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Author: Mikel Morton at WDCBO1
Date: 8/18/95 5:15 PM
Priority: Normal

TO: Mike Cohen

TO: Kay Casstevens

CC: Mike Smith at WDCTO1

CC: Frank Holleman

CC: Scott Fleming at WDCEO3

CC: Thomas Skelly at WDCTOZ

CC: Bill Cordes at WDCTO02

CC: Susan Frost at WDCTO02

CC: Susan Wiener at WDCTO2

CC: Thomas Corwin at WDCTO02

CC: Patricia Mathews at WDCTO02
CC: Jennifer Davis at WDCBO2 -
CC: Eleanor Briscoe at WDCTO02
CC: Terry Peterson

TO: Sally Christensen at WDCTO2
CC: Connie Jameson

CC: Gale Belton at WDCBO2

CC: Vicky Stroud at WDCTOL

CC: Bennie Jessup

CC: Regan Burke at WDCBO2

CC: John Funderburk at WDCBO2
CC: Katherine Signs

CC: Shawnrick Polk at WDCBO2
CC: Jennifer Peck at WDCBO2

CC: Mikel Morton

Subject: Sen. Specter's Goals 2000 Hearing
e e T Message Contents -----emmom oo e e

Sally,

on the Secretary's schedule, I've blocked off:

Spector Hearing: 9-11:30 am on Tuesday, Sept. 12

Briefing: Wed. Sept. 6, 1-2:30 pm (in the Secretary's office)
Fri. Sept. 8, 2:30-4:00

I've already allerted Mike Smith & Mike Cohen's schedules to these

times. Please alert others who need to be in on these briefings.

Reply Separator
Subject: Request from Sen. Specter for Goals 2000 Hearing
Author: Sally Christensen at WDCTO2

Date: 8/18/95 12:39 PM

Mike and Kay:

Bettilou Taylor called me late yesterday (from her vacation)
to see if the Secretary would be available at 9:30 a.m. on
Tuesday, September 12, to testify on Goals 2000. The
purpose of the hearing is to highlight the importance of
Goals 2000 before the Subcommittee marks up, in the
afternoon on that same day, its 1996 appropriations bill.
Senator Specter wants to restore as much as he possibly can
to Goals, and feels this hearing will help. He also intends
to invite some other big names to follow the Secretary (such
as Tommy Thompson). (He plans to hold a second hearing on
Domestic Violence immediately following the Goals hearing.)

Working through Mikel Morton, Mike Smith, and Frank



Heolleman, I was able to confirm this time on the Secretary's
schedule and get back to Bettilou with a positive response.
There is a possibility the Secretary will be asked to do
something that day with the President on a Back-to-School
program, but it was agreed that this could be worked around
the hearing.

I have asked Bill Cordes, working with Mike Cochen, to
develop a first draft of a statement. Since the hearing
will be a relatively short one, I would suggest a really
strong, short statement, using some of our more recent
arguments such as those developed by Jennifer Davis.

I will be on travel Monday 8/21 through Wednesday 8/23, but
have asked Bill Cordes to contact Mike Cohen first thing
Monday to discuss this with him before beginning a draft.
{Mike, if you want to proceed in another way, or want to
have something drafted yourself, that of course would be -
fine.)

Mikel is also setting up a couple of briefing sessions for
the Secretary on September 6 and 8, and will be coordinating

with Mike Cohen on these.

If any of you need anything further while I am away, please
feel free to call Bill Cordes, Tom Skelly, or Tom Corwin.

Thanks! Sally
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Author: Susan Frost at WDCTO2
Date: 8/11/95 6:45 PM
Priority: Normal '

Receipt Requested

TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:
TO:

Subject: Budget update b

Mike Smith at WDCTOl
Terry Peterson at WDCBO1l
Mike Cohen at WDCBO1l

Kay Casstevens at WDCBO1
Frank Holleman at WDCBO1
Kay Kahler at WDCBOl
Kevin Sullivan at WDCBO1
Mario Moreno at WDCEOQO1l
Jennifer Davias at WDCBO2
Leslie Thornton at WDCBO1

Mesasage Contentg =—=w=--

Hope everyone who has been on vacation had a great time. 1'll be at
the beach the week of August 1l4th --- number is 302-537-2223.

I'm aésuming out first lunch meeting is Monday the 21st at noon.
Many of you have this schedule but just in case ~=-

‘Week of September 1lth -- BACK TO SCHOOL Pocus of Events
11th --- House Cmte mark-up of reconciliation (student loans)
Possible mark-up of IDEA and Ed Reform Block Grant
12th --- Senate Subcmte mark—-up of Labor,HHS,Ed bill
13th ~«-- Senate Cmte mark-up of reconciliation {student loans)
l4th --- Senate Full Appropriations Cmte mark-up
WEEK of September 18th --- Continuation of Back to School Events
‘ House and Senate may consider reconciliation on floor
Senate may consider Labor, HHS, Ed bill on floor
WEEk of September 25th --- finish appropriations bills/mark-up
continuing resolution for bills that are not done or vetoed

Sunday, October 1at -= First trainwreck due -~ beginning of FY1996.

We met with the ed groups on Thursday August 10th and distributed
updated budget documents 80 they could be included in their mailings to
their constituents that are going out now. We briefly discussed the
Kassebaum and the welfare bill -- Louis relayed our position. Looks
like we are all on the same page on this one. Tom P. discussed the
language we had just gotten on the Ed Reform Block Grant. We seem to
agree with the groups that this is a bad proposal. The next meeting
will be Thursday, September 7th. If we need to meet with any of them
before that we can do so on an ad hoc basis. -

The groups will try to focus their energy on local budget events the
week of Sept 1lith. They will share details of those plans as they are
told what is going on by their own people ...the idea is to stimulate
alot of activity across the country rather than try to control it from
Washington. Many events the week of the 18th are in town. (President
will do a video address for CEF dinner on 18th... I believe the
Secretary has accepted their invitation...you all will also be invited
and hopefully can attend.) Several groups are in town that week —--
NEA, APT, AASA and others have good size delegations.

Leslie continues to work with White House on a series of events/plans
for the September budget battle --- President may visit a campus, may
do a conference call with education leaders and satellite the
conversation across different the country, etc. etc. Leslie has also
been working on a letter from the Secretary informing all school
districts of the potential cuts. There was no White House meeting on
Friday the 1llth. ‘

As you know this was Kim's last week ~~« ghe promised to keep in touch
via Lnternetll :

Jennifer Peck begins working with me on budget onvuonday the 21st and
we will have a new intern from OHIO Patricia Hamlin also on the 21st.



Patricia ie working on her teaching certificate at night so we will
job share an intern with OLCA to cover the later hours.

Think that's about it for now... see you the 2lst.. susan



‘Adthor: Jennifer Davis at WDCBO2
Date: 7/24/95 10:42 AM .
Priority: Normal
TO: Kay Casstevens at WDCBO1l
TO: Mike Cohen at WDCBO1
TO: Tom Wolanin at WDCEOQO3
TO: Susan Frogt at WDCTO2
BCC: Jennifer Davis
Subject: Senate Appropriations Strategy for Goals )
———————————————————————————————————— MeSSAgE CONLENLSD = — e o e o o e s et s s e o
I got a call this morning from Senator Bingaman's new education staff
person (who I worked with at the Goals Panel). She wants to work with
us on a Senate appropriations strategy for Goals 2000. In addition,
the Goals 2000 office got a call from Senator Breaux's office last
week and he wants to help too. I think it would be a good idea for us
to get together to talk about a Senate strategy. Sould we schedule a
meeting this week? » .

Jennifer



B. Goals Appropriations Stfategy: (MC, SF, MS/ JDb, DS, TP)

1.

2.

Build on'general approprations strategies:

Focus on Business folks: individuals and gfoups -~ need

endorsements, op-eds, etc. particularly those business people
in key states (MC, JD) ' ‘ ‘ T

3. Inter—governmental'people: Govs? NASSB, Chiefs. (MC, JD)

4.

5.

6. State strategiesi States to target: Need strategies: (MC,

Develoment of general grass-foots support:

o Get second year‘funds'out. (TP, MC, DS)
o Move very quickly on overall state plans. (TP, MC, DS)

o} Develop e-mail net-work of members of state planning
councils and to others (KW, DS):

o Mailings to state planning councils and others about
accomplishments of various states (MC VP, KK)

o Work with spec1a1 groups such as TD’s teachers of the
year (MC, TD others)

Support state reform in generalz

o Organize Labs to hold conferences around state reforms
(SR, DS, MC)

" o0 Get out TA funds (DS‘ others)

o Work with disabled groups, b111ngua1 groups etc. around
G2000 (Mc, DS, JH, GG)

MM, JD)

W
o Oregon: . Pennsylvaniagbfﬂéeorgia: Texas: | Kansas:

“——=6Georgia: others

7.

o Work with local people and state people

o Articles in local papers

o Visits: by Riley etc.

