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Statement by Lamar Alexander 


Highlights of the President's 1993 Education Budget 


. President Bush's 1993 budget request for the Departmeritof Education is 
. . 

$32.3 billion. 10 percent more than 1992. The President's budget priority is 

education. His education priority is radically transforming America's schools. 

The budget puts more new discr.etionary* Federal dollars into Education, 

$1.6 billion, than into any other Department-and this figure is in addition to: 

** . the largest funding increase in Head Start. history, $600 million, which is 

a part of the Health and Human Services budget; and 

** record levels of Federal funding available for university research and 

development: basic research funds are up $1 billion, including an 18 percenf 

increase for the National Science Foundation; applied civilian research funds are up 

about $1 billion; and the R&D 20 percent Federal income tax credit is made 

permanent, which should mean more private sector R&D. 

This new education money would continue the President's emphasis on 

encouraging radical change in the national education system and helping America, 

community by community, reach the six National Education Goals. 

*"discretionary dollars" are dollars not already required by law for entitlements 
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Also, to help reach the six National Education Goals: 

** School readiness--the largest one-year increase of Head Start funding . 

ever, up 27 percent to $2.8 billion. This will make possible one ye~r of Head Start for 

every eligible child whose parents want the child to participate. 

** Competitive workforce and college costs--to help middle- and iow­

income students of all ages pay for college: 

o 	 . the largest one-year increase in PeliGrants ever, up $1.2 billion or 

22 percent to $6.6 billion, and a $3,700 maximum grant, up 

54 perCent; 

o 	 increasing the size of Federal student loans arid making the interest 

payments on student loans tax deductible; 

. 	 . 
o 	 allowing. families to withdraw funds from their Individual Retirement 

Accounts without penalty in order to pay for education expenses; 

and 

o 	 permitting students who are enrolled in only one college course to 

.be eligible for Federal student loans and. grants-making it easier for 

working Americans to continue their education and job training. 



'. 
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Summary of E~ucation Budget Proposals 

In summary, our 1993 dollar request reflects the steady growth of Federal 

resources for education under President Bush's Administration. While total spending 

on education in America will grow an estimated 25 percent since 1989, the 

Department's budget will grow 41 percent during that same 4 years if the President's 

1993 budget is approved. The Federal share' represents 8 percent of total education 

spending--an'd this is as it should be. since responsibility for education is primarily the 

~sponsibility of State and local institutions~ The Department's 1993 'budget is· ' 

ned to transform educatio'n and open up new opportunities for every Ar:nerican­

therEoy leveraging the other 92 percent. 

Transforming American Education 

Our budget includes $243 million. a $95 million or 64 percentincrease for 

research. statistics, and assessment funding to help the Nation develop national 

education standards and a voluntary national examination system. The President 

recommended in his AMERICA 2000 strategy that the Nation develop World Class 

, Standards and a system of American Achievement Tests, and Congress created the, 

National Council on Education Standards and Testing to advise' on whether and how 
, , 


to do so. The Council has now recommended that national standards be adopted 


and that a system of assessments tied to them be developed. The Council 


recommended that the National Education Goals Panel, be reconfigured and that it 

• 


appoint members to a new' National Education Standards and Assessments Council 


to serve as a coordinating body. The Semite }:ist week unanimously approved 


legislation that wOIJld put in place the structure recommended by the Council. 




", 
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efforts. Enactm'ent of this proposal would provide n'ew impetus to State efforts to 

implement choice plans by providing new' funds to support model State and local 

initiatives. For example, in, 1991, Pennsylvania. in a bipartisan effort, came very close 

to adopting the, first Statewide public/private school choice program, in the Nation. 

The Pennsylvania plan WOUld. have provided parents with a certificate valued at up to 

$900 a year •. if they chose to send their child to either a private school or a public 

school outside their neighborhood .. The availability of Federal matching funds for part 

of the cost of the program· would surely have made this approach even more 

attractive to the State. 

School Readiness 

For Head Start, the President proposes $2.8 billion, a $600 million or 27 

percent increase over 1992--the largest one-year increase in the program's history-­

and a 127 percent increase since 1989. This will make possible one year of Head 

. Start for every eligible child whose parents want. the child to participate. 

Other preschool efforts include Women. Infants. and Children (WIC)' Child 

Nutrition, and the Child Care and Development Block Grant. which will have 

collectively increased 42 percent since 1989. 

For the '~ven Start family literacy program--parents and children learning 

together--we are requesting $90 million, an increase of $20 million or 29 percent over 
. , 

1992. 
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Also the President's 1993 budget proposes three significant tax incentives 

promote. investment in education. 

First, the deduction of interest on loans for postsecondary education turtion, 

fees and reasonable living expenses would be allowed on existing and new student 

Joans as of July 1,. 1992.. An estimated $45 billion in existing Federal student ·Ioans to 

some 8 million borrowers, as well as many non Federal loans, could be affected. 

Second, individuals would be allowed to wrthdraw savings from IRAs for 

college expenses witholJt penalty. 

Third, the current 20 percent research and experimentation (R&E) tax credit for 

individuals and businesses that provide research grants to universities would be 

extended permanently from its current expiration date of June 30. 1992. 

For the Adult Education Act, we are requesting $304 million, including an 

11 percent increase for grants to help States provide Irteracy and high school 

equivalency training for some 4 million adults. 

For VQcational Education, we are requesting $1.2 billion. including a 4 percent 

increase for Basic Grants to States. We will also provide $100 million, an 11. percent 

increase, for UTech-Prep" vocational education programs, which integrate secondary 

and postsecondary education for students entering technical occupations. 
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Drug·Free. Violence·Free Schools 

. For the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act, we are requesting a total of 

$654 million, including a doubling to $60 million of Emergency Grants for prevention 

programs in communities most affected by drug trafficking and abuse . 

.An additional $56 million for the Department of Education is requested as part 

of a new mUlti-agency initiatiVe, Weed and Seed, to marshall a number of social, 

service program resources to help communities reclaim neighborhoods embattled by 

drugs and crime. J 

Improving Elementary and Secondary Education 

We are proposing increases in a number of other important programs. that 
, .. 

improve elementary and secondary education by focusing on disadvantaged 

populations. 

For instance, we will continue support for the Chapter 1 program to serve an 
estimated 6.6 million disadvantaged elementary and secondary students, including a 

$100 million"" Qr 16 percent increase in Concentration Grants that target funds to areas 

whose students have the greatest need for compensatory education. For Special. 

Education programs, we are requesting $2.9 billion, an $89 million increase, to help 

. educate more than 4.6 million children with disabilities. Other increases will help 
• 

almost 400,000 limited English proficient children learn English and 300,000 American 

Indian children receive supplementary education. 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

FISCAL YEAR 1989 BUDGET REQUEST 

SECRETARY FOR PLANNING,' 

CHAIRMAN'S INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 
Mr. NATCHER. At this time, we take up the budget request for 

the l)epartment of Education for the fIscal year 1989. We have 
before the committee the Secretary of Education, Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett, it is a distinct privilege and honor. to have you 
appear back before our committee. As we said to you the fIrsJ year
that you appeared, we wanted you to be a good Secretary of Educa­
tion and we said that as long as you are for education, you are at . 
the right place. . 

Mr. Secretary, the budget request as you well remember that 
was submitted to our subcommittee last year for education was just 
a little over $14,000,000,000. 

FISCAL YEAR 1989 BUDGET REQUEST 

The budget that has been submitted to our subcommittee and to 
the Congress for fISCal year 1989 for education for the fISCal year
1989 is $21,097,731,000. That is a considerable increase over the 
amount submitted last year. ..' . ' 

As you will recall, we ended up in the Continuing Resolution last 
~ear. We passed our bill in the House on August 5 with a total of 
$20,178,000,000. Now, the $21,097,731,000 that you and your De­
partment have subinitted for the fISCal year 1989 does not include 
Indian education. If that were, added, of course, that amount would 
go up. 

MANAGING THE BILL ON THE HOUSE FLOOR 

Mr. Secretary, I call those fIgures to .your attention, fIgures that 
you are well acquainted with, and I want you to know that when 

(1) 
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The President has made education a priority for this Administra­
tion and· in this budget. The Federai Government is ready to do 'its 
part. But in this political season we often hear that the answer is 
simply to spend more. The people know better. They know thst it 
isn't enough just to spend more -- but that, as the President put it 
recently, "how we spend is as important as what we spend." 

Our budget for 1989'does spend more, but, more important, it 
also sPends better. Last year, we proposed to the Congress that the 
principle of accountability be applied to Chapter I, the largest 
Federal elementary and secondary education program, and to the pro­
grams of the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act. 

,The Congress is moving to adopt these important concepts. This year, 
we want to continue and expand 'our efforts to foster accountability
in Federal education programs. 

Let me now highlight some of our priorities and initiatives for 
1989, beginning with elementary and secondary education. 

FO,r Chapter 1 we are requesting $4.6 billion, an increase of 
$238 million, Which will enable us to provide assistance to about 
5.6 million disadvantaged children. In keeping With our reauthori­
zation proposals, most of this increase would be used to aid school 
districts with large concentrations of children from low-income 
families, and accountability for results will be enhanced. The rest 
of the incresse would go primarllyto all Chapter 1 eligible dis",:" 
tricts through the Basic Grants program. 

Magnet schools are ,one of the real success stories of'the educa­
tion reform movement. Because they give parents greater chOice, they' 
are inherently more accountable. When magnet schools prOvide their 
students an excellent education, they also stimulate other, non-magnet 
schools to improve. For 1989. we are requesting $115 million for 
magnet SChools, a $43 million increase. 'In addition, we will aeek 
to broaden the program by extending eligibility to other school dis­
tricts, not just those implementing desegregation. We further intend 
to promote ,parental choice by making available $5 million for open
enrOllment demonstration programs in the public schools. 

The Nation needs more good teachers who know their subjects. 
We are requesting $10 million to support the new Fund for the' improve­
ment and ,Reform of Schools and Teachin~ and intend to spend about 
$4 million from the Secretary's Discretionary'Fund for alternative 
certification programs, which bring, talent into the teaching profes­sion. ' 

For bilingual education we are requesting $157 million, an 
increase of $10 million, based on the Administration's recommenda­
tion for increased local flexibility in choosing the best instruc­
tional approaches to help students become proficient in,English. 

Illegal drug use remains a serious problem in our schools and 
among our youth, and we will seek '$250 million -- the maximum amount 
authorized -- to fund the Drug-Free SChools and Communities Act. 
But again, we, expect the Congress to adopt our proposals for grester
accountability in the use of these funds. 

};;,A ~ l':>lt 3 
In vocational education, our goal is to improve program quality 

by strengthening the States' responsibility for setting, assessing, 
and enforcing standards of performance. We are asking for $888 mil­
lion. In adult education we are requesting $150 million, an increase 
of $16 million, in order to continue our efforts to reduce adult 
illiteracy. 

Handica~ed children and disabled adults are a high priority 

in the 1989 dget. Our request of $3.6 billion, an increase of 

$77 million, will enable us to assist over 4 million children and 

1 million adults. 


In our 1989 student aid budget, we are asking for $8.8,billion 
to provide increased aid to almost 6 million students. We project 
that total Federal aid available will increase by nearly $900 mil­
lion to $16.5 billion. Most of the increase will be in Pell grants, 
where we are seeking to increase the maximum grant to $2,300. 'Also 
in Pell grants,' we are asking for ,1988 supplemental appropriations 
language that would allow uS to handle the projected funding short~ 
fall in academic year 1988-89 by reducing every Pell grant equally 
-- by about $31 -- tnstead 'of implementing the statutory linear 
reduction. Our ,proposal would prevent any student from losing an 
award and would avoid significant reductions for others. We will 
need an indication of congressional action by April 30 in order to 
,effect the across-the-board reduction. The Income Contingent Loan 
Program, begun last year on a demonstration baSis, will be increased 
to $50 million in order to extend the program to more' colleges and 
universities. We are encouraged by the results so far. 

, Historically black colleges and universities are an important 

national resource, and they'wili receive $80 million in the 1989 

budget, an increase of about $7 million. ' 


Accountabili ty 'will be a theme in student aid as els'ewhere in 
the bUdg,. Because colleges and universities have control over 
and bene t from campus- based. aid (work-study and supplemental 
grants), 'it is reasonable to expect some accountability in return. 
We'll be proposing an incentive system whereby colleges' allocations 
will be based on how well they meet performance goals. Accreditation 
is another important aspect of accountability, and over the next few' 
weeks, we will publish final regulations for recognizing accrediting 
agencies that emphasize assessment of student learning and truth in 

.'adv~rtising; 

Current student aid policies fail to reward -- indeed dis­

courage -- savings. In order to counter this, to stimulate and 


,encourage saVings, we are proposing college savings bonds, which w~ 


believe to be a cost-effective means of helping provide for our 

children's future. Savings can also be encouraged by simplifying 

the present cumbersome and error-ridden student aid needs analysis 

system. We will propose a two-year trial to test a simpler, fairer 

system. 


Our student aid system co~tinues to groan under the heavy fiscal 
burden of defaulted loans, now costing taxpayers $1.6 billion per 
year. This haa got to change. We will once again ask the Congresa 
to close the "ability to benefit" loophole that encourages the 
exploitation of ill-qualified students, by allowing Federal student 
aid to go to atudents who do ,not have a high school diploma or its 
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equivalent, leadIng to even more defaulted ,loans. We will also 

press the Congress to make lenders and guarantee agencies more 

accountable for defaults, so that responsibility is :mOre fairly 

shared, and we, will seek the authority to act against any school or 

college that abuses student aid or violates the public trust. ,And 

we will ask the Congress to remove restrictions that prevent us 

from using the new student loan data system'to reduce defaults. 

Several of these proposals, along with others, will be sent to the 

Congress shortly as part of a student aid accountability legislative 

package. 


if we're willing to'spend $8.8 billion to subsidize soaring 

college costs, then·we also should be willing to spend something to 

help control those costs. With a $2 million increase for the Fund 

for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education we 'intend to make a 

number of grants to colleges and universities to demonstrate means 

of achieving reduced costs and greater efficiency. Research and 

statistics will be increased $13 million, to $81 million. The 

increase will be used to expand the National Assessment of Educa­

tional Progress and to continue much-needed improvements in the 


, Department's data collection activities. In,addition, we would 
fund library programa at $76 million under legislation that will be 
proposed to extend library services to disadvantaged and handicapped 
people, and support lib~ary resource sharing and research and 
assessment. 

I'd like to mention one final initiative in this year's budget 

that isn't a line item and doesn't have a dollar amount attached to 

,it. We will ask the Congress to give us the authority, in any of 

our discretionary grant programs, to award challenge grants to 

educational institutions. One of the best things a Federal dollar 

can do is to help raise two or three private dollars for a Worthy 

project. Challenge grants are a fine example.of how the publicI 

private sector partnership ought to work. 


Finally, let me mention one technical matter. This budget 

proposal contains elementary, secondary, and adult education funding 

based on legislation now pending in the Congress -- B.R. 5. Shortly 

after enactment of this legislation, we will be transmitting a 

revised budget allocation reflecting the changes made in the final 

version of B.R. 5. Depending on the legislation's final form, the 

distribution of funds you see here among' the affected programs and 

activities may change to some -- I would expect small -- degree. 
 ...In any case, our policies would remain the·same. 

Department officials and I look forward to working with you 

to achieve a responsible budget in an expeditious manner. 


I would b~ happy now to respond to your questions. 

NAME 
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1975-1976 

1975 (Fall) 
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1970-1971 

1969-1971 
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Secretary of Educe 
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President and Dir. 
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01-0ec-94 DISCRETIONARY ONLY 1980-1996 BY LEVEL 

(dollars in thousands) 1980 Appropriation 1981 President's Budget 1981 A£ero2riation 1982 President's Budget 1982 Appr02riation 
Percent of Percent of Percent of ' Percent of Percent of 

ED Discretionary Only by Level lUnount Total lUnount Total lUnount Total lUnount Total lUnount Total 

Elementary and Secondary•••••••••••• $7,126,565 61.3' $5,665,884 52.n $'6,525,657 57.3' $4,960,759' 53.sa $6,053,575 56.8' 

postsecondary•••••••••••••••••••• ~.. 4,057,750 34.9' 4,613,911 43.0' 4,410,930 38.7\, 3,911 ,982 42.2' 4,191,973 39.3' 

Other ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 445,212' 3.n 459,182 4.3' 446,760 3.9' 392,222 4.2' 417,521 3.n 
------------, -----------_. ------------" -----------­ ------------ -----------_. 

Total ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11,629,527 100.0' 10~738,977 100.0' 11,383,347 100;01 9,264,963 100.0' 10,663,069 100.0' 

') 
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01-Dec-94 DISCRETIONARY ONLY 1980-1996 BY LEVEL 

(dollars in thousands) 1983 President's Budget 1983 APpro2riation 1984'President's Budget 1984 A22ro2riation 1985 President's Budget 
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of 

ED Discretionary Only bv Le~l Amount Total Amount Total Amount Total Amount Total Amount Total 

Elementary and Secondary•••••••••••• $4,153,201 61.1' $6,505,738 57.8' $5,696,716 56.8' $6,927,591 57.n $7,019,293 60.9& 

postsecondary •••••••••••••••••••• '••• 2,300,299 33.8' 4,281,402 38.0' 3,973,086 39.6' 4,642,069 38.n 4,147,546 36.0' 

Other ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 342,100 5.0' 474,231 4.2' 351,813 3.5' 433,215 3.6\ 364,428 3.2' 
-----~~----

TotaL ............................ 6,795,600 100.0' 11,261,371 100.0' 10,021,615 100.0' 12,002,875 100.0' 11,531,267 100.0' 




... 

01-Dec-94 DISCRETIONARY ONLY 1980-1996 BY LEVEL 

ft. . ... Jf~ 
(dollars in thousands) 1985 Appropriation 1986 President's Budget 1986 Appropriation 1987 President's Budget 1987 Appropriation 

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of 
ED Discretionary Only by Level. Amount Total ~ Total Amount Total Amount Total Amount Total 

Elementary and Secondary.••••••••••• $7,643,674 ~4.5' $7,185,245 .62.0' $7,374,628 55.3' $6,941,826 59.7\ $8,676,270 56.3' 

Postsecondary••••••••••••••••••••••• 5,890,905 42.0' 4,066,787 35.1\ 5,508,528 41. 3' 4,328,943 37.2' 6,233,168 40.5' 

Other................................ 486,365 3.5' 343,597 3.0' 452,928 3.4' 365,986 3.1\ 490,148 3.2' 
------------. ------------. -----------_. ----------_. ----------- -----------_. ------------, ----------- -----------_. -----------_. 

