay a critical foundation fer)ob up 10 12 percent.

ties suppxted by the gJ1I8 MJUId be W<X'k­ training. but their mission isclearly educabOlL Now IID'e than ever, post-secondary edu­
force empIoymenl and Mnr'" activiciel. An alarming divide is developing between cation and job training 'are the galeway 10

The bill creates a federal ~ to ad- the schools and the workplace al atime wheo America's middle class. 
rnini.strr autborizcd activiliea. It also aet'I:I . naIions like Japan have forged successful al- WhiletheHousepuposalpresc:rvestheftex- . 
two stale governance str'I.Ic:tURS - one UDder Uances between their schools and ~e jbiliry of saara 10 meCt whatever their unique
the governor for employment activities. the employers. By eliminating so many of Ihese needs are. gready reduced funding will aI.mo6t 

other under the stale education agency for ed­ programs. HA 1617 fails 10 iIltegrat.e these certainly engulfevery1hing but dnie ac1ivities 

ucation activities; a provision fer one-stop 
 two very connected, but increasingly sing1r dinlcrJy re1afcd 10job training. This isevidenc:ed 

cente:s in substale an=IS; and goals and beDCb­
 [art institutions that are integral 10 our ability ill the recent budget agreement for FY 1996 

marks 10 quantify prognun pcrfonnance. 
 10 compete in the emerging global marUt. reached between the Republican leadership in 

The bill would also establish a separate 'Congress and the President. which aI..kxa1es
funding stream for JOb a:.ps Centen fer al­ . $1.1 billion fur dislocated w~. The Sl.l
risk youlh and would amend some acts, in­ billion provides assistance 10 an additional
cluding the RdJabilitarionActof 1973 and the 100.00:> woric.crs who have been laid off.
National Literacy Act. 

More .•• 
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PAYNE, continued .•. 

Funhennore, because of the wen-force re­
quirements under· welfare reform. there will 
be tremendous pressure from governors to 
move as many people as possible into jobs 
fromAFOC. The obvious consequence would 
be the siphoning of adult education and liter­
acy funds into job aaining. 

Under the governance strocture creared by 

H.R 1617. a governor would reserve 2S per­
cent of the funds for employment activities for 
statewide activities. The remainder would be al­
located to local entities based on cenai.n factors. 
sud! as the population. ages 15 to 64; individu­
als in poverty; and adult recipients ofAFDC. 

Funds for employment activities would be 
uscdforFnlvidingOl"lC-stopdeliveryofoorescr­
vices. such as assessment and job search; fores.­
tablishing a labor rn,arlcct infon:narion systtm; 
and for the job placement accountability sys­
tem. In addition. Ihese furw:ls could be used for 
activitiessuchasmoreintcrWvejobtrainingscr­
vices. orHhe-job training, and pe-employment 
and "work marurity" skills for youths. 

FInally. swes could choose to use vouchers 
to Fnlvide some non-mandated services, such 
as occupational skills training. to persons age 
18orolder wtxIare unabletoOOcainPeUGrants. 

Arecent swdy conductedby theCensusBu­
reau for the Department ofEducation has im­
plications focthe ongoing politicaldebateover 
training (X'OgI'3IT1S. The report found !hat in­
creases in workers' education levels produce 
twice the gain in woricplace 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 3,00:> businesses employing 20 work­
ers or more. It found that a 10 percent i.nctea..<ie 
in the educational attainment ofa company's 
work force resulted in an 8.6 pm:ent increase 
in productivity. A 10 percent increase in the 
value ofcapital stock, sucb as tools. buildings. 
and machinery. produced only a 3.4 percent 
increase in productivity, the survey found. 

Not so. amazingly. you retrieve benefits 
(productivity) equal to the investments made 
in education. 

As aformer educator. I witnessed the wealth 
of human resources in my classroom. The 
findings of this study merely document sev­
eral years of observation. Ido not believe that . 

An alanning divide is 
developing between the 
schools and the workplace. 
these programs are duplicati ve and. thefefore. 
do not merit the wholesale el.inllnation - ex­
cuse me. consolidation - that is outlined 
within the scope of this bill. 

I do believe the results from this srudy are 
dramatic and demonsttale the peMY-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 progrmns in 
hopes ofboosting 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 foc program services. There are 
CWTCntly federal requirements thuswesmust 
meet in order to qualify for federal money foc 

. job-training and· eductation programs. This 
change in law, raises questions about rhc 
states' commianent to provide scrvK:es. aod 
these concerns should be addreSsed as we p:o­
ceed with reauthorization. 

We are beaded into rhc 21stcenOJl'y. and we 
are going through a critical mmsition period. 
We are in a position to blaze a trail into rhc 
next millennium. to set the stage foc a stronger 
commitment to a wen-educated wen fbrce. 
The stakes are bigh. 

One reality we, as a nation. must confront 
is that in the face of refocm. we must relaiD aD 

integrar.ed netWOrk of scrviais desiped to 
sustain the liYing standards of Americans aod 
_ f'am.i.lies. In a time when many families 
are deaI.ing day-to-day with their oWn per. 
sonaI survival, it is difficult to see beyond !hat 
day's hardshlps and to see the broaderpictU:re. 

The scrength of our nation was built on in­
novation and its re:soun:es. We can Fnlvide the 
supportnecessary tonUl11lre theeconornic and 
social developncnt ofAmerican families. We 
can't afford not to. . 

-.DoIIIIId...,.. (I).fIU) ........ 

E.conomIc ... Em [ .II"~ eo. 
mtttM. 
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'Back to Basics': No Federal Bureaucracy 

Proposal Would Eliminate 
Department of Education, 
Give States Block Grants 

By Rep. Joe Scarborough 

A
s !he father of two young boys in pub­

Lic schools. I believe that one of the 
greatest challenges facing our republic 

in the 21 st century will be the revitali.zation of 
America's educational system. It is a cha!- ' 
lenge Washington has failed to meet over the . 
last 20 years. ' 

In Greek mythology. Prometheus was con­
demned by the gods to 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. imroduced by the 
New Federalist EducationTask Force,chaired 
by myselfandCo-Cba.irrnan SteveChabot(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 widt 
assurances that local schools would retain 
their independence and education resources 
would be more effectively allocaIed by a fed­
eral agency. Such assurances now seem 
quaint in the wakeofreponsofeducalion dol­
lars being spent to close caPcioo the televi­
sion program "Baywau:h" aod of Drug-Free 
Schools graOt money beiDa invested in re­
treats for school administraron 10Maryland's 
Eastern Shore. 

The Back to Basics Educarioo bill would 
help to elirninare waste by allocating. and ulti­
mately freeing. education dollars to go back to 
the states. Under H.R. 1883. the federal ~ 

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 
~he money is being used to 
zmprove education. ' 

cation bureaucracy is etirninated within ooe 
year and two block grants. one for elementary 
and secondary educarion at $9 billion. !he 0ch­
er for higher eduCation at $2 billion:.a.re crear­
ed. • 

These block grant monies go directly to the 
states, widt no strings attached on how the' 
funds are used other than a requirement that 
tt-: states assLQ'C that the money is being used 
to unprove education and the imposition of a 
2 percent cap on administtarive costs. 