Contact w1th Congres51ona1 people: Target to Key states

(Mc,. KC)

P T
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. Approporiations Strategy

A. Overall: Need a Monday morning  overall plannlng meeting:
.Mondays at 11:00 -~ 12:00 AM? Convene in OUS ‘conference room --
Susan to bring together. MS, FH, SF, KK, TP, KC, DS, MC, MM.

1. White House General Strategy: to be worked out in Friday
meetings. SF and KK to always be in attendance. MS to
coordinate budget policy with OMB. KC to coordinate with Leg
Affairs: FH to coordinate with Cabinet affairs. )

2. Ed general strategy: Takes WH strategy inigéaccount‘

o Involvement of ed groups orchastrated by SF working
with Ed Groups apd Thursday regular meetings. -MS, SF

o Involvment of Business groups and people and other
1nter-governmental groups: (SF, MC, JD)

0 Message Development -- Press releases -- events
. (including-coordation with things like Back to School) --
press briefings.., op-eds: KK, FH, TP, DS, SF, MC:

o Riley . and Kunin speeches: KK, TP, FH, KS, TP.

o Riley calls on Congresspeople and overall Congre851onal
strategy: KC, TP FH, SF ,

o'Involv1ng Senior Staff and other in'Dept.‘including
regions: SF, FH (Cs), MM.

o Involvment of other initietives: Parents, reading,
teachers. (TP, others as needed) :

o Internet and other Department 1nformat10n sources: SF,
KW, MM. :

0 Development of materials about programs worklng (DS,
AG, RT, SF, TC) ,

3. Development of Data, tables etc.: SC, MS, SF.

4. People needs:

o Susan’s worklng group -- is it g01ng ok? Do you need
others? : »

o Schedule C app01ntment to replace Klm - to be on-board
by August loth :

o Others?

£t gy ey



B. Goals Appropriations Strategy:: (Mc;‘SF, MS, JD, DS, TP)

1. Build on generai approprations strategies: |
2. Focns on Business folks° individuals and groups =--. need
endorsements, op-eds, etc. partlcularly those business people
in key states (MC, JD) .
3. Inter-governmental people: Govs? NASSB, Chiefs. }MC, JD)
4. Develoment of general Qrass~root8~support:‘.

to Get second year’funds out. (TP, MC, DS)’

o Move very qulckly on overall state plans. (TP, MC, DS) -

o Develop e-mail net-work of members of state planning
councils and to others (KW, DS)

o Mailings to state planning councils and others about
accomplishments of various states (MC, VP, KK)

o Work with special groups such as TD’s teachers of the
year (MC, TD others)

5. Support state reform in general:

o Organize Labs to hold conferences around state reforms
(SR, DS, MC) :

o Get out TA funds (DS, others)

o Work with disabled groups, blllngual groups etc. around
G2000 (MC, DS, JH, GG)

6. State strategles. States to target: Need strategies:'(MC{
MM, JD) : ,

o Oregon: Pennsylvania:  Georgia: Texas: ‘Kansas:
Georgia: others '

o Work with loCal‘people_and state .people
o Articles in local,paners
0 Visits by Riley etc

7. Contact with Congress1onal people° Target to Kkey states
(MC, KC) o :
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B; Goals Appropriations Strategy:l (MC, SF, Ms, JD, DS, TP)

1. Build on.generaluapproprations strategies: |
2. Focus on Business folks: individuals and groups ~- need
endorsements, op-eds, etc. particularly those. buSiness people
in key states (MC, JD) .
3. Inter-governmental people:  Govs? NASSB,fChiefs; “(Mc, JD)
4. Develoment of general grass—roots support:'A .

0 Getvsecond year'fnnds out. (TP, Mc;,DS)

o Move very quickly on overall state plans. (TP Mc, Ds)

o Develop e-mail net-work of members of state planning
councils and to others (Kw DS)

o Mailings to state planning councils and others about
accomplishments of various states (MC, VP, KK)

o Work with special groups such as TD's teachers of the
year (MC, TD others) :

5. Support state reform in general

o Organize Labs to hold conferences around state reforms'
(SR, Ds, MC)

o Get out TA funds (DS, others)

o Work with disabled groups bilingual groups etc. around
G2000 (MC, DS, JH, GG)

6. State strategies: States toqtarget:. Need strategies: (MC,
MM, JD) '

o Oregon: ~ Pennsylvania: Georgia: Texas: -~ Kansas:
Georgia: others : .

o Work with local people and state people
¥o) Articles in local papers
o Visits by Riley etc.

7. Contact ‘with Congress10nal people Target to key states
(MC,. KC) : ' '



B. Goals Appropriations Strategy:_.(MC, SF; MSs, JD, DS, TP)
1. Build on general approprations strategies:
2. Focus on Business folks: individuals and groups -- need
endorsements, op-eds, etc. particularly those business people
in key states (MC, JD) :
3. Inter-governmental peop1e° Govs’ NASSB, Chlefs kMC, JD)
4. Develoment of general grass- roots support i

0 Get second year funds out. (TP, MC, DS)

0 Move very quickly on overall state plans; (TP, MC, DS)

o Develop e-mail net-work of members of state planning
counc1ls and to others (KW, DS) :

o Mailings to state planning councils and others about
'accomplishments of variouS-states (MC, VP, KK). :

o Work with special groups such as TD's teachers of the
year (MC, TD others)

5. Support state reform in general:

o Organize Labs to hold conferences around state reforms
' (SR DS, MC) :

o Get out TA funds (DS, others)

o Work with disabled groups, blllngual groups etc around
G2000 (MC, DS, JH, GG) : :

6. State strategles: States to target: Need strategies: (MC,
MM, JD) .

o Oregon: Pennsylvania: Georgia: Texasy Kansas:
Georgia: others :

o Work with local people.and state people
o Articles in local papers
o Visits by Riley etc.

7. Contact with Congress1onal people: Target to key states
(MC, KC) :



DRAFT GOALS 2000 TESTIMONY FOR SEPT. 12 SPECTER HEARING

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: @RZA F
| AUG 2 3 |ag5

Let me begin by saying how much | appreciate this opportunity to testify in |
support of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. We believe that Goals 2000 fulfills an
essential Federal role by providing financial support for State and local reform efforts
based on challenging a.cademic standards. Unfortunately, there is a great deal of

misunderstanding about Goals 2000 and what it does and does not do.

Just to give you one example, Mr. Chairman, the Indianépolis News recently ran
a piece that was sharply critical of the history standards announced last year by a
Federally funded panel. You may recall that the Senate subsequently voted to
denounce those standards by a 99-1 margin. Whatever the merits of those sfandards,
one fact is not in dispute: it was the Bush Administration and former Secretary Lamar
Alexander that in 1991 selected the panel and awarded the funds to sﬁpport its work.
Despite this fact, the story in the Indianapolis News asserted that the panel was

“created by the Clinton administration’s Goals 2000 Act.”

| believe this kind of misinformation is one reason that Goals 2000 is now under
attack in the House of Representatives, which has chosen to eliminate funding for the
program in its fiscal year 1996 appropriations bill. So | am very happy to be here today

to set the record straight. My testimony this morning will set forth very briefly what



Page 2 - Draft Goals 2000 Testimony

Goals 2000 is, what it'isn’t, what States and communities are doing with Goals 2000

dollars, and what would be lost if Congress abandons the program.
WHAT IS GOALS 2000?

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act was the culmination of several years of
effort in Congress — with substantial involvement from outside groups from across the
political spectrum sharing an interest in education — to hammer out a bipartisan
consensus on how best to provide national support for State and local eduéation reform.
It reflects the best of what we know about the key ingredients of successful educational
improvement: challenging academic standards, comprehensive planning, parental and

community involvement, and flexibility in the use of Federal funding.