Total ••••.•••• ; • ~ •••••••.•••••.••• 14,020,944 100.0' 11,595,629 100.0' 13,336,084 100.0' 11,636,755 100.0' 15,399,586 100.0' 
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01-Dec-94 DISCRETIONARY ONLY 1980-1996 BY LEVEL 

~u .~ 

(dollars in thousands) 1988 President's Budget 1988 Appropriation 1989 President's Budget 1989 Appropriation 1990 President's Budget 
Percent of Percent of ·Percent of Percent of Percent of 

ED Discretionary Only by Level Amount Total ~ Total Amount Total Amount Total ~ Total 

Elementary and Secondary •••••••••••• $7,301,993 63.7' $9,217,984 57.3' $9,501,053 56.5' $9,833,034 57.8' $10,377,476 57.11 

Postsecondary....................... 3,783,851 33.0' 6,369,679 39.6' 6,827,814 40.61 6,663,691 39.1' 7,211,841 39.71 

Other.... ••••••• •••• •••• ••••••• ••••• 384,540 3.4' 501,733 3.11 475,101 2.8' 526,119 3.11 588,154 3.2' 

Total •••••••.••••••••••.•••••••••• 11,470,384 100.0' 16,089,396 100.0' 16,803,968 100.0' 17,022,844 100.0' 18;177,471 100.0' 
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01-Dec..,94 DISCRETIONARY ONLY 1980-1996 BY LEVEL 

(dollars in thousands) 

ED Discretionary Only by Level 

1990 Appropriation 
Percent of 

Amount Total 

1991 President's Budget 
Percent of 

Amount Total 

.. 1991 Appropriation 
Percent of 

Amount Total 

1992 President's Budget 
Percent of 

Amount Total 

1992 Appropriation 
Percent of 

Amount Total 

ElGmentary and secondary•• ~ ••••••••• 

Pos tsecondary ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Other •• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total ••••••·••••• ••••• ••••••••••••• 

$10,958,419 

7,001, 119 

572.872 

18,532,410 

59.1\ 

37.8\ 

3.1' 

100.0' 

$11,844,831 

7.314,475 

567.488 

19.726.794 

60.0' 

37.1' 

2.9\ 

100.0' 

$12.58r.748 

7.797,322 

6SS!825 

21,040,895 

59.8' 

37.1' 

3.1' 

100.0' 

$13,363,148 

7.816,487 

652,114 

21.831.749 

61.2' 

35.8\ 

3.0' 

100.0' 

$13.919,325 

8.097.416 

711,298 

22,728.039 

61.2' 

35.6' 

3.1' 

100.0\ 

i/.,
d( 'J •JlI ~ ~.'!~. (,.~ ;., ~;.: { ..i: . 

/) I· 
i) i/i_~" 

.,.
.", 
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01-Dec-94 DISCRETIONARY ONLY 1980-1996 BY LEVEL 

1J!t-y'~ 
(dollars in thousands) 

ED Discretionary only by Lavel 

"1993 Preaident' a Budget 
Percent of 

~ Total 

1993 Appropriation 
Percent of 

~ Total 

1994 President's Budget 
Percent of 

Amount Total" 

1994 Appropriation 
Percent of 

Amount" Total 

1995 President's Budget 
Percent of 

Amount Total 

Elementary and SQCondary•• ~ ••••••••• $14,625,790 60.3' $13,869,474 58.5' $14,982,418 56.4' $14,411,646 58.7' $16,147,208 62.0\ 

Pos ta QCondary..................... .. 8,869,136 36.6' 9,074,651 ·38.3' 10,733,172 40.4\ 9,316,433 38.0' 9,079,386 34.9\ 

Other ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 757,727 3.1\ 749,680 3:2' 841,313 3".2' 8'04,473 3.'3\ 825,828 3.2\ 

Total................ ............. 24,252,653 100.0' 23,693,805 100.0' 26,556,903 100.0' 24.532,552 100.0' 26,052,422 100.0' 



01-Dec-94 DISCRETIONARY ONLY 1960-1996 BY LEVEL 

(dollars in thousands) 1995 Appropriation 1996 OMB Passback 1996 Options 
Percent of Percent of 

ED Discretionary Only by Level Amount Total Amount Total Total 

Elementary and Secondary •••••••••••• $15,269,343 60.9% $16,969,016 62.2% 

Pos tsecondary ••••••••••••• '.' • • • • • • • • 9, 005,509 35.8% 9,373,965 34.4% 

Other ••••••••••••••••••••••• '.' •••••• 826,614 3.3% 612,178 3.2% 3.4% 

Tota 1••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 25,121,466 100.0% 100.0% 25,512,394 100.0% 26,290,451 % 
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Finn 
leads waf­
fortough 
education 
::h C",ro: 'nr>erst 
~'-IE I¥ASt-.INQ tON ""\IIES 

The Hudson Institute, gearing 
up for a war of ideas over the edu­
cation of America's children, has 
designated bomb-thrower Chester 
E. Finn Jr. its general. 

"There's been considerable 
backsliding in the education re­
form efforts of the last year or two, 
and ideas that we thought had be­
gun to prevail at least in discourse 
about education - ideas like high 
standards for all kids and choice 
and real consequences and ac­
countability - are beginning to 
get softened and replaced." ~tr. 
Finn said yesterday at a meeting 
With editors and reporters of The 
Washington Times. 

"There's been a real easing off 
in things like accountability," he 
said. "Instead we see lots of talk 
about opportunity to learn and 
things like teacher training, class 
size and other inputs for altering 
education." 

:.tr Finn has pushed for rigor­
ous educational standards and 
tests for more than two decades, 
earning a reputation as ablunr and 
abrasive combatant on panels and 
the commentary pages of major 
newspapers. 

His latest job, pushing "sensi­
ble" education reform from Hud­
son. is to try to regaiJlground lost 
when the Clinton administration 
came into power. 

His title at the Indianapolis­
based think tank is John M. Olin 
fellow. He also is co-founder with 
Diane Ravitch of the Educational 
Excellence Network, a project 
started in 1981 to enhance the ex­
change of ideas and information 
among those who recognize the 
need to reform American educa­
tion. It is now housed at Hudson. 

~r. Finn was an assistant secn~.. 

tary of education in the Reagan 
administration. When Lamar 
Alexander was education secre­
tary, ~r Finn was part of a brain 
trost that drew up plans for the 
Bush administration's America 
2000 education reform plan. ele­
ments of which remained in the 
Clinton administration's Goals 
2000 legislation. 
. Mr. Finn, on leave from the fac­
ulty of Vanderbilt l:niversity. is in 
a four-month segue from Chris 
Whittle's Edison Project. where he 
was a founding partner ..to Hudson. 

.. We've birthed a new entity, 
which we call the Education Policy 
Committee of the Educational Ex­
cellence Network," Mr. Finn said. 

It consists of a battalion of about 
4Q "tough-minded thinkers" about 
education reform, including Wil­
liam J. Bennett and Mr. Alexander. 
both former education secre­
taries; former and current state 
education commissioners; and 
mayors. 

The committee sponsored a re­
port, due out in early September. 
that is critical of a number of the 
directions that education reform 
has gone under the Clinton admin­
istration. 

Mr. Finn is pa.rticularly critical 
of the "effort in Ohio to undo the 
state high school graduation test 
on alleged civil rights violation 

grounds. at the very same time as 
out of the other side of their mouth 
they are assertmg that they be­
lieve in high standards for stu­
dents." 

Mr. Finn's goal is to provide val­
iant opposition to some of the bad 
ideas about education reform. 

"I do believe ideas have conse­
quences. and if there's a one-Sided 
argument taking place out there. 
the one side talking is going to 
win." he said. "There needs to be a 
second side:­

The Educational Excellence 
Network's forthcoming report on 
school reform points to a develop­
ing "schizophrenia on standards" 
as a major barrier to progress in 
improving American schools. 

It also chastizes school reform­
ers for letting academic "out­
comes-based standards" get hi­
jacked by educators with laundry 
lists of student outcomes based on 
attitudes. 

It's the opening salvo in the bat­
tle of Ideas about education. 

"It's an mtellectual. conceptual 
and ideological war:' Mr. Finn said. 
"It's a war of ideas. and it's not a 
tea party. It's SO million kids and 
$300 billion a year and 50 legisla­
tures and governors, many of 
whom regard education as one of 
the most important things in theIr 
state." 
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The Hudson Institute. gearing 
up for a war of ideas over the edu­
cation of America's children. has 
designated bomb-thrower Chester 
E. Finn Jr its general. 

"There's been considerable 
backsliding in the education re­
form effons of the last year or two, 
and ideas that we thought had be­
gun to prevail at least in discourse 
about education - ideas like high 
standards for all kids and choice 
and real consequences and ac­
countability - are beginning to 
get softened and replaced:' ~lr. 
Finn said yesterday at a meeting 
With editors and reponers of The 
Washington Times. 

"There's been a real easing off 
in things like accountability." he 
said. "Instead we see lots of talk 
about opportunity to learn and 
things like teacher training, class 
size and other inputs for altering 
education." 

:'tr. Finn has pushed for rigor­
ous educational standards and 
tests for more than two decades, 
earning a repatation as ablunt and 
abrasive combatant on panels and 
the commentary pages of major 
newspapers. 

His latest job. pushing "sensi­
ble" education reform from Hud­
son, is to try to regai.u.ground lost 
when the Clinton administration 
came into power. 

His title at the Indianapolis­
based think tank is John M. Olin 
fellow. He also is co-founder with 
Diane Ravitch of the Educational 
Excellence Network. a project 
staned in 1981 to enhance the ex­
change of ideas and information 
among those who recognize the 
need to reform American educa­
tion. It is now housed at Hudson. 

~r. Finn was an assistant secre­

tary of education in the Reagan 
administration. When Lamar 
Alexander was education secre· 
tary, ~r. Finn was pan of a brain 
trust that drew up plans for the 
Bush administration's America 
2000 education reform plan. ele­
ments of which remained in the 
Clinton administration's Goals 
2000 legislation. 

Mr. Finn. on leave from the fac­
ulty of Vanderbilt University, is in 
a four-month segue trom Chris 
Whittle's Edison Project. where he 
was a founding panner..to Hudson. 

"We've binhed a new entity. 
w!tich we call the Education Policy 
Committee of the 'Educational Ex­
cellence Network." Mr. Finn said. 

It consists of a battalion of about 
40 "tough-minded t!tinkers" about 
education reform, including Wil­
liam J. Bennett and Mr Alexander, 
both former education secre­
taries; former and current state 
education commissioners; and 
mayors. 

The committee sponsored a re­
port, due out in early September. 
that is critical of a number of the 
directions that education reform 
has gone under the Ctinton admin­
istration. 

Mr. Finn is particularly critical 
of the "effon in Ohio to undo the 
state high school graduation test 
on alleged civil rights violation 

grounds. at the very same time as 
out of the other side of their mOUth 
they are assenlOg that they be· 
Iieve in high standards for stu­
dents:' 

Mr Finn's goal is to provide val­
iant opposition to some of the bad 
Ideas about educatlon reform. 

,,[ do believe ideas have conse­
quences. and if there's a one-sided 
argument taking place out there. 
the one side talking is going to 
win." he said. "There needs to be a 
second side." 

The Educational Excellence 
Network's forthcoming report on 
school reform points to a develop­
ing "schizophrenia on standards" 
as a major barrier to progress in 
improving American schools 

It also chastizes school reform· 
ers for letting academic "out­
comes-based standards" get hi­
jacked by educators With laundry 
lists of student outcomes based on 
attitudes. 

It's the opening salvo in the bat­
tle of Ideas about education. 

"It's an intellectual. conceptual 
and ideological war:' Mr. Finn said. 
"It's a war of ideas. and it's not a 
tea pany. It's SO million kids and 
$300 billion a year and 50 legisla­
tures and governors. many of 
whom regard education as one of 
the most important things in their 
state." 
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Sept.19, .1994 

Mike: 

"Splitting hairs with nuclear bombs" is 'how I would describe the attached bullets 
from Lamar Alexander. Thought you would want to see it. 

Kirk' 

cc: Mike Cohen 



. 	 . . '. . ' 

A Conversation with Sen. Kay aauey H;1J.~hison 

"' 	 '" 

LnmnrAlexander's proposal: cut Alemnder: It is acatchy phrase for a 
in OOIfthe pay ofCongress. cut in serious idea. IfMembers ofCongress 
OOIfthe time they meet in had more meals at hometown diners 
Washington. remove the rules toot instead ofCapitol Hill restwrants 
keep membersfrom holding a real. there would never be these 1400 page 
job-except for full disclosure. bills on crime and health care. 

When the drive across America Hutchison: People at horne who live 
reachetJ Houston. he and the U.S. in the real world and pay taxes and 
SenaJe's newest member, Kay Bailey have to follow these inandates under­
HutchisOn, discussed the idea. 	 stand a lot more about what 

Congress is doing to the people ofSen. Kay JJai!eY Hutchison: Cutting 
this counuy than people who've beenour pay and sending us home would . 

. in Congress for 30 years and whobe a great thing for this counuy. Go 
have never met a payroll and whoback to the concept of our founding 
don't know what it's like to live withfathers. .Have citizen legislators. 

. the laws they pass for the rest of us. 

"My Minute" 
Driving in South Carolina, I saw this bumper sticker: 
"I love my country, but I fear my government." 

One of the fears I hear the most about is the gov-' 
ernment in Washington taking over local schools. 

People are afraid that Washington, D.C. "experts" 
will impose their views about everything from safe 

: sex to world history on public schools. i 
LAMAR This is not just the ranting ofsome fringe group. Look 
ALEXANDER 

at President Clinton's new "Goals 2000" education law. 
The New Hampshire State Board of Education asked me not long 

ago this question: "Isn't Goals 2000 just a first cousin to President 
Bu~h's America 2000?'" " . 

My answer was: "No." My advice was: "Treat Goals 2000 about 
the same way you would treat a fox dressed like a duck at a duck fami­
ly reunion." 

Goals 2000: 
• turns a national movement into a federal program; 
• creates a sort of national school board that overrides local control; 
• puts Washington experts.and union leaders in charge instead 


of Governors; 


Alexander: SOme people'in Hutchison: When I ran 
"' 

for Senate 
. Washin~n told me a citizen legis­ I made some promises. And one of 
lature wouldn't have the time for all 	 those was term limits for myself 
the committees to meet, the bills 	 and everyone else. 
would have to be shorter and not as Alexander: I have never heard"so 
many bills could pass. .I said' much reSentment toward the gov­
"What's so wrong with that?" ernment in Washington...:::.:.ootjust 
Hutchison: You should have' heard at Republican tings, but"from 
the complaints when I cut my own the pu . ousing administrator, 

Senate budget by 20 per cent and omeless shelter director, the 
then introduced an amendmen t former Cherokee chief, the self­
would cut the Senate b et by 7.5. employed contractor, the teacher. 
percent Hutchison: I hear the same thing, .' 

o me, a true citizen' every day in Texas. We are at a fork 
Ie 	 . ature means term limits as in the road in this coonuy. Repub­

licans (lre going to have to lead this 
'coonuy to get it back on track. 

.. focuses on what is spent, instead of what children learn; 
• encourages "outcome-based" education instead of focusing on 

whether children are learning the academic b~sics; 
.~ bims tests with consequences. 
Every single Republican Senator voted to SlOp this kind of law in 

October, 1992. If I were still Governor, I would say "no thanks" to 

Goals 2000 because of the strings. 
The worst part of Goals 2000 is what Congress didn't do. No 

renewed commitment to rigorous academic standards. No push to 
charter thousands of new schools. No move to take federal regulations 
off the classroom teacher. No GI Bill for Kids so that poor families can 
also choose the best schools for their children. . 

In 1981, I suggested to President Reagan that mosl elementary and 
secondary education programs be turned over entirely to the slates. 

I feel even more strongly aboullhat today. Parents and communi­
ties-instead of the company town, Washington, D.C.-will do a better 
job deciding what is best for our children's future. 

-From August's Republican NeighbOrhood Meeting 
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----Across 

ONE 


A test sign~regins ai 
7:30 p.m. EDT. 

By video: Order these VHS 
pies of the Meeting to show 
your neighborhood by calling 
800-772-7376. 
ay: Republican Solutions to 
! Welfare Crisis 
,ne: The Lessons of D-Day 
,Iy: Shrinking the Federal 
,vemment 
,gust: Changing Our Schools, 
ving Our Jobs 

register your Meeting. or to jind 

NEIGHBORHOOD AT A, T,IME 

AUGUST 1994 

Sending Washington, D~C. Home 

Lamar Alexander's drive across 
America stopped in Portland, 
Maine to broadcast August's 
Neighborhood Meeting. Gov. 
John McKernan and participants in 
nearly 3000 other Meeting sites 
discussed transferring federal job 
training programs to states and 
communities. 

·"I've been hearing from almost 
everyone that the government in 
Washington is getting too big for its 
britches," Alexander said. "People 
resent it. We need to send 
Washington home. 

"Last month we talked about 
cutting the pay of Congress and 
sending them home. We should 
send home chunks of the federal 
bureaucracy, too. . 
• "In May we discussed Sen. 

Nancy Kassebaum:s proposal to 
send $53 billion in federal wel­
fare programs to the states with 
the feds picking up an equal dol­
lar amount of state Medicaid 
costs. 

• 'We could do the same with 150 
elernentru)' and secondary pro­

grams costing about $15 billion. 

• 	"Rep. Bill Zeliff (NH) suggests 
sending home about 90 federal 

. "job training programs as well." 
Alexander cited Gov. 

McKernal!'s pioneering work in 
creating youth apprenticeship 
school-to-work programs as "one 
more good example IhM states and 

., 	 . . 

GOV. JOHN MCKERNAN AND LAMAR ALEXANDfl/ AI AIJGUSTMEETING 

Washington, D.C. what they 
need." 

Rep. Zeliff: "We want to take 
.most of the 90 federal job training 
progra.ms, eliminate some, and give 
a block grant to states to come up 
with creative solutions. In tOlal, 
there are 154 programs adminis­
tered by 24 different agencies thai 
cost $24 billion each year. It's like 
spaghetti going in all different 
directions. " 

Carl Miller, FL: 'T m director 
of vocational education for MUl1in 
County. Individuals know what's 
best for their communities and 
many times cumbersome bureau­
cratic rules cause successful pro­
grams to go by the wayside." 