Aside from these two limitations. block 
grants can be used by the states to fund ex­
~g ~grams or to develop new ones, all 
WIthout IJ1terference from WashingtOn. Such 
an approacb allows the states to address their 
own peculiar education problems and to find 
solutions tailored to meet their specific 
needs..The block graDts are maintained for
fow: years, at the end of which time the grants 
expue and are replaced by a tax cut. thereby 
frceinS up funds for ,the states to tax or not. 
as they wish. 
, The graVlllDerl of this approach is stare re­
sponsi~ty and stare accountability. The local 
education agencies in each stafie will have 10 

show how they have used the resources allo­
cated to them. The states will be responsible 
for the programs they creare or mamtain :l!1d 
will be accountable to their constitue'ntS for 
those programs. In .essence. those levels of 
government most responsi ve to the pu blic wi [j 
be charged with seeing to it that the nation' s 
children are receiving a meaningful education. 

Beyond such strucrural changes. H.R. i 883 
maintains seven programs outSide the block 
grant framework.. These are Impact Aid. the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 
Indian education, the Federal Family Educa­
tion Loan program, Perkins Loans (although 
new capital into the program will be prohib­
ited). the PeU Grant. and the Education De­
partment's civii rights functions. Eac h of these 
programs is transferred to other appropriate 
federal agencies and is. except for civil rights, 
sunseacd, with language asking Congress to 
look: at how the programs might be improved 
or resuuctlm!d 

Finally, H.R. i 883 maintains vanous fed­
eral protections of parental rights. while e lim­
inating Goals 2(0) and other such programs. 
The sum total of this approach is to ac­
knowledge !lOt just political utility. but a con· 
stitutional i'eality. That reality is all 50 state 
constitutions deem education to be an essen­

'tial responsibility of !he 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 to suggest that 
such arestoration is long overdue. Since 1979. 
the bu~get for the Deparnnem of Educ:uior. 
has risen steadily from S1.+ billion to about 

More ... 
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BACK TO BASICS, continued ... 

S33 billion in fiscal 1996. Such spending gives 
the United States one of the highest per pupil 
spending ratios in the free world. Yet during 
that same time frame. test scores have stag­
nated oi-declined oUlright Although there has 
been some slight improvement in the recent 

. test data. ,-\..merican students still rank beiow 
such renowned giants as Spain and Slovenia 
in math and science. It is not difficult to see 
that ifsuch statistics are not reversed. the Unit­
ed States will not remain the intellectual force 
that it is. with all the consequences that sug­
gests both in material and moral terms forthe 
nation and the world. 

Suchconsequences are not to 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, hI,It of ". 
proposition." Congress ignores the decline of 
education at its peril. The nation will not re­
main a nation if its founding ideals become 
shopworn cliches without inceUectual vitality. 

Yet currently. Congress remains reluctant 

to move forward on H.R. 1883. preferring 
not to undenake the difficult inteUecrual 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
to. seek to increase federal education spend­
ing still funherand to give even broader pow­
<!r [0 the education bureaucracy that provides 
the public schools with only 8 pereentoftheir 
funding yet 55 percent of their paperwork. 
according to the legislative office of educa­
tional oversight in Ohio Gov. George 
Voinovich's (R) office. 

Admittedly. explaining to a public too eas-­
ily inclined·to assume that increased dollan 
means better education. aU the evidence to 
the contrary notwithstanding. will be a polit­
ically difficult and dangerous u.odenaking. 
Yet Congress, if it is to suve the deliberative 
and pedagogic functions for which it was in 
part created. must commence the debace. The 

In essence, 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 undersrand that 
a future of a stagnant or declining education 
system means not just a lower srandard 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 bl concern!», 
racy American education. it is not too much 
to say that the federal gov~nt has, by 
politicizing the system. aggravated thosecen­
trifugal forces in society that have helped to 
undermine education. By refuming power to 
states, localities, teachers. and pazents. and by 
eliminating the blunt insttu.ment that is the 
federal govemmenL 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 acommitment to a vote on it eidler 
this year or ~xt. The easy and politically safe 
answer of more federal spending and more 
bureaucracy without a paraJ1el commitment 
to reform is no longer acceptable. The nation'5 

education system must be reformed and re­
saatd to its old vitality. In short. it is time to 
cage the eagle and free Promedleus. 

... Joe ....!IlUiII' (1II-AI) .. alMfnbel fill 
...~IWonn .... ~ca. ........ 
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.	Changing Work Force Requires Focus 
on Skills Training 

Current Education Priorities CNerlookthe 'Forgotten 75 Percent' of Students Who . 

Don't Graduate From College 

I

Sy Rep. SW GoocIUDa 


n addressing the major issues of ~ 

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 

perfon:nance in the basic academics. 


While consideringreforms to strengthen l0­
cal education, it is important f<X' us to re­
member thai only approximately 2.5 perceot 
of today's youth will graduar.e froi:n coUege. 
The "forgotten 75 pa:cent" are QO( simply a 

, 	 statistic. They are ourdaughters and SODS and 
they cna.ke up 22 students ofevt:rj cl&w'oom 
of 30 children. . 

The Changing Work Force 
Since the 19405, many American scboola 

have openly employed Ii two-track educa­
tion system. including an academic college­
prep track and a vocational education IrICk. 
Unfortunately, there is also a third track that 
isn't formally recognized. This "general" 
track is for students woo neither excel in 
academic prepatation nor learn specific v0­

cational skills that prepare them for the 
workplace. These youth are at great risk of . 
unemployment and cbroU:: Iow-employ­
menL 

When America's CCODDIIIJ W8I at its pin- . 
nade. we were able to abI!Iarb lDdemploy stu- . 
dents who took the vocadooal track and the 
generallI'aCk. Now, our economy bas almost 
completely transformed to an information­
based economy, and unskilled Iabtx' is in low­
er demand then ever before. 

In 1950. 60 pa:cent of all jobs io the oaIion ­
were unskilled. By 1990, this figure haddwin­
dled to 35 percent. and it is IXOjected to drop 
to 15 percent by 2001 The influx of1IeCbool­
ogy in the wonq,lace and competition from 

I 

counaies where workers receive low wages 

have contributed to the demise of 0pportuni­

ties for unsk:iLled labor. 


As an example. education researcher 

Willard Daggett observes, "In the last five 

years, ATMs have replaced 40 pa:cent 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 

banking industry involves settitg up. operat­

ing. and maintaining ATMs and relar.ed infor­

mation systems." 


Although all Americans are affected by this 

eco~m.ic: restructuring. skilled wat.ers are 


. better able to adapt to a changing wm force 
due to their developed reasoning. analytical, 
communication, and computational abilities. 
In short, they have learned how to learn. 

At the moment, Congress is engaged io a 
tierce debare on whether the minimum wage 
s.OOuId be raised. The concern about the plight 
oflow-income workers is weU-plaoed. but the 
diagnosis ofthe problem is flawed and the s0­

lution is misplaced. 1
j 

The problem is thallow-skilled, po<X'Iyed­ -i 

ucated wa'ka's who do not possess relevant 
sJciUs will always be destined to stay atthe bot­
tom of an information-based economy. 
$trengtbening skills and academic ~ 
tion ftx'the forgotten 75 percent is a key pan 
ofour education agenda. 