Goals 2000 is a new partnership between the Federal government and States
and communities working to improve their schools. Like any successful partnership,
Goals 2000 involves specific commitments from the partners. The Federal government
provides financial assistance and gives States and communities great flexibility in using
Federal funds to support State and local education reforms. In exchange, States and
communities develop their own challenging academic standards for all students, and

incorporate those standards into comprehensive reform plans.
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Each of the key elements of Goals 2000 was a direct response to the
recommendationé of the Nation’s Governors at the 1989 Education Summit. At the
Summit hosted by President Bush in Charlottesville, Virginia, the Governors called for
the adoption of high academic standards and, because they recognized the helping all
students reach high standards would require changing the entire education system,
every Governor pledged to launch comprehensive approaches to reform. The
Governors lalso asked fqr greater flexibility in the use of Federal funds in exchange for
accountability for results. These results were to be measured by improved student
achievement, not by compliance with Federal regulations. Goals 2000 meets this

request as well: the Department has issued no regulations for Goals 2000.

Ninety percent of the dollars that this Subcommittee appropriates for Goals 2000
flow directly to local school districts. These funds are used for, émong other things,
establishing challenging academic standards in core subjects, implementing existing
school improvement plans, promoting greater parental involvement, designing programs
that meet the specific needs of local stuaents, improving professional development for
teachers, bringing technology into the classroom, and building local partnerships to

improve education.
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MYTHS AND MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT GOALS 2000

Unfortunately — as | mentioned in my opening remarks — the curreht debate
over Goals 2000 rests largely on misconéeptions about what the program actually does.
Most of these rhisconceptions arise from allegations that Goals 2000 is some kind of
Trojan Horse aimed at undermining local control of education. The same
misstatements about Goals 2000 have been repeated so often that | personally have
concluded that they reflect a disinformation campaign organized by groups that are

opposed to any Federal role in education.

Whatever the source, the false assertions are without exception easily refuted.
Perhaps the most common statement, and one that | have often seen attributed to
certain Members of the House who oppose Goals 2000, is that it will lead to a Federal
takeover of local education. As a former Governor of South Carolina, | am very
sensitive to concerns about Federal intrusion in local affairs, and | am a strong believer
in the long American tradition of local control of education. | would not have supported
Goals 2000 if | thought it remotely threatened to undermine that tradition. You don'’t
have to take my word on that, however, just look at the statute itself. Sections 318
states that Federal officials may not direct or control the expenditure of State and local
education funds, and Section 319 specifically reaffirms that control of education is
reserved to States and local school systems. Clearly, those who warn of a Federal

takeover are raising fears without a shred of justification.
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Another related allegation is that Goals 2000 will force Outcome-Based
Education on local school districts. | know that concern over the OBE approach has
been an issue in your home State, Mr. Chairman. | believe you would agree, howevér,
that Goals 2000 does not promote any particular education philosophy. Goals 2000
focuses on improving academic achievement, but leaves decisions .regarding how to

accomplish this entirely up to States and communities.

The standards called for in Goals 2000 are another source of éonfusion. One of
the subtexts of the outcry over the model national history standards was the implication
that Goals 2000 would mandate the adoption of those standards or others like them.
This simply isn’'t true. Goals 2000 does require Sfatés and schools to develop or adopt
challenging academic standards, but it does not specify any particular standards. Nor
will Goals 2000 control what is taught in the classroom by constituting a kind of “national
school board,” as some have charged with regard to the National Education Standards
and Improvement Council. Under Goals 2000, States and school districts determine
their own academic standards. They may choose to adopt voluntary national standards
developed by professional organizations, such as the widely praised math standards
created by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, or to design their own
standards outlining what they want their children to learn. The decision, however, is

entirely up to them.
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One last example, this one a myth most recently perpetuated by the House
Budget Committee. Its report accompanying the 1996 House Budget Resolution
justified the elimination of Goals 2000 because it “increases funding for bureaucracy
and imposes new regulations on States and localities.” The Committee is just flat wrohg
on both counts. We are using a team of existing staff to administer the new program,
and as | have already mentioned, thére are no regulations for Goals 2000. | urge the
Members of this Subcommittee to ask your State education officials how much trouble it
was to complete the first-year Goals 2000 applicationf the form was just 4 pages long

and asked only for information required by law to award funds.
HOW ARE STATES AND DISTRICTS USING GOALS 2000 DOLLARS?

This Subcommittee helped to jumpstart Goals 2000 two years ago by providing
an advance appropriation that aIIowed the Department to begin implementation
immediately after the President signed the Goals 2000: Educate America Act into law.
As a result, all States desiring to participate — 47 at last count — have feceived their

first-year grants and we are now making second-year awards.

The response to Goals 2000 has beén enthusiastic, and States have found
Goals 2000 to be a “user-friendly” program, both because of our regulation-free,
streamlined application process and because of the flexibility to adapt the program to

pre-existing reform efforts. In Michigan, for example, 13 Upper Peninsula school
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districts are working with May Mills Community College and Lake Superior University to
train teachers in the use of technology to improve math and science learning in rural
communities. In Kentuéky, Goals 2000 is helping Harrison County to strengthen
parental involvement in education by training teachers to recruit parents as volunteer
instructional aides and by reaching out to parents through cable television programs

and homework hotlines.

In Portland, Oregon, a Goals 2000 subgrant is helping to turn Jefferson High
School into a science and math magnet school, with support frofn the Oregon Health
Sciences University and Portland State University. Massachusetts is using Goals 2000
funds to pay the start-up costs of 14 charter schools. And in Kansas, where the State
Board of Education has developed academic standards and aséessments in core
subject areas, Goals 2000 funds will be used to help districts and schools incorporate

the new standards and assessments in classroom teaching.

These examples demonstrate clearly the wide rangé of activities that Goals 2000
funding supports, as well as some of the ways that States and communities have been
able to integrate Goals 2000 into existing reforms. Far from Ieading toa “takeov]er” of
local educati;)n, the Federal role under Goals 2000 has been that of a supportive

partner.




Page 8 - Draft Goals 2000 Testimony

For fiscal year 1996, President Clinton has propbsed to expand this partnership
by providing $750 million for Goals 2000. This level of funding could help as many as
17,000 schools raise standards, increase accountability, improve discipline, and

increase parent involvement. The House, citing “the tight budgetary environment,” did

not provide any funding for Goals 2000. | believe the House action, unless reversed by
the Senate, threatens to deal a tremendous setback to education reform in America,
one from which we might not recover for a good many years.

MAINTAINING OUR MOMENTUM

Eleven years after A Nation At Risk warned that declining educational

achievement threatened America’s economic competitiveness in the world economy,

and five years after the Nation’s governors agreed on six National Education Goals for

the year 2000, Goals 2000 is giving a much-needed shot in the arm to education reform.

Education reform is a high-stakes enterprise for America. In our rapidly

changihg, technology-based economy, education divides those of our citizens who can

compete and succeed in the global economy from those whose standard of living is
declining along with their wages. And unless we reverse this division by raising the

educational achievement and skills of all Americans, we will surely fall from the top rank
"

of nations.
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Successful education reform requires a sustained, long-term commitment

With

Goals 2000, we are out of the blocks and rounding the first turn, and we cannot afford to

sacrifice the momentum achieved by nearly all the States and hundreds of communities.

Senator Jeffords doubtless was referring to this momentum when he recently wrote:

“We have no time to wait and argue aboUt the politics of implementing higher sta

in education. . . we must keep moving forward.”

ndards

If you share my belief that the Federal government has a vital role to play in

supporting State and local efforts to improve the quality of education in America for all

students, then Goals 2000 is the vehicle for that support. If it didn’t already exist, you

would have to invent it. It is the only responsible and accountable way to spend

taxpayer dollars on education reform. That's what House authorizers are discovering as

they work on their Education Reform Block Grant proposal. Billed as a replacem

Goals 2000 and other school improvement programs, early drafts of the proposa

ent for

| have

included standards, assessments, and comprehensive reform plans. In other words, it

sounds a lot like Goals 2000.

The real Goals 2000 is already making a difference in States and communities

across America. It is helping to improve academic achievement, increase parental

involvement, and bring technology into the classroom. It is reducing bureaucratic red-

tape and regulation and bringing new flexibility to the Federal role in education. And it is

maintainingAthe tradition of local control of our schools. It makes no sense to abandon
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the effort now, to start over and reinvent the wheel. | urge you to renew the Federal

commitment to effective education reform by restoring funding for Goals 2000.

| will be happy to answer any questions you might have.
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Let me begin by saying how much | appreciate this opportunity to testify in
support of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. We believe that Goals 2000 fulfills an
essential Federal role by providing ﬁhan‘cial support for State and local reform efforts
based on challehging academic standards. Unfortunately, there ié a great deal of

misunderstanding about Goals 2000 and what it does and does not do.

