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EDUCATION 

By Allyson M. Tucker and William F.uuber 

THE 10~HDCONGR~SS .__ .._ .._________._______ 

1\ 1994, Congress enacted two significa~t measures concerning education. With the pas­

1sage of these bills, the Clinton Administration accomplished its major education po1icy ob­
jectives and did so with little opposition. '.' 

The first measure, the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, for the first time established a na- ;. 
tional framework (.)f education goals and standards. Besides turning the 1989 standards ap­
proved by President Bush and the nation's governors into law1 the legislation included hotly 

.contested "opportunity-to-leam"standards. These standards, said to be voluntary, specify the 
level of "inputs" schools must reach in order to receive federal funding. The measure author... 
ized an appropriation of $105 million in fiscal year 1994, as well as $400 million in fiscal 1995 
spending. 

The sl"Cond measure, reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), 
authorized $12.7 billion for elementary and secondary education., including $7.4 biUion for the . 
Title I program serving disadvantaged youngsters. The measUre also made slight changes ~. the" . 
formula for allocating grants to states under theTitle I program. . 

Both bills give enormous powers ofcontrol to the federalgovernment. Defore the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act was passed in 1965, the federal government was barely involved 
in education refonn and let states make the majority of education decisions. However, with the 
passage of ESEA and the creation of the U.S. Department of Education in 1979, the federal gov­
ernment has steadily taken control away iromstate and local governments. With the passage of: 
the two education bills in 1994, the bureaucratic "Washington knowsbest" approach to school 
reform became even more entrenched. 

Under Goals 2000: 

..... 	_Three new federal bureaucracies are created: the National Education Goals Panel, the Na· 
tional Education Stan'dards and Improvement Council (NESIC), and the National Skills 
Board. TI'\e National Education Goals Panel has already started to develop standards for 
states. Unfortunately, the panels setting up the standards are politically controlled and al-

For background and a,dditional Information on this topic, see Chapter 9 In The Heritage Foundation'. 
ISSfJ(>S '94: The Candid.l'te's Briefing Book. 
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ready have cre~ted IIpollticaUytorred- stand~ that distort American history~l NBSIC ' 
,will essentially serve as a 19-member national school ,board. AU I.llembers will be Wllti ­
cally appointed by the President and will approve or disapprove aU state--developed plans 
to meet the national goals set by the Education Coals Panel. Meanwhile, the National , 
Skills Board focuses on setting occupational skills standards • 

•r 	 The federal legislation transformed the, original six national ioals from 1989 Into eight 
goals. The original six goals (readiricss for school, 90 percent graduation rate, competence 
in challenging subject ,matter, first in the world in math and science achievement, all ' 
adults ]iterate. and safe and drug·Crec schools) were developed jointly by the fuderal gov­
ernment and states with theintent of focusing on results, or HOUtputs.N The two added un­
der Goals 2000 (teacher professional development programs and parent involvement part ­
nerships) deviate (rom the original intentions of the states and venture into top-down fed­
era) "input" regulation and process.-oricnted, rather than rcsults.-oriented, goats. 

,., 	The legislation developed Nopportunity-to-Iearn'"' standards that the federal government be­
lieves must be met if students are to meet the national goals adequately. Unfortunately, op­
portunity-to-Ieam standards encourage more "inputs/, typically money and new regula­
tion, rather than reward "outputs:' or genuine results and innovation. Opportunity-to­
learn standards include school curricula, teacher prcparatio~ material requirements for 
schools, limits on c1ass size, and, potentially, national standards for spending. These feder­
ally created si,mdards go in a direction exactly opposite to that of recent research and state­
level reform. ' ., 	 ,. 

Underthe reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act: 

a" 	In order to qualify (or fedcral funds, each state must submit a pl~n for approval by the Na­
tional Education Standards and Improvement Council. lhis mustoutline levels of student 
performance standards, statewide assessments {or these standards, state curricula stand­
ards, "{actors" that must be present in order "for students to achieve the standards," and 
gender equity practices, as well as how districts will coordinate health screenings and serv­
ices, preschool programs, and disability programs. Only with these federally approved 
"content" and "student performance" standar~s in place can a state receive federal aid. 

e.- The independent National Assessment Governing Board wUllose its independence. in the 
past, a nonpartisan board elected new members as individual tenns expired. But with the ' 
new m~thod of packing the board, it is likely that the country's most reliable perfonnarice 
test for children-the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)-wilJ be 

, . 

1 	 The recently released National Standards (or United States History give • distorted and politic.allY rorrect \'icw of 
American history, For instance, Geor8e Washington is mentioned only brieny. white the founding of the Sierra Cub and 
the National O~ganiz.alion (or Women is given great attention. For. c;ritique of the history st.andards. see Lynne V, 
Cheney, "me End o( Hist"ry.~· The Wall Sfrtet JOl.ln1lJI. October 20, 1994. See also Carollnners(. "History Rewritten (or . 
the Classroom," Tht Washillglon Tim.es. October 26, 1994. ' 

2 	 Many states, dealing with fiscal realities. bave rome 10 che realization that more moRCY and regulation arc not Ihe answer. 
The so-called "effective schools" research $upporu this fiscal reality, FOf instal)(;e, the exhausb\'e review of academic 
;Iudic$ conccmin~ difrerent "inputs" such as teachc:r/pupiJ ratio. teacher education. teacher experience. ieacheisalary. 
I.:"pcnditures per pupil. administrative inputs, and f&cilities and student performance by UruvcrsicyoC ROchester 
c":Of\(lmiSI Eric Hanushek d~lnons,trl\ted that there was linle. if any. correlation between various educational production 
func,ions and student perfom1ance. See F.ric HClnushek. "'The Impact oC Differential Ej,penditures on School 
Puforman'~,." Edllccllionni Huttm:htr. May 1989. See also John E. Chubb and Terry M. Moe. Politics. Marlul.r, alld 
America's Schools (Washington. D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1990), and Erie Hanushek ~tal.• MaJcing Schools 
Wurk: ImprOl'ing Puformanct and Co"trolling Com (Washinglon, D.C.: The BrOok.ings JlUtituuon. 1994). ' 

••1. 
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weakened or ·rendered useless. Por one thing, the education establishment resists tests ~hat)"" ' , 
allow different states to be compa~. For another" the educationestablishmcnt has al- , ;, 
ready indicated that it plans to "race nonn'" test scores andfurvey parents and lheirchil- I 
dren for what many consider to be "'sensitive'" infonnation. ~ , 

... 	The $12.7 billion bill contains a large amount of portc-barrelspendins for the education es­
tablishment. It is a huge windfall, for instance, for c::oUeges ofeduCation, which will receive, 
hund reds of millions of doJlars in new "'professional deve1opll.'ent'" funds under the newly 
overhauled Eisenhower program. ' 

AarON IN THE STATES 

in sharp contrast to Washington, many state and local education refo~ activists arC! pushing 
for decentralization of the education system and greater parental choice among schools. , , 
Whether confined to public schools or expanded to include private and parochial schools, 
school choice has emerged in state after state as a centerpiece of a gro:wing grass-roots challenge 
to a govemment·run school system that is failing in many areas of the country, particularly in 
AmeriCa's inner cities. This is n<,lt only because school choice is the best way to make schools ac­
countable to parents and children, but a1so because virtually ill other efforts, including higher 
taxes and spCl\ding for education, have failed to improve America's schools.4. 

Other efforts to improve our schoolsystem include charter schools and [or-profit manage­
ment of public schools. Clarter schools are Hpublic" schools, Created and operated by a group 
of teachers or other qualified individuals or groups of individuals, that are largely free from 
state and district oversight. So far, eleven states have passed charter school legislation. In addi­
tion, many school districts have considered or are considering turning management of some or 
all of their public schools over to a private management firm. A private management firm oper­
ates eleven schools in the Baltimore, MaryJand, school system, and the Hartford, Connecticut, 
school district recently decided to tum the management of all of its schools over to a private 
management firm. . 

Further, many businesses and individuals, tired of the slow process of Jegislative reform, have 
taken matters into their own hands by creating private voucher programs that give vouchers to 
low-i.ncome children to attend the private school of their parents' choice. During the first semcs­
ter of the 1994-1995 school year, fifteen different cities had private voucher programs. Over 
6,000 children are now able to attend the school of their parents' choice because of these pro­
grams, over 11,000 students are on the waiting list for programs already established; and many , 
other cities are developing programs, indicating a general dissatisfaction with the way govern­
ment schools are meeting the needs of children, particularly in the inner city. . 

) 	 By "race-norming" scores, supporters of this technique aim lO eliminate any score differentials among racial groups. But 
setting up separate percentile rankings for each racial group would make it impossible to know how (lne group of 
students compa.r~ with the lest pool as a whole. Ironically, it would further the problem (minorities scoring lower) by 
anificially ,overing up the real problem. Such a solution would address the errect and not the cause of tile problem. For 
some of the. "sensitive" probing proposed for the' National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAep). see Carol 
Inners•. "Critics Say Tcst t'robe of Parents Is Too Nosy," TlUWLu#tinglofl Ti/l1.U, August 30. 1994. p. A4. 

4 	 Tn 1993. some SOft of school choice legislation wu introduced or pending in 34 state lc:gi~lalUrcs. F(l( a comprc:hensivc 

state-bY·lOl.alC school choice review. see Allyson M. Tuck.er and Wi1liamF. Lauber, School Choice Programs: What's 

Happenillg in tht State:r. 1994 edition (WAshington. D.C.: The Heritage Foundation. May 1994). 
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rHE DEBATE INJ99S 

The dramatic shift in power both in Congress and in the states gives conservatives an unprece­
dented opportunity to undo many of the hannfuJ education programs of the last 30 years.To 
the extent that goverhment should be involved in education, it is a mattcr for local and state 
government, not for the federal govenunent. Thus, conservatives in the new Congress should 
work to: . 

./ 	Reassign or terminate the functions of the u.s. ~epartment of Education In order (0. dose 

the Department 


Many of the Department's programs duplica'te the activities of other federal agencies. 
Many others can and should be carried out at the state or local level. Congress should re­
view these programs and dctennine which ones should be reassigned within the federal gov­
emment or eliminated and which ones, with the funds to carry them out, should be trans­
ferred to the states. nle goal should be to dose down the department within five years. 

) 

,/ 	Repeal most provisions of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. 

Congress should reconsider the Goals 2000 legislation and turn the l,OOO-pagebill into a 
ten·page measure that will simpJy grant money to the states for education reform efforts. 
Congress should then reduce this funding over time as state reform experiments are com­
pleted. In revising the statute, Congress should: . 

o 	Repeal all of the regulations and mandates including, but not limited to, the opportunity­
to-learn standards and the 7th and8th goals that were not agreed to by the governors. . . 

. These latter goals regtilate "inputs." The others deal with performance measures, or "out­
puts." . 

$ 	 Eliminate the National Educational Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC), the 
National Goals Panel, and the National Skills Board. 

@) 	 Restore the independence of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 

o 	 Eliminate the bureaucratic state application process in the Act, replacing it with a simple 
requirement that the states send in a letter saying how they spent the Goals 2000 money 
wi thin the terms of the Act. ' 

./ 	Repeaf major provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Education Ad (ESEA). 

The$12~7 billion reauthorization of the ESEA should be pared down and all the jargon 
and its mandates removed. Specifically, Congress should: ' , 

o 	Remove the requirement that states send plans to the federal govcn1ment on standards, 
curricula, and other inputs, as well as on social services. .. 

~ Repeal all social service programs. Schools should go back to teaching and educating stu­
dents instead of serving as social service agendes. ,. . 

€ ) 	 Remove all gender equity language .. 

o 	Guarantee the independence of the National Assessment Governing Board, and thereby 
of the NAEP. . . .. . . 

o 	Strip out the pork·barrel spending in the legislation (including the new funds for colleges 
of education), . 

.~ f.j 
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. . 
CD 	 Alter the formula for granting Chapter Jmoney. funds should go to poor students, as .. 

originally intended, not to students in the districts of powerful Members of Congress. 

8 	 A~d an effective federal charter schools program that maintains state and local flexibility 
and encourages state charter schoo)·reforms.. '.. '. 

When Congress revises the statute, however, it should preserve state and local authority 
over standards for curriculum content and student perfonnanceandstate and local author. 
ity over student assessment, including how testing results are wOO by the states and lOcali­
ties. Congress also should protect state and local authority over the resources that states and 
communities spendon education and over school ~nd classroom practices . 

./ 	Repeal the Indivlduals With Disabilities Education Act (IO~). 

, IDEA is extremely .cxpensive and rechUldant in light of the Americans With Disabilities 
Act (ADA). It creates IcgaJ nightmares and provides few l.~ucational benefits. IDEA is a 
huge federal mandate which is costing the states billions of dollars. Congressoriginally in­
tended to pay 40 percent of IDEA costs but now pays only 8 percent. Yet officials still have 
every incentive to declare as many children "disabled" as possible in their area so that they 
can collect additional funding. ' .. 

./ Oppose the Clinton Administration's vocational educational and job training legislation. 

Lawmakers should seek to replace this Jegislation with. a system which gives students and 
their parents the choice of whether they want their children in a school with a vocational 
education element. Congress should leave these programs up to the st~tcs . 

./ 	Eliminate, or at the very least means-te~ the National Sef\r'ice Trust (NST). 

The national service program does not encourage volunteerism and genuine service, but . 
instead has distorted its very meaning. While the goals of the NST are laudable, the NST has 
not led and will not lead to expanded educational opportunity and increased responsibility. 
It has turned into another expensive, bl,lIeaucratic government spending program. 

./ 	Eliminate the new direct education lending program.' . 

The major flaw in the .design of the program is that the taxpayer bears all of the risk. 
Schools and students should bear greater responsibilities. Congress could accomplish this by 
requiring schools with unacceptably high default rates to place a percentage of the govern­
ment's funds into a school-financed loan loss reserve fund. Under this revision, each school 
receiving federal money would place into· the fund an amoWlt equal to a set percentage of 
the principal of each Part Bloan made to students at that school as a condition for participa· 
(ion in Part B programs. The initial contribution percentage for a particular schoolwoul~ be 
based on that school's most recent cohort default rate, as calculated by the Department of 
Education, plus a margin of safety. Placing market pressures into the student loan process 
would have numerous salutary effects. It would create a significant financial incentive for 
gchools to recruit with more care and diScretion with an eye toward the potential student's 
ability to succeed at the school's partic~lar course ofstudy or skill area. In addition, schools 
would have a strong incentive to kccpstudents in school until they arc trained adequately 
and placed in productive jobs that will allow them to repay the loan. Finally, taxpayers 
would save a significant portion of the funds which now pay for·defaull cJaims. 

37 
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-.'Enad a "'Parent and Student Empowerment Act." '. 

, This legislation was introduced by Representative Richard Armey,(R-TX) in 1993 as an al- . 
temativeto Goa1s2000.Jt could be enacted. as a separate bill or incorporated into revisions 
made in the Goals 2000 statute. Among other things, this Jegislation would provide federal 

, matching grants to the states to develop refonns such as school choice, merit and ~odel . .. 
schools, and other innovativc,ideas being implemented at the state level. Inaddltion, It 
would free schooldistricts·to innovate by permitting waivers of federal red tape, 6\lbject to 

, the SeCretary of Educationls approval. It would also enhance parents' right to protect their 
children from intrusive psychological testing and sex surveys ~d recognizc the right of par­
ents to determine who can view their children1s school records. 

For Members of Congress, the choice is clear: they can continue to create new government bu­
reaucracies to regulate states and local school districts, or they can help "empower" parents by 
giving them decision-making power on the front lines of real school reform. The new Congress 
could offer parents, teachers, and studl?nts lmique opportunities to encourage reforn\, shrink 
the bloated bureaucracy, al,d get official Washington out of the way of innovative activists at 
the gr"ss roots.' . 
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\ 

Nadonal AJJiance of Business 
1201 New York Avenue, NW 
Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20005-3917 
(202) 289-2888 

Fax Cover·Sbeet 

DATE: Decem"" 13, 1994 

TO: Mike Cohen· 

FAX NUMBEB.:401-G596 

FROM: MkheJeCabn 

PHONE: 

NAB FAX NUMBER: (202) 289-1303 

TOTAL ~ER OF PAGES: .2 

REMARKS: MIke, one of our ADialpl Board. members sent this Lamar 
. AJmlDder excerpt from a oatioaal pubJk:aticm to BiD Kolberg. 
The board member, Rjch Gur.iD, seat a DOte to Lamar telling 
him be was wrong on all his clot poioJs.. I just thought you 

. should have a oopy of it ·if you doa't already. 

o 
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OUR SCHOOLS. 
, • ,. •• ,.. " • ,. 'f' • 	 • 

Drlvin8 in $ouch Carolina. t saw • encourages "outaHne-ba&ed" 
Ibis bumper sticker: 'I love my coun­ educadon instead of fixusing OR 

try. but I fear my govemment.' wbed:a children are Jeamina the 
One of the fears 1bear the most ~mic basks; and 

about is the govemmeot in • bus rests with c:onsequenc:es. 
Washington taking over local . Bvery single Republican Seoaror 
schools. 	 V()llfd tDSlop tbi& kiDd of law in 

People ale a&aid tbaI; WashingtOn. October. 1992. If I were sIiIl 
D.C. 'e.xpc:ns' will.impo$e their views GoVernor, I would say "nolbanb' to 

about eveI)'1hiDs from safe sex to Goals 2CO) became gf,tbe strings. 

world bistoI:y on public sdIools. , The worst put of Goals 2<m is 


'This is notjusl the nmtiDa.of some what Conpess <tida', do. No 

fringe group. Look at PRsidem .re.newed commitmem to.rigorous 

Clinton's DeW 'Goals 2000' educaaon academic srandards. NO push to 

Jaw. cb.ax1er tbousaods of new tdlools. 