,Sen. Jane Amero, ME: "What 
we've discovered is that the vast 
majority of our ;>tudenbwho are 
not enrolled in a college prep COllrse 

"ON THE ROAD" 
SUPERLATIVES: 

Most Unit/I/(' /<'ooti: Boudin 
scrvc~ al 'Till' Bowlill ' ' 

King" in Jellnillgs, La. II is 
best descrih.:d as what's left 

over from the hog afler you 
make the sausage, served in 

its "natural casing." 

, Rot/ghest Road ...: Ar....nau.. 

Cft'lin'sf fmdRf'l: ''11w fcd-' 

('ral )!.oVl'fllIllcnl nluld ~ 
Il!ll" 1!I!lciI IOlby.I'u! iflhcy 

1'1 h\' III<' tillle jlllol hcre,I It • 

it \\'o\;ld hl' ,'old ,HIli wc'd 
all lw ,'.(lllt" " I':. BillOII 

I) I) 1\ I)OIlJ! MOfCnu.
\Oll!:,". . ' 

/lest UtIllIPI'/' ,"if/da'r: 
.. Make w\'! fall' a~ hard to 
,,,'I '" :I hllildill1' p('rmil." 

http:progra.ms
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I-Iudson Institute 

September 6, 1994 

The Honorable Richard Riley 
secretary of Education 
united Stat~s Department Of Educat"ion 
600 Independence Avenue, SW #6133 
Washington, D. C. 20202~0100 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

I am delighted to enc"lose a copy of the report being 
.re1eased this week by Hudson Institute's Educ~tional Excel~ence 
Network and its newly formed Education Policy Committee., T,he 
report assesses. significant developments. in American educatiion 
during the last school year 'with a view toward identifying lareas 
t~ need more atte~tion if our, nation is to make progress Itoward 
world-class schools during the year ahead. ' I' 

While you may hav'e disagreements witl1 some of the. 'ii 

conclusions of this report, I think you will find others, ~uch as 
our concern ,about the "hijacking" of "outcomes-based education," 

. • I 

much in keeping with your own priorities. ,We would be glad to 
make additional copies of this report available to you for: 
distribution, if you~ould like t6 do so. I 

We at Hudson 106k forward to working with you and youi. 
colleagues on the vital task ~f improving American education.,' 

• • II hope you find this report a useful step in that d1rect10n. 

sincerely, 

{yk 
Leslie L~nkowsky 
President' 

Enclosures 

cc: Terry Peterson 
Billy Webster 


vMichael Cohen 


Herman Kahn Center 

. P.o. Box 26-919, Indianapolis, Indiana 46226 
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Hudson Institute 

u.s. SCHOOLS 

"SCHIZOPHRENIC ON STANDARDS" 


SAYS NEW HUDSON REPORT 


Contact Peter J. Pitts, (317) 545-1702 
. I 

September 7, 1994, Washington, DC. The Educational Excellence Network 

(EEN) of Hudson Institute released its report, "Looking Back, Thinking Ahe~d: 
American School Reform 1993-1995" today, detailing what's blazing or blocking 

the road to reform of American primary and secondary schooling. ! 
. .' . I 

The report points to a developing "schizophrenia on standards" as a major ~arrier 
to progress in improving U.S. schools .. As a result, the potential positive impact of 

the Clinton administration's "Goals 2000" program -- which codifies into federal 

law eight education goals aimed to create "world class standards" for studeht 
I 

achievement -- is likely to be undermined at both the state and national lev~ls. 

I 
The report refers to the U.S. Department of Education's own challenge of Ohio's 

minimum competency tests for high school graduation on grounds tllat the exams 
. I 

are biased as an example of this schizophrenia. The EENreport quotes from a 
i 

letter to Secretary of Education Riley, signed by 14 members of Congress, raising 

concern over the investigation: 

"In our view, this situation raises serious questions about the feasibili~y of 
standards and assessment efforls in all states and raises the question of w~ether 

.. or not the.Department-will allOli\1 any high stakes standards and assessmen~ 
provisions to ever be implemented. 1/ i 

"That's true schizophrenia with respect to standards," said EEN co-founder lnd 
I 

Hudson Institute's John M. Olin Fellow Chester E. Finn, Jr. "We should never 
• I 

accept the notion that standards and expectations should be lower for some: 
. I 

groups than for others, or that different results on a test mean the test should be . 
I 

faulted. That's not educational excellence -- those are excuses." 

Henn,lIl Kahn Center 

1'.0. Box 2(\.91 1). Indianapolis. Illlli<ll1a 4()22() 
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I 

. I 
According to the report, the past year in American education earned only a I"C+," 
but "the average is not as significant as the specific component parts," according 
to Finn. Six notable developments discussed in the report are: (1) the enabtment 
of Goals 2000; (2) the Ohio civil rights challenge; (3) the national backlash I 

. I 

against outcomes-based education; (4) the spread of "charter" schools; (5): 


private management of public education; and (6) growing interest in schooll 

vouchers. I 


I 

The report details the issues, as well as offering the views of the Network's: new 
. I 

Education Policy.committee (EPC), whose members include two former U.p. 

Secretaries of Education, Lamar Alexander and Bill Bennett, together with almost 
50:of the mest respected names in Americaneducation.· QUdtes;fro,mEPC 
members appear throughout the report. . '. . '.' I 

"The EEN has helped launch the national excellence movement by continu'ally 

reminding policymakers, journalists, educators, and parents that education! must 

be judged by whether children are learning," said EEN co-founder Diane Ravitch. 

"What sounded heretical in 1981 is now no longer even controversial. But jthe 

battle is only half won. We must continue to insist on real standards, consi:stently 

applied, and we must relentlessly seek out ways to improve the delivery ofi 
I 

educational services." . I 

The Educational Excellence Network was founded in 1981 by Ravitch and Finn to 
enhance the exchange of ideas and information among those who recognized the 
need for the reform of American education. EEN became a part of HUdSO~ . . 

, 

Institute in 1992 and is directed by Research Fellow Carol D'Amico. 


i
j 

. . . I 
, " .".- ~ ---,~, .-.4 ...... ". ;'~-"--:;-';:"~~""""';"""~'':'~-'--~' ... :,~---- -''''''-'.'- - ..."-'--~-~"""----.'-~.~ - >.,'~- - : . .'." . • • 

Founded in 1961 by the late Herman Kahn, Hudson Institute helps shape t:he 

future through research designed to anticipate the political, economic, and! 

cultural trends critical to the success of U.S. public policy and business today and 
into the 21 st century. . ' . . . i 

I 
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.EDUCATION POLICY COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
Chester E. Finn, Jr., Chairman 

Diane Ravitch, Co-Chairman 


Joseph Adelson, Professor ofPsychology, University ofMichigan 
Lamar Alexander, Former Secretary ofEducation, Counsel to Baker, Worthington, Crossley, &' Stansberry

'. . . I 

Jeanne Allen, President, Center for E,ducation Reform I 

,.. Leslye Arsht, President, Goals 2000 Coalition 
James K. Baker, Chairman ofthe Board and CEO, Arvin Industries, Inc. 

IStephen H. Balch, President and Executive Director, National Association ofScholars 
I 


Jim Bencivenga, President, Hull Council for Business and Cultural Development 

William 1. Bennett, Former Secretary ofEducation, Co-Director, Empower America 

Clint Bolick, Vice President and Director ofLitigation, Institute for Justice 

Samuel Brunelli, Executive Director, American Legislative Exchange Council 


. . I 
Linda Chavez, John M Olin Fellow, Center for the New American Community, Manhattan Institute 

Saul Cooperman, President, Ready Foundation 
 1 

Ramon Cortines, C'himcetior, New York City Public Schools I 
. Edwin Delattre, Dean ofthe School ofEducation, Boston University 

Denis P. Doyle, Senior Research Fellow, Hudson Institute I 

Pierre du Pont IV, Former Governor ofDelaware, Partner, Richards, Layton, and Finger 

.! 


C. Emily Feistritzer, President, National Center for Education Information 

Jolm Fund, Editorial Page Writer, The Wall Street Journal . 

Nathan Glazer, Professor ofEducation and Sociology Emeritus, Harvard University 

Stephen Goldsmith,'Mayor, Indianapolis, Indiana . 

Joan Grady, Senior Program Director, Mid-Continent Regional Education Laboratory 

Bill Honig, Professor, School ofEducation, San Francisco State University 

Wade F. Horn, Director, National Fatherhood Initiative 

William J. Hume, Chairman ofthe Board, Basic American, Inc. 

David Kearns, Chairman, New American Schools Development Corporation, 

Patrick J. Keleher, Jr., President, TEACH America 

Leo Klagholz, Commissioner, New Jersey State Department o/Education 

Byron S. Lamm, Executive Director, State Policy Network 

Rick C. Lavis,former Co-Chairman, Arizona Business Leaders for Education 

Rob Melnick, Director, Morrison Institute for Public Policy 

Wil1iarn MoJonev. Sunerintendent,Calvert Countv Public Schools. Marvland 


• ,,; ~ ,L " ";,' • '" • • 

John Murphy; Superintendent, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools, North Carolina 
Joseph Murphy, Department and Chair ofEducation, Vanderbilt University 
Grover Norquist, President, Americans for Tax Reform 
Paul H. O'Neill, Chairman and CEO, Aluminum Company ofAmerica : 
Lawrence C. Patrick, Jr., Member ofthe Detroit Board ofEducation, Partner, Jaffe, Raitt, Heue~ and Weiss, 
Mitchell B. Pearlstein, President, Center ofthe American Experiment I 

Elizabeth Rohatyn, Vice President, Felix and Elizabeth Rohatyn Foundation . 
Ted Sanders, Superintendent ofPublic Instruction, State ofOhio 
Bret Schundler, Mayor, Jersey City, New Jersey 
Donald M. Stewart, President, The College Board 
Abigail Thernstrom,AtijunctProfossor, School ofEducation, Boston University 
Herbert 1. Walberg, Research Professor ofEducation, University ofIllinois at Chicago 
Robert L. Woodson, Pr~sident, National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise 
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"SCHIZOPHRENIC ON STANDARDS" 

SAYS NEW HUDSON REPORT 


Contact Peter J. Pitts. (317) 545-1702 

September 7. 1994. Washington. DC. The Educational Excellence Network (EEN) of 
I 

Hudson Institute released its report, "Looking Back. Thinking Ahead: American, 

School Reform 1993-1995" today. detailing what's blazing or blocking the road to 

reform of American primary and secondary schooling. 

The report points to a developing "schizophrenia on standards" as a major barrier to 

progress in improving U.S. schools. As a result, the potential positive impact of ~he 

Clinton administration's "Goals 2000" program -- which codifies into federal law:eight 
I 

education goals aimed to create "world class standards" for student achievement ~- is 

likely to be undermined at both the state and national levels. 

! 

The report refers to the U.S. Department of Education's own challenge of Ohio's I 

minimum competency tests for high school graduation on grounds that the exam~ are 

biased as an example of this schizophrenia. The EEN report quotes from a lettei to 
I 

Secretary of Education Riley, signed by 14 members of Congress, raising concern over 
I 

the investigation: 

I 

"In our view, this situation raises serious questions about the feasibility of 

standards and assessment efforts in all states and raises the question of whether or not 
I 

the Department will allow any high stakes standards and assessment provisions t,o ever 

be implemented." 

I 

"That's true schizophrenia with respect to standards," said EEN co-founder and Hudson 
! 

Institute's John M. Olin Fellow Chester E. Finn, Jr. "We should never accept the 
Herman Kahn Center 
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notion that standards and expectations should be lower for some groups than for ' 

others, or that different results on a test mean the test should be faulted. That's not 

educational excellence -- those are excuses." 

According to the report, the past year in American education earned only a "C+,": but 
I 

I 

"the average is not as significant as the specific component parts," according to Binn. 

Six notable developments discussed in the report are: (1) the enactment of Goals 

2000; (2) the Ohio civil rights challenge; (3) the national backlash against outcorr,.es-
I 

based education; (4) the spread of "charter" schools; (5) private management of public 

education; and (6) growing interest in school vouchers. 

The report details the issues, as well as offers the views of the Network's new 

Education Policy committee (EPC), whose members include two former U.S. 

Secretaries of Education, Lamar Alexander and Bill Bennett, together with almos~ 50 

of the most respected names in American education. Quotes from EPC members 

appear throughout the report. 

"The EEN has helped launch the national excellence movement by continually 

reminding policy makers, journalists, educators, and parents that education must be 
I 

judged by whether children are learning," said EEN co-founder Diane Ravitch. "What 

sounded heretical in 1981 is now no longer even controversial. But the battle is only 

half won. We must continue to insist on real standards, consistently applied, andl we 

must relentlessly seek out ways to improve the delivery of educational services." 

I 

The Educational Excellence Network was founded in 1981 by Ravitch and Finn to 

enhance the exchange of ideas and information among those who recognized the 'need 

for the reform of American education. EEN became a part of Hudson Institute in 
! 

1992 and is directed by Research Fellow Carol D'Amico. 

http:outcorr,.es


Founded in 1961 by the late Herman Kahn, Hudson Institute helps shape the future 

through research designed to anticipate the political, economic, and cultural trends 

critical to the success of U.S. public policy and business today and into the 21 st 

century. 
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Introduction 


Education "reform" has become a sizable industry ill 
its own right during the past decade, but its resuJts to date 
have been dismal. In summer 1994, the National Assess­
ment of Educational Progress released the. latest student 
achievement trend data in reading, writing, math, and 
science. Slight gains are visible in science in recent YCilrs, 
as are minor upticks in' math-but only in relation to 
unacceptably low baselines. As for literacy, most yOltng 
Americans are functioning at rudimentary levels: enough 
to get through the day, perhaps, but not enough to sustain 
a strong democracy, a competitive economy, anda vibrant 
culture. 

How is it that so much energy and expense are going 
intothe enterprise of school reform, yet we have so little to 
show for it? With this report, the Educational Excellence 
Network (EEN) and its new Education Policy Committee 
(EPC) hope to shed a bit oflight on that paradox with regard 
to the past year and to illuminate the path that lies before us 
as the new school year opens. 

As we rev iew 1993-94 in American primary/secondary 
education, the most that can be said is ihat acollpie of good 
things happened and several encouraging trends were ap­
parent. At the same time, we find backsliding on key 
mailers, opportunities missed, and mischief made. 

In this report, we've concentrated on two categories of 
event that arc central to what the Network stands for: 

• 	 Stalldards (whilt do we expet.:t American 
childrcn to know ilnd he able to un hv thc 



• 	 Reinventing Education (what changes need to be 
made to the current system if we're to reach our 
destination ?) 

Examining the past year, we find that education policy makers at all 
levels have gonen fuzzy and ambivalent about high academic standards, 


.evenas.somehave strengthened the-instruments ofchange;-'But·why;-it­

is rair to ask, improve the means of trans po nation if one is vague about 

one'sdestination? 

Lookjng ahead, opponunities abound, but will decision-makers take 
the risks; a·void the pitfalls, and stick to their guns in the face of tough 
and sometimes nasty resistance? Would that we had more confidence in 
their resolve. 

I!,the interest of focus and brevity, we've been selecti v.e in this 
report, olnining topics (such as early childhood education) that some 
EPC members had hoped to see here and neglecting some worrisome 
de veloplrients (such as the College Board's decision to "re-center" the 
SAT scores) that we could not fully examine. Nor have we said anything. 
about the continuing "culture wars" and ·welfare policy struggles that 
have such great bearing on the lives of children and the content or their 
ethICal ion. Still. we hope that you will find this report informative and 
useful. sometimes controversial, perhaps a touch alarming. And if 
you're not already a member of the Educational Excellence Network, we 
iiwite you to join. Inrormation can be found on the last page of this 
publication. 

Chester E. Finn, Jr. 	 Diane Ravitch 
Co-Chair 	 Co-Chair 
Education Policy Committee Education Policy Committee 
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Part 1: Where We're Going 

Schizophrenia on Standards 


In 1989 when President Bush and the nation's gover­
nors met in Charlottesville to set ambitious new national 
education goals. it appeared that the key U.S. education 
policy shapers had embraced the idea that education is 
properly measured by its results, not hy budgets, 
pupil-teacher ratios, teacher salaries,'or other nll';JSlln:s 

or"inpuL" 
The third and perhaps most important of the national 

goals slales thai, by the year 2000, all children will "leave 
grades rour, eight. and twelve havingdemonslmted compe­
tency inchaliengingsubject matter including English, math­
ematics, science, history, and geography ."Toward this end. 
President Bush and Education Secretary Lamar Alexander 

~ __I developed the "America 2000" strategy. including "world· 
.-:r:, R~ {class ~tan~ards" ror s~udent achievement and high-caliher 

No ~xamlnatlons to monitor progress. 
.. <"c- 'C~ Since that time, the notion of "world class standards" 

.,;.43.1'"114..., <-.. .5" has been widely discussed. Washington funded seven sub­
ject-specific standard-setting groups (and severnl more 
have obtained private resources). State-level efforts to 
create standards and assessments are widespread. and local 
initiatives of this kind are growing more common. Some or 
the design teams supported by the New American Schools 
Development Corporation are honing their own sets of 
standards. The American Federation or Teachers recently 
compiled an international collection or 12th grnde exit 
exams in biology, the first in a series of publications 
designed to inform American standard-setting efrorts. 
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Test-makers and publishers continue to develop curricula 
and assessment instruments intended to propel American 

. students to greater levels ofachievement. 
Till: worst part So far, so good. The events described below, however, 

~.	.t~~:~s~2~~. __~u~gc:~t that~!~~__aIL~he _~lk-=-~a!'L!:,a.ve we~ k~ee.s 
COII~ress . when It comes tame to proceed up the rocky path that must 
didl;'t do. No be scaled if we are truly to demand more from our 
rew'wed students and our schools. 
COllllllillll(,llt to 
rigorous 
academic 
s/alldlll'ds. No The News: Goals 2000 Enacled into Law 
plIslI to charter The passage of Goals 2000 marked what the Clinton 
I/w/lsllllds o{ i Administration and some others hope will be a new era of 
lIew schools. nationwide education reform activity cata.Jyzed by a stron­
No //lOpe 10 ger federal role and parallel-the word "systemic" is often 
take .reLit'l'Ii/ used-actions by states and localities. 
n'Sl//lltiolls 

Goals 2000 codifies eight education goals-the sixllie c/aSSr(wlI/ 
developed post~Charlottesville and a brace of new onestelld't'l'. No GI 

Hillfol' Kids so touting professional developmen! for teachers and parental 
Ihal poor involvement in schools. The legislation also creates two 
lilllli/ies ellli new federal boards charged with establishing national 
II/SO rlwose llil' academic and skill standards and with certifying state. 
Ilt'sl schoil/s standards and assessments. The act says that acceptance of 
till';" rhildrc/I. standards is volunlary at the state and local levels. 

lamar Goals 20()() abo authorizes funds for states amllocali ­
Alexander 

ties to help underwrite various reform efforts (standards 
and assessments. to be sure. but also professional develop­
ment, parental and community involvement. dropout pre­GOll/s 2()()(), !f 
vention. etc.). Those funds now upon Education Depan­illlll/l'lIIclIl eli 


projlt'fly, CIIII men! approval of state/local "improvement plans." Ap­

liPI' II/I ttl its proximately $90 million was allocated for this purpose in 
rhl'lol'ic. If 1I0t. 1994. The fiscal '95 figure will be around $390 million. 
it is II l'ehiclc 
.(ll/' SpCCilll Our View: Jury is Oul Oil Goals 2000 

illlerests In 
 Pitchers of ink were poured over this measure 
smotller sill Ie during its prolonged stay on Capitol Hill, particularly 
Ill/Ii loml 

when it passed through legislative stages of a kind that 
/,('(11/'11/. 

often lead to considerable mischief (stages such as William 
committee markups and political negotiations). Thanks, Moloney 
however, to articulate critics. steadfast governors. 