Just to give you one example, Mr. Chairman, the lndianapo'lis News recently ran
a piece that was sharply critical of the history standards announced last year by a
Federally funded panel. You méy recall tha.t the Senate subsequently voted to
denounce those standards by a 99-1 margin. Whatever the merits of those standards,
one fact is not in dispute: it was the Bush Administration and former Secretary Lamar
- Alexander that in 1991 selected the pénel and awarded the funds to support its work.
Despite this fact, the story in the Indianapolis News asserted that the panel was

‘created by the Clinton administrattio_n’s Goals 2000 Act.”

| believe this kind of misinformation is one reason that Goals 2000 is now under

attack in the House of Representatives, which has chosen to eliminate funding for the

program in its fiscal year 1996 appropriations bill. So | am very happy to be herq today

to set the record straight. My testimony this morning will set forth very briefly wh'at
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Goals 2000 is, what it isn't, what States and communities are doing with Goals 2000

dollars, and what would be lost if Congress abandons the program.
WHAT IS GOALS 2000?

. The Goals 2000: Educate America Act was the culmination of seVeral years of
effort in Congress — with substantial involvement from outside groups from across the
political spectrum sharing an interest in education — to hammer out a bipartisan

‘consensus.on how best to provide national support for State and local education reform.

It reﬂecté the best of what we know about the key ingredients of successful educational
impfovement: challenging academic standards, comprehensive planning, paren’tal and

community involvement, and flexibility in the use of Federal funding.

Goals 2000 is a new partnership between the Federal government and States

and communities working to improve their schools. Like any successful partnersThip,

~ Goals 2000 involves specific commitments from the partners. The Federal governrﬁent
provides financial assistance and gives States and communities great flexibility in using
Federal funvds to support State and local education réforms. In exchange, States and
communities develop their own challenging academic standards for all students, and

incorporate those standards into comprehensive reform plans.
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Each of the'key elements of Goals 2000 was.a direct response to the
“recommendations of the Nation’s Governors at the 1989 Education Summit. At the

Summit hosted by President Bush in Charlottesville, Virginia, the Governors called for

the adoption of high academic standards and, because they recognized the helping all
students reach high standards would -require'ch'anging the entire education systclm,
gvéry Governor pledged to launch comprehénsive approaches fo reform. The
Governofs élso asked for greafer flexibility in the use of Federal funds in exchange' fér
accountability for resuits. These results were to be measured by im'proved student

. achievement, not by compliance with Federal regulations. Goals 2000 meets this

request as well: the Department has issued no regulations for Goals 2000.

Ninety percent of the dollars that this Subcommittee app_ropriates for Goals 2000
flow directly to local school districts. These funds are used for, among other things,

establishing challenging academic standards in core subjeéts, implementing existing

school improVement plans, promoting gréatér parental involvement, designing pr‘ograms
that meet the specific needs of local students, improving professional developmént for
teachers, bringing technology into the classroom, and bui'lding local partnerships to

improve education.
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~ MYTHS AND MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT GOALS 2000

- Unfortunately — as | mentioned in'my obening remarks — thé current debate

over Goals 2000 rests largely on misconceptions about what the program actual

Most of these misconceptions arise from allegations that Goals 2000 is some kind of

Trojan Horse aimed at undermining local control of education. The same

misstatements about Goals 2000 have been repeated so often that | personally

concluded that they reflect a disinformation campaigh organized by groups that are

opposed to any Federal role in education. ’

y does. -

have

Whatever the source, the false assertions are without exception easily refuted.

Perhaps.thé most common statement, and one that | have often seen attributed

to

certain Members of the House who opposé Goals 2000, is that it will lead to a Federal

takeover of local education. As a former Governor of South Carolina, | am very
sensitive to concerns about Federal intrusion in local affairs, and | am a strong b
in the long American trad.ition of local control of educétion. | would not have sup
- Goals 2000 if | thought it remotely threatenéd to undermin}e that tradition. Youd
have to take my word on that, however, just look at the statute itself. Sections 3
states that Federal officials may not direct or control the expenditure of State anc

education funds, and Section 319 specifically reaffirms that control of education

reserved to States and local school systems. Clearly, those who warn of a Federal

- takeover are raising fears without a shred of justification.

eliever
ported
énT
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Another related allegation is that Goals 2000 will force Outcome-Based
Education on local school districts. | know that concern over the OBE approach has;
been an issue in 'yourghome State, Mr. Chairman. | believe you would agree, however,

that Goals 2000 does hot promote any p'articul‘ar education pHiIoSophy. Goals 2000
focuses on improving academic achievement, but Ié‘a\)es decisions regarding'how to

accomplish this entirely up to States and communities.

The standards called for in Goals 2000 are another source of confusfon. One of
the subtexts of the outcry over tﬁe model national history standards was the implication
that Goals 2000 would mandate the adoption of those standards or others like them.
This simply isn’t true. Goals 2000 does require States and s_chbols to develop or adopt
challenging aéademic standards, but it does not specify any particular standards. Nor

will Goals 2000 control what is taught in the classroom by constituting a kind of “national

school board,” as some have charged with'regaf,d to the National Educatiq’n Standards
and Improvement Council. Under Goals 2000, States and school districts determine
their own academic standards. They may'choose to adopt voluntary national standards
developed by professional organizations, such as the widely praised' math standards
created by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, or to design their own
standards outlining what theyl.,want their children to learn. The decision, however, is .

_entirely up to them.
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One last example, this one a myth most recently perpetuated by the Hous
Budget Committee. Its report accompanying the 1996 House Budget Resolution
justified the elimination of Goals 2000 because it “increases funding for bureaucr

and imposes new regulatlons on States and localities.” The Committee is just fla

acy

t wrong

on both counts. We are using a team of eX|st|ng staff to admlnlster the new program,

and as | have already mentioned, there are no regulations for Goals 2000. | urge the

Members of this Subcommittee to ask your State education officials how much trouble it

was to-.complete the first-year Goals 2000 application: the form was just4 pages long

and asked only for information required by law to award funds.

HOW ARE STATES AND DISTRICTS USING GOALS 2000 DOLLARS?

This Subcommittee helped to j'u'mpstart Goals 2000 two years ago by pro\

an advance appropriation that allowed the Department to begin implementation

viding

immediately after the President signed the Goals 2000: Educéte America Act into law.

As a result, all States desiring to participate — 47 at last count — have receiyed

first-year grants and we are now making second-year awards.

The response to Goals 2000 has been enthusiastic, and States have found

Goals 2000 to be a “use'r-friéndly" program, both because of our regulatiohﬁfree,

their

streamlined application process and because of the flexibility to adapt the program to

pre-existing reform efforts. In Michigan, for example, 13 Upper Peninsula schoo
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districts are working with May Mills Community College and Lake Superior University to

train teachers in the use of technology to improve math and science _Iearnihg in rural

communities. In Kentucky, Goals 2000 is helping Harrison County to strengthen

parental involvement in education by training teachers to recruit parents as volunteer

instructional aides and by reaching out to parents throu_gh cable television programs

and homework hotlines.

In Portland, Oregon, a Goals 2000 subgrant is helping to turn Jefferson High

School into a science and math mégnet schodl, with support from the Oregon Health

Sciences University and Portland State University. Massachusétts is using Goals 2000

funds to pay the start-up costs of 14 charter schools. And in Kansas, where the |State

Board of Education has developed academic standards and assessments in core

subject areas, Goals 2000 funds will be used to help districts and schools incorporate

These examples demonstrate clearly the wide range of activities that Goals 2000 |

funding supports, as well as some of the ways that States and communities have been

able to intégrate Goals 2000 into existing reforms. Far from leading to a “takeover” of

local education,'thé Federal role under Goals 2000 has been that of a supportive .

partner.
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For fiscal year 1996, President Clinton has proposed to expand this partnership

by providing $750 million for Goals 2000. 'T.his level of fUnding could hel~p as ma
17,000 schools raise standards, increase accountability, improve discipline, and

increase parent involvement. The House, citing “the tight budgetary environmen

Ny as -

t,” did

not provide any funding for Goals 2000. | believe the' House actioh, unless reversed by

the Senate, threatens to deal a tremendous setback to education reform in Amél'ica,

one from which we might not recover for a good many years.
‘MAINTAINING OUR MOMENTUM

Eleven yeafs after A Nation At Risk warned that declining educational

achievement threatened America’s economic competitiveness in the world economy,

and five years after the Nation’s governors égreed on six National Education Goals for

Education reform is a high-stakes enterprise for America. In our rapidly

reform.

changing, technology-based economy, educatioh divides those of our citizens who can

compete and succeed in the g‘IobaI economy from those whose standard of living is

declining aldng with their wages. And unless we reverse this division by raising the

educational achievement and skills of all Americans, we will surely fall from the top rank

of nations.
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Successful education reform requires a sustained, long-term commitment! With
Goals 2000., we are out of the blocks and rounding the first turn, aﬁd we cannot afford to

sacrifice the momentum achieved by nearly all the States and hundreds of communities.