Tbe New HampsQire Stale Board No ~ 10 tab fi:Idaal zegnlltioos 
of Edncalion asbdme DOl long ago off the dassroom leather. No GJ BiU 
this qucstioa: 'Isn't Goals 2000 just a for Kids so that poor families caD 

ruSt cousin to Plesidenl Bush's .' also clJoosc ~ best sdJooIs for Ibeir 
, Ame:rica 2000?', ' c.bi1dmL 

My answer Was! 'No.' Myadvice . In 198t,1 suggesIed to.Pn:sideiJ.t 
was: 'Trat Goals 2000 about d:J.e Reagan that JDDIit ele.nelltillY aod 
same way you would Imtl a fox , secondaIy educati.on PfGllIIDS be 
dIe.ssed. Jib a duck at a duck family tumed over endrely to Ibe srarea. 

I fed evm more SIi'oagly about 

Goals 2000: " , tbal today: Pan:ats aod..c:ommu­

• rums a.Daliooal ~ b:lro a Dities-iDstBad of tbe compIIly fQWJt. 

'~pmgzam; WasbingtoD, D.C.-will do abeaer 
• 	 geatcs a 3QIt ofoadoaal sc:hool , job dec:iding wbat is bell for our cbil­

.dRn's future.' 'board tbatoverrides kx:al ~ 
ClOt;, 

• ~WasbiDpXl eJq)II1S and 
, "" union leadets in dlarge instead Por:tlaud., ME 

ofGowmars: 	 . August 1994 
• facuscs on wbat is spent. instead ' 


ofwhat dWdren learn; , 


** TOT8L PAGE.0B2 ** 


http:educati.on
http:nmtiDa.of


~ 

ies replaced by word· processing and (ax ­ market. aDd DOt the IodiaD market. But Iif. for even though .verage lapanese rnone1 inaxne> 
boords. and rl filing secrewi.. r.pIoced by !be VUI IIUIDber III AmericuJI .... DOW par­ or. now subslanlialJy bicher.Will Success 

~ 

Success and America electronic memories. with !he resulting eIimi­ ticipa'" ill IhI aJoboI "",""""Y. tvittia8IY« tID­ Boa IhaI is I very in<xlmjlIeIe truth. '" il only 
naliOD 01 !heir d.ricaI super;iscn. and !he wiIIiDIIY. is IuD rl ert:iIiDI __ aDd cat>- iadudes purely raoterial fa:Icn. cwerlotlI<io& ,.,. 
middle ......g.rs who used I<> supervise those SIrOfAiI: dowD/aIIo. ciely-wideCllQliderotioDslhaICXlUllll'ormuch

1nII. alIIICII all now PlY much. much mar. 10IBCUam.rn.CI 	 supervisors. Vi.wed in th. very. DUrOW a,aIioDlI-.c· ~ in purely ~terms.
!heir lOp monacen. ADd aD survivina airlines That is why busin..... whose r.venues and CllUIIIiD& poi'IIIeI:Iive III all our ~ WIlen I drive ill<> I ... 1liiian in lapan.RepubIicaao III !be "IImiIy nIueo" penuo­ c6z IUd! low dcxr8Iic fares thaI. unIiIce !he 	 line ... four deorty ~ _ menprofits or. increasing nicely in !he pr....t re­ dobalel, IIfteIbeJ NAFTA lui ,.,... oe !heSpoil Iioo ......... bI'Ie booII !be lin! 10 ~ doyo III recWalion. ewu Americans with 1/11­ covery Ire nevertheless not addinl white ­	 ...., inlO ICOoa 10 waob ODd wipe !be headIiIhU!hI(."-:-cIionJpCife c:bqe boo beea iAIIitted pie free lillie uwl/oe low inalmeo now hobilu­	 GAIT Treaty DOW, lOy increIIe ill !be com­

ooIIar oe middle ......genteDl positions; why biDed ~ U aD AmericoDa--<>D mailer ODd ,.pso... II well II !be wiodIaeeu. check ....;;:. IIva aDd ..... iDduIIrieo !baa IhI ally Inwl by air.amaiic:Iio.e Iioouo III _ fomiIieo aDd ....... businesses whose ~ues &lid proIits ore bow UMveDIy dialributeli-fuDy jtIIIifiea aoinI 	 lire presounos loci .. !be ~ oils, il odd;.
Airline dereauladco bas oIso deoIabilioed .~bIe or. eliminatin. quile a few of !hose po­IDIdIieo boo beea _ 10 dbotIDd. AI it .. abeod 10 III<>boIi2 ..... more. OIl thaI !here Iiaa I<> ~ !he fuel For thol w:eIIent 
ajtions; and why businesses in decline are ...... 10 be I ped.a _ between oervice. I hne 10 PlY I vuy bi&b pri<:e f... !heth. aircraft industry. Domestic litlin.. DyAmerica? <IIIy-.....$ ,iii... at Pal Budw>- """" oiraah !baa before. bul tend 10 keep drlSlieoUy reducing both wllil' coUor .nd maiaIaeIm Da!l><nll aDd maiDaIreIm Reo psoIine. The l ......... buruw:ncy. del.r ­
"'i~ ~ IhI farolroat. !hem until Ibep ue woru ouL I..oc.kheod bas ......aemeal positions.

my~ ~IJ' COUectiOD. Ito!>Ped maDW.etwllitlin.r. aJloaelher; pubIicaaL BoIb uke it lor InIDted \boI aJobaI­ miDod I<> prtIItlCIlbcoe IowG jobs lor youths
Why the Pols Don 't Get To be sure. IechnoIoaicol progress oIso al­ izatAI bas iDcreaoed aDd COD coaliDue I<> ill­ who lack !be talmllor better empIaymen~ asiIeDbIi'iIl IhI IIIIIdord ~~ MdloaaeII Dou&Iu ia 100 ......u financially 10 lows many new jobs 10 emer,.. otten very

paIiIicoI ~ Port IIIiI ceIebnIeI\be vir- dewIop ..y .... oirtinen OD ill own (and ..- IhI catIItry'. !WI GNP (true). IIIaI iI well as smaD ... IIIIioaI ill nnI ....... fIaIIy

aood ones. tlDfortunatelr. IS !be continuing 	 . prdJibiIa oeif...m:e ... _ ODd ill any.Our Real eri8is of J6lues 	 -a AIiao risk..wiD; partDen at !he price mUll thero1ore iDaeue th. iDcom. pf aU 

. . 	 decline in !he neroge hourly eomings III all AmericaDt « It Ieuc .... at !hem (1aIoe). ... fo«es all po ItIIioaa lO ....peII! by 1lIfer·:-~~~=.~ atllllriDl its key 1eCbnaIoaies); aDd Boeing's employed ~ proves beyond • doubl.
free ~ wIIiIe Itrt D_1hI dediae III future ia oeeur. GIlly boca... 01 _ 10 loe- ODd tbat beco.- proIadiaDiam ia alwaY' bod 	 ila lavish aoni<z beauIe furl prioea .... fixed

!he loss oIa 11~1 many so-so white ooIIar jobsBy F.dnnI N. Luttwak 	 lor U.s. ..-.men (true). it _ oIwayo be by !be ..,..,mmeDt &lid price-amiaa is boaned.\be 'fiDiiIJ~· IJ' "vaIuu" aoded ..... oirtines---IDOI III which are IliD highly contin3lO.!Weigh incr..... in exciting bod for IhI COUDII)' ~. Bod< ill America. I liD my OWD tank muchAVING TRIED C«qe Buab, ....1bowecI birD­ ~ bJ IhI diaIocaIiODo ..... resuJoted- new-t ' jobs. A recenl highly 0ptimis­	 mere chapIy 110m • IIIff...m:e _. bul 
ooJf bIIboIr ...nare III IhI W!rf aiatence 01 by OU!'. 0CGID81. 0venD. oirIiae reauialiOD oerved !he inter­ tic coIwan by Robert l. Samuelson inodver­ WboI is miIIiDa: II II\YIbiDc ~ I 

oociaI penpecIiYe. /II fact ilia .... taIra for !here abo line « four )'<lUDC moo are woit­IhI problem, aDd bo"" tried BiD Clintall. who 	 esII III ~. II the ex­ tenlly show~y the IOt.aIiIy 01 new jobs is _led IIIaI eamomic eIIicieD<y _ ......H	 ..,..:;i........, ila---- ill perIOD but CI!rt3iDIy by im­..,.,u u If he kDcIr aD iboul il but failed 10 ICI. 	 .,....1lI~Nowit~ not a satisloc'tory r.plac.m.nl lor the old 
COD·core~= boa maIaaIzeamaDd d,paamic~ OCI)-	 plicaliaa. But becauoe !hey ore DOC employed by..... 	 be CIlIDjIR1IIIise ill IhI IIi&bIMI 10 IlIiI !beIhI AmoricIa elec:lanle boa DOW Pvea I ~year 011' 	 !be other WlY UOUDd. From • otricIIy OCI)­ white collar jobs thaI hive been IooL 

porIlIIIity 10 !lie ~ '1IepuhIicaDs 10 abow thaI 	 The SII!1UeJson IisI included such classic......... ""-tIo\ iDooIlJ aaremarI<ed. IIOIIIir: poiaI III view, IhI _lei' eIIiciency '-'" III 1OCiery. TbaI wwId mob periecl IhI po IIaIiaa. oe by mybocIy ..... I do not 
..... If IhI UDited SCaIIIo were I W!rf poor hove 10 PlY !heir _ tIuouIh ..,.ernmenl­= broq:bl iboul by CUI-throot compeIiticn 1liiY 

valid rmIediea. 	 .. It'aiJIr dial ce baIe/iI from juoIify all. Bul from I oodaJ paiDl III view !her. Carnpulel' aDd Genenlech. Simple arithmetic. 
!bey COD IIDdenIaod IhlIIIOI>Iem aDd alao """'" III> with ~;;-.;;. IhI Democntic Porty 	 new-tech companies as Intel. Microsoft. Apple COUDII)' wiIb I perfedIy ~ aDd I1'ID<IUiI imIJosed bigb prioea for my ps. That is where 

The prdIIom III queoIloa illhI gppcec:edooted _ III !be •...:..;""'- AmoricoDo .... ia 110 ouch axnpenoalilX1. oocieIY. AI it .. IhI UDiIed SCaIIIo .... IDIIdI U.S...tyl. economic IDIIyaiIIlOPO: lipan...Ibouah. showed thaI aD !he companies in !he IIXft ftIIIh !baa IOCiaIInDolUiIity aDd wwId txlDIIIIt1eB or. bein& e>#iled. while !he free 
fIan _ .... from wbot IhI Demo- beDefiI IIIUdi more from ecoaamic oIIIiIity morel provid.. Americln consum... with

per--' ~ iDIeaIrity IIIaI boa ",!her ouddeoIy ....n~ tarir;!heIr ealDIlIIIi< Wjlb ita liable. weII-paid jobo IhI reaulated iii! employed I eraad tola! 0162.500 people­
....... IhI CIIIInl pbeaameaaD III 61. III America. 1101 	 airline iDduatry IlIIh1 put otMousIy ..IDui1>­ only 500 more thin Home Depot alone. a r. ­
 !haD &tim turIber ~ IfI'WIb, ~ cbeopps.<Illy lor IhI DOCGriouIIr IIIIIaaaend apecielllI corponl' cnIiIiioo110-=' -.more rediotri­ uted 10 family &lid oodaJ liability. BI' contnSt. toil dWn !hal offen mosdy Iow-poid &lid part­_ adJieved b)' dianIpIive IIructunI rlIaIIaa IIImlIIdIe ........... !IIime IIrp(I atlOday'1 fubiaoabIe ~ iDd _ ..yon larllZf P'OIIP IbaICOD 1Oday'. chaoIicaDy -* airlines or. very time jobs. 	 But in reality, I SliD hne 10 PlY f« !hose 


one kiDd ... 1DCICher. _ meo who are DOC employed by !be ps ............ &lid ~" but lor YirtuaIIy all 	 disrvpIive lor t:.miIies aDd axnmWlities, as ThaI indeed is !he true destination of __ 

station. My cor iDouroDce roleS ore higher be­'.odiq ~ except leDureci civil _11-	 !bey "'IJidly "'IJODd « druIiaJIy oIJrink over fired white-<ollar worke... : IoWer-SIaIUS jobs in I f ...doeo uke iDIo iICCDWII\be paycboioa.~~--~ ...pnaioe-om6eItered """"""'Y.erowIb 	 ca_ III !heir vaocIaIimI and !hefts. my ..,.,.---ay"duIJ~ 	 !IIroo4I\ IhI . .. I IIIItter III mcnlho or ....., weeIcs. 18 !hey retail ..... or other che.1p services. with di­ i<ilaDd ~ need III fomiIioo aDd .......
Bul'wIIit _ . AmoriCIDo ..... -... 	 must be higher 10 pay foe pdiIz. court loci pri&­~ "-bIll wbo are Dei!her eccaomiall IIOr 	 IbifI bubo aDd moiateoance bases. eocb lillie minished eomings. omoIIer fringe benefits. &lid _ IDUIIiIiet lor I ......,.,.bIe deeree u otabiIi­10 _. DOt . , III beD« jobo « 	 en CIlILs. ODd even a IiaIe by way III well'orellidlliciaaado DOt'".. 1hI1CIIDOIII)I'. --s"'''' III 	 birinc aDd firinc employees in !heir COIISWlI scanl ~ any job security. (Since th. lable was IY, w:ry difIereD1 aiIeriIljIpIy 10 aJobaliDtion bonelits. U I am vuy unlucky. I 1liiY have toIIivwtb. bat adler .. IhI IICIIrily at their own jobo. bI&bei *""- arowIh. (beau.. maaeuveriDa fer rnorUI survival: II would be published !here hove been mass firings al Ai>' 18 wII .. 10 doIquIaIico.

a-.1hI ~ .-ylbal provoIced IhI Feder1I 	 I Dice bit III oocioIoaicaI reoearch I<> coIcuIale pie). II is interesting 10 note thot !he table oIso Thooe u. th. v.ry cril.ria thll blv.IbeJ-IIate _ It D8ed DOt m.:.- Iboir 	 pay in bIoocI.ln a recent article en a Washington 
yooIh who ItiIIe<i • Korean immigranlll !he .11"~'. IIIIHaIIIIiaDIr CI'IIUde c:aDDCIt -ae per­ ........, but IOCIIriI}' Iar !he jobo aDd \be DWnber III di'lUCOO Ind problem children included Nike, which manufactures mostly "'"""" l.PID·' pnlInd.ed resiItm<e 10 IhI 


............ ADd IhI ""'"" at thete fan ia obvioua: The iDcaiIe-IbeJ ..... Cluaed by der.gulation·induced ecoDomic ",,!Side th. United Stales, and Southwest Air· 	 III J7. wbiIe U-t 110m • paydliolric clinic

1.___ III ~ pJIiIiCII opecIrWD is 	 &JoboIiDtico III its own """"""Y. II -nulO 

CIIC8 bIIJIIr reaaIated &lid ~ doII!iPuI U.S. 	 me.es OD !he IomiIio4IIlI airline employees. lines. a noo-wtion company thol pays !he low­ clereaulalilX1. us tnde aegotialCn are forev­ ~ be bad ~ seD! loe kiIIin& • taxi driver 
--me ;,- boa ~ -,10 I far more dJnomi< 1bu14Ift _ by IIoIllliDobam RepubIk::an Partly boca... !here are no such stabslics. es! wages in the indU!lry. forcing cornpetine 	 .1 !he ... III J5. it ..... porenthetically noteder usuiDllhI merilllll flee marIa!Ia. bul !be
but tIIo IIIIIda _ UDmbIe turbc>dlarled capil&lilm CllIJIndII:dIa .. IhI ... band, aDd by JIIIln. .... are ICCUSICIIIled 10 limply ianore !he non­ airlines 10 do !he same in uch re~ mar­ ovenII purpooe III lIPID" DIlDY overt aDd ca­ !hal mere than $100.000 bad been spent on his 
opea 10 IhI wwId'. ~ ill wbich 110 aiDaJe &m. 1treaID.·~ ....eae;.1imf oa the eaJD<I'Dic CXIISequenceo III de-n!aulaliOD. nol ket it moves into. vert tnde burien aDd domo:otic recWatioDa ia paydIiaIric treatmenl; his 3O-year prison term 
DO particular iaduatry aDd certaiDl, DO job 01' ..If­ GIber:·'IlIol _ IhI """" brielIy 0CCIIIIied ju!I in !he airline industry bul in all industries. Onc.e again. as with der.gulation. StnlClurai IftCiaely 10 prOleCl l_..::;ety from IhI wiD COOl another $750.000« 10. 