Allleric(lI\ Scllool Reform 1993 - 1995 

skeptical senators, and. at one point, the personal 

intervention of President Clinton. many worrisome I .1'· I)('
...L~ 	 S 

features were dropped or softened. 	 No ;'l'1I' 
.Toda.y, Goals 2?OO looks lik.e lillie more than (a) a prog mill uf t!Ji~ 


codificatIOn of natIOnal education goals. (b) several IIItlgllitude IIII~ 

new'(or more· permanent)-structures Jor. enc.o.yr1!gi.!!g_I]LCrIlJJ!!J.IJ,,\cd ­
and monitoring the nation's progress toward to np/lror'e 

those goals, and (c) a medium-sized new federal st(llc phllls tllis 

grant program which-at its outset. anyway-the quickly. 
Department of Education is administering in a low-key Ted Sanders 

fashion. 
Yet the measure's shortcomings are profound: GOllls 2/J()(} 

Congress dropped important elements of the '.'goals- IJrovides II 

standards-accountability" reform paradigm, notably .jillse st'lise t:f 
any meaningful testing system. (Moreover. tests devcl- sew!'ity to till' 
oped with Goals 2000 money cannot be used by slales Hlltiun tlmt 
.and localities for "high stakes" purposes such as high sOll/l'hm!' 1~1I is 
school graduation.) The new federal councils, once 11011' H,dl. rile 

I11C$$Il,'\C ;~ 
appointed and staffed. may well make plenty of mis­ "Let's 1t'II;t 

chief; it appears that they will consist largcly ofintercsl IIl1lil Goals 
group representatives. National "opporlllnily 10 20()() llIls lillll' 

learn" (i.e., input) standards are coming back in new Iletort' we lid 

garb and, probably, with sharp teeth and talons. And IlIIl//ilpre. 

in return for their crumb of federal aid, slates and Je~nne Allen 
localities are apt to have to jump through c\'er­

more hoops. 
Nobody familiar with the history of federal educa- slales IIrc CIISt'!' 

tion programs equid reasonably expect Washingtollto to tlccqlt Illc 
COllb ':W()()resist the temptation to add ever-more conditions and 
fl/llds tlllli turequirements to these monies. Perhaps most worri­
.(l1/10W riirec­some. the very idea of goals-based school reform has 
lives palnil!­

been "federalized," leaving states, communities, teach­
illg to it. Top­

ers, and parents with a diminished sense of obligation dowll ('diets 1m' 
to solve their own problems. 111wlllt'lI111 ;11 

tilel'c Mates, 
lJllt II/cil IIcelf 

The News: Office for Civil Righls Challenges Ohio 

Exams 
As part of Ohio's 1987 education reform package, Joan G rild y 

the state created a new set of tests to ascertain whether 
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graduating seniors had at least minimum competency in 
reading. writing. math. and citizenship. To give students 
ample time to prepare for these assessments (which are 

Ifgrollps or pegged to appr~x_imately all ~gbth~grade_curriculum).ac,,--.-. 
-il~divi~lIals --;,. iii-ar linkage of diploma to tests was deferred until 1994. 
differ '~' Now the Education Department's Office for Civil 
educatronal R' h (OCR)" "Oh" d' .' , ,t' Ig ts IS Investlgatmg 10 s. test to etermme 

Jac lIevcllWIl , .,' heth . . I h C' e 'I R' h Ig Act 0 f 1964 Iwe I/eed to . w er It VIO ates t IVI ts , t seems a 
kllow so complaint was logged when approximately 90 percent of 
sOlllethillg Cal; white students had passed all four parts of the test as of 
be dOlw abollt, March I, when 80 percent of black students had passed, 
iI. Simply (Students who fai I the first time may retake the exam many 
callil/g pC(lpie times. over several years. and they can receive supplemental 
equal wllo instruction to assist them in passing.) Two months later. the 
a~el/'t.0: number of white students passing had risen to 95 percent 
dlSglllSlIIg tile and the total of successful black students had increased 
facts abollt to nearly 90 percent. Complainants to OCR earlier had' 
cOlllpetellce f'l d I . h Oh" F dID' . CI e a awsUit t at an 10 e era Istnct ourt11mk~ , 

stlllldards disposed of in a decision which left intact the tests and 


graduation standard. The agency continues its investigation /IIealli liS less. 
Herbert J. nonetheless. 

Walberg In its initial letter to the Ohio Department ofEducation. 
OCR stated that "an acute civil rights issue will arise if the 
Ohio Department of Education's proficiency test causes 
disparate numbers of minority students across the state to 
be denied the opportunity to graduate with a high school OCR litis 

demallded diploma." 

st /ldel/t­
idelll ijiilbJe Our View: Clildon Administration Talks Out 

dllta. Makes of Both Sides of Its Mouth 

lilli,' II '0111 fer In May. fourteen members of the U.S. House of 

IIgaill a/lollt tile 
 Representat ives wrote to Education Secretary Richard 
lIIotive, wl,ell Riley to raise concerns and questions about OCR' s 
(Jill.' cOllsiders 

action. They argued-rightly. we. believe-that thefedt'ral 
Department of Education is hypocritical when, on the protectiolls to 
one hand. it promotes high academic standards through {ll/lIilit's'riSIIl 


to prilll'ICy. Goals 2000 while. on the other hand, investigating Ohio 

Ted Sanders for actually employing such standards in ways that 


might alter the behavior of teachers and learners, The 

OCR investigation also smacks of the pernicious notion 

that expectations should be manipulated so that the 
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"impact" of standards will be exactly the same for all 

demographic subgroups. 
We agree with the congressmen's observation: 

"This situation raises serious questions about the fea­
sibili' y ofstan-daras andassessmenteff6lts inall'stares­
and raises the question of whether or not the Depart­
ment will allow allY high stakes standards and assess­
ment provisions to ever be implemented." 

The News: Outcomes Backlash 
Outcomes-based ~ducation took a number of body 

blows during the 1993-94 school year, asit became the 
object of intense political controversy~so much so that 
the phrase "outcomes-based" has nearly vanished 
from current policy discourse. Among other events 

are the following: 
• 	 Then-governor Douglas Wilder of Vir­

giniarescinded the Commonwealth 'sdraft 

school outcomes. 
• 	 The' voters of Littleton, Colorado, threw 

out a trio of school board members under 
whose leadership a number of Littleton 
schools had created innovative outcomes­
based programs. In their place: a new barid 
professing a return to the basics. 

• 	 At both local and state levels. Minnesota 
backpedaled on school outcomes. 

• 	 The Connecticut legislature declined to 
promulgate statewide "standards" due in 
part to forceful objections from parents 
opposed to "OBE." (The ill-fated reform 
measures also provided for charter schools 
and school choice. Opponents also in­
cluded the slate's teacher unions and 
a number of complacent suburban 

communities.) 
• 	 Heated political and legislative battles 

about "OBE" were fought from Ohio to 
California, Colorado to Pennsylvania. 
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Our View: OBE Was Hijacked 
As longagoas the first "Coleman Report," in 1966,OlllcoIIICS­

- ---baSL'(L___ serious educat ion reformers have seen that money and 
programs "----Kinareaschoolinputs ·are-no-satisfactory _p-ro~y for 
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. pupil achievement and other desired educational-;'e-- .~ 
suits. The results that matter most, of course, are the 
knowledge and skills actually acquired by students. 

That sensible impulse helped give rise to the 1989 
Charlottesville "summit" and to the national education 
goals that followed. It has impelled governors and 
legislatures throughout the land, as well as many local 
dis(ricts and individual schools, to proclaim that they 
would no longer judge schools by what goes in but, 
rather, by what emerges, Instead of regulating schools 
through compliance with burdensome rules and proce­
dures, policymakers would focus 0\1 goals, standards. 
and accountabi lity for results-liberating professi9nal 
educators to achieve these results as they saw fit, and 

, liberating families toselect the schools that suited them 
from among an array of options. All this led. in turn. to 
numerous efforts to spell out precisely what results 
were sought. how these would be measured and re­
ported. and what accountability mechanisms would 
attach to their attainment or non-attainment. 

Major problems arose. however. when polieymak­
ers moved from concept to details. It was. of course, 
necessary for someone to spell out which particular 
outcomes a state or community would expect of its 
young people. This might have been done by asking a 
panel ofordinary citizens to itemize the core knowledge 
and fundamental skills ordinary Americans want their 
children to acquire in school. But that is not what 
typically happened. Instead, policymakers tended to 
entrust the process to "experts" with very different 
conceptions of the purpose and role of schooling. 
conceptions ihat often have more to do with social 
change than with core academic skills and knowledge. 

The result. in many places, was a laundry list of 
outcomes that are skimpy on--even contemptuous 
of-such skills and knowledge but replete with atti­
tudes. social relationships. and ideological positions. 
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(This' type of approach has been referred tn as "Trans­
formational" OBE.) Many of these "outcomes" If 11'(' /l{'li''i'I'/I// 
were-and remain-inappropriate, offensive. and childrell 
even sacrilegious to many Americans. And such results Ct!HlW/ /It, 

--are-even· morebllr~temo_me~when achieving them is II's/ed,lilm 
made compulsory and inescapable-'ihrolighout-lIre- -11070 call wc­

public (and sometimes private) schools of all entire 
community or state. 

The upshot has been an intense political backlash 
against the very idea of olltcomes-based education. The 
crilics are justified in many respects. Unfortunately, an 
awfully important baby could go down the drain with 
the OBE bath water, and the country could find itself 
returning to an era when "inputs,"services, and inten­
tions arc the main gauge of educational quality and 
performance. (For more information on this suhject. 
see "Outcome-Based Educatioll: Miracle Cure 
or Plague.'" by Bruno V. Manno. NIU/,\"(J/t nrir/illg 
Pliper No. 16~:L) 
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Paif2-: -GdHng'There From Here 
Cracks.in the Education Cartel 


In "Reinventing Public Education," a lucid and impor­
tant new Rand study, Paul Hill writes as follows: 

Two theses are central to this report. (J) The seeds 
of today's disappointments were sown when edu­
cation reformers of the 19th century defined a 
public school as an institution financed. owned, 
and managed by a local agency ofgovernment; and 
(2) public management ofeducation has created a 
governance systemdivorced from public needs and 
democratic change. asystem incapable of renewing 
itself. 
Just as the idea ofgauging quality by results rather than 

"inputs" has begun to shape policy and discourse about 
education. so too can we glin1pse signs ofa new conception 
of "public" education. 

With ample cause. policymakers at all levels are grow­
ing more concerned about efficiency, effectiveness, and 
consumer satisfaction. From national efforts to "reinvent 
government" to state and local actions to "privatize" public 
services from garbage collection to prison management, 
there are bountiful examples of ways the public sector is 
attempting to borrow some ofthe conditions and incentives 
of the private market. 

Although such efforts can be found in numerous do­
mains of local, state, and federal activity, the education 
estahlishment has largely succeeded in preserving its stone 
wall around traditional forms of "public" schooling. De­
fenders of those forms stress the word "public," to evoke 

Americall School Reform /993 . /995 

patriotism, goodness, and the American Way. Indeed, the 
word itself is swell. The problem arises when it is equated 
with a uniform. rule-bound, bureaucratic, government 
monopoly staffed solely by government employees and 
more attuned to their interests than to the well-being of its 
consumers:-- . -- ..... -.----- -·--------Stall£inrdsnre 

Fortunately, we're seeing the early signs of a fresh tilt' /(lIl1Idatioll 
. . f" bl'" d' h' d' h /lpml 1Il1llell IIe Imllon 0 pu IC e ucatlOn, one avmg more to 0 witd f1 

'who is served rather than who provides the service. Last "lst I') III rile If iii 

year ,:,e saw s~ve~al dram~tic efforts t? transform the ways progrrllll is 

public education IS orgalllzed and delivered. built. We llt'ed 
The three most notable alld promising attempts at t(l expcri/llCltt 

"reinvention" are the nationwide surge in "charter school" ill the 
simIlegislation. renewed attempts to foster school choice, and 
cduell/ iOIl.experiments of communities in contracting with private Ramon' 

providers for education services . Cortines" 

The News: Charter School States Doubled Last Year 
The charter school movement. pioneered in 1991 by 


Minnesota. advanced rapidly in 1993 and 1994: Charter 

school legislation has now passed in a dozen states. Bills are 

pending in almost as many others. Although these measures 

vary considerably (and nonehas made it unscathed through 

the legislative gantlet). all allow for the creation of new 

public schools that are more or less self-governing; created 

and ~anaged by diverse groups and entities; largely freed 

from regulatory constraint and bureaucratic oversight: held I:fldl ciun/IT 


accountable for results; and chosen by their students (or school 

parents) ratherthan populated via involuntary assignment. 'J~I(l11 15 n


.' /mr/Illc
The process ofchartermg a school IS complex. and key fmc/llrc ill IIIf' 

elements differ from state to state: the types of charter COHen'/(' 

applicants allowed, the composition of the charter-granting blll1ker prllrl' 

bodies. the degree of residual regulation. elC. Teacher establishmellt. 
unions' opposition to the charter school movement has Grover 

Norquistgenerally been intense. Unions (and sometimes school 

boards and administrators) have lobbied for greater regllla­

tion of such schools, for their inclusion within collective 

bargaining agreements. and for tight caps on the tolal 

number of charter schools. 


In Michigan (which recently enacted olle of the farthesl 

reaching charter laws). a regional dircctoroflhe Michiplll 
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boards, which may not welcome the competition the Education Association warned the president of Saginaw 
charter schools are designed to foster. Indeed. the kind s TI/(' 11111 rkrtValley State University that the union would take action if 
of boards that charter applicants are likely to be keenest lorce~ 0/the university authorized "unplanned, uncontrolled charter 
to get out from under are the very kind least apt to okay ~OmJ1dilioll ~l'1

Cllarler scllools .. ·schools ... without the input of educators and administra-
I the application. (Joe Nathan and James Ysseldyke. who 111111011011/

1
.'1 -- w'e a I illl id;-- --.. tors.~Hethreatenedtoencourage.union members who.are_.__ ----T .aremonitoring-the Mirmesota-charter-scllools, -wrotec/lallrla scl/wloIS__

lemporizillg·Saginaw Valley g.raduates to stop donating to the univer­ . . WI lUll/! Ie p
that empowenng local schools to approve or dlsap- d' 1·1slep ill Ille sity; to stop union teachers from participating in teacher . . . .. "lie IJIIII I II,
prove charter requests IS "like giVing The New York leac"er .right r/ireclioll. ·training or graduate courses at, the university; and to 
Til/les the power to decide whether The Wall 51rc('1 profc~~itlllll/i~lIl.8111 leacllers' 'encourage local superintendents and school boards to end 

. jOllrnal can be sold in New York City.") IIl1d ITlI!'1I11r/ admillis- . their involvement with university programs. A spokesman 
Several jurisdictions have addressed this problem IlCCOllllltl/,ilil!1IraIOrS'II!,iolls for Governor John Engler, a strong backer of the charter 

by permitting charter school organizers to appeal to the 10 Ill',I' lieiS/lhIllal dO."l/lIl1le .school legislation, denounced these threats as "goon squad 
er/IICaIWII .. t' .. state level. In Massachusells. charters are nllly granted ill ('('('ll Ollr . I . ,tac ICS.IegIs III/(m ' by tht.: state. a practice that has creatt.:d its OWI1 prob- I,ppn'sl 

IIl1ve IIlrl'lldy 
 lems. (For example. it is more difficult for charter 1/l'/.'\/i1,prlIPP"~.Our View: Charter Strategy Has Promise; Laws t'IIsllrer/11I1I1 

f· db 'Id' . I· I I LaITV Patrick
COl/til/lie to Improve sc I100 I operators to In UI Ings In W lIC 1 to pace ­

rllllrier sclloo/s 
The virulence with which elements of the establish­ their schools. because the charter law makes 110 provi­wOII'llle 


seriollsly Iried. ment have reacted to the charter school movement sion for capital costs and irked districts have heen 

h . f '1" ) III til!'

Herberl J. underscores our hunch that the states are onto some­ re IlIctantto voIunteer t elr aCI Itles. 
C"erry Crcek. 