'Congressional Agenda 
On Education 

When I took. the chainnanship of the Eco­

nom.ic: and Educational Oppcmmities Com­

mitteeiD 1995, wecooductcdawp-u>-bottom 

review of the Cffec:ti\lel1CSS of programs un­

derthe committee'sjurisdiction. We knew the 

fedcnl role in educabon and traini.ns was io 

disamly. but e't'eD I was SUIprised at bow bad 

things had become after 40 years.
-_... 

More ••• 
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GOODLING, continued... (. 2. ) 

During the last year and a half, we have 
discovered literally hundreds of programs 
supporting education spread across the fed­
eral government. The Office ofManagement 
and Budget and the Congressional Research 
Service identified 760 programs as c!duca­
tion oriented that are spread across 39 dif­
ferent agencies. departments. boards. and 
commissions. 

For the $120 billion spent on these pro- . 
grams last year. we have little to show forthem 
in terms of academic improvement dwmg the 
last 20 year.;. 

Since 1970. per pupil spending in the Unit­
ed States has ri~n from about S4.(XXl to al­
most $7.00:>. adjusted for inflation. Yet. cJe.; 
spite this huge pot of money being whipped 
around inside the "Beltway 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 1m 
to 902 in 1994. In 1994. 17-year-olds scored 
II points worse in math than in 1970. Sixty­
six pcn:ent of 17-year-olds do not read at a 
proficient level. and reading scores have con­
sistently fallen since 1.992. Fmally. 30 percent 
ofall coUege 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 aBi streamline programs. 
rerum maximum control of funding to states 
and localities. and place apremium on real re­
sults in job placement and lraining. not just 
bouncing money between programs. 

The resulting Consolidated and Reformed 
Education. Employment. aod Rebabilitatioo 
Systems Act (CAREERS) consolidateS.128 
federal education. employtnalt, aodjotHrain­
ing programs into three consolidaredor block 
grants to states and localities. 

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

The youth block grant places a strong em­

phasis on making sure thai: students in voca­

tional training programs get the strong. basic 

academics thai: are the foundation tor jobs in 

the information ~nomy.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 to bring academics 
and relevant skill training together for the for­
gotten 75 percent 

Strengthening Academics 
In Special Education . 

The committee is also exploring ways to 
strengthen academic performance fer srudents 
served under the lndividuais with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA). As important as the 
federal spcciaI education law has been in as­
suring access to educa!i.on.lhese children must 
receive access to suoog academics. 

Many of !be childn:n in special cducalion 
programs would not have needed pl.ac::eaal 
in special education programs if !hey had re­
.ceived appropiate ttaining in such basic sIciUs 
as reading and midt at an early age. Some SIll­

dents.panicu1arly!bose withmild learningdit­
abilities,do not need to be seg:tqabed fromodl­
er students aBi should be taught the geuenl 
curriculum. not a"dumbeddowu"curricuh.m. 

The original intent of the Jaw. to focus on 
eachchild'seducation needs. has also beenbo­
traycd by burgeoning papel'WOIt aBi prricess. 
What was desigocd as a system to teacb chiI­
dim has become one m.. ~ .them 
tbrou&b forms, files. IJ'WJinp. and hearings. 

More •. • 
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GOODLING, continued... (3) 

Clearly, these shortcomings of our nation's al and less costly procedures. like mediation. 
special educarion system have necessiwed the to work out disputes between parenm and 
reform of this weU-intentioned law. Conse­ schools. 
quendy. Rep. Duke Cunningham (R-Calif), For srudents on ageneral track and for many 
the ~Iy childhood. youth. and families sub­ srudents wi th disabili ties. integrating acade· 
~ommirtee chainnan; myself; and other com­ mics and skill training can open up much 
mittee members have introduced legislation to wider opportunities. A review of New York 
refocus America's special education starute. City Career Magnet programs found that sru­

dents in the magnet programs "were less like­
ly to drop out of high school in the transition

'Bottom Up' Reform between middle school and high school; they 
In pursuing these needed reforms to special showed a gain in reading scores. and they 

education and vocational training. there is a earned more credits toward graduation." 
tendency from the education establishment to At this moment. the House and the Senate 
require top-down "systemic reform" strate- are working to reach a conference agreement 
gies that would allow a select few in Wash- on our respective versions of the CAREERS 
ington. OCt to determ.i.ne how education will bills. Soon. we will take funheraction on mov­
be slIUctured and implemented ing IDEA reform forward. ' 

To avoid thispilfall. weare workingtomake We are also beginiling a dialogue within 
sure that parents. educarors. andodlerciti.zens Congress and with the America.o people on 
are fully involved in efforts to reform their Ix>w to reform the broad federal role in edu-­
own education and job-training programs. , cation. including the remaining 7fi'J federal 

ARAND evaluation aptly noted that "leg- education programs. Oversight subcommit­
islative mandates cannot necessarily create tee 0Jairman Pete Hoekstra (R-Mich) and 
the elements that promote innovation in McKeon have initiatedthis project. . 
schools - local vision. leadership, sus- We know that the principles of local con­
tained suppon. financial and other re- trol. parental commitment and involvement. 
sources. Integration (of academics andskills and strong basic academics yield effective re­
training) is essentially a curricular and peel- sults at the local level. Most often. these sue­
agogical refonn that requires a bottom-up cess stories have little to do with the fedm.I 

, solution." education programs now in place. We want to 
For reforms to be effective and rruly "bot- find the ,most effective way to give control of 

tom-up." it is also important that they strength- education back to local communities and sup­
en individual choice and parent participalioo. pan these principles that wort.. 

First.. the CAREERS bill strongly encour- This is not an overnight job. but one that 
ages the use of training vouchers at the local will require good listening. thoughtfulness. 
level to give each participant maximum patience. and persistence. We owe it to our 
choice in choosing the type and provider for children. to the youth preparing to leave 
training. The IDEA Improvement Act would school to enact these important reforms. Most 
also strengthen the roleofpamus in t.beirchil- imponantly. we owe ia to the "forgottal 75 
deen 's education and provide less adversari- percent It 

---- ............(I1.41III) II ....... fII" 
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ROLL CALL, May 13, 1996 

Why Republicans Should 

Be Glad TheyCouldn't Kill 

Direct Lencling Program 


I
By Sea. Paul Simoa 

t is odd that "Republicans" general..ly have 
come to oppose a common-sense, mon­
ey-saving. bureaucracy-busting, entide­

ment-ending refonn of the student loan pr0­
gram. 

II was not always that way. 
In 1991. Rep. Newt Gingrich (R-Ga), then 

the House Republican Whip, C(>sponsorcddi­
reet lending legislation. This wasjustas Oem­
ocraticpresidential candidate Bill Ointon wa 
developing a stump speech tha1 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 diRICt 
lending be made part of his domestic agen­
da They argued that instead of "asking Reo-

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 advanciD& our own 
innovative. cost-effective solwioDs to the 
problem." 

As Clinton picked up on the idel.lDIDY Re­
publicans changed their tunc « closed their 
C"10Ulhs.. 

But one .:onservarive Republican suiyed 
true to his beliefs and remained outspoken 00 

the issue: Rep. Tom Petri of Wisconsin. Un­
like Republicans who abandoned the reforms 
when they became a part of President CJ.in.. 
ton'5 first budget. Petri can join in celebrating 
one of the most successful reforms ofany gov­
ernment program: 

SIasbed red tape. 'The program's sim~ 
plicity has proved hugely popular at ooUeges 
across the country," reported USA Today last 
December about direct lending. 