~ aidI8 caD be -1111 klqer. HoweYeI'!I­ duma- 1992 oIocIbI.,.... by IhI capria:o y.1 it ia intuitively obvious thaI soc:iaI losses changes induced by !he anivoJ rl new lechnoI­ disnIpIive eIfecII III ..y axapetiliOD. loreiID No! COUlIIin8 two delths loci his IriaJ CX>SLs. 

DY ita e&ct, IhI Ge!IcPI ADeemeDI .. TIriffI aDd III Rs*' J'tnJt. wIlD bunIeaed his core ..... IJ1II!I oulWeilh economic gains in many cues. ogies ore undoubtedly increasing !he lOla! effi­ or domeati<:. SmaD obopkeepers are protected !be COOl 01 DOl emPoYinIthat ODe youlb would 
Trade (GA11') Tracy DOW before Ibia lame-dudl Demo­ ciency of !he U.S. economy. The !rouble is by • J.uae-ScaIe Retail ..... lbal _Ily ,.,. PlY t... al least 37.7n pIIons 01 gasoline­
cnlil: Coop-. cu <Illy add 10 IbI>te -m. =:::=t!.·A:tu::n~.= AlIOth.r obvioua ClU.. 01 accel.rated thol !hey ore enrichina only !he orchilects 01 .tricIo IhI spread III cboiD _ aapermar- even II vuy hicb l ...... prices. Amorican 

There illIOIIdIIa .... oboullhl"crealive deItnIction" that"~ willer1e VICIDI Iar .... SIl1JdlnJ chu&e LD !he U.s. ~y change aDd !hose who can invesl in !heir ven­ k.I' .Dd departm.DI lIor... Craflsm.n free.market psoIiDe is tItiJa vuy expensively 
III free aapedIIca. Oaiy If OIIIdated eaJIlClIIIic: 1ItUC­ 0Iber ~ caadidor.e If Ibep do DOl 06- II !he nIhIr ouddeD COII'IputenzalJOD 01 tures. while impoverislting a net majority rl aU cbeIp. as compared 10 lIPID'. empIoyment­tbreaII!Ded by cbeaper imports ore proleded 
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Chapter 6 

EDUCATION 

By Allyson M. Tucker and ,William F. u\lber 

rHE l03_R_DS;_...O_~9_·R_~_SS_._.__ .._ ..____ 

1
111994, Congress enacted two significant measures concerning education. With the pas­

. sage of these bills. the Clinton Administration accomplished its major education policy ob­
. jcctivcsand did so with little opposition. '. '. .... . . 

The first measure, the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, for the first time established ana- ;. 
tional framework of education goals and standards. Besides turning the 1989 standards ap­
proved by President Bush and the nation's governors into law.. the legislation included hotly . 
contested "opportunity-to-Ieam" standards. TheSe standards, said to be voluntary.. specify the 
level of "inputs" schools must reach in order toreceivelederal funding. The measure authpr. 
ized an appropriation of $105 million in fiscal year 1994, as well as.$400 million in fiscal 1995 
spending... " I . .' .' .•.. . . . 

The st.\(ond mc~sure, reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), 
authorized $12.7biJ1ion for elemental}' and secondary education" including S7.4 billion for the . 

. Title I program serving disadvantaged youngsters. The measure also made slight changes in the 
{onnula for allocating grants to states under theTitle I program. . 

. 	 . 

. Both bills give enormous powers of control to the federalgovem.inellt. Before the Elementary 
.and Secondary Education Act was passed in 1965, ~e federal government was barely involved 
in education reform and let states make the majority of education decisions. However, with the 
passage of ESEA and the creation of the U.S. Department ofEducation in 1919, the federal gov­
~-emmcnt has steadily taken control away from state and local govemmellts. With the passage of 
the two education bills in. 1994, the burcaucraticUWashington knows I:N!st" approach to school 
reform became even more entrenched. . '.' . 

Under Goals 2000: ," 

.... 	Three new federal bureaucracies are created: the National Education Goals Panel, the Na­
tiona' Education Standards and Improvement Coundl (NEStC), ,and the National Skills 
Board. The National Education Goa)s Panel has already started to develop standards tor 
states. Unfortunately, the panels settingup the standards are politically cOl\trolled and aI­

for background and additiona\~ Information on this topic: se~ Chapter 9 In The Heritage.foundation's 
h;su~s '94: The Candidate's Bfie{if~8 Book. . 
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ready have created'tipolitically co1'fe('t" standards that distort American history.1 NESle 
will essentially serve as a 19-member national school board. AU members will be politi­
cally appointed-by the President and will approve or disapprove all state-developed plans 
to meet the national goals set by the Education Goals Panel. Meanwhile, the National 
Skills Board focuses on setting occupational skills standards. ' 

., 	The federal legislation transformed the original six national goals from 1989 Inlo eight 
, goals. The original six goals (readiness for school, 90 percent graduation ratc, competence 

in chaUenging subject matter, first in the world in math and science achievement, all 
adults Hterate, and safe cind drug·Cree schools) were developed jointly by the federal gov­
ernment and states with the intent of focusing on results, or "outputs.N The two added un­
der Goals 2000 (teacher professional development programs and parent involvement part­

, nershjps) deviate (rom the original intentions of the states and venture into top-down fed .. 
,era) "input" regulation and process-oricnted, rather than results-oriented, goals. ' 

Ii' 	The legislation developed MopportunitY-to-learn" standards that the fede;aI government be- , 
lieves must be met if students are to meet the national goals adequately. Unfortunately, op­
portunity..to-Ieam standards encourage more "inputs/' typically money and new regula­
lion, rather than reward "outputs," or genuine results and innovation. Opportunity-to­
learn standards include school curricula. teacher preparation" material requirements for 
schools, limits on class size, and, potential1y, national standards for spending. These feeler.. 
ally created slandards go in a direction exactly opposite to that of recent research and stare. 
level reform. " ,,' , 

Under the reau~horization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Ad: . 

'w 	In order,to quaUfyfor federal funds,'each state must submit a plan for ap~rOval by the Na­
tional Education Standards and linprovement CQundl. This must outline levels of student 
performance standards, statewide assessments for these standards, state curricula stand­
ards, "fa,ctors" that must be present in order "for students to achieve the standards/" and 
gender equity practices, as well as how districts~wiU coordinate heaJth screenings and serv­
ices/ preschool programs, and disability progt'ams. Only with these federally approved 
"content'; and "student perfonnance" standards in place can a state receive federal aid. 

A' 	The independent National Assessment Coverninl Board wlilloseJIs independence. In the 
past, a nonpartisan" board elected new members as individual terms expired. But with the 
new method of packing the board, it .is likely that the count::rys most reliable perfonnance 
test for children~theNational Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)-will be , 

1, The reeendy released NltiOnal Standards far United StaleS History live a disconed acJ politically c:orrett view of 
American hislOly; For iulanCe. OeorSeWuhinJtoft is IDCDlioncd oaIy brien,. while the foundiaa of the" Siena Club Jl.bd 
the National Orsanizalion for WomeD is liven ,reat anention. For • critique of the bisaaiy standIrds. ICIC Lynne V. 
Cheney, '''The End of Histoty,n The Wall SIftll JOllntQl. Oclober 20. 1994. See alsoCaroIInnem. "Histary Rewrillen ror 
t~e Classroom," TIl, W4,fhingltin ~s, Ocrobet 26. 1994. ' 
Many stales. dealine with fisc:al realities, have come to lbc realization thai more mollC,. fCplalion are not the answer. 

, Th~ so-called "effective sc;hools" rc.search suppons this fiscal reality. For instance, Ole ellhaustive review or tc::ademic 
~I udic$ concerning differenl' "inputs" luch as rcas::h~'/pupil ratio, ieadw'education. tac:hcr upc.rieDee. Ieadler salary. 
c.\pcnditures Per pupil. administrative inpuls, andfaciliaies and s1udenl perfOrmance bJ Un,ivtrsiEy of Rochester 
cx:c.m\)mistl!ric Hanushek d(morislratedthaalbcre wu Unle, if an),. cOrTelationbetwecn various educational production 
funclions and studenl perfonnance. See F..ne Hanushck. "The Impac:l of Differential Expenditures 01'1 School 
P(nOrmCince;" Educiltional HUtarcMr, May 1989. See also John E. Chubb and Terry M. Moe. Polilic.I. Marul.f, and 
America's Schools (Washington; D.C~:Thc Brookings Institution. 1990). and Eric Hlftushck ftll.L. Makin, Schools 
Wu,k: Improving Perjortoonce and Co""oltillg Cos's (Washinglon, D.C.: The Brookinp Institution. 1994). 
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weakened or ·rendered useless. Por one thing, the education establi$hment resists tests that 
allow different states to be compared. For another, the educati~n establishment has al­
ready indicated that it plans to "race nonn" test scores and furvey parents and their chil· 
dren for what many consider to be "sensitive" infonnation. .... ..', 

JI'" 	 The $12.7 billion bill contains a large amount of pork-barrel spendins (or the education es-' 
tablishment. It is a huge windfall, for instance, for colleges of education, which will receive 
hWldrcds of millions of dollars in new "professional development" funds under the newly 
overhauled Eisenhower program. 

ACTION IN THE STATES 

In sharp contrast to Washington, many state. and local education reform activists arc pushing 
for decentralization of the education system and greater parental ~oiceamong schools. , 
Whether confined topubJic schools or expanded to include private and parochial schools, 
school choice has emerged in state after state as a centerpiece of a growing grass-roots challenge . 
to a government-run school system that is failing in many areas of the country, particularly in 
AmeriCa's inner cities. This is n~t onlybccause school choice is the best way to make schools ae­
COlUltable to par~nts and chn~,but a~ becau,se virtually aJl.0tt.'ereflorts~inc1uding higher 
taxes and spending for education, have failed to 1I1lprove Amencas schools. . . 

Other efforts to improve our school system include charter schools and lor-profit manage­
ment of public schools. Charter schools are "public'" schools, created and operated by a group 
of teachers or other qualified individuals or groups ofindivid':lals, that ~ largely free from 
state and district oversight. So far, eleven states have passed charter school legislation. In iddi­
tion, many ~ool districts have considered or are conSidering turning management of some or . 
all o/their public &ehools over toa private management firm. A private managemf.mt finn oper­
ates eleven schools in the Baltimore, Maryland, school system, and the Hartford, ConneCticut, 
school district recently decided to tum the management of aU of its schools over to a private 
management firm. .' . . .' .' 

. 	 . . 	 . 

Further, many businesses and individuals, tired of the slow process of Jegislative reform, have 
taken matters into their own hands by creating private voucher programs that give vouchers to 
IOWaincome children to attend the private school of their parents' choice. During the first semcs­
ter of the 1994-1995 schoolyear, fifteen different cities had private voucher programs. Over . 
6,000 children are now· able to attend the school 01 their parents' choice because of these pro­
. grams; over 1],000 students are on the waiting list for programs aheady established, and many 
other cities are developing prOgrams~ indicating a general dissatisfaction with the way govern­
ment schools are meeting the,needs of children" particularly in the inner city. ' 

, I" 	 . 

, 	 . 

8y ··raCc.normins"scorCa,supporten of this tec:hnique aim 10 eliminate any core diffcn:utials among racial groups. But 
selling up SCparaIC peroentlle rankinls (or cachrac:ial group would make it impossible 10 know how ODe group of 

. siudents compared with the test pool as a whole: JroniaJly, it Would funher rhe problem (minoritics scoring lower) by 
anifkiaJly coverin, up the real problem. Such a soludon would add.Iess die etroct and ROlIhc cauSe of the problem. For 
some of lhe "sensitive" probing proposed f()f the NalioaaJ Assessment of Educational ProSrcss (NAEP). see Carol 
Innersl. ''Critics Say Test Ptobe of'Parents Is Too Nosy," Tht WiUllin81tN1 rlmu. August 30. 1994. p. A4. 

.. Tn 1993. $omc son of schoo) choice legislation Wa.$ invoduceca or pending in 34 swe.lcgislatul'CS. For a comprehensive 

. stille·bY-SLalC school choice rCview.se.e AUyson l¥i. Tucker and WilliamF. Lauber. School CltoictIlProgrQJf/3; Wha,'s . 

. Happening in ,h, S'Gles•. 1994 edition (Washington. D.C.: The HeriLIBc Foundation. May 1994); .. ' . 


25 


3 

http:managemf.mt


DEC 16'94 ·13:36 No.009 P.OS 

.. 


ID:2123196171 

THE DEBATE IN 1995 

The dramatic shiftin power both in Congress and in the states gives conservatives an unprcce­
. dented opportunity to undo many ofthe hannful education programs of the last 30 years. To 


the extent that govemmentshould be involved-in education, it is a mattcr for loca) and state 

government, not for the federal government. Thus, conservatives in the new Congress should 

work to: . 


./ 	Reassign or terminate the functions of the U.S. Department of Education in order to close 
the Department. . . 

Many of the Department's prognms duplicate the activities of other federal agencies. 
Many others can and should be carried out at the state or local level. Congress should re­
view these programs and determine which ones should ~ reassigned within tlle federal gov­
ernment or eliminated and which ones, with the funds to carry them out, should be trans- . 
Jerred to the states. The goal should be to dose down the department within five years. 

./ 	Repeal most provisions of the Goal. 2000: educale America Ad. 
. 	 , 

Congress should reconsider the Goals 2000 legislation and tum the l,OOO-pagebill into a 
. ten-page measure that will sirriply grant money to the states for education refonn efforts. . 
Congress should then reduce this funding over time as state reform experiments are com­
pleted. In revising the statute, Congress should: . . 

0' 	Repeal all of the reguJations.and mandates including, but not limited ,tQ, the opportunIty.., 
to-learn standards and the 7th and 8th goals thatwcrenot agreed to by the govemors; 
These latter goals .,egulate"inputa." The others dea1with performance. measures, or"out';' 
puts~II . ..'.. . . _.' 	 . '.' . '. 

• 	 Eliminate the National Educational Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC), the 
. National 'Goals Panel, and the National Skills Board . 

., . Restore the independence 01 the National Assessment ofEducationall'rogress (NAEP) . 
• ' • <' , • ' 	 , • 

o 	Eliminate the bureaucratic state application process in the Act, repJacingitwith a simple 
requirement that the states send in a letter saying how they spent the ~als 2000 money
within the terms of the Act.' '. 

rI 	Repeal maJor provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act (ESEA)• 

. The $12.7 billion reauthorization of the ESM should be pared down and all the jargon 
and its mandates removed. Specifically, Congress should:. . . 

o 	Remove thereq~irement that states send plans to the f~eraJ government on standards, 
curricula, and other inputs, as/well as on social services. 

. 	 . 

• 	 Repeal all social service programs. Schools should go back to teaching and educating stu­
dents i.nstead of 5elVingas social 5elVice agencies. '" 

.• Remove all gender equity.language. 

o 	 Guarantee the independence of the National A$sessment Governing Board, and thereby 
~~N~~. .'. " . ' 

e 	Strip out the pork.baneJ spending in the legislation (including the new funds for colleges 
of education). 

36 
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CD 	 Alter the formula for granting Chapter J money. Funds should go to poor students, as. 
originally intendedi not to students in the districtsoi powerful Members of Congress. 

8 	 Add an effective federal charter schools program that maintains state and local,flexibi~ity 
and encourages state charter school reforms; . . .. 

When Congress revises the sta,tute, however, it should preserve state and loea] authority 
'over standards for curriculum content and student performance and state and local author· 
ity over student assessment, including how testing results are used by the states and locali­
ties. Congress also should protect state and local authority over the resources that states and 
communities spend on education and over school and 'classroom practices. 

,/ 	Repeal the Individuals With Disabililie$ Education Ad (IDEA). 
. 	 . . 

IDEA is extremely expensive and redundant in light of the Americans With Disabilities 
Act (ADA). It creates legal nightmares and provides few educational benefits. IDEA is a 
huge federal mandate which is costing the states billions of dollars. Congress originally in­
tended to pay 40 percent of IDEA costs but now pays only 8 percent. Yet officials still have 
every incentive to decla.reas many children "disabled" as possible in their area so that they 
can coUect additional funding. '. . . . . . .. 

,/ Oppose the Clinton Administration's vocation.al educational and job tralnlns legislatIon. 

Lawmakers should seek to replace this legislation with a system which gives students and 
their parents the choice of whether they want their children in a school with a vocational 
education element. Congress shouJd leave these progr~ up to the states. 

" 	 Eliminate, or at the very least meanHest" the National ServiceTRid (NST).· 

. The national service program does not encourage vo)unteerism and genuine service, but . 

instead has distorted its very meaning. While th~ goals of the NST are laudable, the NST has 


. not led and will not lead to expanded educational opportunity and increased responsibility. 

It has turned into another expensive/bureaucratic government spending program .. 