Walberg thing here. Butthe main promise of this reform strategy. Although charter schools are no panacea. we are CO/Oil/tiP. 
rests in its potential to go beyond a limited number of optimistic about their promise as a reform strategy. The 5c"00/ 
"demonstration sites" and to foster marketplace dy­ latest states to pass laws have learned from those that Disl rid, II 

namics within the public education system by increas­ preceded them, and the newer legislation (such as in pllrelll SnJlll' 
ing and dramatically diversifying the "supply side" of Michigan and Arizona) has generally been bolder and lI'lllllet! 10 stllrt 

the school reform equation. more "liberating." We hope that even more dramatic a C"lIrler 

The charter strategy is not without risk, however. results will follow once charter school operators show sc"oollor 
TIle fear of gifled IllldNot all charter schools are created equal or have the that such liberation permits true innovation, and once 
prival izat iOIl 11I11'1I1"d

potential to achieve desired effects. The existence of a parents get into the habit of choosing among schools 
ClIII be a mosl -c"i/dl/·II.

charterdoesn 't mean that children attending that school that aren't all essentially identical. 
IIseflll spllr 10 Ra Iher tlltlll 

will inevitably learn moreorthat what they learn will be pllb/ic edllca­ d('oIIPil" 
lioll reforlll. worth knowing. Moreover, several states have enacted • • • /o~i11,'\ /llOlIel/ 

William charter statutes that are so burdensome to comply with IIl1d I"e k~1 
The News: More School Districts COlltract Moloney that few (sometimes none) have bothered. (One critic 1l1ll/llriglll('~1 
for Servicesterms these "fake charter school laws".) Georgia, for 10 tl dlllrlt'r 

Although private management of public schools secmed ~d/Oll/. tilt'example, places so many obstacles before charter start­
farfetched only a couple of years ago, today a growing di~1 rid ~iI'IlIlSers that nobody has even applied in the Peach State. 
numhcr of school systems are either cxperimenting with ill In :,I'/lr 111111California's charter law caps the total number of 

(n'/lh'd IIsuch arrangements or considering doing so. Not only are charter schools at 100, hardly enough to have signifi­
1IIIIS"I'1 ~.-JI(1(11.school districts finding it easier and cheaper to cont ract forcant impact on the state's 8,000 schools. JOJn Gradyjanitorial, bus, and cafeteria services, but they are also Other states, such as Wisconsin and Kansas, re­

discovering the benefits of using outside contractors to quire charter schools to be authorized by local school 
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provide educational services and, in certain cases, 

the management of entire schools. Some of the 

new "charter" schools are making similar arrangements. 


Many school systems have long contracted with pri vate 
_	lirm~_f~r~n_cil~~!y services, but the "out-sourcing" trend 

gained considerablevisioiJityTn--1992-wtien' Baltimb1e-­
signed a contract with Educational Alternatives, Inc. (EAI) 
io manage one middle school and eight elementary schools 
in that city. 


This past year, private management has begun (() 

spread, despite continuing opposition by teachers' unions. 

I M' I' f I h hi'"n mneapo IS, or examp e, t e new sc 00 supenntcn­
d'" . f" fh' . d' . I bl' 

.i ,ent IS a pn.v~te Irm; mstead 0 iring a tra Itlona pu ,IC 

school adminIstrator, the school board contracted With 

Public Strategies, Inc. to manage the district. The Edison 

Project expects to operate public schools in Ohio, Florida, 

Kansas, Hawaii, Michigan. Texas, Massachusetts, 'Cali­
fornia. and Colorado. Hartford. Connecticut, and Pinckney. 

Michigan, are working out arrangements with EAI to 

manage theirentire systems, Washington. D.C., hired Syl-


L . I 'd' d' I' . I' hvan eanmg. nco to provi e reme la instruction to lIg 
.

school seniors who read below the 9th grade level. . 

Baltimore. Sylvan runs part of the Chapter I program, a 

federal initiative to provide additional instruction to 

children from disadvantaged backgrounds.) Berlitz 

is handling foreign language instruction in several public 

schools. Charlotte-Mecklenburg superintendent John Mur­
phy has signaled his intention to invite bidders to manage 

some of the district's schools. Likewise, in Ind ianapoJ is the 

mayor and school superintendent have held discussions 


• h' Ii b . f h .,Wit pnvate Irms a out operatmg some 0 t at city s 
h I 

sc 00 S. 

Our View: Contracting Brings Marketplace 

Discipline to ti,e Public Sector 


Let usquickly acknowledge that the jury is still out ~ 
on whether student achievement rises when puhlic I
schools are privately managed. The Baltimore data are 

mixed, and the other ventures are too recent to show 

results. But the innovation holds great promise. The 

private sector has the flexibility and imagination to 
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devise more options through which public education 
can accomplish its work, and it can incorporate innova­
tions and efficiencies that have eluded the traditional 
system. Moreover, these innovations can help put desir­
able pressure on other schools to reform themselves. 

--(Not'only arethe EAI-maintained schools in Baltj more 
said to be clean and in good repair for thelirst time in 
years. but many of that city's "regulnr" public schools 
nre now also reported to be tidier. as their cllstodians 
awaken to the possibility that their jobs could he in, 
jeopardy,) 

Perhaps the greatest benefit of contract manage­
ment is stricter accountability: rather than attempting 
to bring about reform by forcing schools tocomply with 

, rules and procedures, out-sourcing uses results for 
quality control. Private firms are contractually bound 
to reach specific goals. If a private manager does not 
produce the agreed-upon results, its contract can he 
canceled. The school board may then resume running 
the schools or may hold a competition for new oltlsilie 
managers. 

Like charter schools, experiments with private 
management of public schools have been vigorollsly 
resisted by the usual entrenched interests. In the District 
of Columbia, for example. Superintendent Franklin 
Smith had hoped to turn overten to fifteen of his worst­
performing schools to private management heginning 
in 1994. Smith asserted that the "Band-Aid solutions 
we have used in the past have not worked. It is time to 
find more innovative measures-now, while public 
education can sti II be saved." 

His proposal would have faced any contractor with 
a mighty challenge-and a great opportunity, But the 
moment passed. Smith's plan was tabled, in no small 
part because of racial politics that may have heen 
stirred by a furious teachers' union. In response to plails 
by Education Alternatives, Inc" one opponent 
said, "With 89.9 percent of the school student body 
Africa'n American, why would we bring in rich 
white folks whodon't have any credentials in educating 
anybody?" Another opponent said. "Outside 
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contractors have no concern for the way of life ill the with $10 million in revenue raised through privatiz<.lIioll 
District." of the island's telephone company. If students choose to 

Tile According to the 1994 Kids CoufIl Data Book, use their vouchers in public schools. the vouchers 

sch(lol cllOice 
 published by the Annie E. Cas!!y Foundation. the 	 provide additional resources to those schools, supplemcnt- Ollly ~'llOjcl'
lIIovelllelll is District of Columbia has the highest U.S. rates of low ing funds t~aub~ _<;:QmmQnwealth_already__ provides-for.J!III',~/t'l::s- _ .. - ­

~ll1e (l'Qil!iSb1s~ -- birth~weignCJjabies~ infant moitali1Y, cnildde~aths~­ eachpupi~ 	 powerfrow 
/llOl le11lelil of , 	 '. . . burellllcrats tobirths to single teens,juvenile violent crime arrests, teen 	 In April. a San Juan Superior Court Judge declared Ille 1990s. 


Grover, violent deaths. and children in single-parent families. portions of the program invalid. holding that Puerto Rico' S PAflrel~/ts. I 

S Sc I(lO

Norquist i. 	 We wonder what aspects of the D.C. "way of life" the constitution. ~ars the transfe: of public ~oney to pri vate cllllitil'/fllIS 
opponents of private management are so keen schools. religiOUS or otherWise. That rulll1g has been ap- prolifcrl/Ic. 
to preserve. pealed to the Puerto Rican Supreme Court. where it is tile Berlill \'Villi 

currently pending. Meanwhile.the lowercourt' s injunction of lI1ollopoly 
against the program· has been lifted for the ti me being. puNic ('dllcll­
meaning that the program will continue at least through the tioN ll'ill CO/IIC' 

Tl)e News: Vouchers Halle Mixed Year;. Adllocates 1994-95 school year. dOlI'II. [Irick by 
Undaunted brick. 

Although public support for school choice has been California Clint Bolick 

steadily growing, political initiatives that would allow Last fall, California voters defeated Proposition 174, 
parents to choose their children'S schools had ups and an ambitious ballot referendum that would have 
downs in 1993 and 1994. The two most significant initia­ provided parents statewide with vouchers worth at 
tives took place in Puerto Rico and California. There were least half the cost of educating a child in a Califomia 

\'VhL'JI people photo-finishes in both the Arizona and Connecticut state public school. These would have been redeemable at 

plly for goods legislatures, as reform bills that included provisions for public or private schools. The initiative failed by a 

fllld services 
 school choice went down by narrow defeats in both stales. 	 71 to 29 percent margin. 
!{Iilllllldr OWl! The Pennsylvania, Georgia. and Kansas legislatures also 	 Analysts have offered various explanations for the 
//lolley, 

considered, but did not enact. choice legislation during the 	 initiative's stark failure: it did not make allowances for 
Ilre I/Iore 

past year. 	 disadvantaged students and those with special needs; not Cim.:frtlilbolll 
enough controls were placed on participating schools; there tlrdr cllOices. 


Puerto Rico was weak support for the initiative in the suburbs. where 
Tirey expect 
II/ore /rom In September 1993, Puerto Rico Governor Pedro Rosello voters were disinclined to threaten the perceived quality or 

I,rovidcrs i/l . signed a law creating the second publicly funded K-12 their existing schools with an influx of inner-city students. 

cOllrlle/ itioll voucher program applying to U.S. citizens. The Puerto Other analysts credit well-financed media campaigns by 

will! (lIIe Rico program makes school vouchers available to families opponents of the initiative. 

IIIlOtllI:r, Illld with annual incomes below $18,000. These $1.500 vouch­	 There's no singlecompellingexplanatioll. In any case. 
Ihey g"lIerally ers can be used at either public or private institutions. 	 proponents are expected to regroup and make another 
get it. including church-affiliated private schools. High school 	 attempt to enact avoucher program. perhaps redesigned or

Herbert J. 
students can also use their vouchers to enroll in university 	 limited toaspecific geographic area ordemogrnphic group. Walberg 
. courses. (The major difference between this program and Exit polls revealed that more than half of those opposed to 
the nation's other publicly funded voucher program is that Proposition 174 would have supported a different school 
in the Milwaukee program the vouchers are limited to choice initiative. whereas only 18 percent of Californians 
nonsectarian schools.)The Puerto Rico program is funded are altogether opposed to the concept of choice. 
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Our View: Parents Want Choice and Will Get It 
Eventually 

Threaten the status quo with death, and it may 
accept partial dismemberment. This may explain why 

-'hose_with__vestedjnterestsjn Jhe_current .. e.d"u_~aJ-Lo"n - . 
system have gone along-sometimes grudgingly-with· 
limited waivers of regulations, experiments with di­
verse innovative programs, charter schemes, "con­
trolled" choice plans, and other partial measures, While 
such initiatives are often worthy in their own right and 
d f dd" I h . I' "d numb f0 con er a Itlona c olces on a lIn1te er 0 .., 
students, they ~o htl,le to ~It~r underlymg assu~ptlOns 
or power relatIOnships wlthm the system. The Idea of 
giving parents the ability to choose where they want to 
send their children to school is rooted in American 
democratic principles. And it promises to turn our 
current education system on its head. by forcing schools 
to become responsive-and accountable-to the stu­
dents, parents, and society they purport to serve .. 

How controversial is "choice" in education 
policymakingcircles today? Those who want power to 
remain with the producers tend to raise innumerable 
objections, but even they have begun to calm down as 
long as the range of options is confined to government 
owned-and-operated schools. One encounters livelier 
arguments and stronger resistance when independent­
but-still-public schools such as "charter" schools are 
added 10 the mix. And. of. course. choice schemes 
remain hot buttons when wholly private schools are 
included, notwithstanding evidence from innumerable 
surveys that most Americans favor the idea. 

On the whole, choice ad vocates are encouraged by 
recent developments. Pub I ic school choice programs in 
their various forms-including the more radical "char­
ter" approach-are nourishing. As for vouchers, de­
spite last year's setbacks. 1995 could be a banner year. 
The recent near-misses in Arizona. Connecticut. Kan­
sas. Georgia. and Michigan will probably lead to 
reconsideration in those jurisdictions. Watch for a 
dramatic voucher-and-more education reform initia­
tive in Jersey City. where Mayor (and EPC member) 
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Bret Schundler rode into office on a strong choice· 

platform. In Pennsylvania, where a statewide voucher 
plan came close to enactment in 1991, proponents are 
gearing lip for a second run. In Milwaukee. there will 
probably be a new push to include religious schools ini­

"til at'city"'s Vo-uctier-progiam~---- ­I 
As forthe legal challenge in Puerto Rico, it was 1101 

. unexpected and is not a lethal blow to the voucher 
movement. (In Milwaukee, a similar lawsuit was filed 

.
and won, but the program was upheld on appeal) If 

" ., II bpuerto RICO s program surVives, It may we oost . . 
efforts to enact Similar plans elsewhere. If the lower 
court's ruling is ultimately upheld (as many observers 
expect), this could dampen other states' _efforts. But 
some Constitutional experts believe that U.S. Supreme 
Court decisions over the last decade concerning aid to 
religiolls schools indicate that a majority of the jusl ices 
would hold that religiously neutral assistance tosc/uwl· 
children is constitutional. (In truth, fOllr dccades of 
confused and confusingjurisprudcnce in this ,!rea have 
sown uncertainty on all sides.) 
. Meanwhile, elevenpril'ately funded voucher pro­

grams have been established in the U.S .. starting with 
the well-known CHOICE Charitable Trust program 
begun in Indianapolis byGolden Rule Insurance. These 
programs, which provide scholarships to students'from 
low-income families to attend the school oftheir choice­
and typically require some I!!vel ofco-payment by their 
parents-are all oversubscrihed. More than a few of 
their beneficiaries are now advocates for changes in 

policy. 
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Part 3: Looking Ahead 


We award 1993-94 in education a "C+," a mark that 
traditionally suggests tolerable effort (assuming no grade 
inflation) but lackluster results. (Those who have come to 
view the "B" asavcrage should be even less content with our 
appraisal. ) 

Goals 2000 has received a lukewarm reception from 
some states, which scem to be hesitating forseveral reasons. 
As noted in the "Outcomes Backlash" section, there is 
strong, organized opposition 10 outcome-based education, 
especially the "transformational" kind, These critics fight 
Goals 2000 for the same reasons. Some slates seem reluc­
tant to mount a sizable and potentially fractious effort to 
obtain their portion while funding levels are so low, Perhaps 
most importantly, "opportunity to learn" standards pose a 
sizable legal scare. Just as the decade-long wave of school 
finance equalization lawsuits has swept across the states, it 
is anyone's guess (and will doubtless be the courts' final 
call) what states are buying into when they hitch their 
wagons to new "opportunity to learn" standards. 

Private-sector providers of education services, while 
full of long-tenn potential. face immense challenges in 
cracking one of the world's largest and toughest monopo­
lies. Present suppliers have an enormous advantage. and the 
inertia-cum-complacency among consumers is such thai 
effective competition is hard to mount. New ideas take time 
to gain hold; results are slow to arrive; doomsday prophets 
and nay-sayers are always ready to criticize; suppliers may 
not respond to new methods of organization; and profits 

may be thin. Of all the methods of reforming American 
education, thc notion of contracting alit for services now 
appears second only to vouchers in the fierceness of estab­
lishment rcsistance. Givcn such opposition, we will be 

walching51~<;e~~ t~sc~ whe!hc~hese ~art:.l:!pJ!~lS will he 
able to maintain the momcntum they have gaincd during t he 

sevcral years. 
There are three other important items to watch in the 

upcoming year: 

More meddling by Washington 
Before the ink has even dried on Goals 2000, Congress 

is back at it, now pUlling the final tOllches on iJs reauihori­
zation ofthe massive Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act (ESEA), the primary source of federal aid 10 U.S. 
public schools. A Senate-Houseconferencecommillce will 
meet to resol ve numerous differences between the versions 
passeJ by the two chambers. As with the crime alHI health­
care bills, this measure is so bulky (more than a thollsanJ 
pages) ilnd complex that few have read it all, practically 
nobody can explain how its many parts work in relation to 
one another, and those making decisions about Itmllst 
depend on input from staff and interest groups, which in 
lurn focus only on the portions that affect them. 

Considerable new mischief may lie ahead. Buried in 
this round of ESEA changes are all sorts of intricate ties 
betwecn the conditions attached to federal funds provided 
through' these programs and the "standards" envisioncd in 
Goals 2000. It's likely that states and localities Ihat want 
Uncle Sam's money in the future (and few can afford to 
abjure it) will find themselves obliged to follow federal 
dictates considerably more stringent than the "voluntary" 
kind that apply to Goals 2000 alone. We anlicipatea 
pincer action as the two measures begin to operate in 
tandem. 

Anotherominousconsequence of ESEA may be emas­
culation ofthe independent governing board that forthe past 
six years has set policy for the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), and the transfer of those 
decisions to political appointees and bureaucrats at the 
Education Department. NAEP is the nation's prinwry 
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source of reliable data on student achievement, and the 

quality, timeliness, and credibility of those data have ben­

. efited greatly from its broad-based. twenty-three-member 

panel that includes governors, legislators. parents. business 

leaders. school board members. teachers, principals, and 


·-sLiperintenaenfs. Altnougllitie S'enate-passed version of 
ESEA retains that board in its present form. the House 
version removes most of its authority. Ironically. the main 

. reason a few House members and staff aides want to weaken 
the panel is because it has insisted on reporting NAEP 
results in relation to standards, asking how well American 
youngsters are achieving in relation to how they ought to be 

,doing. 

School Finance Reform 
In a bold move in mid-1993. the Michigan legislature 

abolished the local property taxes as the primary means of 
funding public education. This dramatic step responded­
among other things-,-to mounting concern over spending 
differences between poor and rich school districts. Later 
legislation increased and partly equalized school spending 
in Michigan and established a new funding mechanism 
based on state sales and cigarette taxes. No sooner had 
Michigan decoupled property taxes from local schools than 
other states began to consider doing likewise. (Legislators 
in Wisconsin, Rhode Island, Vermont, South Carolina. 
New Jersey. Minnesota. and Illinois have reportedly been 
exploring the Michigan approach.) 