In the government-guarantee program. a 
maze ofquasi-government agencies, lenders. 

.and pun::basas often causes oollfusiov. de­
lays,.and arors tbal are DOt only frusu\ting 
but costly to ooUeges and students. The direct 
loan program swept away all the bureaucra­
cy. bringing beuer savice to 1.4 million stu­
dent and parent borrowers at I.3SO schoOls 
this academic year. 

Sa'riDp fOl' tupayers. By eliminating en­
titlements to banks and midd.lemeu, direct 
lending saves taxpayers billions. Even mc:I'e. 
the dnalofdirect lending forced participants 
in the government-guarantee program to ad­
mit that they had been over-col'npenSared b 
years. The result was even more savings· for 
taxpayers and students. 
Sa", fOl' Siuderds IIDd p8I'fD& By 

forcing banks and middlemen to admit that 
Ibcirgovemment-guaranreed~were too 
high. !be dimct loan fighl broUgbllower fees 
and in1I:n:st ~ to all studenIs. In just two 
years. st.1.Idems aod parents have saved weD 
over a billion dollars in fees aloue. 

Compeddoa. DOC eaddaDeata. The gov­
ernment-guarantee machine is geoc:rousJ.y 
oiledby at leastsix ditIamt politically-set en­
tit.lcm:ntpayments. Incontrast. the direct loan 
program uses competitioo, paying private­
sect« .participants on the basis of perfor­
mance.. DOt politics. 

PaflDlldS, DOC derauHa, rewarded. In !be 
direct loan program. competitive ~ 00 

private-seaDr' conrractorS keep the to..:us on 
ooLlecting payments. 

In the government-guarantee progr.un. gov­
ernment-backed middlemen get a Congres­

. sionally rn.aOOaled bonus on defaulted loans. 
givinglhem"more financial iflcenrive toe:v;peoo 
resowteS coI..h:cting on defaulted loans !han 
wttking with barowen to prevent defaulls." 
aa::ording to the General Accounting Office. 

Improved aa:ou.otability. The General 
Accounting Office has repeatedly e:v;pressed 
ooocem that the crisscrossing web ofguaran­
teed-loan subsidies and data makes the pro­
gram vinuaUy impossible to audit. This caus­
es d.ifficulties in assessing program costs and 
rooting out fraud aod abuse. The GAO sug­
gested direct lending as one way of improv­
ing program accountability. 

Costly conII.ids eoded. The Inspector_ 
General's office has pointed out that conflicts 
of interest in the govenunent-guarantee pro­
gram - such as one that contributed to the 
5280 million federal bailout of one middle­
man agency - put an estimated $11 billion 
at risk. The acting I.G. testified last year that 
the direct loan program does not suffer from 
these confljcu. 

Fle:dbiJity. Direct lending makes a wide 
variety of repayment options available to any 
borrower. The borrower can even choose 10 

rnakll payments that vary according to their 
post<oiJegeinoome.(ThisisnOlpossiblewith 
bank-based loans because it is critical that in­
oome claims be checked with the IRS in or­
der to prevent abuse.) . 

Dire:t Loan Sl.1CCt5S Holds Up 

To lobbying Attacks 


It is hard to find abeUece:v;ample ofthesuc· 
cessful transformation of a problem-ridden 
government program into. a "more efficient. 
less costly, and more customer friendly" ap­
proach, as direct lending was dc:scribed by an 
independent accounting finn. 

More ... 
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DIRECT LENDING, continued .•• 

Of course, the govemment-gu.ar3ntee in­
Ju:;rry isn't taking all of this lying down. Mil­
lions of doUars have been spent to sully direct 
lending. Fortunately. time reveals the truth: 
Every allegation made by the industry has 
turned out to be misleading or· just plain 
groundless, . 

Ftrst there was the "costshifting" scare. Be­
fore direct lending had a track record, Sallie 
Mae (the Student Loan Marketing Associa­
tion) provided coUeges with sophistiCated 
looking analyses showing that direct lending 
would cost them an average of S219.(XX) 10 

administer each year. 
Banks and middlemen also gO( inlO the fray, 

hiring a fonner Congressional Budget Office 
director 10 say that costs were being shi.fted 10 

schools. The coUeges were understandably 
concemed 

But auth bas erased all of those claims. 
Direct lending turned out 10 be exactly the 0p­
posite of the Sallie Mae scare tactic. Colleges 
saved money through a wek:omc relief from 
excess paperwork and red tape. In Colorado. 
the state auditor found that direct leading. in 
the first year, reduced cosu by S32S,24S at 
two of the state univenities. 

Next there came the "baven for defaults" 
claim. Longtime opponents of direct lend­
ing bcld a press conference to announce a 
"rush" of IllglHl.efault 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 to aI· 
ready be participating in the government­
guarantee program. Still. they persisted in 
their claims for as long as DO data were avail­
able 10 refute them. 

But in Man:h. the data arrived aM 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 thalel.im.inati.ng direct lending woold 
save money. This was the cleverestgambit yet 
Ftrsi:. opponents chailged 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 (artifi­
cially) more expensive direct loan program 
was eliminaled and the Education Depart-

The truth is that schools in 
the direct-loan program 
have a lower average 
default rate than those" in 
the guarantee program. 
lDICIIt's budget was ~~ including over­
sight fimds f<X' the guarantee prosram. PresIo: 
savings. 

Even with the biased budgetN1es, the sa... 
ate Budget Committee now admits that the 
oosc of the two programs are "vinually iden­
tical." With more balanced scoring rules. di­
rect loans continue to be an obvious cost­
saver. 

Fmal1y, throughout it all. direct lending has 
faced the ''big government" argument True. 
"new government bureaucrats" had to be 
added to run the new program. But look. be­

hind the cwtain: The government-guarantre 
system requires thousands more govemmem 
employees than direct lending. in fact. if you 
have one of those "private sector" studem 
loans. there is a far greater chance that the loan 
collector calling you or sending you a bill is a 
government employee than if you have a di­
rect loan. ' 

Republicans Are Lucky They Failed 
lntimately, the truth has won out President 

ClinlOn stared down the lenders and their aJ­
lies in Congress. aM they blinked. dropping 
the threat to the direct loan program from the 
fisca1l996 appropriations bill. in a victory for 
competition. schools aM students are now 
free 10 c.OOose the program that best meets 
their needs. direct ~ guaranteed. 

It is too late for most Repubticans 10 lake 
credit for the creation of the successful direct 
student loan program. But they can support its 
continuation by embracing the principles of 
cooice.and competition. 

At the very least, Republicans soould qui­
etly feel fortunate that efforts to undermine di­
rect lending have failed. 

As Rep, Petri warned his Republican col­
ICigues 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 control shut 
down a conservative reform effort that was 
good for students and schools in order to 
keep the gravy flowing to powerful special 
interests. And that argument will resonate 
with the American people because it was 
right." _-­

........ SIInon (D-tI) Ie. ~ 
.. 
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ROLLCALL, May1J, 1996 ll' I 

Direct Lending Quiz Leads to Several 
By Sen. Jim Jelfords . 