Senator Jeffords doubtless was referring to this momentum when he recently wrote:

“We have no time to wait and argue about the politics of implementing higher standards

If ybu share my belief that the Fedéral government has a vital role to play in
supporting State and local efforts to improve the quélity of education in America for all ‘
students, then Goals 200.0 is the vehicle for that support. If it didri’t already exist ydu
would have.to invent it. It is the only responsible and accountable way to spend
taxpayer dollars on education reform. Th'at"s what House authorizers are discovering as
they work on their Education Reform Block Grant proposa\l. Billed as a replacement for
Goals 2000 and other school improvement programs, early drafts of the proposal-have
included standards, assessments, and comprehensive reform plans. In other words, it

sounds a lot like Goals 2000.

The real Goals 2000 is already making a difference in States and communities

across America. lt is helping to improve academic achieveme_nt; increase parental
involvement, and bring technology into the classroom. It is reducing bureaucratic red-
tape and regulation and bringing new flexibility to the Federal role in education. And itis

maintaining the tradition of local control of our schools. It makes no sense to abandon
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the effort now, to start over and reinvent the wheel. | urge you to renew the Federal

commitment to effective education reform by restoring funding for Goals 2000.

| will be happy to answer any questions you might have.
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Lét me begin by saying how much | appreciate this opportunity to testify in
support of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. We believe that Goals 2000 fulfills an
essential Federal ‘role by providing financial support for"State and local reform efforts
based on challenging academic standards. Unfortunately, there is a great deal lof

misunderstanding about Goals 2000 and what it does and does not do.

Just to give you one example, Mr. Chairman, the /ndianapolis News recently ran |
a piece that Was sharply critical of the history standards announced last year by a
Federally funded panel. You may recall that the Senate subsequently voted to

denounce those standards by a 99-1 margin. Whatever the merits of those standards,

~ one fact is not in dispute: it was the Bush Administration and former Secretary Lamar
Alexander that in 1991 selected the panel and awarded the funds to support its work.
Despite this fact, the story in the lndianapolis News asserted that the panel was

“created by the Clinton administration’s Goals 2000 Act.” |

| believe this kind of misinformation is one reason that Goals 2000 is now|under

attack in the House of Representatives, which has chosen to eliminate funding for the

program in its fiscal yeér 1996 appropriations bill. So | am very happy to be here today

to set the record straight. My téstimony this morning will set forth very briefly what
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Goals 2000 is, what it isn't, what States and communities are doing with Goals ﬁOOO

dollars, and what would be lost if Congress abandons the prograrﬁ.
WHAT IS GOALS 2000?

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act was the culmination of several years of
effort in Congress — with substantial involvement frdm outside groups from across the
political spectrum sharing an interest in education — to hammer out a b—ipartiSan
consensus on how best to prdvide na"tionalv support for State and lbcal education reform.
It reflects the best of whét we know about the key ingredients of succe_ssfui educ,ational-
improvement: challenging academic sfandards, comprehensive planning, parental and.

community involvement, and flexibility in the use of Federal funding.

Goals 2000 is a new bartnership beMeen the Federal government and States
-and communities working to improve their schools. Like any successful partnership,
Goals 2000 involves speciﬁc commitments from the partners. The Fedéral government
provides financial assistance and gi'ves States and communities great flexibility in ﬁsing |
Federal fu.nds to supbo'rt Stéte and local eduqati_on reforms. In exchange,l States and
communities develop their own chaIIe'nging academic standards for éll students, and

incorporate those standards into comprehensive reform plans.
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Each of the key elements of Goals 2000 was a direct response to the
recommendations of the Nation’s Governors at the 1989 Education Summit. At the
Summit hosted by President BushAin Charlottesville, Virginia, the Governors called for |
the adoption of high academic standards and, because they recognized the helping all
students reach high -standa;ds would require changi'ng the entire education éystem,

évéry Governor pledged to launch comprehensive approaches to reform. The

Governors also asked for greater flexibility in the use of Federal funds in exchange for
accountability for results. These results were to be measured by improved student
achievement, not by compliance with Federal regulations. Goals 2000 meets this

request as well: the Department has issued no regulations for Goals 2000.

Ninety percent of the dollars that this Subcommittee appropriates for Goals 2000

flow directly to local school districts. These funds are used for, among other things,
establishing challenging academic standa_rds in core subjects, implementing existing
schéol improvement>plans, promoting greater parental invol\)ement,_designing programs
that meet the specific needs of local students, improving professional develobme nt for

teachers, bringing technology into the classroom, and building Iocal partnerships|to

improve education.
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MYTHS AND MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT GOALS 2000

Unfortunately — as | mentioned in my opening remarks — the current debate

over Goals 2000 rests Iargely on misconceptidns about what the program actually does.

Most of these misconceptions arise from allegations that Goals 2000 is some kind of

Trojan Horse aimed at undermining local control of education. The same

misstatements about Goals 2000 have been repeated so often that | personally have

concluded that they reflect a disinformation campaign organized_'by groups that are

opposed to any Federal role in education.

Whatever the source, the false assertions are without exception easily refuted.

Perhaps the most common statement, and one that | have often seen attributed

to

certain Members of the House who oppose Goals 2000, is that it will lead to a Federal

takeover of local education. As a former Governor of South Carolina, | am very

sensitive to concerns about Federal intrusion in local affairs, and | am a strong believer

in the long American tradition of local control of education. | would not have sup

ported

Goals 2000 if-1 thought it remotely threatened to undermine that tradition. You don’t

have to take my word on that, however, just look at the statute itself. Sections 3
states that Federal officials may not direct or control the expenditure of State anc
education funds, and Section 319 specifically reaffirms that control of educkation
reserved to States and local school systems. Clearly, those who warn of a Fede

takeover are raising fears without a shred-of justification.

18
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Another related allegation is that Goals 2000 will force Outcome-Based

Education on local school districts. | know that concern over the OBE approach has

been an issue in your home State, Mr. Chairman. | believe you would agree, however,
‘ |
that Goals 2000 does not promote any particular education philosophy. Goals 2000
focuses on improving academic achievement, but leaves decisions regarding how to

accornplish this entirely up to States and communiities.

The standards called for in Goals 2000 aré another source 'of confusion._ One of
the subtexts of thé outbry over the model national history standards waé the implication
that Goals 2000 would mandate the adoption of those standards or othérs like them.
This simply isn’'t true. Goals 2000 does require States and échools to develop or adopt :

' chaIIenging academic standards, but it does not specify any particular standards! Nor

will Goals 2000 control what is taught in the classroom by constituting a kind of “national

school board,” as some have chérged with regard to the National Education Standards

and Improvement Council. Under Goals 2‘000, States and,school districts determlné

their own academic standards. They may choose to adopt voluntary national standards

developed by professional organizations, éuch as the widely praised math standards
created by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, or to design their own
standards outlining what they want their children to learn. The decision, however, is

entirely up to them.
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One last example, this one a myth most recently perpetuated by the House
Budget Committee. Its report accompanying the 1996 House Budget Resolution

justified the elimination of Goals 2000 because it “increases funding for bureaucracy

and imposes new regulations on States and IocaIiﬁes.” The Committee is just flat wrong
on both counts.. We are using a team of existing staff to administer the new program,
and as | have already mentioned, there are no regulations for Goals 2000.’ | urge the

Members of this Subcommittee to ask your State education officials how much triouble it

was to complete the first-year Goals 2000 application: the form was just 4 pages long

and asked only for information required by law to award funds.
HOW ARE STATES AND DISTRICTS USING GOALS 2000 DOLLARS_?

This Subcommittee helped to jumpstart Goals 2000 two years ago by prO\‘/iding
an advance appropriation that allowed the Department to begin implementation
immediately after the President signed the Goalé 2000: Educaté America Act into law.
As a result, all States desiring to participate — 47 ét last countA— have received |their

first-year grants and we are now making second-year awards.