. 	 . " 

,/ 	Eliminate the new direct educatiOn lending program. 
. . . . 	 , 

The major fJaw in the ,design ()f the program is that the taxpayer bears all of the risk. . 
Schools and students should bear greater responsibilities. Congress could accomplish this by 
requiring Schools with unacceptably high default rates to place it percentage of the govern­
ment's funds into a school-financed loan loss reserve fund. Under this revision, each school 
receiving federal money would place intci the fund an amount equal to a set percentage of 
the principal of each Part B loan made to students at that school as a condition for participa· 
tion in Part Bprograms. ~ initial contribution percentage for a particular school would be 
based on that echoo16s most recent cohort default ratc, as calculated by the Dcp~rtment of 
Education, plus a margin of safety. Placing market pressures into the student loan process 
would have numerous salutary effects. It wou1d create a significartt financial incentive for 
schools to recruit with more care and discretion with an eye toward the potential student's 
ability to succeed at the school's particular course of study or skill area. In addition, schools 
would have a strong incentive to kccp students in school until they are trained adequateJy 
and placed in productive jobs that will allow. them to. repay the loan. Finally~ taxpayers' 
would save a significant port jon of the funds whIch now pay [or default claims. 
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-' Enact a "Parent and Student Empowerment Ad." 

This legislation was introduced by Representative Richard Atmey (R·TX) in 1993 as an al­
ternative to Goals 2000. It couId be enacted as a ~parate bill or incorporated into revisions 
made in the Goals .2000 statute. Among other things~ this legislation would provide federal 

. matching grants to the states to develop reforms .such as school 'choice, merit and Jnodel ' ,. 
schools, and other innovative ideas being impJemented at the state level. In addition, it 
would tree school districts to innovate by permitting waivers 01 federal red tape, subject to 
the SeCretary of Education's approval. It wouJd also enhance parents' right to protect their 
children from intrusive psychological testing and sex surveys ~d recognize the right of par­
ents to determine who can view their cllildren~s school records. 

For Members of Congress, the choice is clear: they can continue to create new government bu­
reaucracies to regulate states and local school dislricts, or they can help "empower" parents by 
giving them decision-making power on the front lines of real school reform. The new Congress 
could offer parents, teachers, and students Wlique opportunities to encourage reform, shrink 
the bloated bureaucracy, and get official Washington out oC the way of innovative activists at 

, the grass roots. 
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" 1 

,:r 

h.('t'Jlill~ 1IIl'Ili \\,11'(,111 ,Il\l'd \\illlin Illh;ll1 ..Jllllh,Thl' 

.Ii1lllilli'il';IIJ('ll 11;1,11'1 'Hlil I'I"I.'(] ;lIlullll'r Iln,olicil('cl 
polili(';d 1)"llc 1(1 Rq!ulJl'iclI1s who \,'()lde! ,lash ,U1\' 

social pn Igram. ,";lIccc,..,ful or failed. ,lI1d I,'hl) halt:, 
]H'n'r lik('d Ih!' possibility, That ;1 te\" poor lids llli,l(ltt " 

end lip i,11 !IH·ir districts' public schools: it Itas ;d~() ((~I;~ 
qlel1 ilS proi"'ss('d colltlllitmcntto policies that help 
lite IJ()or help Ihelllseh'cs, 

TRLE l.O\E: .I11~1 a..; Sulta TawiL 'r'asir ,-\rafat's \oimg 
wife, jo,ousl\, announced she is pregnant, t.he PLO 

le,((ter's first I\'ift: cmerged' from hiding to darken the 
couple's hright (b~', The other 'Somal'.: 65-year,old :\<tila 
bS'iin, insists she is the onk one wh;) trul:; understar.ds 
1t00,' to Ion' the IlIan: "When I I,'ould see he was nervous 
or ti:'ed," she reminisced to The Washington Post, "I 
wOlild go Ollt into the street and find a Palestinian 
child, aile! I'cl S;,I to him, 'Go to ,-\bll Ammat; he wan~s 
to gil'e YOll a Kal;lsh ni~o\' so \'Oll can tight the Jew,.;: The 
child would go in and ask Abu Aminar for a Kalash­
nikm', He \\'ould forgetimmediatel~' his troubles, He 
would smile, he would kiss the child. and he would say 
[0 me, 'DO YOU see these? The\' are our future,' " 

THISJl'STIN: 

Reducing ,water 'wastage. 
means less waste water 

- The Xa(iOIl of Bangkok, October 21 
(Thanks to Tom Cole, Santa Rosa, California,) 

Grade cards used to 
gauge student progress 

-Stollr/arri Democrat, Sikeston, Missouri, November 14 
(Thanks to Ste\'(~ \(o"le\', Sikeston, \\issouri,)' 

Lost pets are often confused 
-Tllf Daily R/>(ord, Ellensburg, Washington, October 31 
IThanks I'; Rohen Fordan, Ellensburg, Washinglon,) 

Denver school 
official to talk 
with his boss 

- The Pueblo Chieftain, Pueblo, Colorado, December 5 
(Thanks 10 Thomas P:tme. Pueblo, Colorado,) 

TOTHE yL\X: 
"What [he CIil,'!t,9.ri~s, have to offer, in 

\\'clwl' ctlkd '('h;II'i~IIL\li(' It'~ldt'l,hi I" 11':ld('I,11111 

ut' Ihl,'ciliei't:lin 1\i'ltiSe dlllll,qill' dt'jil'lId, illl ill' :Ihilill 
If) rel\arcl hi~ t'ollol\t'rs direct!l."-(;()cIJI'l'\ II'Hl,:.;'''Il, 
re"ie\\'ing Oil Thl) Dlgl': Thl' Clill/Oll I)I/'lil/rlll\' rlt.' .\-..;1' 
}i)l'k TiIllf'S Book RI'l.'il'w' \:()\'ell1ber '27 

'Together. he and the candidate raid the partl' :ll1d 
carr\' off the glittering boot~" much in the l1la,l1l1er of 
the 'charismatic horde' of y(ax Weber's classic descrip­
[ion of the different types of authorit\, "-GodfreY 
Hodgson, reviewing Quest for the Prpsidf'II I :, 1992, in TlIP 
Washil1FJlon Post Book World, same clal • 
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THE PRESS 

HrSTORYLESSON 
By Jon Wiener·mne Cheney wasn't gon.e long, Tile head (:1' the

L. National Endowment for the Humanitie, under 
Ronald Reagan and George Bush has jumped 

, . . back into the news with her attacks on [he 
National Standards for History, a guide for elelllentan' 
and high school teachers, Ironically, though. hie'r mode 
of return may have.its benefits, for it shol\'s ho\\' ;1 false 

. story, with the help of the right-wing media, can .enjo\ a 
fine run in the public forum, 

The l\'ational Standards make for an llnlikeh' \'ictim, 
To begin with, they were financed by the BllSh';ldl11ini­
straHon aild were well underwav bv the time Chene\ left 
the endowment. Moreover, they ,~ere put together not 
by some leftist coven, but by teachers, admi;listrat()I·s. 
scholars and parents-along with organizations ranging , 
from the American Association of School Librarians '[0 

the National Education Association, The standards ex­
press a consensus that the teaching of hisrol'l', IOllg in 
neglect, should be the centerpiece of the social '1llciies 
curriculum, This should include coverage of [he experi­
ences of or-dinarv people as well as elites, and !n';1111lent 
of nations and cultures throughout the l\'Orld,' , 

So what's the problem? In her first attack. laullched in 
a Hall Slreeljournal op-ed on October 20, a I,'eel lwl'nre 
the American History Standards were released, (henel' 
said the issue was simple: not enough wpite men, ILUTie[ 
Tubman, the African American who .led SIaH" I" free­
dom before the Chi\ War, was "mentioned si" lillles," 

while George Washington "makes onlv a f1eetin~ ,Ii Ipt'ar­
ance," and Thomas Edison gets ignored ,dtogcilH'I 

A few days t;Cheney's article appeared, Kilil '.illl-, 
baugh had,jt~: '.,.., ir, Limbaugh yelled th;ll II,,: 

. 

.::,1,.111' 

dards were:'th secret group and ,I), ,)" 
",t1ushed d. ., 
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I-rhe:eafter, more respectable journalists began pick- and explore hi!>torical movements aroundthe world." 
in~ lip t:-te story. The New York Times ran an Assotiated Everi a cursory look at the s't..·:mdards suggests the 
Pres· ankle on October 26, the day the standards were assault by Cheney and CO. W:lS flawed. When I purchased 

I

~fficially released. (Headline: "PlAN TO TEACH U.S. HIS- a copy at the National Center for History in the Schools, .. 
TOR} IS SAID TO SUGHT WHITE MALES.") The story did not located a few blocks from UClA, I met project co-director 
describe the standards or give examples. Instead, it' Gary Nash, a uc;LA history professor. I asked him whether 

.' reported on Cheney's laments: "They make it sound as if '. white men had been neglected. "The fact is there are. 
everything in America is wrong and grim." White males on every page of this document, " he replied. 

Two days later The Washington Times weighed in with Sure enough, there they are. Flip to page 76: for the rev­ 1 

an article complaining that the project took "$2.2 mil- olution of 1776, "Analyze the character and roles of the 1
lion of taxpayers' money." On October 28 USA Today military, political and diplomatic leaders who helped 
columnistJoe Urschel wrote that the commission's pur- forge the American victory." !fyou don't discuss George 
pose was "to mislead and bully elementary and high Washington, you flunk. Page 138: for the period J870­
school instructors." A Washington Post story devoted 1900, "How did inventions change the way people l!ve~ 
seven paragraphs to Cheney'scriticism. . and worked? Who were the' great inventors of the 

On November 4 Charles Krauthammer published an period?" !fyou don't discuss Edison, you're in trouble. 
essay in the Post titled "History Hijacked"; it cited Cheney What about Cheney's claim that. "not a single one of 
on Tubman and Edison. U.S. News & World Report,' Time the thirty-one standards mentions the' Constitution"? 
and Newsweek also participated. Newsweek even offered Well, page 84 says students should be able to "analyze the 
some original reporting-its article concluded with a fundamental ideas behind the distribution of powers 
quote from a black teacher backing the standards. Black and the system ofchecks and balances established by the 
children, the teacher said, have been "brainwashed" Constitution." And, it turns out that the person men-
to '''celebrate white heroes ... and values," and' tioned most often is not Tubman; but Richard 
"what needs to happen now is a reverse brain- Nixon. Ronald Reagan comes in second. 
washing."The statement did little to under- Cheney complained about the prefer-
mine Cheney'S critique. . ential treatment' of women and minori-

On November 8 The wan StrtJaJournal ties, but it's hare! to see why. High school 
editorial pages ran letters under the students should be able to explain "the 
headline, '''1:'HE HISTORY THIEVES." The arguments for and against affirmative 
first of these declared that nationai stan- action" and "for and against ratification 
dards were "developed in the councils of of the Equal Rights Amendment." They I
the Bolshevik and Nazi Parties, and suc- should be able to evaluate "the Warren 

I
" 

cessfully deployed.on the youth of the Court's reasoning in Brown v. Board ofEdu-
Third Reich and the'Soviet 'Empire." Soon . cation." Politics is treated in a similarly un­
thereafter, The, New Yom Timesop-ed page featured biased and resolutely middle-of-the-road way: stu­
an article byJohn Patrick Diggins of the CUl'I.'Y Graduate dents should be able to "demonstrate understanding of .,Center, the only historian to write in support ofCheney: the origins and domestic consequences of the cold , 
Nothing in his essay indicated he had read the stan- war" and to analyze "the Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon 
dards. "At a time when people from allover the world administrations' Vietnam policy. " . 
are flocking to America," Diggins wrote, "students are Shanker's anger that the standards portray Genghis 
told that they must study precisely that from which pea- Khan as a softie also runs into problems. when com­
pie are fleeing?" Don't study the rest of the world. he pared with the text. The two pages on the Mongol 
was arguing-a position more extreme than Cheney'S. empire say students should be able to "describe the 

On November 11 The wan StreetJournal broadened its . destructive Mongol conquests of 1206-79. and assess 
attack by going after the \yorld History Standards. It their effects on peoplesof China, Southeast Asia, Russia 
'quoted Albert Shanker, president of the AmericanFed- and Southwest Asia"; in grades seven and eight, Stu­
eration of Teachers, who had been swept up in tlle dents are asked to examine Genghis Khan's statement, 

. Cheney critique. "It's a travesty," Shanker said of the' "Man's highest joy is in victory:' to conquer one's ene­
standards. It's "leftist point-of-view history. Everything mies, to pursue them, to deprive them of their posses-
that ... has to do with white people is evil and oppres- sions, to make their beloved weep." 
sive, while Genghis Khan is a nice, sweet guy just bring- Cheney made a particularly big deal out of one of the 
ing his culture to other places."suggested high school teaching exercises on the rise of 

That day-three weeks after Cheney'S initial broad- big business: "Conduct a trial ofJohn D. Rockefeller on 
side-a national news story reporting on the actual con- the following charge: 'The plaintiff had knowingly and 
tents of the standards finally appeared. The artiCle,' willfully participated in unethieal and amoral business 
page 1 of The New York Times, noted that the standards practices designed to undermine traditions of a fair and 
"keep William the Conqueror ... but also give emphasis ',. open competition for persopaI~Cl.pd. privat~ aggrandize- . 

",';;i.~~o/non-European hallmarks like China's powerful Song ",';meT!f.Ah::<iirect violation Qf _ . drnmon welfare.' .. She 
.\ ,\}"'~4~:l1asry," The guidelines; the paper added, '~ask students -::i:I:,:fj1:<JiUgh(ihis was outrageo~~ ;i;~~t;me of the older 
. ".:~{;:;~Q:;,g.F ,beyond .tote mernoriz,~tipn. and explain, analYLe' . "ftfiiS .orAmerican histpf:, ~gt]~hose \\no went 

>~'~i~;,:~':~i#;:~,:,~f::.__ :i·~· , ,-, . .~:.:'",-.:'''''':-'''_____ 
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I,) ((,Jk;";l' ill Iht' "'-'ll, ;lllrl '"I), Ill;!1 i't'lllt'llliwr io!'n /I, 
/!'" 1;1'11'//1'1, IIl1hlll'/ /:IIIIJI/ !!i' /11111(\/1'111/ '\/(llnlliflll: p'ltb1i..;II\'d 
ill lile Hl':ull I'n/h/nll\ iI!, \1J1I'J'if'llll Lh'I!i:tllllIll ,('ri(". Idlich 
pn.'seilled I he' I)ro, alHl.u'IilS of lile indllstriale!'a, and on 

I\'hich coltllliess papers andt':>;allls \\'Cfe b:lst'(1. 

What comes lil':>;t:- .\Ithough thl'"t:lIldardsprojcct 

hegan e1m"ing the Bushn'ars. Ihe Clintoll adlllinisi.ra­
lion adopleC\it as part of its "Goa!.s ~()O()" program ur 
educational reforms. The standards are supposed to be 
submitted for certilicarion b\' a bipartisan :\arional Edu­
cation Standards and Improvcment Council. whose \'et 
unnallled members are tn be Ilominated b\' the presi­
dent and continlled bv Congress. Certification would 
encourage textbook publishers and school systems to 
adopt the standaals,But the\' \\'ollid remain \'nlull tary. 

The battie likelv will rage be~'ond the standards and 
the people appointed to approve them. Indeed, the tlap 
could grow into a Republican effort to scrap the "EH. 
Don't be surprised if the halls of Congress. newly popu­
lated by a (;(>1' m(~orit\', resound with denunciations of 
the endowment. And don't be surprised if the Clinton 
administration fails to put up much of a tighLL'nder­
secretary of Education Marshall S. Smith told the Post 
that the president "had nothing to do with those folks" 
\,ho drafted the standards. That c1oesn't sound good. 

Jo" WIE:-':ER is professor of history at the University of 
California, Irvine. 
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PINKDAWN 
By Anna Husarska 

:\fler [WO decades of construction of communism in the 
UiSR. no one has anv reason to be a homosexual. and those 
IdlO persist in their homosexuality should be regarded as 
coullter-remiutionar)' elements and should be punished for 
:tnti·SO\'iet aniYit\'. 
-'-:ikolai Krilvehko. attorney general tinder Josef Stalin 

Ga\' rights is the ultimate oxymoron in Russia, because 
for se\'entv \'ears neither gays nor rights have been \'en' 
\'isible here, In ~'(oscow, there isn't a single gay rights 
defense group: there are only a few discos and cafes 
where gays even, congregate. Saint Petersburg fares 
slightly better. It has t\vo gay groups, though they aren't, 
on speaking terms and spend precious energy 'fighting 
each other. 

I went to see Yuri Yereyev, president of one of the 
". groups, the,"I:chaikovskv Fund, namedafter the COI11· 

" ~:;;~~~f~g~:)se.t,: ~\ih "'gav. Yuri is 40 and served three iii 
. "':':'~:prisah',lmder Article 121, Part R11 ,. 

..;i~1I1 ninlil1;ti ('<I;k', \\'hidl. lIllI'il ii' i'''Iw;ti ill \1.1\ 1~i'.I:;, 
iJinl.llq·d It<>III<>,'('''!I<li n'LlIiulI"; 1l<'11\('('!J Illt'll ! IHII llt)1 

1)('1\\t'l'II'\\'olllel1l,:\ 1;)i'IlH.'i' p;qll'r Lti:lnn' I\'()i'kt,r. 11(' 
losl itisjub ai'll'I' his hoss discmered he is gal'. 