As~ue~eStudentsac:rosstileCOWltrybe-' IN I Ans' . 
gm tileit' final exams. now might not be ' 0 l'Arers 
a bad time for Congress to take a test as CBO estimafes showed direct lending saved I VV·, 

well. Here's my conaibution. in thn:e parts: 1llOIleY. -,,_ ..... 
(l) Doesdirect lending save tIlefeda:'algov- But the earlier estimates UDderstau!d the 

emment money? . COR ofdirect lending by kt'eping many of the 
(2) Does direct lending save money for stu- expenses associated with servicing those According to the cham. asrudent w\"w:) bar­

dents? . loans out of the budget window. The gowm­ ~ SlS,OO) would save $700 during the 
(3) Is~ lending simpler and mOre con- ment~yincurexpensesforthc25or30yean tifeof the loan by using direct leM ..... ralhc:r 

sumer-friendly? thatadirect loan can be in repayment. but !lODe tbarJ !be ttaditiooaJ ....... '6 
program..The answers. despite claims to the contrary ofthose out-yearexpenses was inCluded in the "'1"1..:. • • 

• ~ w:t 18 CUI"IOm given dw tile terms and c0n­
bysomeofmycoUeagues..are·'no.,.. ·'no.,"and earlier estimates of Ihc program's cost. The ditIOns for SlUdents are identical under Ihc two 
"yes and no." . more n:cent estimates allow direct COIDpII.'­ programs. It turns out that alower interest rare

More precisely, these are the carect an- isoos berween the costs of Ihc traditiooaJ and ..va ~ to caIcu.Iare lq)IymeDt for the direct 
swers today. Because. as the program has be- direct lending programs. Ierlding chart. even though the loans in both 
come more complicau:d and difficult 10 UD- When the CBO looked 81 bodt prognms. prrosrams were available at !be same rare
~tand. oeitherproponents noroppoocntsof with a.\l the costs scored up front, it fOUDd!bat ~Twain would be .(X'OUd. • 
~ lending know eoougb to make defini.. the direct Ieodina program W&!I sligtJdy IDCIl'e n:us ~ us to the last question: Is direct 
nve swemcnts. Further. this program has DOt expensrve. • IeodiD& if DOt financially more attractive, a! . 
existed long enough fur accuraIe jl.Jd&meots Thus. we faa:d the somewh81 ~c situa­ least a gre81a' convenience than the lradition­
to be made. tion this year ~ some of the people . ­ al ~? It is, but for ~ that are not 
~ people who do not pay much 81lalDoa' guiDg the most fort:efully for direct IeDding entirely inherent to direct lending. . 

were simultaDeoUSly decrying C'IJtS in educa­to ~ educaIioa financing issues, there is Just as !bedeparanent's book.let tweaks !be 
obviolm appeal to direct IeiDding. The idea be- t:ioo spending Tbe:se C\JI:I were oec::eswy at facts 10 make direct Ieoding more attractive,
hind it is !bat the federal govemmeot sbouId . ' . • so. too, does !be department's adminis . 
make loans directly to college students raahcr least lD pan. because of their position 011 di- of !be two pograms. trabOO 
than backing up !be 10ans made by banb. rec:t Ic:odiDg. For ~Ie,much is made of tile fact thatwhich has been our policy for the past few Wba aboot !be cost to SlUdeou? With !be 

~~ lending. students have a singledecades. Banks. ofCOUI1e. are in !be business bant.cn cut out of !be pidun:. don't !be stu­
~ form and can make income con­

of making money, so !be cost of traditiooaJ de:aIs get a beaer deal? ttn8Cl!t repa~f:S' But efforts to bring theselending includes some profit for banks aDd Given !be above discussion. it should come same lDIlOVatKlnS lDto Ihc lraditional programother inu:nncdiaries. as 00 surprise tbat the cost to studems UDder 
nave been &ustrated in large measure by tile

But as in most issues.. there'is IDCIl'e 10 Ibis direct lending is eucdy !be same as UDder!be ' department's opposition.· 
one than meets the eye. ADd !be costs of !be . traditiooaJ program. 

two. prograIm. ODCe everytbiDg is tallied up. ~ euougb. though. it would come • • This is ~ because most snJdr::ots 

are pretty close. surpnse 10 anyone who has relied 00 !be De- sr.iD baavw drouab !be nditiooal

• .t..... j:I'OgI'3Ill. It
U;derdim::t lending. !beDqiaClDtdofEd.. ~?iEduc81ion'sStudc:ot Guide 10 f'i.. IS -..~ beaIJSe I think. that the ide­

ucauoo has 10 take 00 !be Vf!Ir'/ ..burdeas nancial Aid fur 1995--96 for informaboe. al situaIicI:t fur an studenIs would be ftr these 
~ nave in the tradiUonaI pop..... aDd bas This ~ is a bandy ~ tbal forycm two ,;xqpauslOaepcte bead-fD..head against 
hired llUUty of Ihc same ~ !be bmb has ~vided studems WIth basic. factual • eadl0Iba'. U~ !be two prognu:ns cornp::te on 
~ to service loans. Mon:over. !bedepllDJelll f~ aboot various federal prosrams an equal. playing field. it will be hard to weigh 
IS not as efficient as the privau: secIa. driving ~vailable 10 help them finaDce bigbc:r educa- ~ mailS ofeach. The Depan:ll101t of Educa­
up the costs of direct lending furtha:. t1OD.~yoffice,andprobablymaoyocbl:irCoo:- IKm sbouId • its thumb off !be scales. 

Icannot quantify these d.i1ferences. but Ibe gressiooal offices in Wasbingtoo and aaoa S~ for forcing the two programs to 
Congressional Budget Office has done so. !be c:ountty. has baoded it out 10 constiDlellb compete IS by 00 means universal. Some of 
That's why the answer to the 6rstqucsboo,81 fur~,.. . ' my coUeagues are convinced !be feda:'al gov­
least for now, is "no." . This year sedition concams cbans illu.slr'lf.- amneIIl cannot 11m a pugnun of this magni­

The CBO most rec;endy calculated !bat Ibe ~ !be C05t!I ~borrowing for higber educ:a- tude. in wbidl !be depanment could disburse 
repeal. Of direct lending would save rougbJy t1OD. If ~ rdied 011 the ~ wbic:ti ~ 525 billioa • year in swdent loans. And to be 
$1.2billionoversevenyears.Someofmycol- sumabIy 18 why taxpayers pGd 10 pubIisb sure, !be federa1 trac.k n:aJrd as a direct lel'l(.\a" 

leagues nave cried foul. noting that earlier them. you ~ thini:: that din!ct lcndina W&!I 
less expemave than !be traditiooaI ~ 

more ••• 
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DIRECT LENDING QUIZ, continued ••• 

is less than stellar. The White HOWie. on the 
odl::r ha.nd. wouJd like to see the ~ be 
the only game in town and account for 100 
pm:ent of loan volume. 

Having been at the table in 1993 when au­
thority fa' the direct lending program was 
wriaen. I can teU 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 critic.al. measUre 
of the program's success will come. not in the 
first few years when federal money goes 0Ul 

to swdents (giving away mc:>ney. as we all 
know. is easy) but when the federal govern­
ment must coUect OIl !bose ftmds. 

The typical ~yment pcricd fcx- studen15 
begins six months alta' they leave school. and 
in most Cases students n:main in school fur II 
least two to four years. The first direct loans 
were disbursed OIl July 1. 1994. but only II> a 
h.andful of participating instibJtions. We will 
00( truly understand the department's ability 
to collect and administer !his ~ until 
years from now. 