The response to Goals 2000 has been enthusiastic, and States have found
Goals 2000 to be a “user-friendly” program, both because of our regulation-free,
streamlined applicétion process and because of the flexibility to adapt the program to

pre-existing reform efforts'. In Michigan, for example, 13 Upper Peninsula schoo




Page 7 - Draft Goals 2000 Testimony

districts are working with May Mills Commﬁnity College and Lake Superior University to
train teachers in the use of technology to improve math and science, learning in rural
communities. In Kentucky, Goals 2000 is helping Harrison County to étrengthen
parental involvement in education by training teachers to recruit'paren'ts as volunteer
linstructiorial aides and by reaching out to parents through cable televisiénprograms

an.d homework hotlines.

In Portland, Oregon, a Goals '2000. subgrant is helping to turn Jefferson High
School into a science and math magnet school, with support from'the Oregon Health
Sciences Uhiversity and Portlahd State University. Massachusetts is using Goals 2000
funds to pay the start-up costs of 14 c;héﬂer: schools. And in Kansas, where the Sfate
Board of Education hés developed académic standards and assessments in core
subject areas, Goals 2000 vfunds will be used to help districts and schoéls incorporate

the new standards and assessments in classroom teaching.

These examplés demonstrate clearly the wide range of activities that Goals 2000
.funding supports, as Well as some of the ways that States and communiﬁes have been
able to integrate Goals 2000 into existing reforms. Far frqm leading to a “takeover” of
local education, the Federal role un.der Goals 2000 has been that of a supportive

partner.
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For ﬁscal year 1996, President Clinton has proposed to expand this partnership
by providing $750 miIIion for Goals 2000. This level of funding could help as many as
17,000 schools raise standards, increase accountability, improve discipline, and |
increase parent involvement. The Houee, citing “the tight budgetary environment,"’ did
not provide any funding for Goals 2000. | believe the House action, unless reversed by
: the Senate, threatens to deal a tremendous setback to education reform in America,

one from which we might not recover for a good many years.
MAINTAINING OUR MOMENTUM

Eleven years after A Nation At Risk warned that declining educational
achievement threatened America’s economic competitiveness in the world economy,
and five years after the Nation’s governors agreed on six National Education Goals for

the year 2000, Goals 2000 is igiving a much-needed shot in the arm to education reform.

Education reform is a high-stakes enterprise for America. In our rapidly
changing, tec}hnology-based economy, edUcaticn divides those of our citizens who can
compete and succeed in the global economy from those whose standard of living is
declining along with their wages. And u.nless we reverse this division by raising the
educational achievement and skills of all Americans, we will $uiely‘fall from the top rank

of nations.
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Successful education reform requires a sustained, long-term commitment. With
Goals 2000,V\'/ve are out of the blocks and rounding the first turn, and we cannot afford to
sacrifice the momentum achieved by nearly all the States and hundreds of communities.
Senator Jeffords doubtless was referring to‘ this momentum when he recently wrote:
“We have no time to wait and argue about the politics of implementing higﬁer standards

in education. . . we must keep moving forward.”

If you share my beliéfthat the Federal government has a vital role to play in
supporting State and local efforts to im'prove the quality of education in América forall
'students, then Goals 2000 is the vehicle for that support. If it didn’t already exist, you
would have to invent it. It is the only responsible and accountable way to spend |
téxpayer dollars on education reform. That's what House authorizers are discovering as
- they work on t.heir Education Réform Block Grant proposal. Billed as a replacement fo}
Goals 2000 and other school improvement pro'gram‘s, early drafts of the proposal héve
incIuded standards, assessments, and comprehensive reformtplans.. In other words, it

sounds a lot like Goals 2000.

The real Goals 2000 is already making a difference in States and communities
across America. It is helping to improve academic achievement, increase parental
involvement, and bring technology into the classroom. It is reducing bureaucratic red-

.tape and regulation and bringing new flexibility to the Federal role in education. And it is

maintaining the tradition of local control of our schools. It makes no sense to abandon
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the effort now, to start over and reinvent the wheel. | urge you to renew the Federal

commitment to effective education reform by restoring funding for Goals 2000.

| will be happy to answer any questions you might have.
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Let me begin by saying how much | appreciate this opportunity to testify in-
Asupport of the'Goals 2000: Educate America Act. We believe that Goals 2000 fulﬁllls. an
essential Federal role by providing ﬁnéncial support for State and local reform efforts
based on challenging academic standards.. Unfortunately, there is a great deal of

misunderstanding about Goals 2000 and what it does and does not do.

Just to givé you one example, Mr. Chairman, the Indianapolis News recently ran’
a piece that was sharply critfcal of the history standards announped last year by a
Federally funded panel. You may recall that the Senate subsequently voted to
denounce those standards by a 99-1 margin. Whatever the merits of those standards, |
one fact is not in dispute: it was the Bush Administration and former Secretary Lamar
Alexander that in 1991 selected th'el panel and awarded the funds to support its work.
.Despite this fact, the story in the Indianapolis News asserted that the panel 'was'

“created by the Clinton administration’s Goals '2000 Act.”

| believe this kind of misinformation is one reas~on} that Goals 2000 is now under
attack in the House of Representatives, which has chosen to eliminate funding for the
program in its fiscal year 1996 appropriations bill. So | am very happy to be here today

to set the record straight. My testimony this morning will se‘t forth very briefly what
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Goals 2000 is, what it isn’t, what States and communities are doing with Goals 2000

dollars, and what would be lost if Congress abandons the program.
WHAT IS GOALS 2000?

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act was the culmination of several years of
effort in Congress —-with sﬁbstantial involvement from outside groups from across the
political spectrum sharing ah interest in education — to hammer out a bipartisan
consensus on how best to provide national support for State and local education reform.
It reflects the best of what we know about the key ingredients of successful educational
improvement: challenging academic standards, comprehensive planning, parental and

community involvement, and flexibility in the use of Federal fiJnding.

Goals 2000 is a new partnership between the Federal government and States
and communities working to improve their schools. Like any successful partnership,
Goals 2000 involves specific commitments from the partners. Thé Federal government
provides financial assistance and gives States and communities great flexibility in using
| Federal funds to support State and local education refqrms. In exchange, States and
communities develop their own challenging academic standards for all students, and

incorporate those standards into comprehensive reform plans.
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Each of thé key elements 6f Goals 2000 was a direct response to the -
recommendations of the Nation’s Governors-at_the 1989 Ed'ucatioh'Summit. At the
Summit hosted by President Bush in .Ch‘arlottesvillé, Virgiﬁia, the Governors called for
- the adoption of high academic standards and, because they recognized the helping all
students reach high standards would require cHanging the entire education system,
evéry Governor pledged to launch comprehensi_ve approaéhes to reform. The
Governors also asked for greater ﬂexibili& in the use of Federal funds in exc_:hange for
accountability for results. These results were tq be measured by improved student
achievement, not by compliance with Federal regulations. Goals 2000 meets this

request as well: the Department has issued no regulations for Goals 2000.

Ninety percent of the dollars that this Subcommittee appropriates for Goals 2000
flow directly to local school districts. These funds are used for, among other things,
establishing challenging académic standards in core subjects, implementing existing
school improvement plans, promotin-g greater parenia_lvinvolverhent, designing programs |
that meet the specific needs of Iiocal students, irhproving professional development for
teachers, bringing te'chnology into the classroom, and building Iocél partnerships to

improve education.
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MYTHS AND MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT GOALS 2000

Unfortunately — as | 'mentioned in my opening remarks — the current debate
over Goals 2000 rests largely on misconcéptions about what the program actuélly does.
Most of these‘ misconceptions arise from allegafions that Goals 2000 is some kind of
Trdjan Horse aimed at und'ermining Iocél control of education. The same
" misstatements about Goals 2000-have been repeated so often that | personal.l'y have
concluded that they reflect a disinformation campaign srganized by groups that are

opposed to any Federal role in education.

Whatever the sou-rce-, the false assertions are without‘exception easily refuted.
Perhaps the most common statement, and oné that | have often seen attributed to
certain Members of the House who oppose Goals 2000, is that it will lead to a Federal
takeover of local education. As a former Governor of South Carolina, | am very
sensitive to concerns about Federal intrusion in local affairs, énd I am a strong believer
in the long American tradition of 'Iocal control of education. | would not have supported
Goals 2000 if | thought it remotely threatened to undermine that tradition. You don't
have to take my word on that, howe\)er, just look at the statute itself. Sections 318
states that Federal officials may ﬁot direct or control the expendilture. of State and local
education funds, and Sect_ion 319 specifically reaffirms that control of education is
reserved to States and local school systems. Clearly, those who warn of a Federal

takeover are raising fears without a shred of justification.
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Another related allegation is that anls 2000 will force Outcome—Baéed
Education on local school districts. | know that concern over tﬁe OBE approach has -
been an issue in your home State, Mr. Chairman. | believe you would agree, however,
that Goals 2000 does not promote any pérticular education philos;)phy. Goals 2000
focuses on improving academic achievement, but leaves decisions regarding how to

accomplish this entirely up to States and communities.