In the headquarter,. <I spars2h furnished room in a 
comlllunal apartment. Yuri and I sat' on homemade 
\\'emden henches upholstered \\irh black fabric. DtIlch 
and German posters of ga~' e\'ents cO\'ered the walls. :\n 
old-fashioned radio and a gramophOlie sat in the cor­
ner; a doorless closet contained some basic kitchen­
ware~ Yuri ~hO\\'ed me ~m English-language ga\' maga- , 
zine, and I \\'as browsing through the color photos when 
his mother. a round Russian woman with an apron and 
tightl\' combed grav hair, ,entered with some cheese 
sandwiches. :\s a reflex, I closed the magazine. but she 
onlv cast me a veteran look and poured us tea. \\'hile 
Yuri tolel me about gay magazine distribution: a conti.­
dential mail"ordersystem offering local production wi,h 
black-and-white drawings: 

The primitive state of the gay movemelll ill Russia 
persists because, although the laws may have changed, 
attitudes toward homosexuality have not.. savs ylos(()\v 
sociologist Igor Siemionovich Kon. Inp(:ilh in 1989. 
32 percent of the Soviet popull:uion thought ga~'s 
should be executed; 30 percent thought the\' shoulrl 
be isolated; 6 percent believed . they need help; and 
10 percent felt gays should be left to themselves.•:\ot 
much has changed: Kon says homosexuals are still the 
most or second most hated group, competing for this 
title with the Jews. Those who once held the Jewish­
Masonic conspiracy responsible for Russia's problems 
now fault the Jewish-Masonic-gay conspiracy. or just a 
gay conspiracy. 

In the face of all this, the TchaikovskyFlInd orga­
nizes gay film festivals and gay pride parades. art exhi­
bitions and baUet performances. Yu.ri takes part in T.V. 

and radio roundtables on minorities and on' .-\ID5. 
. The fund also has started a new dating sei-dee. which 

compiles the applicants' financial and 
housing situations, as well as their' 
sexual inclinations. At the group's 
annllal meeting, the dating ser­

vice was the one topic that 

sparked real intetesLThere were 


, some 40 participants '(Krilija. the 

rival group, met a week before, 
with similar attendance). Four of us 
were straight, two attendees were les­
bians, five were men in their 60s who, as one told me. 
come to meetings because they're too old to go to dis­
cos or cafes. Six others were deaf-dumb. Until \,ina\' 
Saldanha of the Canadian office of the Internati()Il~~1 
,\IOS Project started giving Ollt condoms, these six ('Ilat~ 
ted in sign language among themselves, lea\ing it 
unclear whether thev even knew where thev were, 

The meeting:sattendees also discussed 'Ialincilillg .a . 
Russian edition of the gay magazine The Ad~'O({/II' ;llld a 
\fa\' radio 

".' ~.o:~~'_-..';:" .-: ~ .~":~::.' , . . .•.. ), ':;'-:,1 

. ',spotted ill the rn; , 
h'edeveryone to . 

station. Yur,i announced thtit a'" "~",\Ui(l
'" _ . ," ' 

Ki lied (w.o, 
iruising ai', 

I 
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FOR YOUR EYES ONLY 

NOTE TO TERRY PETERSON AND MIKE COHEN: 

Attached is a quick overview 'of the issues raised about Goals 2000 in the 
recent Hudson Institute News and Views~ Terry, let us know if you ~a.nt to, talk about the 
Secre~'s presentation t<;> the Hudson Institute. . 

Jennifer 
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SUMMARY OF INACCURACIES IN BRUNO MANNO PIECE IN NEWS & VIEWS· 

Myth: 

Reality: 

Myth: 

Reality: 

Myth: 

Reality: 

Secretary Riley inadvertently suggests, this agenda (Goals 2000) is a throwback 
to the mid-1960's education policies of the Great Society. 

Secretary Riley was referring, to the 1965 passage of the Elementary and . 
S~ondary Education Act that has provided important protection and assurances 
that children in ·poverty receive a quality education. 

There are a great ·many differences, however, between the 1965 Act' and Goals 
2000. The GoaIs 2000 Act formalizes in law what Governors and local education 
activists have been asking for -- flexibility and waivers from burdensome federal 

. rules and regulations. The Goals 2000 Act has no regulations and provides a 
great deal of flexibility to states ana communities in their efforts to create and 
build on their own education improvement efforts. 

There are also provisions in Goals 2000 that support state· and community 
. decisions to create public charter schools,~nd to privatize aspects of the education 
system. 

Local districts must develop their own reform plans for approval by the state. 
They are to be integrated into the pl~n sent to Washington. 

The Department of Education will· not be reviewing local or school improvement 
plans . 

. District plans will need a myriad of details, including how districts coordinate 
health and social service programs,. homeless children programs, pre-school 

,programs, and a host of other programs. They even must describe a parent· 
involvement policy that includes topics to be discussed at parent/teacher 
conferences~ ,.' . 

The Act states that districts will include in their plans how the local education 
agency will improve and support the ability of student to learn effectively at all 
grade levels by identifying the most pressing needs. (Sec. 309 (3) (F) .. 

Each community, however, will detennine wha~ the most pressing needs are 
and decide what services students should be' provided. Parental involvement 
policies and decision~ will be made at the school level. The federal 
government will not in any way be involved in those decisions. 

... 




,bb ' 
, 1lT<4 ' 

Myth: No matter that the Clinton administration's rhetoric is about plans Cr~llY 
from'the "bottom up~ It's Uncle Sam who sets the requirements, describes the' I! 

contents, writes the rules, and controls the purse strings. It's "top down" plain 
and simple, much like the' education ministries of many European and Asian 
Countries. 

Reality: 	 Most centralized education systems have national standards and national tests. 
Goals 2000 does not promote either. States and communities are asked in Goals 
2000 to develop their own standards and assessments to measure progress. In 
addition, there is a great deal of flexibility in how the improvement plans are 
developed and how they will be implemented. 

Myth: 	 NESIC is ...becoming a sort of "national school board." Since Goals 200 gives 
NESIC the power to certify what content, performance, and delivery standards 
receive the federal housekeeping seal of approval, it holds effective control over 
what states must do to receive federal money. ' , 

Reality: NESIC was 'originally proposed by a bi-partisan commission to provide a "good, 
housekeeping seal qf approval" to standards sub.mitted voluntarily by interested 
state ahq national groups. There is no requirement for any state or national group 
to submit standards to NESIC; rather, review by NESIC is simply an option for 

,those who want a second opinion on the qwility of th,eir stal19arss. NESIC will 
be comprised of a broadly representative group of citizens and ed'ucators, 
including both Democrats and Republicans. 

Myth: 	 IISystemic reform" is nothing more than the same old bureaucrats talking to many 
of the same old interest groups. 

Reality: 	 Every major national business group in the country endorsed the Goals 2000 Act. 
The B'usiness community has long been an advocate for a "systemic" approach to 
education reform. , In fact, a broad consensus has emerged, beginning ,back with 
President Bush, Lamar Alexander,' and the nation's Governors, that this country 
needed to. focus its attention on a comprehensive approach to reform. The Goals 
2000 Act supports state and community 'efforts to do develop and implement their 
own comprehensive approaches to school improvement. 
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NETWORK 'Hudson Instituter: ' , 

'November 1~4 

Dear NETWORK Member: ' 

The frost is on the punkin and we're at the height of the Indiana autumn as we 

send this month'g issue to press. This 8hould cross your desk well before Thanksgiving 

.and we wish you a good start to the holiday season. . 


Several items deserve special note this month. First of all, fonner NElWORK 
director Michael Heise leads· off a lengthy "school choice watch" section with an original , 
article about the constitutionality of school choice., EPC member Herb Walberg, along 
with Joseph Bast, survey the limited empirical research on U.S. choice programs and 
discuss the much broader bOdy of available research comparing public and private , 
schools. EPC co-c:hair (and NE1WORK co-founder) Diane Rayitch discusses the urgent 
need for means-tested school choice, particularly,in urban areas. In "School Choice 
Slandered," Dan McGroarty discusses John Witte's evaluation of the Milwaukee Parental 
Choice Program and the stalwart establishmentarians eager to accentuate the negative. 
The section also includes commentary by EPC member (and fonner education secretary) 
Bill Bennett on the Puerto Rico voucher program and an update on choice activity in 
Jersey City. . . 

We also call your attention to "America's'Education Catastr~he/" a News & . 
Views original written by Regna Lee Wood, a consultant with the National Right to Read 

. Foundation. Mrs. Wood draws from an impressive array of sources and prqvides useful 

data we had not come across previously: We should note that the last essay we printed 

by Mrs. Wood was in October of 1992. Her article, which originally appeared in 

Nafiotull Review, began "Chester Finn of the Educational Excellence Network is wrong." 

While we make take issue with the opinions of News & Views contributors, we always 

welcome so.!L~I..!.~~ piec~~ o~ impor!~t ~.Pi.C;S-=- __...__ _ . .. 


....."..,..-~- . " ','. -'--, '.-.-..'-=,--,
Our "Inside/Outside.the Beltway" section features our monthly "Washington ~.". 

Watch" column by Bruno MalUlo. This month, Bruno takes President Clinton to task for 
his administration's business-.s-usual approach to American education. (Our "quotes· . 
of the month" illustrate the President's two minds on the issue of school choice and our. . 
"Endpaper" this month features the resolutions of the organization to which the------------­

~~Pr~esident hu..p18dgeEl fti, :fidelity.} . - . 

Finally, we gratefully acknowledge the continued 8upportof Herbert Wa1berg 

and Chester Finn, Jr~ as Sustaining Members of the NE'JWOlU<. . . . 


Carol·D'Amieo Mike Garber 

HennAn Kahn (:cnl(:r 

P.O; /t'O. 26-919. Indianapoli". Indiana 46226 


311·545·1000- FAX 311-5~5-9619 
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jThe Clinton Agenda In K' ~ 12 Education: 

TIle Clinton adminislradon can hardly 
contain itself. Reflecting on its education 
wurk with 'he Congress. Secretary ofEdu· 
"nion Richard Riley crows, "We passed 
more good education legislation than,in 
the Pit" 30 year"." " 

A Departmenf pre~s release describes, 
the adminiSlralion' s wurk au "quiet cun­

, sensus wiLhout much ranfare," II conlin­
ues; "lnl'lidc the beltway. many Wadling.', 
ton insideruuy they're amazed. NOLSince 
the mid-60' s. veteran Capjtol Hill walch­
crs say. has so much been done for educa­
tion." 

, Presidenl Clinton is quick 10 join in. ' 
Heaping high praise on lhe Congress. he 
croons, "I lhink Lhis Congress wil! go, 

, down in hislOry as a great Congress. (or 
education." 

Thc lIsually poJiticaUy correct Wash­
ington Post agrees, Il says of the Con­
gTCss. "Whatever its record in othcr lieIds. 
the Congres". now home campaigning was 
highly productive in the field of eduea­
lioll. Six bills were passed ...... Because of, 
this ·'realllchievement." the Post knights 
them "an education Congress." , , ' 

'111e finaJ.viclory in the education joust 
was thejuslcompletedfive yearrcchaner­
ing of {he federal government's main 0­
nancial investment in K· J2 educatioft ­
fhe lllemenl.arY and Sccondiry Education 

.. . . ----~------------------
H"II/o v, MaM(J. Sert;fJ' Fellow, Washu,gton, 
f).C. offic, ofHudson, il in'llolllt:d in bOlh ill 
'IWuCQtitln Polic:y Srudies'Progf'(mlol14 "mjtCI' 
f)n the New,l'mnulf: ofAmerical' Uf~. He is 
lomler u.s. /lssiltunr SecfflarynfEdweu,j()h ,', 
,1m' Polit:y and rlanning. 

Deja Vu All Over Again, 

I 

By B~uno V. Manno 

.....Ihekind of r,crnicious iegislalion which, 
ifil iSCIl8CICU. will makeAmcricaneduca­
lion wo",c, not bellcr. 1t will sel back the 
renewal ofAmerican education land1make 
illlloredimcull forn:foml-minded Ameri­
canllto do what needs to be uone," 

In fact. F.SEA furthers an education 
agenda thai: 

• imposes a"IUP down" Washington 
approach ro tran$forming America's 
schools; , 

Imposing what the 
atim.inistrarion calls a ' 

"systemic model" ojsch(Jol 
,reform ,on the country 
makes Uncle Sam the , 

, , 

country's central educarion 
planner. ' 

• advances federal control of those 
scho(ih.; 

,. expands' lhe national pOlicy role 
and influence of educalion' hureaucral'l 
and intCl'Cli1 groups; 

• ,suggests federal educalion spend­
ingbe placed on autopilot so as to send it 
into the SlrolOSphere. " '" 

lbe contours of this agenda were first 
Act (ESEA): It allows thcCederaJ govern· ' ' set out in lhe lllhninisiratioll 's GOALS 
mcn! TO spend up 10 S] 2~7 biIJiona year on 2QOO: F..cJueate America Act signed into ' 
ahnust SO education~ogram•. ' ',law by Pre.'lidcnl Clinton in March, 1994. 

This oceurJ'ed despite a lallt .ninule' but wi Seeretlliy Riley inlldvettAmtly sug­
efronlcd by fonnerSecreW'iesofEduca- ,gests;lhia; agenda isalhtowback 1.0 the 
tion William Bennellandl.amarAlexander mid:';1960!1 cducation policies or the Orelll 
lokillthe, ] ,OUO paic bilJ. They calledit.S~ielY- dej~vu riil(wcr again. . " 

UIlc.1e Sam as Centra' Planner 
, The bill mandates thllt stale-wide edu­

catiun reform pL'lns he submitted to lhe 
, U.S. Secretary url~ducaliun ror approval, 
lboughambiguously phrc1.'Icd.there is liule 
d()u~( they are 10 describe as~te's conlOnI 

lilll.ndards (what stuuellls must knuw and 

do), 'performancc standards (what Sludent 

achievement is good cnougb 10' dcnote 

cuntent mlililcry), and delivery ~r0l'ponu-

, nily-hrlearnslllndards(whalreSOUl'ces-, 

fiscal and, human - cOlllmunilics will 

devote 10 cnl;urillg thai students achieve 

the~ standards). They must alsu include 

lt~sessincnl plans tied 10 the standardIi and 


, schcdule~ projecting what yearly progress 
will occur. 

toca} districts. lOO, musl develop lheir 
own l'eform plans, for approval by the 
slate. TIley are 10 be integrated into the 
plan I;ent to Washington. 

Dislriclplans will need It myriad of 
details,including how districts (:OOrdiftlue~ 
hcilth and ~Ocial service progfiuns. home- , 
less children, programs. pre-school pnr. 
grams. and IthOst ofother prognUlls. They 
even ,must describe a parcnt invol~(.._t 
policy that ineludclilOpiclIl() be discusied 
al parenl/teacher conferences. ' 

No mailer lhat the Clillton 
,administration's, rhetoric is about plans 
,created locally from lhe "hollom up." h's 
Uncle Sam wbo seL'I the requir(.....neDts. 
dcscribcatbe contents. write» the rules. 
and controls tbe purllc strings. ]t's "IOP 
down" plain and simple. much like lhe 
centrlllized educalion ministries uf many' 
F.uropean anl.! Asian ~()untries. 

Imposing whallbeadmini~tration cllllS 
a "systemic modcl"oI school reform OD 

"theCOUDtry makes Uncle Sam the country'!I 
central education planner. U's ironic Ihis 

'cenrraliuuon ()&:curs when most Clf the 
world is, dcccntralixing. elj~jntdin, ,bu­
reaucratic administrativc layers and en­
couraging local control and decision mllk­

, ing;n many areas of life, inclUding educA­
tion. 

A Federal Power Grab 
The "sYIII.~mic model" also pushes the 

new IlCc5ideniially appointed bureaucracy 

i 
I' 

I 
, , 
, " 

~_.___ __--J'--------------------'----------------- ­
'; 
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crcaled by GOAL~ 2000 - especially the 

rNational Education Slandard" and 1m­
, "provement Coum;iI (NESIC) - funher in 

Ihe direction of becoming a son of "na­
tional school board:' Since GOALS 2000 
gives NESle the power to cenify what 
conlent, performance, and delivery stan­
uart:U receiYe the federal ,houllekccping 
scal of approval, it holds effective comroi 
ovcrwhal states must do to reccive federal 
money. 

This federal power grab is the hcight of 
an anoga", Wa5hington.knows-best ap­
proach to education reform. n makes 
schools accountable 10 Uncle Sam, by­
passing the day-tCKIay wisheg and inclina­
tions of local cummunities. As night fol· 
lows day. this meddling and intru!tiveness 
will lead to ncw federal mandates. con· 

, trois. and regulatory burdens on slales and 
communitics. 

The administration !lays this interpreta­
lion is unjustified. Secreuuy Riley says, "I 
strongly disagree with lthe] belief that rour 
'education package] will federalize Ameri­
can education:' 

But consider this example from ESEA. 
Any district receiving funds must expel 
frOID school for at least one year sLudents 
found to have brought a weapon to ~hool. 
Dues an incidcnc like this require a IIwift 
and sute response? MOllt certainly so. BUI 
sh(luJd it hethejob of Uncle Sam in Wash· 
ington to mandate a national policy on 

. "weapons and school expuisions for every 
, school di~triet and impose it on all stares 
and communities? Most certainly not. 