While we do DO( oow have aclear pic'Iun:. 
ofthe deparlInent' s ability II> IllIDIIF this pr0­
gram. independent studies II> date suggest that 
we move cautiously. 

An auditofthe direct lending piugramc0n­

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. wrucb waS cblqed by 
Congress with evaluating our fin.mciaf aid 
programs. found that the systems and p0li­
cies in place "canDO( adequafdy ensure pro- . 
gram integrity" aDd left !be govanmcnt "po. 
tentially exposed to multiple loan over 
awards. loans to iDdisibie su!deDts, and ex­
cessive cash draw dDwDs... 

It would be unfair to paint too bleak a pic. 
tun: of direct lending. StudenlS at participiU­
ing coUeges. universities. and proprieta.ry 
schools have been pleased with the simplified 
pape.rworic requirements compared to the 0ld­
er guaranteed lending program. . 

And the competition provided by the direct 
lending program has led to imp'OvemenlS in 
the traditional program. 

Competition in the rnattdplace has led 
some lenders. such as the Vamont Student 
Assistance Corp. in my state. to offer lower­
cost loans to aara:t student bcnowers. Banks 
and guaranty agencies have had II> aa::epI re­
duced payments from the fedenI goWil"l1lDll:llt, 
saving all taxpayers IJ'IOI'lC)'. 

Competition between the two IeDding pr0­
grams in the ma.rkecpI.ace of ideas has pr0­
duced suggestions fur furthercost savings that 
I expect Congress will consider sericusIy in 
.the upcoming. R'aUthoritfdoo o(!be Hiaba' 
Education Act. For ewrrple. there is no rea­
son thai coUections on defaulted loans in the 
traditional prognuncannotbe pur out fur com­
petitive bidding as they areunder' the direct 
lending program. 

But in the meantime. there is ample ~ 
to maintain. two viable lending programs. 
While the omnibus appropriations bill 
dropped any limits on direct lending volume. 
this is noc an issue that can cx- should go away: 

I hope all sides will spend a little less time 
arguing about symbols. and a little ina-e on 
students. So long as we cast this as a figbr be­
tween greedy.bankers and inept bureaucrats. 
we will all be flunking the test of leadel"ship. 

s.. JIlIn Jeffonte (R.vt) .. ~I til ...u.. 
bor ......... FIIIIIources ............aa_ 

ucdaa....... ~ 
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ROLL CALL, May 13, 1996 ,. ,3. 

Refonning DC Schools Requires Public and 

BY Rep. Steve Gunderson . 

Whenever Iam asked toexa.rrunc IXdis­
cuss my effons to refonn the District . 
of Columbia school system. I am 

quick to point out that these are really our ef­
forts. After all, educating children in the Dis­
trict of Columbia. as it is anywhere else, is a 
shared responsibility that yields shared bene­
fits. While I would love to be credjted with re­
sponsibility forthe education ptogress made by 
DC school children in the fuwre. the fact is this 
refonn effort has been a coUaborarive effon. 

All Americans can agree thai improving cd­
. ucation isessential ifwe are todevelop the high­
I Y skilled wOC'ic force necessary for our nation·5 

. fuwre econorruc competitiveness. Fran Ibe 
moment SpeakerNewtGingrich(R-Ga) tasked 
me with creating i:ompn:hensive educaDon re­
fonn in our naIiOO's capital. our intention has 
been to creare a common vision of 00w 10 

provide new education opporrunities in OC. 
In creating this vision. the first thing we re­

alized was that we could not limit ourselves 
to the old paradigm of public 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
fonn. It became apparent that we would have 
to bring together all available resources. both 
private and public. in order to succeed. 

And succeed we did By leveraging $IS 
million ·of available federal funds. in con­
junction with matching financial suppon from 
the business community. we projected that 
more than $100 million would be available 
for improvements to the OC!Cbool system 
over the next five years. In the process. we had 
created a basic foundation and model for the 
furure of public education. 

This effon attempted to build on the best 
JIld most far·reaching refonns being imple­
mented across our nation. These changes fall 
roughly into three categories. 

• First. many states and communities are 
benchmarking academic expectations equal 
to the best systems in the world. 

• Second. !here is an emerging consensus 
that redefines public education as education 
supported by the public. open to the public. and 
accountable to the public. but not necessarily 
managed by a government bUreaucracy. 

. 

• Third. school districts are establishing 
more. creative public/private pannersbips. 

These basic tenets have provided the foun­
dation fur the DC education refOrms contained 
in TItle II of the Balanced Budget Down Pay­
mentAct II. H.R. 3019. which was signed into 
Iaw late last month. While H.R. 3019 doesn.t 
include all the provisions I 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 PuQ'fic Char­
ter Schools in the District of Columbia. 

• Schooi Facilities Repair and Improve­
meaL Directs the General Services Adminis­
tration to 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 ofdonated private sector mate­
rials and services. The District is also direct­
ed to develop a long-rerm solution to the re­
pair. improvement. maintenance. and man­
agement of SChool facilities. such as the es­
tablishment of a new facilities authority. 

• Work! aa. SchooIs'1'Mk Foi-ce. Atast 
.force is estabLished to develop and recornrnend 
to the board of education. the superintendent. 
and the District of Columbia goals panel a 
world-c lass curriculum. sOJdem assessments. 
and teacher training models. The task force's 
reconunendations would be strictly advisory. 

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

• Par1nersbipi W1tb BusiDes!J. Two {Xi­
vate-sector, non-profit partnerships will be es­
tablished: (1) the District Employment and 
Learning Center (criginally referred to as the 
Dis1rict Education and Learning Technologics 
.Advancement. IXDaTA. Council), led by na­
tional business groups, would undertake re-

P ·. Eft 
..nvate . 0rts 

gionaI work-force preparation and profession­
al development initiatives; and (2) the J<n fur 
DC Graduarcs Program would be a locally es­
tabLished non-profit school-to-work transition 
program providing employment assistance. ca­
reer counseling, placement. and odler tranSi­
tion services in the Disuict of Columbia. 

Report language oontai.ntt:l in this bill en­
courages the establishment of a residential 
school 10 serle the lifelong learning needs .of 
DC residents. It also calls on school officials 10 
take greater advantage of {Xivate-seaor funds. 
Private resourc=s would be leveraged for ahigh­
technology infrasuuaure in the PJb!ic school 
system. SpecificaI1y. it calls fIX implementation 
of a. regional wOrk-force training system fIX 
non-col.lege-bound high school. students and 
18-10 25-year-01ds. District officials also would 
solicit technical assistance from businesses. 

Like many ocher debates in WashingtOn. 
though. !here have been setbacks along the 
way as we lried to implement comprehensive 
reform. One much publicized setback has 
been opposition to aprovision providing low­
income scholarships for needy students. 

Despite its exclusion from H.R 3019. the 
Low-Income Scholarship Program illustrates 
a creative way to provide choice. With public 
and private monies. this program would have 
allowed local officials to provide low-income 
students with scholarships 10 attend local pri­
vate schools or public schools . 

More ... 



PRIVATE EFFORTS, continued .•• 

The scoolarships.whK:hcost far less per pupil 
than is ~;mently spent by rile pubLic system. 
wouJJ have alforded more low-income fami­
1ies d1e same opportunity - to choose the best 
~ huo I for rileir children - enjoyed by middle­
lJ1J 'cpper-income families. Un.I.ike a voucher 
';' ,[cm, a separare trust fund would be creared 
"'Im federal and private dollars. This would 
lea\c local school aid funds for SlUdems woo 
-.:hoose to attend public scOOols. No local fW1ds 
leave rile school disttict. 