The standards called for in Goals 2000 are anothér source of confusion. One of
the subtexts of the outcry over the model national history standards was the implicatidn,
that Goais 2000 would mandate the adoption of those standardé or others like them.
This sirnply isn’t true. Goélsv2000 does require States and schools to develop or adopt
challenging academic standards, but it does not specify any particular standards. Nor
will Goals 2000 control what is tau.ght in the'-qlassroom by constituﬁng a kind of “national
school board,” aé some have charged with regard to the National Education Standards
and Improvemeﬁt Council. Under Goalé 2000, States andvschool districts determine
their own academic standards. They may éhoose to adopt voluntary nétional standards
developed by professional organizations, such as the widely praised math standards
created by the National Council of Téachers of Mathematics, or to design their own
sténdards outlining what they want their children to learn. The decision, however, is

entirely up to them. |
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One last example, this one a myth most recehtly pefpetuated by the House
Budget Committee. - Its report accompanying the 1996 H'ouse Budget Resolution
justiﬁéd the elimination of Goals 2000 because it ‘increases funding for bureaucracy
and imposes néw regulations on States and localities.” The Co.mmitte'e is just flat wrong
on both counts. We are using a team of existing staff to administer the new program,
and as | have already mentioned, there are: no regulatiohs for Goals 2000. | urge the
Members of this Subcommittee to ask your State education officials how much trouble it

Awas. to complete the ﬁrst—year Goals 2000 application: the fdrm was just 4 pages long

and asked only for information required by law to award funds.
HOW ARE STATES AND DISTRICTS USING GOALS 2000 DOLLARS?A

This Subcommittee helped to jumpstart Goals 2000 two years ago by providing
an advance approbriation that allowed the Department to begin implementation
immediately after the President signed the Goals 2000: Educate America Act intq law.
As a result, all States desiring to participate — 47 af last count — have received their

first-year grants and we are now making second-year awards. -

The response to Goals 2000 has been enthusiastic, and States have found
Goals 2000 to be a “user—friendly" program, both because of our regulation-free,
streamlined applicaﬁon process and because of the flexibility to adapt the program to

pre-existing reform efforté. In Michigan, for example, 13 Upper Peninsula school
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districts are working witi1 Méy Mills Community College and Lake Superior Uni\)ersity to
train teachers in the use of technology fo improve math and science learning in rural
communities. In Kentucky, Goals 2000 is helping- Ha'rrison County to strengthen
parental involvement in education by training teachérs to recruit parents as volunteer
instructional aides and by réaching out to parents through cable telei/ision programs

and homework hotlines.

In Portland, Oregon, a Goals 2000 subgrani is helping to turn Jefferson High
School into a science and math magnet school, with support from the Oregon Health
Sciences University and Portland State University. Massachusetts is using Goals 2000
funds to pay the start-up costs of 14 charter schools. And in Kansas, where the State
Board of Education has developed académic standards and assessments in core
subject areas, Goals 2000 funds wiII be used to heli) districts and schools incorporate

the new standards and assessments in classroom teaching.

These examples demonstrate clearly the wide range of activities that Goals 2000
funding supports, .as well as some of the wa'ys that States and _communities' have been
able to integrate Goals 2000 into existing reforms. Far from leading to a “takeover” of |
 local education, the Federal role under Goals 2000 has been tlhat of a supportive

partner.
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For fiscal year 1996, President Clinton has proposed to expand this partnership
by providing $750 rﬁillion for Goals 2000. This level of funding could help as many as
"17,000 schools raise standards, increase accouhtébility', improve discipline, and
increase parent involvement. The House, citing “the tight budgetary environment,” did -
not provide any funding for Goéls 2000. | believe the House action, unless reversed by
thé Senate, .threatens. to déal a tremendous setback to Ieducation reform in America,

one from which we might not recover for a good many years.
MAINTAINING OUR MOMENTUM

Eleven years after A Nation At Risk warned that declining educational
achievement threatened America’s economic competitiveness in the world economy,
| and five years after the Nation’s governors agreed on six National Education Goals for

the year 2000, Goals 2000 is giving a much-needed shot in the arm to education reform.

- Education reform is a high-stakes enterprise for America. In our rapidly
changing, 'technology-baéed econorhy, education divides those of our citizens who can
compete and succeed in the global economy from those whose standard of living is
declining along with their wages. And unless we reverse this division by raising the
educational achievement and skills of all Americans, we will surely fall from the top rank

of nations. -
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Successfull education reform requires.a sustained, long-term commitment. Witt“1
Goals 2000, we are out of the biocks and rounding the first tuvr-nv, and we cannot afford to
sacrifice the momentum achieved by neerly all the States and hundreds of communities.
Senator Jeffords doubtless was referring to this momentum when he recently wrote: -
“We have no time to wait and argue about the politics of implemenﬁng hi}gher standards

in education. . . we must keep moving forward.”

If you share -my belief that the Federal government has a vital role to play in_ -
subporting State and local efforts to improve the quality of education in America for all
students, then Goals 2000 is the vehicle for thaf support; If it didn’t already exist, you
onId have to in\)ent it. Itis the. enly respohsible .and accountable way to spend
taxpayer dollars on education reform. Thet’s-what House authorizers are discovering as
they work on their Education Reform Bloek Grant proposal. Billed as a replacement for
Goals 2000 and other school inﬁprovement programs, early drafts of the proposal have
included standards, assessments, and comprehensive reforni plans. In other words, it

sounds a lot like Goals 2000.

The real Goals 2000 isv already making a difference in States and communities
alcross America. It is helping to improve academic achievement, increase parental
invol\}ement, and bring techhelogy into the classroom. It is'reducing bureaucratic red-
tape and regulation and bringing new flexibility to the Federal role in education. And it is

maintaining the tradition of local control of our schools. It makes no sense to abandon
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the effort now, to start over and reinvent the wheel. | urge you to renew the Federal

commitment to effective educatidn reform by restoring funding for Goals 2000.

| will be happy to answer any questiohs you might have.
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Let me begin by saying how much | apprecilé-t'e this opportunity to testify in

- support of the Goals 2000: Edu.‘ca.te America Act. We believe that Goals 2000 fdlfills an
essential Federal role by providing ﬂ'nancial support for State and local reform éfforts
based on challenging academic standards. Unfortunately, there is a greét d'eal‘of

misunderstanding about Goals 2000 and what it does and does not do.

| Just.t‘o give you one exarnple, Mr. Chairman, the Indianapolis News recently ran
a piece that was sharply criticél of the history standards announced last year by a
Federally funded panel. You may recall that the Senate subsequently voted to
denounce those standards by a 99-1 margin. Wh'atev‘er the merits of those standards,
one fact is not in dispute: it was the Bush Administration and former Secretary Lamar-
Alexander that in 1991 selected the panel and awarded the funds to support its work.
Despite this fact, the story in the Indianapdlis News asserted fhat the panel was

“created by the Clinton administration’s Goals 2000 Act.”

| believe this kind of misinformation is one reason that Goals 2000 is now under
attack in the House of Representatives, which has chosen to eliminate funding for the
program in its fiscal year 1996 appropriatidns bill. So | am very happy to be here today

- to set the record straight. My testimony this morning will set forth very briefly what
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Goals 2000 is, what it isn't, what States and communities are doing with Goals 2000

dollars, and what woulld be lost if Congress abandons the program.
WHAT IS GOALS 2000?

The Goals 2000: Educéte America Act was the culmination of several years of
effort in Congress — with substantial ihvolvement from outside groups from across the
political spectrum sharing an interest'.in education — to hammer out a biparti'san
consensus on how best to provide national support for State and local education reform.
It reflects the best of what we know about the key ingredients of successful educatibnal
improvement: challenging academic sténdards, comprehensive planning, parental and

commUnity involvement, and flexibility in the use of Federal funding.