Bureaucrall aaci Interest Group. in' 
Control 

GOALS 2000 placed NESJC under, the 
control of the usual, educalion estabJish.,; 
ment suspeCts - expens ill sdloolfibance,' 
and equity and, the, lons".\aundry.'list. of 
professional edu~, activists. and in· 
lcrC)ll group representaliv~' ESEA COD­

(inues this move to expand the national 
, policy ro)e, influence. and control of hu· 
reaucnn., and incerc.st group'_ 

For example, the prellOntly indepen­
dent National Assessment Governing 
Uoard - thepolicYJnaking group fOl'the 
natiun'$ repon card nn IItudenl 114:hieve­
ment-now will have hs members chosen 
by education interest groups. Placing the 

only tesling proiram with a lung record of 

o~ieclively monitoring student learning in 

U1C U.S, undel' the control of hurcaUl:rats 

and iiueresl groupK is like puuing the fox in 

the same coop as the chickens. There is 


, today a broad smile on the faces of the 

education foxes. 

Another example are the provisions in 
ESEA's "Gender P.quicy Act." 'They mlln· 

dale teacher Iraining in "gender sensilivity 

land] gender equitabJe practices," This 


. pOlitically correcl provision, whicttcomes' 

Fed Ex from Uncle Sam~, paride~ to the 

wishes, of a majur interest group and is 

based on spurious'research. 

In short, F_~EA ..:.... like GOALS 1000 
- plll~es control ofeducation policy in the 
hands ofeducation 's"producers rather than 
parents and other consumers, expens rather 
than laypeople, bureaucrat. .. rather than ci­
vilians. "Sy~lelllicreform" is nothing more 
than many of the satRe uld bureaucrats 
talking ,to many of the lI~e oJd:intcn::1I1 
groups. In alii ikelihood:they will produce 
lhe same old n:!iul1~. 

Th. Answer 15 More Money , 
Thcre are unly two ways 10 judge quat­

ity in education: focUII on intentions and 
efrorts"inslitutioris and services. resources 
and spending; or focus on goals and ends. 
products and results: un wlUilllludcn.l.ti learn. 

ESEA focuse5 onresoun:es and'pro­
poses to put educcuion spending un autopi­
lot and send· it int'? the stratosphere. It 
wants to increase the total share of federal 
spending on education at leasl onc pen::enl 
each year until it reaches ten percent ofthe 
fedcral·budget. This year alone. the ten 
percent formula would add aboul S 130 
billion to the federal education hudgel. No 
impr()vement in student learning would 
need 10 occur for this to happen; 
, There arc numerous other windfalls for 

,Ihc i:ducali(.)R establishment. Targeted are 
the "professional dcvclopmcnt~' types. e,~ 
peciany lbe coneges of education. They 
.would reap, professional developmcnt 
moncy frum al.I~ltwo new sources: the 
rcconfigured Eillenhower Professional 
Development Program and a mandalcd tcn 
percent "set aside" for professiqnal ~vel­
apment of teachers in low income 8ehoo!A 
that have nul made adequate progress in 
reaching agreed upon sludent achievement 

goals. 

1&.', Business As Usual 
F.SEA - as does most of this 

administration's education agenda ­
showlI then:: ill nlll much "new" Itbuulthe 
"new" Democrat. Bill Clinton, nor his 
rriend.~. the education COilgress. He and . 
his friends are "old" pemocrals in dia­
guise. 

What they ha.ve crcateu in liSCA is 
nochtng mnrelhan Uncle Sam knows best 
imposing a "top down" approach to ttans­
forming America's !lchools while:: grab­
bing power for Washington. It's the most 
amount of money fur the smallest IlIDuunl 
()f change with money going to the crowd 
1hat controls the schools and mostly likes 
them Ihc way they arc, 

,Lost is the chance to break the mold. to 
sIan from scratch. 

Lost is the chance 10 unleash communi. 
tie~ in a crusade IO'lrllnsform ~cbools in a 
radical WItY, tu erCllle lhe bc"lscliuuis in 
(he world for lheir children, IIChonls that 
prepare them to live. work. and compete 
succcsli(ully jn itie twenty-tinn I:CntW)'. 

Sadly, the Clinton agenda ill a throw-, 
back to the mici-1960s policies ofthe Greal ' 
Society. Ic's d6ja vu all over again. 

http:wlUilllludcn.l.ti
http:incerc.st
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GOALS 2000: Help or Hindrance? 


The passage of Goals 2000: Educate 
America Act marks what the Clinton 
Administration clearly hopes will 'be a 
new era of strengthened federal involve­
ment in state and local educational re­
form, Although approximately $90 mil­
lion of the $105 million allocated for 1994 
are expected to flow to states and commu- . 
nities. whether Goals 2000 is likely to 
prove a modest help or hindrance to state 
and local reformers is less clear. In certain 
respects, Goals 2000 is another chapter in 
the process that began in 1989 with Presi­
dent Bush and the nation's governors in 
Charlottesville, Virginia, which led to the 
creation of six national education gpals. 
But while it contains several positive fea­
tures, Goals 2000 includes some trou­
bling departures from that earlier, biparti­
san effort. It also includes the Clinton 
Administration's attempt to introduce what 
it calls "systemic reform" to state and local 
school systems. The key academic provi­
sions or Goals 2000, described below. are 
besr understood in two parts. one at the 
national level and'a second at the state and 
local levels. I 

At the national level. Goals 2000codi­
ties into federal law eight education goals. 
The goals indude the six already devel­
oped by President Bush and the nation' s 
governors - readiness for school; ninety 
percent graduation rate; competence in 
challenging subject matter; first· in th~ 
world in math and science achievement; 
all adults literate; and safe and drug-free 
schools - plus two new goals advocating 
teacher professional development pro-

Mr. Rebarber served as a Special ASSlSIanl to 
the Assistant Secretary for Research and Im­
provement in the Bush Administration and as 
a Research Associate at the National Council' 
on Education Standards and Testing. Prior to 
his work at the Department. he was a Re;earch 
Associare wilh ihe EducationaL Excellence Net­
'ork. f 

By Theodor Rebarber 

grams and parent involvement' partner­
ships. The two additional goals indicate a 

J _. svmbolic retreat both substantively and 
procedurally. Beyond the specifics ofeach 
of the original six goals were two overall 
principles that they embodied:. that these 
are national. not federal. goals developed 
jointly by the states and the federal gov­
ernment; and education goals should fo~ 
cus on r~~ults rather than proces~. Under 

. 

Goal's 2000 includes some 
troubling departures from 
earlier bipartisan efforts. 

Goals 2000, the federal government has 
unilaterally changed th;: national goals by 
adding two new federal goals tha~ 
process. that these' iwoparti-;;Iar goaJs 

'ar-e less harmful than others· that might 
have been added in no way minimizes the 
damage of,this precedent. " 

a a so creates tWiJ'i1t'~wfed- . 
eral boards charged with establishing na­
tional academic standards and certifying 
state standards and' assessments. These 
boards include the National Education 
Goals Panel. currently- operating without 
federal recognition as a monitoring orga­
nization, and the National Education Stan· . 
dards and Improvement Council (NESIC). 
(A third board, the National Skills Stan· 
dards Board, focuses on occupational skills 
standards.) Under these two boards. stan­
dards are to be developed for the academic 
"content" that all students should master, 
the levels of "performance" they should 
attain on that content. and the "opportu­
nity to learn" that should be provided. 
Here again, in the addition of national 
"opportunity. to learn" standards and in 

the roles defined for NESIC and the Goals 
Panel. Goals 2000 departs from previous 
bipartisan', state-federal compromises and 
understandings., 

The addition of national9.Pportunity to 
learn standards to be certified by NESIC 
represents'a--slgnITiCant--st~p backward. 
'Such inpufor 'process standards have tra­
ditionally consistedof checklists and regu~ 
lations that act to stifle reform. Mandating 

\ that they address every rOl1ceivable input 
oreducational pro~'ess - including school 
curricula, teacher preparation. laborato­
ries, libraries, gender discrimination. and 
much else - Goals 2000 encourag~~s just 
the type of simplistic input standards that 
many states and districts are now attempt­
ing to move away from. The fact that they 

·are'voluntary. at least for now. and that 
funds to develop such standards must sup­
port multiple versions rather than a single 
national blueprint reduces - but does not 
eliminate - t~e po~sibility of their caus­
ing serious harm. At best. several million 
in federal grant dollars will have been 

, spent on documents that are placed on a 
" shelf and never heard from again. More 

likely are dreamy descriptions of gold· 
plated schools implementing the latest 
educational fads, which will then be used 
as a justification for federal intervention. 

The roleot' the Goals Pa!l~Un.J~e 
. national standard-setting prm;e.ss was first 
outlined .in 1992 in the report of the Na-· 
tionalCouncil' on Education Standards 
and Testing, a broad, bipartisan consensus 
panel chartered by Congress. The biparti­
san Goals Panel. which includes federal 
policy makers but is numerically ~omi­
nated by state officials. was to appoint a 
preliminary review panel that would cer­
tify tbe standards and then pass them on to 
the Goals Panel for final approval. In place 
of this balanced .approach, Goals 2000 
el~s the ~eliminary review panel. now 
dubbed NESIl:, to the preeminent policy 
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role and limits the Goals Panel to a veto 
(which requires a two-thirds vote of the 
full membership within 90 days). Instead 
of N~.~rs__?:ing appointed 

the Ooals Panel, all are to be appointed 
President ChntBfi:with the Goals Panel 

lim-iteo'io'providing nominees for four 

As a whole, despite their flaws, 
the emerging standards 

contain a substantial amot~nt 
of solid academic material. 

content that could improve the 
current standards and 

assessments ofmany states 
and districts. 

slots (the rest of the nominees are provided 
by the Democratic leadership in Congress 
and Secretary Riley). To address the obvi­
ous partisanship of this process, a require­
ment was added that, "to the extent fea­
sible," nominees and appointees to NESIC 
be evenly divided between the .politica,l 
parties. Both the number and the indepen­
"lence of Republican appointees that actu­

'y result from this system will set the tone 
.ur implementation of Goals 2000 at the 
national level. 

Whether national content and perfor­
mance standards will have any significant 
impact, and whether this would be a posi­
tive development, remains to be seen. As 
voluntary standards, their influence will 
depend primarily on their quality as well as 
on the manner in which they are produced 
and approved. Current drafts being pre­
pared by' national professional and schol~ 
arly groups in different subjects are of 
uneven ..cm.ality and could use some im­
prover;enT1lefore being adopted as the 
final standards. Several are overly weighted 
toward vague process skills at the expense 
of real knowledge; there are instances of a 
politically correct tilt; and, as a group,.they 
seem to include too much material for any 
foreseeable curriculum to cover. The fed­
eral Education Department's recent can­
cellation of continuation funds to the orga­
nizations drafting EnglishlLanguage Arts 

standards is encouraging on this score. 
The establishment groups developing 
those standards had veered off-course 
from developi ng content and perfor­
mances standards and instead were de­
veloping mushy, process-oriented "vi­
gnettes." As a whole, despite their fl~s: 

-the ;merging standards contain a sub­
stantial amount of solid academic mate-· 
rial, content that could improve the cur­
rent standards and assessments of many 
states and districts. As long as states 
remain completely free to select what 
!hey deem appropriate and reject the rest, 
the standards may do some good. 

In addition to national standards, 
Goals 2000 cre.ates a process for states to 
voluntarily submit to NESIC their own 
standards for content, performance, and 
opportunity to learn. But why would any 
state provide its standards, especially its 
"opportunity" input standards, to some 
federal board so that it may sit in judg­
ment? What many states would find 
helpful are funds to support improved 
assessments and the establishment of a 
system to ensure comparability of state 
assessment results. And Goals 2000does 
create a federal assessinentdevelopment 
grant program and allows states to sub­
mit their assessments for certification to 
NESIC. But given all the mandates and 
hurdles that it places on states consider­
.ing participation in' such a system, it is 
hard to imagine why a state would want 
togo to all the trouble. A state seeking 
certification of an assessment will have to 
demonstrate, to NESIC' s satisfaction, not 
just the quality of the assessment itself, 
but that its educational system has done 
an adequate job of preparing its students 
for the assessment. Even if successful. a 
state would be prohibited from using the 
assessment in decisions on student gradu­
ation or promotion. If a state only accepts 
an assessment grant but does not attempt 
to have the assessment certified by NES IC; 
it will still be barred from using the 
assessment to hold students accountable 
to its standards (though it would be spared 
the task of demonstrating to NESrC the 
adequacy of its entire educational sys­
tem). 

The section of Goals 2000 providing 

state and local reform grants contains fewer 
direct restrictions but saddles states· and 
districts with a cumbersome planning and 
implementation process. Large panels at 
the state and district levels representing 
do'zens of interests and groups must be 
appointed in order to develop "improve­
ment plans." With the portion of funds that 
they are permitted to keep at the state level .. 
states must develop content standards. per­
formance standards. assessments tied to 

. these, and some type of opportunity to 
learn "standards or strategies" (though 
actual implementation of the latter is left 
voluntary). The need to develop quality 
state content standards and assessments is 
reasonable and widely accepted. Many 
states intending to begin, or already en­
gaged in. such an effort will find the addl.:: 
tional resources helpful. 

Beyond standards and assessment, how. 
ever. Goals 2000 also specifies that state 
and .district plans must include strategies 
in numerous specific areas, among which. 
are: instructional materials; teacher pro­
fessional development; parental and com­
munity involvement; making improve­
ments system-wide; drop-out programs; 
even "bottom-up reform." The implicit 

'. underlying philosophy that such re­
forms are best achieved through central 
planning by powerful "stakehoJders" at the 

Goals 2000's bureaucratic 
planning and implementation 
requirments might encourage 

even more fragmented. add-on 
programs. 

state and district levels - is a major flaw. 
To avoid the pitfall of simply recre~ 
the problems of the current system. [hose 
who appoint the panels - the Governor, 
chief state school officer, and local educa­
tion agencies - will need to be especially 

. careful in their selection of individual panel 
members. Otherwise. instead of causing a 
re-thinking of the current top-down sys­
tem. Go.als 2000's bureaucratic planning 
and implementation requirements m~!!! 
. encourage even more fragmented. ad -on 
programs . 

.. 
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Trying to achieve world-class results "refonns, and assuming that individuals 
on challenging assessments within the con­
fines of the present system is bound to lead 
to frustration. As an alternative, the Edu­
cation Department might advocate the ex~ 
pressed views of President Clinton, who 
has repeatedly advocated market mecha­
nisms - including ~harter school~_and 
~yate management contracts- as prom­

- ising avenues-to improvement. Pioneering 
states, such as Colorado, Minnesota, and 
Massachusetts are experimenting with such 
market-type mechanisms to create innova­
tive schools, that really do improve learn-

Whether even the current 

Administration can resist the 


temptation to impose its 

will on state remains 


an open question. 


ing opportunities. (Minor provisions in 
Goals 2000 do mention charter schools 
and private management options, but these 
are treated as peripheral issues and after­
thoughts.) Whether such attempts to re­
think the ~truct!l!.e QLthesystem rather 
than just !~~r.-l!!. the m~s will be 
. encouraged - or even pemutted- under 
Goals 2000 remains unclear. 

But apart from the promise of the spe­
cific refo.nns encouragedis the larger ques­

. tion of· how much influence the federal 
government should have over state refonn 
strategies. In order to continue receiving 
Goals 2000 refonn grants after the first 
couple of years, states are required to sub­
mit their improvement plans to the federal 
Education Department for approval. If the 
Clinton Administration sl.lcceeds in its in­
tention of raising Goals 2000 funding to 
hundreds of millions of dollars- eventu­
ally billions - the likely result would be 
greater federal control over state refonn 
initiatiVes.Wilile Secretary Richard Riley, 
himself a fonner governor, has demon­
strated his commitment to federal flexibil­
ity in individual cases, he has had to op­
pose cOlltrary efforts by others in Congress 
and his own Education Department" in 
order to do so. Creating institutional struc­
tures for broad federal influence over state 

like Secretary Riley will always be in a 
position to resist such temptations, is 
folly. For this reason, and in order to 
target funding where it is most needed, 
any future federal education funding in­
creases should be channeled into Chapter 
I and other programs aimed at popula­
lions with speciid needs. 

Whether even the current Adminis­
tration can resist the temptation to im­
pose its will on states remains an open 
question. The" Department has recently 
mounted a legal challenge to Ohio's plan 
to use its new assessment system as the 
basis for granting high school diplomas. 
Because the passing rate bystudents from 
different racial groups is not precisely the 
same, although all students had been 
allowed additional assistance andmul­
tiple attempts over several years, the De­
partment is attempting to block use of the 
assessment. Not only does this reflect 
federal intrusion, but it ignores the fact 
that far more minority students are being 
affected positively than negatively and 
that past experience demonstrates that 
common standards tend to close achieve­
ment gaps overtime. By way of"explana­
tion," the Department has offered that it 
is really not interested in challenging the 
assessment itself but in detennining the 
adequacy of students' "opportunity to 
learn." Why the federal government would 
be better positioned to make judgments 
about day -to-day curricula than local edu­
cators has not been explained. Whether 
this is just an aberration or a foreboding 
of worse to' come will be clear soon 
enough. 
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Goals 2000: Washington Knows Best 

Brace yourself America. The Clinton 
Administration's Goals 2000: Educate 
America Act is now law. Washington 
soon will appear on your doorstep bear­
ing gifts. As with any gift from Uncle 
Sam, the long-term results \vill be more 
Washington-knows-best red tape and di­
rectivesimposing rules and regulations 
on your schools. communities, and states. 