:~.Ithough no federal funding was ~vided 
tor OC education reform ~ in fiscal 
1996, I have every ex.pectation we Will be.able 
tocreate amorebroad-basedpackage wilhfund- . 
ing for OC education refoon in the fiscal 1WI 
budget CenainIy, a biparUsin and consensus 
solution is whal we' ~wabd fix an along. 

...,. StIYe QundMofl (RoWIs) II.......~ 
1M Econon* ... IdI ell ... OII,D* .11 
CGmmIltIM. 

~.. 



ROLL CALL, May 13, 1996 .? ,,''1 

For Students With Special Education 
Needs, Cuts in TItle I Programs Would 
Be Devastating 


By Rep. FJIot E.opI 

Tbe recent budget debare h.a 
exposed a growing rift in the 
way we support the education 

of our children. 
Nowhere is this man: evident 

than in the ongoing tight over TItle 
I funding. Republican-led prtlpClWs 
JO cut TIde I funding 17 pert:eDt in 
fiscal 1996 would have had a dev­
astating effect on the children who 
depend on Title I programs to en­
hance their educa1ion. 

While the funding for fiscal 1996 
WM evencua1lyincreased, thedebate 
this year WM indicativeofwbere the 
Republican majOOty wants to go. 
But it is also evident !hat the needs 
of the students who require assis­
tan!;e to improve their lives are too 
important to ignore. 

TItle LPart A. of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA) authorizes aid to SIafie iDd 
local educational &ga1Cia to help 
pay for the rosa of edl....dis­
advantaged cbildren. The JIIOIiU 
belps more than six millioadlildraa 
annually, JX'imarily tboee ia Ibe__ 
\y elementary grades. 

TItle I grants are used to prvvide 
supplementary educaI:ional and re­
lab:d services to low-achieving chil­
dren aaaw:1ins schools with rela­
tively high concentrations of low· 
income fami.lies. TItle I bas been the 
ancluofESEAsince it WM beo,. 
acIIld in 1965 and bas provided iD-. 
valuable assistance to needy scbooJ 
disIricts across the country. Without 
TItle I many students may DOt re­
ceive an adequate educatioa. 

ment h.a been less Ibm desin:d Be­

caU.<ie of tbc:se cooc:cms., !be Title I 

program was n:srrtJctI.ftd as part of 

the Improving Amr:rica's ScOOOOJ 

Act. wtDcb was signed mao law on 

Ott. 20, 1994. The cbangocs were 

made inanetJortto rapOOd mend. 

fea:i~ to the needs ofthe SbJdents 

and to give sd:IooJs added flex.ibili.. 

ty to addraa individual coocems. 


'" pRticuI.v, the cbangocs includ­

ed'tID increase in the sbII'C of fuods 

alJocared to high povaty 9CbooIs 

and the estabIi.sbmeut of c:ontcIIt 

st.aDdards by states fer an cbildrea 

TItle I students must DOW be as­

sessed using the same standarc:k as

ochtt' ___IS radIrz than separate . 


assessme:uIS Cbal were used in the' 

past fix TItle I participants. 


Perhaps the most significant 

change is the increased flexibility 

thai school districIs will have in 

making decisions about the use of 

prognIm funds. This tlex.ibility in­

cludes waivers of varioos regula­

tions and a substantial expansion of 

lwtbonty to use TItle Iandother fed­

eral funds for schoolwide improve­

meN, radIrz than just limiting ser­

vices to the most disadvantaFf in­

dividual stndenll. 


The advaDlage of such an ~ 

proa:h is to a.IJow schools to fully 


inIqJraa: Title I studems into regu· 

Iar cl&w'oom activities radIrz than 

place than into separale settings. as 

_ oftal been done in the pas&. The' 
• is !bat the pa1icipants will be 

. exposed to impoved iosttuctionaI 
II'08J'8IDS and tb:n:by make signif. 
icant achievement gains. 

More ••• 
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SPECIAL EDUCATION 

Such an approacb is Consistent 
with the statldards that are set out in 
the Goals 2(0) initiative. Goals 
2tXXl, which has also come under 
Republican attaCk. provides seed 
money to StaleS to set standards and 
aeare comprehensive plans to im­
prove the performance of its stu­
dents. The changes in TItle I were 
written so as to mesh with the intent 
of Goals 2<XX>, giving emphasis to 
Slate curriculum COIItent and pupil 
pCrlonna.nce standards as the basis 
for accountability. 

The improvements in TItle 1are 
consistent with the overall approach 
to school reform that was started by 
the ClintonAdm..inistration. The aim 
oftbese reforins is to allow the staleS 
and school districts tomakechanges 
thai test suir their local·needs while-­
improvingthee.duca!ionofthcirsUJ­
dents. 

This strategy allows for a feder· 
al-state partnership which will im­
prove the quality ofeducation while 
having the local school district make 
the decisions on implementation of 
standards. 

These changes are consistent widl 
the tradition ofloca11yrun educatim 
in this country and are hardly the . 
"heavy-handed" fedc:ra.l approach 
that is feared by some. The im­
provements made to TItle I are in 
line with the approach to school re­
funn outlined in Goals 2<XX>. 

However, the positive changes to 
TItle I could fall victim to cuts in 
fuOOing that have been proposed fa' 
theprogram. The impIrmcniation of 
the reforms to TItle 1_cootingent 
on the program recaviDa adequate 
fuOOing, especially wi1b regard to 
increasing the share of funds to the 
neediest schools. The protracted 
fight over the fiscal 1996 appropri­
ations included a major battl.e over 
the level'of TItle I funding and 
demon.suarrd the sOOn- and long­
term problems that the program will 
face if major CUts are enacted. 

The initial fiscal 1996 Labor-

NEEDS, continued .•. 

HHS-Education appropnations bill 
. included a huge 17 percent cut in TI­

tle I funding. Subsequent continuing 
resolutions kept this figure intaCt un­
til the final omnibus appropriations 
measlJJ"e included a 0.5 percent in­
crease in TItle 1. This occu.rred only 
after pressure was put on the Repub­
lican majority by the Administration 
and Congressional Democrats. 

While the increase was welcome, 
the delay in enacting the legisLation 
has leftmany school districts in adif­
ficu1t position for the coming year. 
Thedistricts would normalJy receive 
esti.mafes of their TItle I grants fCC' 

the succeedil18 pogram YfS by the 
pn:ceding January to allow impIe­
menwion by the following July. 

Because the appropriaIions de­
bare was RO( scmIed until April. the 
schools have not been able to plan 
for effective use ofthe funds. In pst­
ticular. there is a SO'ODg possibility 
that many teachers may be ·laid off 
because of the uncatai.nty OWl' the 
availability of funds. 

The refm:ns in TItle I have ju8t be­
gun to be ulCCC'pOIaacd by school dis­
tricts. Becauseoftheanimosityolthe 
Rqlubl.ican Congress toward TIde I 
and education initialives in gcneraI 

. (asevideocedby thepoposed 17per­
cent cut), it is likely that TItle I will 
be a major target again in the fuIure. 

ntis is no way to run our educa­
tional system. Education is the most 
important invesanent we can make 
fCC' our nation's future. Deficit re­
duction is an imponant goal, but we 
must not sacrifice education for this 

.shon-terrn gain for, in the long run, 
we will have an unprepared worX 
force to meet the economic chal­
lenges that will face our codhrry iJ) 
thenex, century. . . 