There is reason for states to pause before making such 
a leap. Though there was legitimate concern in Michigan 
about gross district-to-district funding inequities. and al­
though schooling is certainly not free, as long as results are 
what matter most-as we believe-it's reasonable to focus 

. 	on what is being achieved with the money that's spent. 
While certain reform strategies may require increased fund­
ing (a longer school year. new technology, etc.). more 
money can also yield glitzy. extraneous programs that ha ve 
very little to do with standards, effective instruction. and 
accountability. Changed funding methods may also cause 
other problems. Once taxpayers' money "goes to Lansing," 
it loses its intimate association with their kids. their 
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neighbors' kids. and the teachers in the school down the 
street. As payments for education become indirect and 
distant. more of a "state problem," support for education 
could actually shrivel. California provides some evidence to 
,suggest-that-lhisconcern is-nored-herring.-·· 

Annenberg Grants 
Last year. philanthropist Walter Anncnberg pledged a 

generous $500 million to support school reform. The first 
installment of his gift went to three groups involved in 
national projects-the Coalition of Essential Schools. the 
New American Schools Development Corporation, and the 
Education Commission of the States. Another sizable por­
tion isexpected to be parceled out to reformers in big cities. 
We are delighted to see Ambassador Annenbcrg' s extraor­
dinary largesse targeted to thecause ofelementary/second­
ary education renewal. The challenge for the variolls projects 
that receive this support is to stick to their reform guns. Too 
often we've seen promising ideas get watered down in 
committee. diluted by "stakeholder" interests, tempered 

I. 
I fashion and political correctness. or compromised to serve
i 

100 many Ill<lSlers. If that happens, one critic warns, ·'Mr. 
Annenherg will discover that he has only fed a light lunch 
to the bureaucratic beast of the puhlic school monopoly." 

Edllcmio//af Excellel/ce Network 
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THE EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE NETWORK 

The Network's origins date to 198 I-nearly two years 
before the nation was declared "at risk u by the National 
Commission on Excellence in Education-when Chester E. 

THE EDUCATION POLlCY COMMIlTEE 

The recently formed Education Policy Committee (EPC) 
is rooted in the Educational Excellence Network's old 
National Advisory Committee. Today's EPC advises the 

Finn, Jr., ;~dDi;~e-RavitCh-reanzed that so'nidllingwas-···'· I --- -. Network's leaaership,staff, andparentHudsonInstitute on __ . 

sorely amiss in American education and, with a number of 
like.mindedcolleagues, resolved todo something about it. 

Tpey observed that most youngsters were not learning 
nearly enough; that many of those entering college and the 
workforce were jIJ·prepared; that key achievementi'ndica­
tors(such as SAT scores and National Assessment results) 

i had been declining for at least a decade; that the stunning 
. economic success ofother countries usually had much todo 

with the rigor of their education systems; and that quality 
and standards were sorely lacking through most of Ameri­

can K·12 schooling. 
What to do? First. get the ideas rig~t and get timely 

information into the hands of those who need it. The 
Network's founders agreed on a clear, strong statement of 
principles they believe should guide the renewal of Ameri· 
can education. They began a monthly publication called 
Network News & Views. Over the years, the Network also 
undertook a numberofspecial projects and studies, yielding 
half a dozen books and reports. During this iime. its 
membership grew to about 2,OOO-a mix of education 

priorities for Network activities: publications, research 
projects, policy analyses,special briefings, issue identifica­
tion, etc. Perhaps more importantly, it is also a proactive 
group that engages directl y in the batt Ie of ideas now tak ing 
place in American education. 

During the 1980s and into the present decade, it ap­
peared as if the Network's principles, enumerated in this 
report, were penetrating American education. Though prac­
tice never wholly caught up to precept, visible progress was 
being made. Although the Network's principles still have 
influential adherents at the state and locallevds. a powerful 
counterrevolution is underway, led by people and groups 
that favor the status quo and have vested interests in its 
perpetuation. 

The Education Policy Committee was established 10 

rebut antiquated ideas, advance the Network's precepts, 
and carry the banner for educational excellence. It's not a 
political force; it doesn't endorse candidates or lobby for 
bills. It's a battalion in the war of ideas. Consisting of 
visible, vocal. respected reformers-including two former 

I U.S. secretaries of education, state-level pioneers, profes­praetit ioners. scholars. pol icymakers.journalists, analysts, I sional educators, distinguished scholars, critics, and advo­parents. and activists. 
cates-the EPC wi II make a reasoned, forceful case f ortrue 

1 educaiion reform. Through speeches, testimony, media. 
appearances, timely articles, incisive reports, articulate I 
 recommendations, and forceful commentary, the EPC and 

I its members will function as the Network's "strike force." 

i EPe members will take public positions on key issues 
facing American education; offer advice to policy makers 
and the public; put forth "white papers," reports, and 

I recommendations (this being the first such); and employ a 
variety of mechanisms and media to make themselves heard 
and enhance the impact of their ideas. 
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EDUCATION POLICY COMMITIEE 

Chester E. Finn, Jr•. Diane Ravitch. Co-Chairs 

Joseph Adelson. Professor of Psychology, Universily of Michigan 

-',amarAleliiander,-Formcr U:S:--Secretary'of-Educalion;-Seniof­
Fellow, Hudson Institute 

Jeanne Allen, President. CI'lIIrr for Education Reforlll 

Leslye ArshV Prcsident. Goals 2000 Coalilion 

James K. Baker, Chainnan of Ihe Board and CEO, An'in Indus­

Iries. IIIC, 

Stephen H. Balch. President and Executive Director, Nalional 

AJSoi-illlion of Scholars 

Jim Uencivenga. President. /lull COI/Ilcil for Business and 

Cu/illmi Del'elol'lIIelll 

William J. Dennett. Former U,S, Secretary of Education; Co­
Director, E/IIl'0wer America 

Clint Bolick. Vice President and Director of Litigation. Inslitute 

(or JIISlicl' 

Smlluel Brunelli. Executive Director. American Legislalil'e 

b'CIulIIge COl/llcil 

Linda Chavez. John M, Olin Fellow. C(,lIla for tile New Americall 

Cllllllllllllil),. Mallllllllan l1Islilllle 

Saul Coopeml:m. President. Rl'(I(ly Fowrdalicm 

Rumon Cortlnes. Chancellor. New York Cit}' Public Schools 

Edwin Delattre. Dean of the School of Education. Roston 

UlliI'rrsily 

Denis P. Doyle. Senior Research Fellow, Hudson Inslilwe 

Pierre du Pont IV, Former Governor of Delaware; Partner, 
Riclumls. UlylOll, (//ul FinKer 

C, Emily Felstrltzer. President. National Celller for Educalion 


l"famUllioll. 


Juhn Fund. Editorial Page Writer. Tile \Vall Sireel JOl/rnal 


Nathan Glazer, Professor of Education and Sociology Emeritus. 

lIan-arll Unil'crsily 

Stephen Goldsmith. Mayor. Ilulianapolis, Indiana 

Joan Grady. Senior Program Director, Mid-Conliuelll Regional 
HtlU('mioli Ulboratory 

UlII Honig.· Professor. School of t:dllcalion. San Fmncisco Stale 

Ullil-usil)' 
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Wade F. Horn. Director, National Fatherhood 'lIiliwil'l' 

William J. Hurne. Chainnan of the Board. Basic Americ<ln, IIlC, 

David Kearns. Chairman. Nl'w American SciUlols DC\'(!l01'1II1'1I1 

Corporalioll 

Palrick .I. Keleher, jr.. President. n:AC/l AlIIl'rica 

i'eo- i(laghoii,Commissione-r. 'NilV'j,·i:ipv -Slare Dr/llIrliifi>tftllj­

H(II/calion 

Byron S, l.amIn. Executive Director. Stale Policy NCllI'ork 

Rick C. Lavis. former Co-Chairman. Ari~ml(l BIIJill(,.H Leaden jill' 
F:dllClllio/l 

Rob IVlelnick, Director. Morrisoll fUJtitllle Jill' Pu/JIit- Polin' 

William Moloney. Superintendent. Ca/l'rrl COIIIII.\' I'uhiic 
Schools, Marl'lalld 

John I\lurphy. Superintendent. Clwriol/('·Mnk/t'lllllIl'g Scllo,,!.,', 
North Carolina 

Joseph Murphy, Department nnd Chair of Education, Vllntln"ill 
Ullil'l'rsity 

Grover Norquist. President. Americalls jilr T{/x R,:/inlll 

Paul H. O'Neill, Chairnlan and CEO, A1uminulII Co/lIlll/lIY of 
Alllenca 

Lawrence C. Patrick, Jr.. Member of Ihe Detroit Board (If 
Educ~tion: Partner. Jaffl'. Rajll. Heller alld Wl'iu 

Mitchell n. Pearlstein. President. CelliI'/' of Ilu' AlIIl'I'iUl/I 

Expe rilll I'll I 

Elizabeth Rohalyn. Vice President. Fl'lix (/lid /;'/izahNil Rolul/.I'II 

Follndmlon 


Ted Sanders. Superintendent of Public Instruction. Slale oj' 0/,10 


nrel Schundler., Mayor. Jersey City. New Jersey 


Donald M. Stewart_· President, Tile Col/ege Board 


Abigail Thernstrom. Adjunct Professor. Sc/rool of Etlllf(lliOIl, 

Bostol/ Unit'usil), 


Herbert J. Walberg. Research Professor of Education. UIlII-rr,flly 
oj lIIi/wis (1/ Chicago 

Robert L. Woodson. President. Naliollal Cell/erjor Neighborhood 
Enlerprise 

*Except those indicated hy an asterisk. memhcrs of the Education 
Policy Commillee concur with the subslance of this report. hUI nm 
necessarily with its exact words. which were written hy EEN staff and 
EPC co-chairs, Quotations allrihuted 10 individuals 'Ire. of course. the 
words of those individuals, 
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The Unfinished Work of School Reform C'-I = = CL. 

,by Scott Wi Hamilton and Bruno V. Manno 

The essence of our education problem today is that ,o~r young, 
<.D people are noflearning enQugh for their own or their nation's good. Weak 

= 
academic achievement - even among those who complete formal school­

.I , jng~is'at the center of the United States' per~istent education problem . 

= , It has been more than 11 years since the 1983 "Nation at ,Risk" , 
~ 

I 
C'-I 

report of the National Commission on Excellence in Education (created 
= in 1981 by the Reagan Administration) warned that America's "educa­

tiomil foundatioris'::.are presently being eroded bya rising tide of 
c:::;, mediocrity that threatens our very future as a nation and apeople."1 But 
E'- the s~d fact js that., despite great ,commotion and varied attempts at re­

,form; we have not turned things around hi our schools. Almost all 
, significant education indicators and trend lines are flat. 
, Flat. too, is the education reform movement that until recently 


, kept the ·issue on the, national front burner, in the nation's capital, where 

today health care and welfare reform, not education, are the hot topics of 


,> debate~· Reform' movements come in waves, to be sure, and a number of 
= c:::;, them have washedover American schools during the pas(century. Has 
c:> the push for education reform receded; What have we learned over the 
JCr:l 
<= 	 past decade and what should we be saying and doing to transform our 

schools so they ca'n adequately 'prepare all students ...,- regardless ofback­
ground~ to find suc;;cess in the worlds ofwarIe, family, and citizenship? 

po.. Scott III, Hamilton, a former itaffmember ofthe OfftCt ofNational Drug Control Policy 
and the U.S. Department a/Educatloll in the BII$h' Administration. is (I Research Feflow in 

::;2i Hudson Institute's Project on the Ame';ican Dl"11.am, Bruno II: Manno is a Senior Fellow in 
CL. 
C'-I 

, Hudson jlUtituie 's Education Poriey Studies Program and previously serVed as U.S, AssiJ'­
tanlSecl"11.tary ofE;ducalion/or Policy ami Planning in the Bush Administration; he $erv~s 
on'the Nalional Policy Forum's Council on Impr(1l1ing Sch()o(, and Education:, 

'''A Nation at Risk," The National Commission on Excellence in Education, Washington, 
DC: Government Printing Office (l9S3), p, 5. 

I 
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I 
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SCHOOL REFORM 

Still a,National Worry " 
-_.-._-- --- ­

If you ask Americans outside the Beltway iedl;cation-refurmis a 
priority, a majority will respond in the affirmative. The Gallup Poil has 
tracked 'the public's attitudes toward schools for 25 years.2 Results in 
recent years show that Americans not only worry about the condition of 
our schools, but they also are clear on what changes need to be made. 
Spe~ifically: 	 ,,' 

• 	 89 percent say' developing the best education system in the world is 
essential to America's future strength, m9re important than the most 
efficient industrial system (60 percent) or the 'strongest military (40 
percent); " 

• 	 '81 percent favor requiring public schools in their community to con- . 
form to national' achievement siandardsand goals; , ' 

. 	 . .. 
• 	 70 percent favor the use of standardized national tests to determine if 

a student advances to the next grade level - with 72 percent wanting 
to rank the'local public schools by student achievement; 

• 	 77 percent think federal agencies should give local authorities more 
say in how the inoney they receive is spent; and,' ' 

• 	 62 percent favorallowing families to choose'which public schools 
students attend in their communities, with even stronger support for 
this policy am()ng minorities (70 percent for blacks, 66 'percent for 
,Hispanics) and inner city resid~nts (70 pt:rcent). 

Agenda for Reform 

As:theopinion data suggest, most Americans believe that trans- ' 
forming America~s schools requires big changes in the approaches and 
'attitudes common in today's public scliool systems, This view translates 

2Stanley M. Elam, Lowell C. Rosc, and Alcc M. Gallup, "The 25th Annual Phi Delta 
Kappa/Gallup Poll ofth'c Public's Attitudes Toward the Public Schools," Kappan;October 
1993, pp. 138·152. Data are the most te~ently published (1991) for alllopics e){cepttesting , 

(1993), 
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into a broad~based agenda that includes at least four elements: 
--~.. 

.• 	. Standards that define what we expect young pe9ple to know and do 
'. itnd how they perform; 

Tests that tell us whether our young pe.ople are meeting these standards; 
("-;> 

<= 
C:::> 
CL.. 	 Cutting red tape and deregulating'the process of schooling to allow 

for more diversity among the types of s~hools children can attend and 
what teachers do in them; and, . 

<.0 	 Giving families consumer power so they can choose which school 
c::r.> 
L£:) best meets· their needs. 	 . 
<= 

<= Some choose to pursue a single element of this agenda, such as 
advocating only vouchers. Others hij~k the terminology, yet stand in 
direct opposition to this agenda, such as the so-called "outcome-based 
education" advocates. Because education is a realm that, regrettably, has' 

c::::> its own obfuscating language, it is necessary to sift through the varJous 
E-< 

,terms (and the views they represent) to see what these approaches would. 
, mean for our schools. 

Singul~r Solutions 

. Some peopleinsLst that the widespread freedom tei choose a school 
(including private schools), by unleashing market forces, would itself solve 

:;:,­
the achievement problem. This is only partially correct: School choice 

= c::::> is a necessary condition for significant reform, but it is by no means suf-' . 
~' 

ficient. It needs a "supply-side" complement to create and evaluate new' 
and different schools. 

There is another group - call'them nostalgists - who believe 
:::;s that the schoois and curricula of a'bygone ,era would be adequate for 
<:::::> 
~ children today. While some of their grieva~ces about today's schools' 
J""-< have great merit, and some of the schools of yesteryear would be an im- . 

proverrient over many of the schools we have today, the world has changed 
more thall nostalgists acknowledge. Assembly-line, industrial-age class- . 
rooms might have been good enough in the past, but they' are an 

~ anachronism ina high-tech and information economy. ,More construc­<=. 
tive would be a different view of school that combines the virtues arid ~ 

c::r.> 
I values of the past with the changed demands of today'sworld. 
= 0.J 

I 
c::r.> 

:". 	 ..,..' 

SCHOOL REFORM 

Apologists: the "Inputs" Crowd; Washington Knows Bes. 

Predominant on the left ---: and within the educ:ation'~stabli;h­
ment - is the "everything is fine, butsend monei' approach to school 
reform.3 Adherents of this view contend that most schools are actually 
doing well en()ugh, particularly when meastiredin nOll-academic terms, . 
and when all of society's various pathologies 
and plagues 'are taken into account Whafprob- The sad fad is that, 
lem's do exist are caused by lack of resources, despite great 
ifnot'onthe part of schools and teachers, then commo.tion and 
on the part of students and their families: As .varied attempCs at ' 
Secretary of Education Richard Riley recently ,reform,we have not 
declared, ".:.poverty is our greatest barrier to turned things 
educational achievement."" around in our 

This is the prevailing. belief animating schools. Almostall 
I 	 . m~~y in Congress, the Clinton Administration~ significant education 

and most in the educationestabIishment who indicators and trendI pushed for Bill Clinton's election. Theirgen- lines are flat; 
eral policy for what' ails education calls for more. , 
of the same: the greater amount of money f<?r the least amount'of change, 
with the money going to those who have long controlled the. schools and 
like them pretty much the way they are.. '. . . 

. Another dimension of the education establishment's approach to 
school reform is that, generally speaking; Wash,ington knows best and 
soon will appear on ypur doorstep as Uncle Sam bearing gifts .. As with 
any gift from Uncle Sam, the long~terrri results will be more red tape,· 
bureaucracy, and directives imposing rules and regulations on schools, 
communities, and states and requiring 'state plans that must be approved 
by the Secretary of Education. 

If federaHiscal 'reality were different, the Administration would 
undoubtedly propose significantly increasing the federal contribution to 

3The following exemplify this revisionist approach: Gerald W: Bracey, "Why Can't They 
Be More Like We Were?" Kappan, October 1991. pp. 104-117; C,C. Carson, R.M, 
Huelskamp, T.D. Woodall, "Pcrsp<;ctives on Education in America;" Journal ofEducational 
Re:iearch, May/June 1993, pp. 259-310; Gerald W. Bracey, "The Third Bracey Report on 
the Condition ofPubtic Education," Kappon, October 1993. ' 

4Richard W, R.iley, "Fulfilling the Promise of Brown," remarks prepared for delivery at 
the 40th anniversary of Brown v. Board of Education, Georgetown University Law Center, 
Washington, D,C., May 17, 1994.,p~ 9. . 
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schools. But the budget constraints are reaL So, the Clinton Administra­
--~	ti6n--is sena ing lKcFcoiitfaoictorY-message-tliaCSfates aner communities­

must rely on Washington for directives - but on states for funding. 
Neither the focus on resources nor the viewthat Washington knows best 

. bodes well for solving our problem of poor academic achievement. 

-d' 
=> 	 GOALS 2000 
= CL. 