Some Good News 

To be fair, there are three elements 
which warrent some praise. 

First the legislation writes into law 
the six national education goals estab­
lished by President Bush and the nation's 
Go\'emors in 1989. It adds one on teacher 
education and professional development 
and another on parent involvement. 

Second, it writes into law the Na­
tional Education Goals PaneL established 
, . ., President Bush and the Govemors to 

litor the nation's progress toward 
,.Iieving the Goals. 

Third, the law creates a process for 
establishing voluntary national academic 
standards that define what children should 
know and be able to do incore subject 
areas. This supports the effort to produce 
students who possess what President Bush 
and the Govemors in National Goal three 
called competency in core subject matter. 
But not able to leave well enough alone, 
the legislation e:\-pands the list of aca­
demic subjects well beyond those listed in 
the original set of six national goals­
math, science. English, history, and ge­
ography. 

Bl'u/lo V. ldamlO, former u.s. Assistant 
Secretary ofEducation. is a Senior Research 
Fellow at Hudson Institute. 

By Bruno V. Manno 

Mostly Bad News 

Most of what Goals 2000 establishes 
will, on balance, harm rather than help 
- American elementary and secondary 
education. Three particularly onerous pro­
visions in the law undermine the estab­
lishment of genuine academic standards 
for all our children. 

One provision establishes a board to 

As with any gift from Uncle 

Sam, the long-term results 

will he more Washinglon­

knows-hest red tape and 

directives imposing rules 

and regula/ions on YOllr 

schools, communities, 


and slates. 


oversee the certification of education stan­
dards: Another calls for creating "volun­
tary" national opportunity to leam or de­
livery standards. The third is a provision 
on tests. 

The National Education Standards and 
Improvement Council (NESIC) is a 19­
member panel that will certify education 
standards that states "voluntarily" submit 

. to. In reality, it's a sort of national school 

board whose members are the usual educa­

tion establishment suspects - experts in 


. school finance and equity and the long 

laundry list of professional educators, ac­

tivists, and interest group representatives. 


The law makes NESIC members more 
powerful than the National Education 
Goals Panel. This led the, National Gover­
nors' Association to withhold their en­
dorsement of the final Goals 2000 legis­
lation. 

NESIC will do its best to ensure that 
the outcomes we expect all our children 
to master are those that have come to be 
part of the politically correcL outcome­
based education movement: more attitu­
dinal than cognitive, more process- than 
content- oriented. more fuzzy than clear. 

Writing in Education JVeek (April 6, 
1994), Stephen Arons. professor of legal 
studies at the University of Massachu­
setts. Amherst, offers a waming about 
NESIe. Its creation puts the "specifica­
tion .of official knowledge ... in full federal 
control." Further, submitting '· ... matters 
of intellect and conscience to [politically 
appointed members) will lead to political 

. determinations [and] less respect for in­
tellectual freedom, cultural diversity. and 
[the] critical thinking we should ex-pect 
our children to leam," 

Second, in judging educational qual­
ity, Goals 2000 puts more emphasis on 
"inputs" such as school spending. h.oW 
teachers teach. and class size. It does this 
by creating NESIC sanctioned national 
delivery or opportunity. to lea.nl stan­
dards. These certainly will become the 
impetus for new lawsuits that will aim to 
have states redistribute resources. . 

A recent intervention in Ohio by the 
Office of Civil Rights (OCR) of the U.S. 
Department of Education is an example 
of what to ex-pect. OCR is investigating 
whether Ohio's high school exit exam 
violates the civil rights of nlinority stu­
dents, who fail it in disproportionate 
numbers. 

KeJUleth A. Mines, director of OCR's 
regional office in Chicago says, .. [We 
needj ... to determine whether minority 
students will be denied high school di­
plomas on the basis of race or national 
origin because they have not had fair 
opportunities to leam." 

Ted Sanders. Ohio superintendent of 
schools, commented, "Every state that is 
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even thinking about setting standards has 
to be watching this and wondering how 
high we can set expectations." 

Third. new federal dollars available 
for Goals 2000 may not be used forat least 
the next three years for "high stakes" tests' 
that have consequences associated with 
Ulem. This means the NESIC will not 
certify any test used for promotion. high 
school graduation, or admission to col­
lege. The result is neither a meaningful 
accountability system for educators nor a 
meaningful national testing system. 

The "New" Democrat, Bill Clinton 

These three actions - expanding fed­
eral control of education by the usual 
education establishment bureaucrats. em­
phasizing delivery standards for schools 
at the expense of standards for students, 
and blocking the development of an exam 
system - show there is not much "new" 
about the "new" Democrat, Bill Clinton. 
He turns out to be an "old" Democrat in 
disguise. 

Overall. Goals 2000 is nothing more 
than the old Democrats' education agenda: 
more gO\'ernment from Washington and. 
with it more money, more lawsuits, and 
'nore bureaucracy strangling schools, 
\:ommunities, and states. [t's the most 
amount of money for the least amount of 
change, with the money going to the 
crowd that controls the schools and likes 
them the way they are. 

Washington Bearing Gifts 

The Clinton Administration and the 
Congress have set aside $105 million to 
implement Goals 2000. Like peanut but­
ter, tlle money will be spread around the 
country beginning July l. . States will 
need to submit a state reform plan to the 
U.S. Department of Education for its re­
view and approval to receive their share of 
the money. 

Writing in the Wall Street Journal 
(Aprill8, 1994), Irving KristoL an Ameri­
can Enterprise Institute Fellow, calls 
Goals 2000 an "expensive disaster" in the 
making. It proves Kristol's first law of . 
education reform: "any reform that is 
acceptable to the educational establish­

ment, and that can gain a majority in a 
legislature. federal or state, is bound to be . 
worse than nothing." 

Business As Usual 

Goals 2000's business as usual ap­
proach wiII not move the country in any 
significant way toward achieving the na­
tional education goals. It will not provide 
our students with an opportunity to learn: 
It will provide education bureaucrats with 
opportunities to spend, litigate, and regu­
late. 

Former U.S. Secretary of Education. 
Lamar Alexander, has good advice for 
those in our Nation's schools and com­
munities who soon will have to deal with 
Goals 2000: "1 would treat it about the 
same way you would treat a fox dressed as 
a duck at a duck-family reunion." 

Brace yourself America. 
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Goals 2000:'Four Ways to Fix It 

Almost a year ago, the 103rd Co'ngress passed 

Goals 2000, the linchpin of the Clinton education 
strategy. Its purpose is to spur the developmen't 
of voluntary state and. national academic stan­
<lards, but the complex mechanism put in place 
by the law is unlikely to create anything but 
federal interference and another layer of stat!:: 
bureaucracy. 

Congress has to decide what to do about this 
law: It can repeal it, ignore it or fix it. A vote to 
repeal would undoubtedly be countered by a 
veto; even if successfuJ, repeal would send an 
unfortunate message that the' new Congress is 
against academic standards. However, it would 
be a mistake to leave Goals 2000 untouched, 
because the law has major flaws that will make 
the development of meaningful standards nearly .. 
impossible. 

Goals 2000 should be fixed. and it should be 
turned into truly bipartisan legislation that has a 
reasonable chance of achieving real academic 
standards without inappropriate federal med­
dUng. 

RepUblicans should recall that it was President 
Bush who started the process of establishing 
national education goals when he convened the 
nation's governors at an education sununit in 
Charlottesville in 1989. The president and the 
governors endorsed six national education goals 
for the year 2000. The point of setting goals was 
to focus attention on measurable' results Oike 
improving student achievement and increasing 
the high school graduation rate to 90 percent) 
and simultaneously to reduce federal and state 
regulation of schools. 

Unfortunately Goals 2000 reversed that for­
mula by minimizing the importance of results. 
(the law strongly discourages student testing; for 
example) and by imposing burdensome prace· 
dures on states that accept federal funds to 
develop standards. Congress even added two new 
national education goals (about teacher traininl( 
and parent involvement), which served to indi­
cate that the goals were to be understood as 
empty rhetoric rather than as measurable out­
comes for education. 

It was the I03rd Congress that politicized and 
distorted the legislation, not the Clinton adminis­
tration. Everything that is objectionable in the 
law was added by Congress to the administra­
lilln's original proposal of March I, 1993. Strip­
ping the millChief and high-handedness out of the 
law would restore a bipartisan approach to educa· 
lion improvement. 

The foUowing four changes would significantly 
improve Goals 2000: 

First, eliminate the National Education Stan­
dards and Improvement Council (NESIC), a 19­
member body that was created to certify all state 
and national standards. Under current law, 
NESIC will be appointed solely by the president, 
will be abnost entirely professional. educators, 
will not be bipartisan and will endorse national 
and state standards by a simple majority vote. 
Neither the Bush administration nor the Clinton 
administration proposed this one-sided, politically 
unsound arrangement. 

It defies common sense to expect that NESIC 
will have credibility when its members are from 
only one political party, when it includes few if 
any representatives of the lay public and when its 
decisions about controversial issues may be made 
by a simple majority. As currently constituted, 
NESIC is incapable of winning bipartisan support 
for its actions. 

The 104th Congress should turn certification 
of national (but not state) standards over to the 
bipartisan National Education Goals Panel, which 
is dominated by governors but includes represen­
tatives from the administration and Congress. 
The Goals Panel should appoint advisory panels 
to judge proposals for national standards. These 
panels should include a substantial representation 
of lay members of the public and should require a 
tw<>-thirds majority to approve standards. Nation­
al standards, even voluntary ones, should not be 
approved unless they have broad bipartiSan sup­
port. These changes reflect the Clinton adminis­
tration's own initial proposaL 

Second, Congress should eliminate the restric­
tions on student testing in Goals 2000, none of 
which were proposed by either the' Bush or 
Clinton administration. At the behest of anti-test­
ing lobbies, Congress declared that states cannot 
use their own assessments to make decisions 
about promotion, graduation or retention for five 
years. Furthermore, any state tests must meet 
rigorous technical standards in order to be certi· 
fied by NESIe. Unless states refuse to submit 
their tests to~NESIC for certification, Goals 2000 
will essentially eliminate any'm~aningful student 
testing by the states. It is hard to see how higher 
standards will be produced by a virtual ban on the 
use of testing. 

Congress should recof<Jlize that states have the 
right to develop and use tests as they see fit and 
~h()u1d remove any language that attempts to 
p.slablish federal regulation of educational testing. 

Congress is oot qualified to legislate on psychomet­
ric issues. None of the language proscribing the use 
of tests by states was in the original Clinton bill. 

Third, Congress should eliminate the' require­
ment that participating states set up state improve­
ment panels to design a state education reform 
plan. These panels have few lay members but many 
representatives of interest groups, advocacy 
groups and professional organizations. The states 
should shape their standards as they think best 
rather than be compeDed to honor a prescriptive 
formula that reflects interest group pressures in 
Washington.. These committees. which in some 
states have as many as 100 members, have no 
fi.sca.I accountability to the governor or the state 
board of education. Yet Goals 2000 gives them 
extensive powers to redesign the sta te' s education­
al and social' service programs. Nowhere does the 
legislation explain what happens if a state planning 
committee recommends doubling or tripling the 
state's education budget. WhiIe any state is free to 
convene an advisory group, these panels should not 
be mandated by federal law. . . 

Fourth, Congress should remove from Goals 
2000 all references to ·opportunity to learn" stan­
dards. No one now knows what such standards are, 
so it seems prematUre to expect states to establish 
them. Presumably, ·opportunity to learn" standards 
define the minimum resources-human and finan· 
cial-that each'school must have in order to 
provide all students with equai opportunity to learn. 
The states have been struggling with equalization 
battles in their legislatures and in the courts. 
Congress should not use a backdoor strategy to 
impose equalized school spending on the states. 

Other parts of the law could easily be pared 
away, especially those that mandate specific edu­
cational practices. The 103rd Congress had an 
unfortunate habit of legislating matters that should 
be left to the judgment of teachers and principals. A 
revised Goals 2000 would allow the nation (not the 
federal government) to develop voluntary national 
academic standards in a manner that merits biparti· 
san support. It would allow states, school districts 
and schools to manage their affairs without direc­
tions from Washington. It would eliminate congres­
sional efforts to micromanage educa tion.11 reform. 
Above all, such changes would emphasize the 
fundamental object of aU this activity: Standards for 
student achievement. 

The writer, assistant secretary ofeducation in 
the Bush admitiis:~alion, is a senior research 
scholar al New York University and Il fel/ow at 
the Brookings {'lSlitution. 
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,n 1994, Congress enacted two significant measures concerning education. With the pas- ' ','

I ~ag,~ of these, ~ills, th~ Cli,nton Adm~istration accomplished ,its major education policy ob­
, , Jechvcs and dId so WIth httle oppOSItion, ',' , • ' ' " ' .' ,,' , " 

The first measure, the Coals 2000: Educate America Act, forthe'first time established a na- ;. 
tional framework (Jf education goals and standards. Besides turning the 1989 standards ap­
proved by President Bush and the nation's governors into law~,the legislation included hotly 
contested "opportunity-tc>leam" standards. These standards, said to be voluntary, specify the 
level,of "inputs" schools must reach in order to receive federal funding. The measure author­
ized an appropriation of $105 million in fiscal year 1994, as well as $400 million in fiscal 1995 
spending. . ' 

, , , 

The st.."Cond measure, reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (FSEA), 
authorized $12.7 billion for elementary and secondary education,induding $7.4 bilJi()n for the 
Title I program serving disadvantag~d youngsters. The measure also made slight changes in the 
{onnula for alJocatinggrantsto states under the Title I program. . 

Both bills give enormous powers of control to the federalgovernment. Before the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act was passed in 1965, the federal government was barely involved 
in education reform and let states make the majority of cducatipn decisions. However, with the 
passage of ESEA and the creation of the U.s. Department ofEducation in 1979, the federalgov­
emment has steadily taken control away from state and local governments. With the passage of 
the two education bills in 1994, the bureaucratic ''Washington knows best" approachlQ school 
reform became even more entrenched.. . . " , , 

Under Goals 2000: 

~.. Three new federal bureaucracies are created: the National Education Goals Pariel, the Na­
·lional Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC), and the National Skills 
Board.n,e National Education Goals Panel has already started to develop standardsior 

. sta tes. Un fortuna tcly, the panels setting up the standards are politically controlJed and a1­. . . .' . . . . 

for background and addiUonal information on this topic, see Chapter 9 in Jfte Heritage foundation's. 
Iss(J('s '94: The Candidtl/e's Briefing Book. . . 
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'ready have cre~ ted '~/poiitically correct" star\d~~ds that ,d~tort American history~1 NBSIC' ,.', 
w.ill essentially serve as a 19-membernational schoolboard. All mem~rs will be p:>liti- , ' .• 
cally appointed by the President and will app~ve or disapprove all ~tate-developed plans, 
to meet the national goals set by the Education Goals Panel.. Meanwhile, the Naqonal . 
Skills Board focuses on setting occupational skills standards. ' 

"The federal legislation transformed the original six national goals from 19891nlo eight 
goals. The original six goals (readiness for school, 90 percent grad~ationrate, competence 

, in challenging subject maiter, first in the world in math and science achievement, all . 
adults literate, and safe and drug-free schools) were developed jointly by the federal gov- ' 
emment and states wHh the intent of focusing.on results, or "outputs." The two added un­
der Goals 2000 (teacher professional development programs and parent involvement part­

.' nerships) deviate (rom the original intentions of the states and venture into top-down fed-,' 
eral"iawut" regulation and proccss-oriented, rather than TC.sults-oriented,'goals. , 

'1)' The legislation developed Mopportunity-to--Iearn" standards that the .federal government be­
lieves must be met if students are to meet the national goal5 adequately. Unfortunately, op­
portunity-to-)eam standards encourage more "inputst typically money and new regula·. ' 
tion, rather than reward."outputs," or genuine results and innovation. Opportunity-to- : 
leamstandards include school curricula, teacher pr¢paratio~ material requirements for 
schools, limits on c1asssizc, and, potentially, national standards for spending. These feder· 

, ally created siandards go in a direction exactly opposite to that of recent research and state-
level reform. ' 

Under the reauthorization of the Elementary and s.e<:ondary'Education Act: 

W 	 In order to qualify for federal funds, each state must submit a plan for approval by the Na­
tional Education Standards and Improvement Council. This must outline levels of student 
performance standards, statewide assessments for these standards, state curricula stand­
ards; "factors" that must be present in order "for students to achieve the standards," and 
gender equity practices, as well as how districts will coordinate health screenings and serv­
ices, preschool programs, and disability programs. Only with these federally approved 
"rontene' and "student pcrfonnance" standards in place can a state receive federal aid. 

e,f 	 The independent National Assessment Governing Board wllliose its independence. In the 
past, a nonpartisan board elected new. members as individual tenns exp~. But with the, 
new method of packing the board, it is likely that the country's most reliable perfonnance 
test for children __theNational Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEp)-wiU be, 

. 1 The recently rel.eased National Standards for United StaleS History ,ive a distorted and poJitic:allyc;olRll;l view of 
.American history, For instance. G~8eWahiustoft is mentioned only bricOy, while the (ounclift. of ~ Siena Club a:nd ' 
, the National Organization rorWomen is given great attention. For 8 critique of the history standards. see L)'n~V. 
Cheney. '''fhe End of History." The'Wall SIrelt ~ollrn'd. October 20, 1994.. See also Carol Innent. "Histo,y Rewrinen for 
the Classroom," The Washington Times, October 26, 1994. 
Many states. dealing wilb fiscal realities, have come to the realization that more money and regulation arc not the answer. 
The so-called "effective schools"' research supPoltS Ibis fisc:a1 reality. for inslaDee, the exhaustive reviewer academic 
~Iudics concerning different ~·inp\ll.$" such as lcach.:tlpupil ratio, teacher education. teacher experience, leacher salary. 
c,~ pcnditures per pupil. administrative inputs. and'facilities and student performance by University of ROchester 

. c(:ofl\:.mist Eric Hanushek d~monStfaled tballhere was little. if any. correlation betwccn various cduca.tion~1 production 
, functions and studenl pef'fonoance. See F..ric H;lflU5hck. ''']'he Impact of Dirferential ExPenditures on School . . 