TIue 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 I 
now when it is aiding so many dis­
advantaged children is nO( the mes­
sage we should be sending. 

TItle I must be preserved so that 
we can properly educaIe the sru­
dents of our natioa who need and 
deserve our help. 

...... I.ftIIII (I)-H't) Ie ......'*oI..Ca utICW eo.nIttM .... 
- ...... _ 1M Econom61: 
.. fd!...... ~ Coat­
mIttM. . 
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facSimile 

TR,A N S M.TT.A L 

-'--~---...----­

to: Mike Cohen 
fax #: 202-456-1028 
re: . Goals 2000 ! 

L 
date: January 21, 1991 
pages: 3, including $9 cover sheet. , .. 

, .Mike, 
, . 

•. • . '. 1 ! 

Please firid attached the remarks and letter we dis~ssedthis morning. It was great talk.ing with 
you again. I ~; 

Bill 

Bill 

From the de:ok of... 

William c.. Bosher, Jr. 
. . Superintp.ndent 

Chesterfield county Public Schools 
. F>.O.l3ox,O 

Chesterfield. VA 23832 

80~74a.1411 
Fax: 79Ei-717S 
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, " 

" 

Today, I am Bleased to infonn you about a breakthrough in Virginia's efforts to 
obtain Goals 2000 funds without sacrificing our academic reforms to interference frOIn 
the federal goverrilnent; 

You may w01tder how this is possible. 
J 
> 

Over the pasfseveral months, I've worked personally' with Senator John \Vamer 
and congressional leaders regarding our concerns.: lhis week. I received a letter from 
Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott confin'ning that,the intent of Congress, in its recent 
revisions of the Goals 2000 law, is that Virginia c~n apply on OUf term~, and use the 
funds solely for the ;purchase of classroom computers. 

~ 

Most hnportaht, Virginia will not ha~e't~ modify our Standards of Learning, 
assessments, accoun,tabiHty, curricula, local control or other aspects of our Virginia 
educationrefonns. ' 

With these a~surances -- and considering that our Standards' of Leaming are 
'rooted and assessm~nts are on track -- I am now convinced that Virginia can accept 
GO,als 2000 funding pn Virgirua's 'terms. , 

. • '\' . 1 .. " , , 

. Therefore, I 'fill request thilt the State Board of Education and the Virginia 
Deparon'ent of Education prepare the appropriate application to the U.S. Departrn:ent 
of Education to gain the federal funds to be used for the sole purpose of purchasing 
classroom compute~s and related technology. 

It is my intent that each locality s[ill can make its own decision whether to apply. 
to the state for a share of these funds. 

,, 
, Stale Capito.l • Rich'mond. Virginia 23219 • (804) 786-:-2211 • TDD (804) 311-8015 
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As yO:u know,: [ have stated that I would accept Goals 2000 funds under 
Virginia's tenns. Specific.rlly, I did not want the federal gove:mment inrerfering in 

. our efforts.to develop our new, rigorous academic Standards of Leaming or 
assessments to' measure stUdents against those standards. 

. Accountability is important. Virginia schools should be accountable to 

Virginia taxpayers, t~achers, students, and especially, Virginia parents, not the 

federal gov'ernment. ; .. 


; ," ~f 

When Congress passed amendments to the Goals 2000 law last year,Virginia 

had high hopes that these changes would eliminate the threat of those dictates that 

would have undenni~ed OUf education policies. Unfortunately, when asked by the 

State Board ofEduc~tion if Virginia conld use its Goals 2000 funds solely for t.l).e 


. purchase of classfoo~ computers and related technology, the U.S. Department of . 
Education respondeq in a letter that Virginia could not be exempted from the 
requirements of Goal;s 2000. 

\: . ': . " . , ',. 

This apparent~:contradiction to the spring ainendments iinplieQ that Virginia's 
Standards of Leamirlg and other aca:de~ic reforms ,could be subject to' federal 
interference before they even began to be iinplemeRted. Therefore. with the help of 
Senator John Warner and others in Washington, including Senator Arlen Specter and 
Senator Judd Gregg,. we pursued clarifying amendments to Goals 2000 this past fall. 

,

i· . .,,'. " , '. . 


Just as the alllendments were about to be submitted fot a vote, President Clinton 
threatened to veto the amendments. At the time President Clinton and U.S. Secretary 
of Educatio~> Richafd Riley, infonned Congressional leaders that the amendments were 

. unnecessary, given (he Department's interpretation of the April Amendments that were 
adopted by Congress and signed by the President. 

I continually.;worked to gain Virginia's fair share of federal education funds, 

but I was ne\!er wi11{ng to sacrifice the welfare of o(:tr children for a fistful ofdollars. 


~ ,~ 

Today, with the proper assurances from the' Senate Majority Leader about 

Congress' legislativ~ intent, I believe that Virginia has prevailed. 


, 

Virginia's scpools will be on their wayto using these federal funds·solely for 
the purchase of cla~sroom computers or related technology, and without the threa,t of 
federal interference] , 

f .' I. - '., ".' 

This is good;;news for sUldents, teachers, parents and all Virginiaris! 
i 

1 i:1 
• t 

http:efforts.to
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PE"JT ~OTT 
1'v1l$S:SSIPPI COV.OFFICECAFITOL 

WASHINGTON. OC 20510.7010 

January 6, i 997 

The Honorable Gecirge Allen 
Governor of Virginia 
The State Capitol i, 
Richinond, Virginia. 23219 

Dear George:.· 

This letter is t~ follow up on our recent conversation regarding education and funding 
under the Goals 20,00 program. Virginia has distinguished itself as a leader in education 
reform. Your. exa.rttple should be supported, rather fuan faulted! by the federru govemment. . 

. Your COncern that l:icceptance of Goals 2000 funds might interfere with Virginia's high 
academic Standard~ of Leaming, echoed by many of your fellow Governors, prompted the 
Congre'ss 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 \vould become law. Many of 
us in Congress wer~ willing to funher amend the law last fall. However,' despite strong 
negotiations both by myself arid by Senator Warner, those proposed amendmentS had to be set 
~~.: . 

In light of theiLssurance by the Secretary :of Education that VirgurlacanDow subinit ~ 
approvable applica1:ion for Goals 2000 funds to be used solely for the plJrchaSeof classroom 
computers and related technology. I believe we have accomplished our objective: Tht! clear 
intention of the Congress has been to ensure. that Virginia -- and every' other state as. well -­
will retain full authority concerning its assessment program, its accountability· nieasure's~ and 
its decisions about ilie funding of academic programs. 

, 

Our local and State s~hool boards, and other local and State goveIning bodies, remain . 
responsible for edu~ation decisions, as provided under respective state laws. They should not, 
be required to modify their strUctu:r'e, powers, or duties to qualify for federal fWlds; 

. , , 
Ohce again, I thank you for your leadership on this issue. Looking fO'rWard to ourci~se 

cooperation, both on education and many other matters, during this coming' year, I remain 

Sin.cerel.~" 
. I' . 

1 . 

. ,d

to":: 

" ..' 

Trent Lott 