This -anachronistic ~pproach, 'manifest in the Administration 's Iittl~ 
noted GOALS 2000 law. involves paltry sums ofmoney and will donoth-· 

" ingto improve learning in America's· 
'Predominant on 

<..e:> 'classrooms. h'continue's a worrisome move­
en 
UJ 

the left :-:- and ment toward,.xnore 'congressional and .special 
'T' . within the educa­ interest meddling. Most telling about the 

tion establishment . GOALS 2000 legislation: The nation's gover­
- " IS,tbe " every· , nors did'not endorse it.' ' 

• C'-...l 

= thmg is fine, but' . The Clinton Administration boastfully an-
C'-...l ' 

, 'send money" . nounced the passage of ijs mangled legislation 
C> approach to school· this spring, with Gordon M. Ambach. execu­
~ 

, reform. 
. 

tive director of the Washington-based Council . 
of Chief State School Officers, calling it the 

"most significant federal legislation in 30 years:"5 Many groups within 
. the education establishment welcomed it with open arms'-':"" always a bad 
sign for those committed to challenging the status quo in education .. So­
cial critic Irving Kristal called GOALS 2000 an "expensive disaster" in 

>- the makirig. It proves Kristol's first law of education reform: "Any re­
23 ,form that is acceptable to the educational establishment, and that c~m 
<..!::> gain a majority ina legislature, federal or state, is bound to'be worse than 
1'='1 
P=l nothing."6 .' ' .. 

. GOALS 2000 creates a new federal body, the National Education 
:::s Standards and [mprovementCouncil, that will act as a sol1 pC national 
C> . school board. It is to be composed ofexperts, activists, and ,interest group 

repres~ntatives who will "certify", state education plans and standards 
(with, the likelihood that reeeipt offederal money will-be contingent upon 

:::s 
CL. such certification). 	 . 
0..J-

"National Journ~/. Washington, D,C.; April 30, 1994, p. 1041. . 
6Iiving'Kristol, "The inevitableOlitcome of 'Outcomes'," The Wall Slree/Journal, April 

-d' 18.,1994, p. 14A. en 
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SCHOOL REFORM 

It also offers a small amount ofmoney to states and localities that 
-_.. ~~.-- -----faKe federallyapproveastepsTo' mecttnose-siimoards,-Tnougl1-the-law-- ­

allows funding for some promising ideas (e.g".contracting with private 

, firms to manage new ind'ependent public or "charter" schools), itis mostly 


"business as usual." So'me of the boldest ideas for changing the system 

givingfamilies more choices, for example - are ruled out altogether~ 

. Most worrisome ofail, the new law gives fresh credibility to school' 
spending levels,and other "input" gauges instead of focusing onr~sults. 

'I. 
So-called "opportunity to learn" standards will be created for "inputs" 

..L 
, such as school spending, condition offacilities. how· teachers teach, class 
,size, and curriculum .. These are likely to be entered into evidence in a 
spate of new lawsuits (spawned by education interests) to. force states to 

:, redistribute - and add to ~ resources.. 
. The national standards·that GOALS 2000 helpsto legitimize are 

turning out to be ,temples of .curricular correctness~The new federal dol· 
lars may not be used for tests or assessments that make any difference to 
kids (e.g., high stakes exams that de~ennine high-school graduation or 
college adinission),norare the goals and standards accompanfed by any' 
meaningful a<:countability system for those charged with meeting them, 
This means the law is unlikely to change what anybody does, prompt 
better teaching, or stimulate more learning. . 

I 


Though GOALS 2000's "opportunity to learn" standards are op­

tional, the rechartering of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

may require states to meet them as a condition Jor federal school aid. 

When 'asked how states anq coinmuflities should view GOALS 2000, I former UoS. Secretary of Education Lamar Alexander said, <:[ would treat 

I it ab()ut the same way ypu would treat a fox dressed as a duck at a duck 
family reunion."'· . 	 . .. 

Wha't was most striking !lbout the passage of GOALS 2000 was 
the universal yawn with which ~t~as greeted. Despite an elaborate sign­
ing ceremony, it dre~ little media attention, The stillness within the 

: ..:. Beltway likely comes as a result of two things. First, in addition to the 
current unfashionability of the issue; the scholars, pundits,arid political 
figures who ,used to make their living arguing about education seem to 
have taken leave of the fray. Thus; there is a conspicuous absence of 
national leadership - the bully pUlpit role that can and should inform 
our conversations, help'set a direction, and encourage bold .steps in re-

7"Federal File," Education Week, March 30, 1994, p, 16, 
I 

I.
i, 
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____. __	fQr~~g~~£a.E.jon:_ Se~ond..L'!lany" reform~..!:.~ have abimdon~d.!!t.eJ!,?pe 
that Washington can do anything but make· things ~orse. 

The Reform Battle: Surrender, Cease-fire, or D'etente? 

w:? The 1980s and early 19905were full ofcontentious public discus­
sion about what to do about the "ri~ing tide of mediocrity" in our schools. 


<=>--. Most agreed. however, that whether u.s. education had fallen from the 

heights of some eariier golden era, the fact was that the world had changed 


and schools needed' to be dramatically over­

The national hauled in or4~r to prepare all s~udents 

c.o standards that adequately. 

~ GOALS 2000 help~
=. 	 . Unfortunately, after more than 11 years of 

to legitimize are reform 'attempts at the federal, state, and local 

~. turning out to be levels, we donot have much t.o show in .terms 

~ temples of of results. Some.!!reforms" such as reduced 

~ curricular correct­ class size and other ways ofexpanding prog~ams 
 Ic6 ness;The new f:>r increasing spending (per pupil expenditures 

c::> federal dollars may rose by a third during the i 980s) reflected the 
 IE----< 

not. be used for- conventional wisdom about school reform. Oth .. 

tests or assessments ers, such as higher graduation requirements, 

tbat make any' site~based management, competency tests, and 

differe~ce to kids. performance pay for-teachers were more novel. 

. .. But truly bold measures have yet to emerge in 


.;>­
a significant.way, measu.res such as vouc~ersor tuitlon:tax credits~ high 

stakes testing, orextended schooi"days.ln essence, we are right'where 
z 

c::> we started. CO!1sider the following samples oftwidc::nce:8 .' . . . 	 !~. 

(..!:J 
~ 


~ 
• Internationally, the. achievement of U.S. youngsters is at tile middle' ! 
= 
~ (in reading) or bottom (in science, math, geography); 

I 

.. 	 '1 
;:::;;;. 
c::> 
~ • SAT test scores fell 35 pointS from 1972 to 1992;
.:x... I 

SFor sources on Ihis and other evidence see: "Educalion in ~Iates an(l Nations: Indicators j 
Comparing U.S. States with Ihe OECD Countries in 1988;" "Adult Literacy in America;" . 
"1:tO 'Years of American Education: A Stati~tical Portrait;" "Youih Indicators: Trends in I

. the Well-Being of American Youth;" "T~e Condition of Education 1993,;' all from the U.S. 

Deparuneni of Education, 1993; "The National Education Goals Report 1993," two vols., 
 I· .. '-.. 

IWashington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office (1993); C. Emily Feistrit2er, Report 
Card on Ameritan Education, Washington, D.C.: Center for Education Information (-l993). I

I 	 . . ,= 
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Only a small portion of high school graduates have the knowledge 
. anifsklllss6ughtbY" empToyers."colleges:an-d policymaI<er~;~and:-"- .. -._- .... 

• 	 A 1992 survey of'adulpiteracy showed just 11 percent of U.S. high 
. school graduates -	 and only halfof those with bachelor's degrees . 

could, for example, accurately re-state in writing the main point of a 

new~paper article: . 


The bottom line is poor academic achievement, and today there is 

no reason to be satisfied with it: .these ar~ not the kind ofresults America 

can tolerate. The chief culprits behind our education paralysis are essen­

tially unchanged from a· decade ago: 


The producers o( education (admiIlistrators, teachers, unions, etc:) 

have created a monopoly and control education instead of the con­
sumers (parents); . 


Scheiols, by and large, exhibit a stultifying lack of purpose; 

•. 	 Few states or communities have set academic standards for students 

to meet, and low expectations, particularly for minority s~udents. are 

the rule not the except{on;'. 


• 	 Parents and communities have little useful or reliable information 

about results' - how well their students and their schools are per­
.forming; '. 


Wher~ there is information about results, there IS no accountability 

- no rewardsf~i:successor penalties for failure; and, .c 


..,.<4 

The schools most American students attend 'are basedon a scho~1 

design from the 19th century . 


. Cboosing Different Battles . 

In the face of such stubborn condition~, it is easy to understand 

how tho bQlde~.t, e<;i4cation reformers are apt to be as exasperated as they 

are battle-weary. The politics of-education reform are as vicious as any, 


. and actually bringing significant changes about is daunting, considering 

http:schooi"days.ln
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I 

I 


i 

..' the ingrained laws, custom's. ideology, andreg~lations that dominate our . multiculturalists. cognitive',skills advocates, and re.lativists within the 
~-~huge;slothful;-decentralized 'system~-ln-1984;-Ross-Perot-described his-- ,---~ .--- --~education'establishment'when hepublished-his-book;eultur!ll-Litenicy;-:-'-'- , 

-', effortS at school reform in Texas as .... .the meanest, bloodiest, and most has developed a·.curriculum for elementary schools that is being useQ,by' 
-. " 1 ~ 	 _. 

diffic:ult thing I~ve ever been into."9. Moreoyer, as school choice advo· ' 141 schools in, 26 states. These textbooks, available at most book stores, 
" catesin California, Colorado, and elsewhere can are also popular among,parents even if their children:s schools are not 


co Unfortunately, after attest, the 'force the National Education Asso- using them. 12 ' . '. . . 


= 'more than 11 years . dation brings to bear' in mounting opposition " None of this, though, has been able to drown out the voices of the 

P-. of reform attempts to change can be-dizzying.: . education establishment. Their new call is for ,"systemic reform.", The 


·	at the federal, state" . (nresponse, many advocates of bold edu- '. "systemi~" reformers are ~usy manipulating bureaucratic levers in order 
and local levels we cation reform have instead set about creating to replace the current system of government mandates for schools with , . - .. . . ­

'do not have much the kinds of schools, programs; !lr educational.' what they believe are more consistent and "rational" mandates. As we 
co to show in terms of tools they had previou~ly_ only spoken of in 	 saw in the GOALS 2000 discussion, they believC? Washington knows best 
=-> 
U') 

~ 
results. policy terms. For example, Chester E. Finn, Jr. 	 , and that tinkering with practices and resources - inputs -:-is the way to, : ;.­

, I and John Chubb, two of the best known critics ,cure what ails schools~ They now are focused on "reinventing" the U.S. 

, o(the poor quality and. uniformity produced by the public school mo- Department of Education a federal check-w~iting'and rule-making 

nopoly, have joined the.Edison Project tocreste a nationwide system of . machine -in order to inject more money intoschools.'andbydoing so, 


~, privately-managed publiC schools~ 10 	 bribe and caj91e states and districts to do their bidding. 
, , On another front, Patrick Rooneyof the Golden Rule Foundation' , ' .:rh~ teachers"unioris and other ardent defenders of the status quo 


c::> 'started a natfonal trend when he began his private scholarship program in I' who .'fsed to snipe back at reformers are no longer threatened. They have ,

E--

IndianapoIis,Indiana. Nearly 5,000 nee,dx students are receiving apri- " I .. a sympathetic White House and they have t~eir cabinet agency back,', . 

vate schoo,l education with no govermnent money in 11 cities,including 

;San Antonio, rex'as; and Washington, p.e)!' .',-" .' ··.1~-	 ,Federal Obsolescence ,
. ' Former Secretary of E;du~ation William Be~nett and education, 

· experJ; E:l). Hirsch have created new re~ources for those (teachers and I . The good news is that the~ seems to be a growing rec6gnition 
others) interested in the character and cultural issues thatconfront educa­ that, in education,1I.s in'many other areas, the federal government. is ob­I' .,


:::=­
z; tion.Bennett, .who. h~s long t.alked about,the need to m~ke the teach!ng 	 solete. It cannofreform schools for a locality or state, and the red tape 
c::>. of character cef)tral to educatIon, assembled an extraordanary collectIon 	 . attached to its motley usually makes things worse instead of better for 

,of stories that teach virtues such as courage, friendship, and honesty. As teachers. There is less faith among reformers that anything that can be 
of this writing, The Book of Virtues has been on The New York Times agreed upon at the federal level is·worth the trouble. ' 

bestseller list for more than 31 weeks. Hirsch, who angered radical 
 Looking to Washington to improve our nation's schools, aflerall, 

is a relatively recent habit, dating back to the Great Society, with precur­~ 
c::> 
~. sors .in the era when Sputnik was'launched, The federal budget for 
t=.. . 9Chester E. Finn, Jr., We Must Take ChQrge, NewSork; The Free Press (1991 " p. ! 79 


(quoting Perot). . " " , education continued to expand through the Nixon and Ford Administra­

ID-rhe Edison Project, begun in 1991 by Christopher Whittle, is a privately sponsored, tions and culminated in Jimmy Carter's making, good on his campaign 


nationwide for-profit venture to create new public schools that provide a '·world·elass" edu­
 . ,promise to create a Department of Education in 1979. 
cation Open 10 all students and funded with tax dollars at ~bout today's total per-pupil 


· expenditure level, the Projeci contract~ with public authorities to develop and manage schools 


= ~ in aparticular community." 	 , . 
'1lJust DQing /1. First Annual Survey a/tire Private Voucher Movemen/ /1\ America. Wash- 12"Core Knowledge 10 the Schools,~ Core Knowledge !;,oundation, 2012-B Morton Drive, 


, =-> ington, D,C.: The National Scholarship Center, April 1994. ' .,I. Charlottesville, VA 22903, ' 

~. 
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<= 
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'The federal government's steady attempts to encroach on educa­
tion was"slowed-s6mewhiit when Ronal(J Reagan-became Pfesidenf 

'promising to eliminate the Department of Education. Though he gave tip 
on that, he was able to reduce its size and slow its growth even while 
Congress continiJed to make great mischief- 13 

[;' ­ , What's more, the states had become the majority fiscal partners 
in the late 1970s; and governors such as Lamar Alexander in Tennessee 

""'" 	 and Tom Kean in New Je'rsey' were beginning to enact "comprehensive" 
e~ucati,on reform legislation. By the time the 1983 "Nation at Risk" re­
port and the "excellence movement" captured the p~blic' s imaginati~n, 
few called for the 'fed~m,!Jgovemment to take charge, 

'-D Twenty yeiH~ before,' almost no one would imagine that=-> 
L.r) 	 Ainerican!s schools could be changed without direction and dollars from 

Washington. [n the mid-1980s, however, it seemed'more titting to en­
= 	 trust tQis matter to states and communities. Governors were not asking -­I the federal government to take this on; they acknowledged that education C'-.J 

C'-.J was 1heir issue 'and their responsibility. In fact, the 1986 manifesto Time. 
= jor Results, issued by the National Governors' Association, began a five­

year project by the governors ,to reform education systematically in each 
'of the SO states. 'In, its introduction, NGA chairman (then Tenness,ee 

, 	 , 

Governor) Lamar Alexander wrote: "The governors (irereadyfor ,some 
old-fashioned horse-trading., We'll regulate less, if schools and school 
districts will produce better results."14 

Many governors did take' steps to free schools from state regula­
tions, but they were not able to stem the tide of federal regulations. In 

>-­
, Ohio, for example,. a school or district might have to submit as mlmy as 
330 reports totalling 1,094 pages during a year. Ofthose, 173 pages are 

~ 
ICLl 	 for uncoordinated federal reports and auditing requirements. In return. 
~ for that burden, the federal government supplies only 5 percent of the. 
r=i 
ICLl funding for Ohio's schools.l S ' " 

~ , ,At its high' water mark in 1980, federal e'ducation. spending ac­
c:> 
.:=: 	 counted for about 10 percent of the total amount the nati~n spends o~ 
~ 

J3chester E. Finn. Jr., "f;ducation Policy and the Reagan Administration: A Large But ::::;;; 
P­	 Incomplete Success," Educolionai PoUcy, vol. 2, 1988, pp, 343-360. :- -' 
C'-.J 

14Time For Results: The Governor: 1991 Repor' on Education, National Governors' 

..q. Association. Washington. D.C. (1986), p: J • 
I'Letter, Governor George V. Voinovicb to Secretary LamaLAlexander, June 19.1992.= 

Washinglon. D.C., U.S. Department or Education, quoting study by Ohio's Legislative Of· 
=-> -­	 fice of Education Oversight. 
=. 
C'-.J 
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elementary and secondary education. Today, it is just under 7 percent. 
--.-----... -With-thtfiictiofnrnnestate ao<rtoca]le'veJs, Secretarie'SofEoliCi:­

ticn such as Bennett and Alexander essentially ignored the traditional 
"constituents" of the federal bureaucracy, (i.e., 
teacher unions and oilier elements of the edu­

. b . . d h
catIon esta Itshment), and tnstea traveled t e 
,country, visited schools and communities, and 
tried to keep the (ocus on what needed to be ' 
done -:- most of which could only be 'done at " 
the local level. To be sure; they both sent Con­
gtess proposals such as the ciG.!. Bill for 
Children," which would have given middle and 
low-income families scholarships -consumer 
power - to spend at any lawfully recognized 
school of:their choice - public, private, or reo' 
ligious.l6 And they found ways to mete out 
small sums in support of other:r'eform initia-' 
ti~es. Most important, however, they kept 

'As' 'h 	 1 h . 
sc ooc olce 


advocates in 

California, 

Colorado, and 

'elsewhere can 
. 
atte~t, the.force ~he, 
NatlO~al. Educ~tlOn 
Assocla~lon brm~s 
.tv bear 10 mountmg 

. opposition to 
change can ~e ' 
d izzyi Jig, 

pounding the drum for education reform and offered idea~, inforlTlation, 
'encouragement, and feedback: that struck out ~t the conventional wisdom 
and undermined the status quo. 

National. Leadership Vacuum 

The distinction between legislation and leadership seems lost on 
'the Clinton Administration. Its focus is exclusively on what happens 
inside the Beltway. WhereasJederal meddling in the domain of states 
and localities is detrimental, national leadership is·crucial.Revitalizing 
America's schools requires that weresume a serious conversation about 
education. Such a conversation can awaken an intolerance of bland, 
"value-free" schools'and focus on three duties:' 

The first duty is to k~p the claptrap to a minimum, which, when 
it comes to education. is no.c:asy tas~. Few professions are more easily 
seduced ,by knavish notions than education. Left unattended, some edu­
cators are apt to convince themselves (and attempt to convince others) 
that "self-esteem" or "cognitive skills" lTIatter more than what students 

16Lamar Ah:xander, A Gl Bill For Children, John M, Ashbrook'Center for Public Affairs. 
Asbland, Ohio, 1992. . ',. 