Goals 2000 is a new partnership between the Federal government and States
and communities working to improve their schools. Like any successful partnership,
Goals 2000 involves specific commitments from the partners. The Federal government
provides financial assistance and gives States and communities great flexibility in using
Federal funds to support Stéte and local education reforms. In exchange, States and
communities d'evelop their own challenging academic standards for all students, and 4

incorporate those standards into comprehensive reform plans.
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Each of the key elements of éoals 2000 was a direct response to the
recommendations of the Nation’s Governors at the 1989 Education Summit. At the
Summit hosted by President Bu‘sh in Charlottesville, Virginia., the Governors called for
thé adoption of high academic standards and, because they recognized the helping all
- students reach high standards would require changing the entire education systém,
every Governor pledged to launch corprehensive approaches to reform. The
Governoré also asked for greater ﬂexibilify in the use of Federal funds in exchange for
accountability for results. These results were to be measured byhimproved student
achievement, not by compliance with Federal regulations. Goals 20_00 meets this

' requést as well: the Department has issued no regUIations for Goals 2000.

Ninety percent of the dollars that this Subcommittee appropriates for Goals 2000
flow directly to local school districts. These funds are used for, among other things,
establishing challenging'academic standards in core subjects, implementing existing
school improvement plans, promoting greate'r parental involvement, designing programs
thét meet the specific needs of local stud‘ents, improving b.rofes'sional development for
teachers, bringing technology into the bléssroom, and buﬂding local partnerships to

improve education.
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MYTHS AND MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT GOALS 2000

Unfortunately — as | mentioned in my opening remarks — the current debate
over Goals 2000 rests "Iargely'on misconceptions about what the program actually does.
Most of these misconceptions arise from allegations that Goals 2000 is some kind of
Trojan Horse aimed at undermining local control of education. The same
misstatements about Goals} 2000 have been repeated so often that | personally Have ,
concIude’d that they reﬂect a disinformation campaign orgaﬁizéd by groups thaf are

opposed to any Federal role in education.

. Whatever the source, the false assertions are without exception.easily refuted.
Perhaps the most common statement, and one that | have often seen éttributed to
certain Members of the House who oppose Goals 2000, is that it will lead to a Federal -
takeover of local education. As a former Governor of South Carolina, | am very
sensitive to éoncerns about Federal intrusion in local affairs, .and | am a strong believer
in the long American tradition of local control of education. | would not have supported
Goalé 2000 if | thought it remotely threatened to undermine that tradition. You don't
have to take my word on that, however, just look at the statute itsélf. Sections 31_’8
states that Federal ofﬁcials fnay not direct or control the expenditure of State and local
education funds, and Section 319 specifically reaffirms that contro! of education is
reserved to States and local school.systems. Clearly, those who Warn of a Federal

takeover are raising fears without a shred of justification.
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Another related allegatidn is that Goals 2000 will force Outcome-Based

| Education on local school districts. | know that concern over the OBE approach has
been an issue in your home State, Mr. Chairman. | believe you would égree, h‘onever,
that Goals 2000 does not promote any paﬁicular education philosophy. ~Goéls 2000
focuses on improving academic achievement, but leaves decisions rega'rdihg how to

accomplish this entirely up to States and communities.

The standards called for in Goals 2000 are another source of confusion. -One of
the subtexts of the outdy over the modél national history standards was the implication
that Goals 2000 would mandate the adoption of those standards or others like them.
This simply isn’t true. Goals 2000 does require States and schools.to'dcﬁevelop or adopt
challehging academic standards, but it does not specify any particular standards. Nor |
Will Goals 2000 control what is taught in the classroom by constituting a kind of “national
scﬁbél board,” as some have charged with regard to the National Education Standards‘ .
and Improvement Council. Under Goals.2000, States and school districts determine
their own academic standards. Théy may choose fo addpt voluntary national_standards
developed by professional organizations, such as the widely praised math standards
created by the National Council pf Teachers of Matherlnatics,' or to design their own
standards outlining what they want their Children to learn. The decision, however, is

entirely up to them.
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One last exam'ple, this one a myth most recently perpetuated by the.House
Budget Committee. Its report accompanyihg the 1996 House Budget Resolution
justified the elimination of Goals 2000 b'ecauée it “increases funding for bureaucraéy
and imposes new regulations on States and localities.” The Committee is just flat wrong
on both counts. We are using a téam of existing staff to administer the new pfogram,
and as |'have already mehtioned, there are no regulations for Goals 2000. | urge the
Members of this Subcommittee to ask your State education officials how much tfouble it
was to éomplete the first-year Goals 2000_application: the form was jljst 4 pages long

and asked only for information required by law tov award funds.
HOW ARE STATES AND DISTRICTS USING GOALS 2000 DOLLARS?

This Subcommittee helped to jumpstart Goals 2000 two years ago by providilng
an advance abprop'riation that allowed the Department to begin inlplementation
immediately after the President signed the Goals 2000: Educate America Act into law.
As a result, all States desiring to participate — 47 at last count — have received their

first-year grants and we are now making second-year awards.

The response to Goals 2000 has been enthusiastic, and States have found
Goals 2000 to be a “user-friendly” program, both because of our regulation-free,
streamlined application process and because of the flexibility to adapt the program to

‘pre-existing reform efforts. I.n Michigan, for example, 13 Upper Peninsula school
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districts are working with Maly Mills Community College and Lake Superior University to
train teachers in the use of technology to improve math and science learning in rural
communities. In Kentucky, Goals 2000 is helping Harrison County to strengthen
parental involvément in eduéat_ion by training teachers to recruit parents as voluﬁteer
instructional aides and by reaching out to parents through cable television programs

and homework hotlines.

In Portland, Oregon, a Goals 2000 subgrant is heiping to turn Jefferson High
School into a science and hath magnet school, with support from the Oregon Health
Sciences University and Portland State University. 'Massaghusetts is using Goals 2000
fqnds to' pay the start-up 6osts of 14 chérter schbqls. And in Kansas, where the State
Board of Educatibn has developed academic standards and assessments in core
subject areas, Goals ZOQO funds will be used to help districts and schools inborporate

the new standards and assessments in classroom teaching.

These examples demonstrate clearly the wide range of activities that Goals 2000
funding supports, as well as some of the ways that ‘States and communities have been
able to integraté Goals 2000 into existing refdrms. Far from Ieédiﬁg to a “takeover” of
local education, the Federal role under Goals 2000 has been that of a supportive‘

partner.
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For fiscal year 1996, President Clinton has prop_oéed to expand this partnership
by providing $750 million for Goals 2000. THis level of fUnding could help as many as
17,000 schools raise standards, i.ncrease acéountability,‘ improve discipline, and
increase parent involvement. The House, citing “the tight budgetary environménf,” did
not provide any funding for Goals 2000. | believe the House action, unless reversed by
thé Senate,.threat'ens to deal a freménddus setback- to education reform in America, _

one from which we might not recover for a good many years.:
MAINTAINING OUR MOMENTUM

Eleven years after A Nation At Risk warned that declining educational
achievement threatened Americé’s economic competitiveness in the world economy,
‘and five years after the Nation’s governors agreed on six National Education Goals for

the year 2000, Goals 2000 is giving a much-needed shot in the arm to education reform.

Education reform is a high-stakes enterprise for America. In our rap'idly
changing, technology-based economy, education divides those of our citizens who can
compete and succeéd in the global economy from those whose standard of living is
declining along withﬁtheir wages. And unless we reverse this division by raising the
educaﬁonal achievement and skills of all Americans, we will surely fall from the top rank

of nations.
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Successful education reform requires a sqstained, Iong-term. commitment. With
Goals 2000, we are out of the blocks and founding the first turn, and we cannot afford to
sacrifice the momentum achieved by nearly all the States'and hundreds'of communities.
Senator Jeffords doubtless was referring to this momentum when .he recently wrote:
“We have no time to wait and argue about the politics of implementing higher standards

in education. . . we must keep moving forward.”

If you share my belief that the Féderal govemmént haé a vital role to play in
supporting State and Iocal efforts to improve the _qﬁality of education in America for all
students, then Goals 2000 is the vehicle for that support. If it didn’t élready exist, you
would have to invent it. It is the only reéponsible and accountable way to spend
taxpéyer dollars on education reform. That's what House authorizers ére discovering as
they work on their Edﬁcation Reform Block Grant proposal. Billed as a replacement for
Goals 2000 and other school improvement programs, early drafts of the proposal have
included standards, assessments, and comprehensive reform plans. In other words, it

~sounds a lot like Goals 2000.

The real GoAaIs 2000 is already making a difference in States and communities
across America. It is helping to improve academic achievement, increasé parental
involvement, and bring technology into the classroom. It is reducing bureaucratic red-
tape and regulation and bringing new- flexibility to the Federal role in education. Anditis

maintaining the tradition of local control of our schools. It makes no senée to abandon
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the effort now, to start over and reinvent the wheel. | urge you to renew the Federal

commitment to effective education reform by restoring funding for Goals 2000.

| will be happy to answer any questions you might have.