I 
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_know; that competition is bad; that children can,only be ,taught effec- , toward political correctness, downplay knowledge, and overemphasize 
~ -tively'by-someone 'oftheirownrace; -orthlirteachin-g-ethnic-awarencss'k -- - ~-. Yeogn itiveski Ils.'?--Th is-shou Id-not-:be left to-':e xperts,~nor-is-il.neces-- _. ~_ 

more important than American histclrY and math.' sary for a community or school to start' from scratch, 
The second duty is to keep a check on Washington while remind- - However standards are,cre'ated, theymustbe implemented and 

ing and -encouraging communities to take charge of their schools. enforced at the locall~vel and not involve standardization or a national 
Congress, education interest groups, and various do-gooders perhaps'can- curriculum. The local hivel is ,the o,nly level where matters such as what = = 	 not help themselves froin trying to force the rest of the country to adopt values are taught in schools canproperly be resolved. There must not be= 

0---. what they believe is the best way of educating our children. Buf this any, federal demand to read certain books, teach specific courses in a 

tendency needs to be checked, and checked often,- with reminders that fixed order, or meet some sort offederal graduation requirements. These' 

Washington cannot reform schools, Americans need to be reminded that and other issues should be decided by states and communities. 

they can and sho'uldtake charge of their schools.17 In order to measure progress toward the standards it has set for its 


<-D The third ,duty is to help set a general direction for education re-	 schools, every locality needs reliable tests to assess student and school 
en 
L.C? 	 form ~ help people imagine possibilities and stay focused on the most performance. Some educators resist accountability and claim it is unfair. = I 	 imp'ortant matters. We believe a President and his' Secretary of &fuca- The sorts ofexams we are talking about would be tests that teachers teach 
c..='I:­ tion ought to be talking up two reform elements for localities and states ., to and that have consequences ,for graduation, employment~ and higher 

,to consider, the firstbeirig standards and tests, the second being diversity I education. For those who work in schools - teachers, principals, etc. 
=, ~nd choice. What follow~is our recommendation for the agenda Wash- i compensation and advanc~ment would be based on these results. 


I Inglon ought to be preacnlng. : Tests should permIt results to be compared across classrooms, 

0-J 

= , I schools,-districts, the states, the nation,.and internationally. Furthermore,' 

, Standards and Tests . other types oftimely, reli~ble, and comparable information (for example, 


- , -college entrance rates and placement in the work force) must be collected 

Successful endeavors start with clear expectations and goals. Our and shared in ,understandable form with. the public. We shOUld begin 


.	schools,by and large; do not. Educators can rarely describe in any detail using the best te!lting tools we have rather than wait for the perfect tests . 
wnat they are trying to accomplish, what are their benchmarks for' qual­ To assure fairness, such a l!ystem should be implemented in phases and 
ity, and by what criteria they determine how they are doing. independent of those who govern, manage, and teach in the schools. 

> Atthe very least, this means high school graduation standards 	 . In short, an accountability system ought to .have at least the fol­
z 
= 	 that.consist not of time spent in particular c1assroo'ms but rather of de­ lowing elements: exams tied to 'ihe established goals and standards Of 

monstrable ,knOWledge and skills. There an: efforts underway ~t the the state or community; a Tange of teacher-designed tests for diagnosis 
riational·1~vel. to create standards in several subjects, and. these, along i and classroom correction; extern.al tests, prepared and administered ­

,::::::i with other resourc~s from profession'al groups, may be of help to states I ike an' independent audit - by people other than the school system's 
and communities.l 8 Some ofthese national standards, however, will tend I . own managers; accurate and timely information from the assessments on 

J . whether and how well students are masteririg the standards; and rewards 

~·l 

(or sanctions) for achieving (or not achieving) the desired results. 17FQr a useful description of the federal role in education. see CheSler E, Finn, Jr. "A 

Tempest in a Teapot: The Current Federal Role in Education," Alumni Bulletin, Harvard 
 I 

. Graduate School, Summer 1988. 
18For examples s'ee: "The Modcro Red Schoolhouse: Primary. Intermediate, and Upper I 


Level Standards," Hudson Institute, Indianapolis. Indiana, March 1994; "The Edison Project: 

Studenl Standards for the Readiness Academy;~' "Student Standards for the Primary Acad· 
 I= ~ 	

emy;" "Student Standards for the Elementary Academy," all from The Edison Project, New "High Standards for All," U.S, Department ofEdu~ation, Washington. D,C., 1994, pp_ S·7, 
~ 
en 	 I To request a copy call 1·800-USA-LEARN. York; 199~'.for a list of national organizations working on standards" subject, areas, see 

I=, 

= 	 'I 
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A Word about Outcome-Based Education 
______~~ ....... k ____ ~ 


Whcnjudging educational quality, either we focus on what schools 
spend or we focus on what students achieve, what they know and can do. 

<:.!:> 
,~ 	

. the s~~tes thai have tried to implement an out­
~ come-based apprpach to'education is almost always the same: the' 

govenlor or state legislature establishes'a commission to'develop learn­
;::lEi ing outcomes for the state's public ~chools; well-intentioned elected 

..C:> 
~ officials hand responsibility for specifjting ou·tc.om~s to groups dominated 
<'=.. 

by education views. antithetical to those the public officials thought they' 
were mandating; the commission develops a laundry list sometimes

';::lEi 
. A-. hundreds' -:- 'of outcomes; a wide cross~section of the public raises an

.C'o..J' 

, 19For a more complete discussion of Ihe outcome· based education issue see:' Bruno V: 
· Manno. "Outcome-B'ased Education: Miracle Cure or Plague?", Hudson Briefl"g Papers; 

cr.> HudSon Ins!itiJl~. Indiallapolis,lndiana, 1994. . -­I 
= 
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outcry; and. the state government cancels the plan or at least the most 
" ·--·--offending-parts of-it.,.. -. -:--- ­

. Themain problem with the ouico~es that emerge from pro­
cess and lead to the public outcry is they are .. often heavy on behaviors 
and beliefs. They are vaguely worded and large.ly in the· "affective do­
main." They show iittle concern for core academic content with not much 
focus on knowledge and skills, They describe mental processes such as 

,attitudes, dispositions, and sentiments -'- behavioral and social out~omes 
rather than knowledge and skills.' . 

The following examples from draft state outcome-based educa­
tion documents describe proposed mandatory outcomes for a'lI .students. 
For example, in Ohio, a graduate is expected to be able to "function as a 
responsible family mernber...[and] maintain physical, emotional, and so-' . 
cial well-being." In Pennsylvania, "each student' shall gain knowledge 
and have.ex.posure tO,different cultures and lifestyles." And in Minne­
sota, the state· expects schools to ensure.t.hat "the gradua,te demonstrates' 
the knowledge, skills, and attitudes essential to.:,.develop physical and 
emotional well-being:" These examples are more the rule than the e.ll­
ception. .. 

. Such "outcomes" often mask quasi~political or ideologically cor­
rectpositions. They are so vague as to make it impossible to measure in 
any useful:and valid way whether students are achieving them. 

In short, the meaning often attached to the 'term "outcome-based 
education" turns the process' on its head and all butprecJudes real "re­
sults-oriented" accountability. Like many educational fads, the current 
outcome-bas'ed,education effort takes a sensible-sounding principle ­
focusing on outcomes - and hijacks its meaning in such a way that its 
implementation will defeat its purpose. . . 

. Albert Shanker; president of the American Federation of Teach­
ers, says it well: "Those pushing for, reform should wake up and realize 
that,as presently conceived [i.e., vaguely worded,numerous, fuzzy], out­
cOl11es-based education will do:.:nothing to raise student ~chiev~ment."2o 

. How did this hijacking occur? It tJegins with a fundamental prob­
lem: thishroad approach to defining outcomes (called transformational. 
outcome-based education by some) is rooted in the cOl""!ception of the . 
purpose and foleof education embedded in it. This conception has deep 
roots in educational progressivism particularly the writings of John 

.20Albert Shanker, "Outrageous Outcomes; The·Ncl. York Times, September 12,1993, p. 
7B. 
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Left unattended 

some educat~rs ~re 


. t' t "nc' .ap 0 convi e 
themseIyes (and 
attempt to .convince . 

· others) that. "seJf­
. esteem" or 
'~cognitive skiUs" . 
matter more than 
what studen(s 

know; tJlat '. , 
competition is bad;'.' 

·	that children.can . 
only b~ taught: 
-effectively by 
someone of their 
cwn race; .or .that 
teaching ethnic " 

,awareness is more. 
, important than, 
American history 
and math. 

The last third of this century has ~een a funda­
mental shift in the way educational quality is 
determined - a shift from resources to results; ." 	 '. 
from mputs to outcomes. 19 

Th' h'C, f .
IS s lit arose or one primary reason. 

Elected officials and the consumers of educa- . , 	 , 

lion mostly parents and business leaders ­
wanted to hold individuals, schools, .and sys­
tems accountable for their efforts and to' 
appraise educational quality by investigating 
wh",t children are actually learning .. 

Today, defining learning resultstha:t all 
children should master'- what many call out .. 
come-based education - is an issue over which 
m~nyare doing fierce battle across A.:nerica 
today. The Education Commission ofthe States 
reports that 25 states have developed or imple­
mented an outcome-based approach,. and 11 
others have made outcomes a part of state ac.,.· 
creditationqr assessment processes. Why, one 
may fairly ask, is defining the results alI stu­
dents must master the object of such .outcry? 

, The general pattein of events in many of 

http:large.ly
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Dewey and his follower~ - and fn the viewpoint that it is possible and, .' 
--- .--_. justifiable-for educators- to 'use':'schools to -create-a~newsocial-ordec'~--:---c--­

Schoois are seen as instruments for social change whos~goal is to instill 

SCHOOL REFORM 

Diversity a~d'C'hoice' . 

Most likely a hallmark of the 1990s will be a trend toward g'r~ater 
diversity in',the types of schools children can attend, the approaches to 

. instruction that,professionals use,and the. preparation that individuals 
receive to,become educators; with familie's free to choose the schools 

'w:hich best meet their nee~s. For decades,ourpublic schoolbureaucr3cy, 
with the,rules, 'structure, and natur:alproclivities of any public sector 
monopoly, ha,s rendered a product that is extraordinarily uniform and' 
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our young people with "politically correct" vidues and attitudes. ' 
Por the state to declare that students cannot graduate from a gciv- . 

cmment schoo I they must attend unless th'ey demonstrat~ values ana ' 
attitudes'the state prescribes has all the trappings of Aldous Huxley's 
Brave New World, If stich an approach means 'a focus on "values," 
attitudes,and social.relationsrather than knowledge a"d skills, there is 
especially. good rea~S'n to question it. 

Entrusting the education bureaucracy with the process of speci fy­
ing outcomes is a sure way to create a set of outcomes that will alarm 
many parents and otherlay people. This is evident in the surge ofoppo­
sition that had its first large-scale manifestation ,in Pennsylvania'and has 
spread to' many ,states.' ' "'; , 

But in rejecting an outcomes f<x:us in education we risk a return 
to a focus on inputs or resources - in short, how much schools spend. In 
judging educational quality eHher we focus on what goes into the system 
.:....:.. inputs, or what comes out 'of the system - results. 

There is away out of this dilemma. First, the process of defining 
what our children should know and be able to do is too important to be 
<:ontrolledby state and local education bureaucrats. And it is far t~o vital 
and localized' an issue .to entrust to the tender mercies of an expanded 
federal bureaucracy. Such a process must be under "civilian" controL 
And while it may fall to school boards and othc;:r ,policym"ai{ing bodies, 
formally to establ.ish goals an~ 'standards for the schools, it is the respon~ , 
sibilityofparents~ voters, and other taxpayers to ensure that these 

. policymakers do not lose their way. . ' 
Second, weneed greater diversity in the nature of schools, with 

families free to choose those schoolstllat best meet their needs. This will 
allow for more plur:alism among schools within a' com'munity and not. 
force a single idea of education down the throats or those families and 
teachers,who prefer different ones. 

The "charte'r school" movement, too, may help to resolve the out~ 
, come-based education fire storm, rt allows for the creation of independent 
public schools to which parents can choose to send their children because 
of the 'outcomes it proposes to produce .. 

c-

colorless. We tell all students (except those 

whose families have the m'eans to pay for pri­

, vate:school or "vote with their feet") which of 

these ne~lr!y:i<lenticl!l scho()ls they must attend. 

This forced uniformity produces,school~that 


, deliver mediocre results, and breeds the k.ind of 

divisiveness we'see in the battIe over outcome-

based education. That is why the movement 

toward greater choice among a wider variety of 


' 
For the state to 
declare that 
students cannot 
graduate from a 
government school 
they must attend 
uoless they 
demonstrate values 

'sc!lools has so much promise. 'and attitudes the 
With a few exceptions ~ magnet arid state prescribes has 

alternative schools - the 'standard modeno~ all the trappings of. 
day is an 8:00 a.m. to 2:00 p,m. day, five:day"a- Aldous Huxley's 
week, nine months per year, with one school- Brave New Worfd. 
of-education trained teacher lecturing most of ' 

" the time to a classroom of students using I,ittle more thari the technology 
,of chalk and mimeographs. It is an outdated model. We are too big and 
diverse a country to expect any single model (Iet'alone an outdated one) 
to be right for every, student in every community. Schools must become 
'much more cust~mer-driven to meet the variety of needs, values, and 
traditions of many different young people, families, and communities. 
This process is taking place, albeit slowly. 

As states arid communities begin to adopt standards and adapt 
them to their different situations, they will focus attention on' and judge 
quality by the-aea4emic results students achieve. There will be less mo­
110poly control and centralized government regulation of schoQls, of what 
they do, and of how educational services are delivered. This decentrali­
zation will lead to,greater diversity, rather than uniformity, inlhe ways 
schools organize and configure themselves, and in the methods and tech­

I 
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niques teachersuse to teach to these high standards. 
-~'~ Deregulation-should'also-apply to the-preparation of-profession;;.' 
als. In our quest for educators, we cannot limit ourselves to graduates of 
teacher or administrator training programs. We need to foster different 
paths into' the classroom and the administrator's office. Individuals with 
sound character who know their subjects, want to teach children, and are 
willing to work with master teachers to learn the art and craft of teaching 

0.... should be permitted to teach or administer in America's schools. 
Eleve'n,states have enacted charter school legislation, and several 

others areconsiderihg jt.Thoughdeta,ils vary by state, such plans allow 
teachers and others, including parents, to request permission from a des­

<:.D ignated local or state authority to start a new charter school These are 
c::n 
'-" generally schools of choice, attracting students with their distinctive ele­

ments (e~g.: high standards, educational philosophy, schedule, 
= organization, etc.) .. ,No one is assigned to them.21 ,'. ., 

00.l , The terms ofthe school charter can free teachers from the regula­
= 'tions and burea'ucratic red tape that strangle originality and diversity. In 

,'ex~ha~ge, teachers' are held ~ccolmtabl~ for students mastering agreed­
lIpon knowledge and skills., In short, teachers swap red tape for resul~ 
and. develop a system of accountability based on well-defined results. 

An extension of the charter schools movement is the idea of "con­
tract" schools,whe~eby s~hool boards engage outside managers to design 

, and run schools or to provide educational services. According to the 
Rand Corporation's Paul Hill, this approach "allows schools to be oper~ 
ated by ~ variety of public and private organizations, based on 

::::­ school-specific contracts that define each school's mission, guarantee a 
certain amount of public funding, and spell out th~ terms of accountabil­

. ity ."22' . " , . 

, In this and other examples, a new understanding of the nature of a 
c:i "public" school and its governance begins' to emerge. Traditionally, asIC:i.:l 

Diane Ravitch has observed, "Public schools are defined as. '~nly those 
schools owned and oper'ated by the government,' yet plac'es of public 
accommodation, (e.g., hotels, restaurants, bu~s, theaters, etc.) are de­

-'­
21Ted ~olderiei-"Charter Schools: The States Begin to Withdraw the 'Exclusive'," News 

and Views, February 1994. pp.l 0)·1 08.' , , , 
2~Paul T'-Hill, "Reinventing Urban Public Educalion," Kappan; January 1994, pp.396­

40t: For further details see:- Paul T. Hill, ReInventing Public Education, Washington, 
.D.C.: RAND Institule for Education and Training (1994). pp. l·82. 
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fined as public. not on the basis of who owns them but by whom they 
- '- --serVe."23 'The'difinition-cif'ii-pufiIicschoofissiarti'n-gtoshTfi toward the--~-

latter category, so that any school that embraces world-class standards, 
meets nondiscrimination, health, and safety requirements, and is helq ac­
countable for its results, becomes viewed as a public school, without 
reference to whether a government agency 'operates it. 
, If we succeed in creating schools that focus on results - by teach­
ing to high standards, providing teachers and principals with less red tape 
and more flexibility, and making schools increasingly diverse-.it will 
make less sense to have education bureaucrats or courts assign children 
to schools. Schools will attract their own students.. By,'their 'choices, 
parents will keep the standards high, because all families will have the, 
ability to vote with their feet-and their pocketbooks, The present 

, monopoly of education by government schools must be biokenup,' 
,.,. ' 

Conclusion 

! 
The past decade ofeduc~tion reform hasnot been entirely in vain. 

I , It has pushed the focus away from the federal government and toward 
,communities (at least it was pushing that way until Bill Clinton came 
along). It has won widespread support for the ideas that all students can 
I~am to high levels and that schools should be held accountable for re-' 
suits. It has debunked the notion that schools need to be exactly the same 
and that only w~lI-off families should' have a choice ,of schools for their 
children. By doing all these things and more, the reform,movement of 

, the 19805 has spawned the beginnings of what could be a transformaqon 
,of education in America. . " , 

, , 

! But that will entail completing the unfinished work of bold edu­
I cation reform, school by school, community' by community. For many 

students - particul!lrly those in the .inner city that day cannot COmeI soori",enough. Parents are fed up "and angry." Community activists are 

I frustrated by the intransigence of our education problems'. '1YIuch is at 
,$take. There is a'iolVide consensus among Americans on the direction edu-I . cation 'must go, but getting there will take the leadership lmd focus of a 

I President who will lead. 

I 
i 23Diane Ravitcn. "S~l'(1ebody;s Children: Necessary Steps in Expanding Educational 

Opportunity.:' .remarks delivered,at a conference ilt Princeton University, May 24·26.1994, 
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