PufonnMce," Educationnl HeuClfcMT. May .1989. SC'~ also John E. Chubb and Tcn)')wI. Moe. PoUlics. Mar/t.4u, Qlld 
America's Schools (Washington. D.C.: The Brookings Institulion~I990). and Eric Hanushek I!t Id., MiucinB Schools 
Wurk: ImpTU\'illg Performance and ConiTollillg Cosls(WashingtoR. D.C.: The Brookings JlUtilulion.1994). 
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weakened or ,mtderedu~1eS9.POr on~ thing, the:education establishment r~iststests thja'. .­
,allo.w ~iffer~nt stBteS.. to. be co~pa.red..For,anOther.i.' th.,e educationesta~lishment ha~ al.-.. . .. ~ 
ready lIldicated that It pI~ to ura,ce no~" tes.tscores~dJurvey parents and lheJrchtl~ ,. '. ' 

. dren for what ~any consIder to be "'sensltive~ inf()nnation. ,. ,. " ',,' 

B' The $12.7 billion bill contains a large amount of pork-barrel spe~din8 for the education· el­
, tablishment;1t is a,huge windfall, for instance,for, colleges of education, whlchwil1 receive, 

,.hwldreds of inillions ofdollars in new "professional. development" fWlds under the newly 


'overhauled Eisenhower program. ' ...,' , 


ACTION IN THE STATES 
. Il\shacp contrast to Washington, many state ,and local education refonn activists arc pushing. 
for decentralization of the education system' and greatcJ' parental ~oiceamong schools. " . 
Whether confined to public schools or expar,.ded to include priva~ and parochial schools, 
school choice has emerged in state after state as a centerpiece ola growing grass·roots chancnge , ' 
to a govemment·run school system that is failing in ,many areas of the country, particularly in 
America's inner cities. This is n9t onlybccause school choice is the best way, to make schools ac­
countable to parents and children, but a'lso because virtually all other efforts, induding higher 
taxes and spending for education, have failed to improve America's schools.~ . , ' 

Other efforts to improve our school system include charter schools and for-profit manage­

ment ofpublic schools. Clarter schools are "public" schools, created and operated by a group 

of teachers or other qualified individuals or groups of individuals, that are largely freefrom 

state and district oversight. So far, eleven states have passed charter school legislation. In addi· 

tion, many school districts have considered or are conSidering turning management of some or 

all oftheir public 6Chools over to a private management finn. A private management firm oper· 

ates eleven schools in the Baltimore, Maryland, school system, and the Hartford, Connecticut, 

school district recently decided to tum the management of all of its schools over to a priva,te 

management firm. 


Further, many businesses and individuals, tired of the slow process of legislative reform, have 

taken matters into their own hands by creating private voucher programs that give vouchers to 


, low-income children to attend the privat~school of their parents' choice. During the first semcs­
ter of the 1994-1995 school year, fifteen different cities had privat~ voucher programs. Over 
6,000 children are now able to attend the school 01 their parents' choice because of these pro~ 
grams, over 11,000 students are on the waiting list for programs already established, and many 
other cities are developing programs, indicating a general dissatisfaction with the way govern­
ment schools are meeting the needs of children, particularly in the inner city. . 

3' 8y "racc·norming~ scores, supporters of this tccbniqueaim to ciiminate any rcorc differentials among ~iaJ groups. But 

. settine up separate percentile rankings for each racial group would make it impossible to know how onc:group of ' . 

students compared with the test pool as a whole. Ironically, it would further the problem (minorities scoring lower) by 


. anifidally covering up the real problem. Such a solution would address the effect and not the cause of the problem. For 
some ofthe "sen5itive'~ probing proposed for the National Assessmenl of Educational Progress (NAEP). ~Carol 
loners•• "Critics Say TCSI Probe ofParents Is Too Nosy:' The WLi..rhing,on Times. August 30. J994. p. A<$. 

4 .. , Tn 1993. some SOft of school choice legislation was introduced or pending in 34 state; legislatures. For a compr~hensivc 


state·by-~talc school choice review, see Allyson M.Tucker and WilIiamF. Lauber. School C/,oice ProgrQl/I.s; Wha,'s 

Happenillg in the Slates. 1994 edition (WaShington. D.C.: The Heritage Foundation. May '994); 
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"THl~ DEBATE IN 1995' 

'" ,1-he:dramatic shift in powerbo~ in Congress and in thestatesgivesconservatives an unprece­
" 'dented. opportunity to ,undo many of the han'nfu) education ,programs of the last 3Oyears.To ' 

the extent that goverruT\ent should be involved in education, it'is a matter for local and state" ' ' 
government, not for the federal govemment.Th~s, conservatives in the new Cong~ sho",ld ' 
,work to: ' " 	 , , , 

.,/ 	 Reassign ~r 'terminate the functions of the U.S,' Department ofEducatio.n hi order to close 
the Department. " ' ) , 

, Many of the, Department's programs duplicate the activities of other federal agencies. 
Many others can and should be carried out at the stare or local level. Congress should re­
view these programs anddetennine which ones should be reassigned within the federal gov­
ermnent or eliminated and which ones, with the funds to carry· them out, should be trans­
ferred to the states. TIle goal should be to close down the department within five years . 

.,/ 	 Repeal most provisions 'o.f the Goals 2000: Educate America Ad. . 

Congress should reconsider the Goals 2000 legisJation and tum the l,OOO-pagebill into a 
ten·page measure that will simply grant money to the states for education refonn efforts. 
Congress should then reduce this funding over time as state reform experiments are com­
pleted. In revising the statute, Congress should: . 

o 	Repeal all of the regulations and mandates·includin~ but not limited· to, the opportunity­
to-learn standards and the 7th and 8th goals that were not agreed to by the governors. 
These latter goals regulate "inputs." The others deal witlr performa nce measures, or "out­
puts." . 

... 	 Eliminate the National Educational Standards and Improvement Council (NESIe), the 
National Goals Panel, and the National Skills Board. . 

e 	 Restore the independence of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 

o 	 Eliminate the bureaucratic state application process in the Act, replacing it with a simple 
requirement that the states send in a letter saying how they spent the Goals 2000 money 
within the terms of the Act. . 

.,/ 	 Repeal malor provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), 

. .. The $12.7 billion reauthorization of the ESEA should be pared down and all the jargon 
and its mandates remo.~~. Specifically, Congress should:· . .. 

o Remove the requirement that states send plans to the federa) govcnlment on standards, 
curricula, and other inputs, as well as on social services. . 

, . I' 	 . 

@ Repeal all social service programs. Schools should go back to teaching and educating stu­
.dents instead of scrvingas social service agencies. ' . 

. e 	 Remove all gender equity language. 
. ,"'. 	 ". . . 

o 	 Guarantee the independence of the National Assessment Governing Board, and thereby
of the NAEP. . . . . .. . . 

·0 	Strip out thepork·banelspending in thelegislation(including the new funds for colleges 
of education). . 
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CD 	 Alter the f~rm,ula for'granting ChapterJ money.FWlds shouJdgotopoor students~ as " 

originally intended, not to, students iri the, districts of powerful Mernbers of Congress. " ' 

8 	 'Add an effectiveJederal charter schools program, thatmaint~inS slate and lOcal fle~bility 
and encourageS state charter ~hool reforms. ' .",'" " ", """', 

, ' "When Congress revises the staNte, ho~ever,it should preserve~tatc and local authority' ' , 
, , over standards for curricwum content' and sNd~nt perfonna.llce,ahd state andJoeal author­
ity over student assessmEmt,inclu~ing how testing results are used bythestatesandlocali· ' 
ti~. Congress 'alsO should protect state and local authority over the resources th.at states.and 
communities, spend on education and over school and classroom practices., " , 

./ Repeallhe IndividualsWith Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). , ' 	 " 

IDEA is extremely expensive and redlUldant in light ofthe Americans With Disabilities 
,', Act (ADA). It creates legal nightmares and provides few educational benefits. IDEA is a 

huge federal mandate which is costing the states billions of dol1a~. CongTess originally in­
tended to pay 40 percent of IDEA costs but now pays only 8 per~nt. Yet officials still have· 
every incentive to decla.reas many childrenudisabled" as possible in their area so thatthey 
can collect additional funding.·· •.. 

./ Oppose the Clinton Administration's vocational educational and job training legislation. 

Lawmakers should seek to replace this legislation with a system which gives students and 
their parents the choice of whether they want their children in a school with a vocational 
education element. Congress should leave these programs. up to the stat<~s. . 

.I 	Eliminate, or at the very least means-lest" the National Service Trust (NST). 

The national service program does not encourage volunteerism and genuine service, but .. 
instead has distorted its very meaning. While the goals of the NST are laudable, the NST has 
not led and will not lead to expand.ed educational opportunity and increased responsibility. 
It has turned into another expensive, bweaucratic government spending program. 

.I 	Eliminate the new directeducatJon fending program. 

The major flaw in the ,design of the program is that the taxpayer bears alt' of the risk.. 
Schools and students should bear greater responsibilities. Congress could accomplish this by 
requiring schools with unacceptably high default rates to place a percentage of the govern­
ment's funds into a school-financed loan loss reserve fund. Under this revision, each school 
receiving federal money would, place into'the fund an amount equal to a set percentage of 
the principal of each Part B loan made to students at,that school as a condition for participa· 
tion in Part B programs. Th~ initial contribution percentage, for a particular school would be 
based on that school's most recent cohort default rate, as calculated by the Department of 

. Education, plus a margin of safety. Placing market pressures into the sNdent loan process 
would have numerous salutary effects. It would create a significant financial incentive for 
schools to recruit with more care and discretion with an eye toward the potential student's 
ability to succeed at the school's particular course of study or skill area. In addition, schools 
.	would have a stTong incentive to keep students in school until they arc trained adequately . 
and placed inproductive jobs that will allow them to. repay. the loan. Finally, taxpay~rs, 
would save a significant portion of the funds which now pay for defaultdaims. .. . 
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,.,,/ Enact a ~'Parent and Student E~po'Vernienl Act.,; ',•• ' ': ' 

, , 

, , This legislation was introduced by Rcpresentati'v~Rkhard Armey (R~TX) hll993a8anal.' ,,' 
,temative to Goals 2000. TtcouJd be ~nacted as a separate bilI or incorporated iJlto revisions " " ' 
, made in the Goals 2000 statute~ Among other things, this legislation would provide federal ' 
, matching grants to the states to develop reforms sw:h as school choice, merit and model . .. 

sChOOls, "and other jnnovativc ideas being, implemented at the state leveL In addition, it , 
:wo~ld free school districts' to innqvate by permitting waivers ot federaJred tape, subject to ' 
the SeCretary of Education's approval. It would also enhance parents' right to protect their 

,children from intrusive psychological testing and $C~ surveys ~d recognizc the right of par- , 
ents to determine who can view their children's school records. ' 

" · For Me~bers of Congress. the choice is clear: they can continue to create new government bu­
, reaucracics to regu1ate states and local school districts, or they can help IIempower" parents by 

giving them decision-making power on the front lines of real school reform. The new Congress ' 
could offer parents. teachers, and students wuque opportunities to encourage relonn, shrink 
the bloated bureaucracy. and get official Washington out oC the way of innovative activists at 
the grass roots. ' 
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;Sending Education Home ' " " , 

LOCAL OPTIONS 
Congress should return control o( education 
to states, school boards-'and parents. 

LAMAR ALEXANDER, WILLIAM J. BENNETT, AND DAN COATS 

, A S IT SETS out to repair the 
damage wrought by its prede­
cessor, the new Republican 

majority in Congress needs to look 
hard at education, Among the least-no­
ticed events of October's closing leg­
islative rush was final passage of HR­
6, the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEAl. a' $65-billion 
measure that is bad for children. for 
education, and for American federal­
ism. In LOOO-plus pages it sets back 
the cause of serious school reform. 

'wastes billions of dollars, and erodes 
local control of American schools. 

At a showy pre-election bill signing 
in Massachusetts. President Clinton 
and Senator Edward Kennedy said the 
law signals a national commitment to 
our children. Retiring Senate Majority 
Leader George ~litchell m., Me.) cited 
education as one of the jewels in the 
crown of the' 103rd Congress. Educa­
tion Secretary Dick Riley said no one 
in Washington. perhaps in the whole 
country, was serious about education 
before, Clinton's inauguration. And 
columnist Jack Anderson reported that 
Morgan Stanley's research department 
finds Clinton's "political stock ... blue­
chip when it cO,mes to keeping its 
promises on education reform," 

Like so much associated with this 
Administration, however, what sounds 
. too good to be true turrls out to be not 
entirely true and not very good at alL 
HR-6 was the legislative equivale~t of 
a stealth bomber, heavily armed with 

Mr, Alexander. a former governor of Ten­
nessee and former secretary of education. is 
a Nashville attorney and a senior fellow at 
the Hudson Institute, Mr, Bennett. an NR 
senior editor and a former secretary of edu­
cation. is a co-founder of Empower America, 
Mr, Coats is a Repu!:Jl(ca.n senator from 
Indiana, 

dangerous weapons but scarcely visible 
save to its controllers and crew. 

Part of a comprehensive education 
package, along with "Goals 2000" and 
measures such as a "school to work" 
program and expansion of Head Start, 
HR-6 did far more than reauthorize 
ESEA. the keystone, of federal school 
aid sillce 1965, It z:everseda decade of 
progress toward a coherent, bipartisan 
education-reform strategy as embodied. 
in the Bush Administration's "America 
2000" plan, which sought to roll back 
federal regulation aRd replace it with 
the initiative of teachers, communities, 
and parent&, and which coupled vol­
untary goals with good tests and ac­
countability for results. 

By signing off on HR-6 and Goals 
2000, President Clinton transformed a 
nationwide reform movement into a 
federal program. The new regulations 
concern not only the standards and as~ 
sessments that schools use but also 
how they discipline student. offenders, 
the topics that teachers and parents 
must discuss with one another, the 
'content of sex-education courses, and 
the (rare) circumstances in which 
denying a child the right to pray may 
be an infraction, Clinton has even cre­
ated something akin to a national 
school board, the National Education 
Standards and Improvement Council. 

Almost as worrying is the resurrec­
tion of inputs, resources, and services 
as gauges of education quality. Three 
decades of research show rio reliable 
link between what goes into schools 
and what children learn there. Yet 
Goals 2000 and HR-6 affirm the rou­
tine assertion of the education estab­
lishment: Tf we're not happy with 
school results. m0re money and regula- . 
tivns'will improve ~hem, 

Political correctness pervades many 
ser;tions of the bilL EducatiCln Dail;, 

matter·of-factly report~ thm ':HR·1;i ~~ 

laced with language on gender eqult,\'. 
from authorizing grants to. requiring: 
schools to collect data," The bill also es­
tablishes a post-modern definition of 
the "family," provides 'day .care for the 
babies of unwed teenage mothers. and 
conflates school reform with health 
care, violence prevention. etc. 

The law provides vast windfalls for 
co\legesof education and authorizes 
funds for dozens of pork-barrel proj­
ects. More troubling still is the bill's 
hypocrisy with respect to such promis­
ing reform strategies as char.er 
schools and parental choice, While al; 
lowing members Of Congress to claim 
that they voted for them. HR-6 actu­
ally immobilizes them with rules and 
conditions, What good, for example. is 
a school-choice program that lets the 
"sending school" veto the child's depar­
ture? Furthermore, such shackles will 
help the enemies of school choice argue 
a few years down the road ~hat these 
reforms don't work. 

"ow It Passed 

THE pa'ssage of this legislation 
. reveals much about the oppor­

tunities and perils awaiting the 
new Congress. HR-6 spent more than a 
year on Capitol Hill after the White 
House sent it up. Hearings dragged on, 
The high-profile issues were how to ad­
just the Chapter One formula to direct 
more federal dollars toward poor com­
munities and whether to keep or jetti­
son Chapter Two, a block grant 'that 
was immensely popular with' states' 
and localities. Tucked awa.v in the fine 
print-but seldom discussed or re­
ported-were dozens of new programs 
and hundreds of changes in existing 
ones, as well as intricate linkages be­
tween ESEA and the Goal::: :2000 bill. 
The Administration's complex propos­
als were heavily embroidered by Bill 
Ford's House Education and Labor 
Committee. and Ted Kenned,\'s Senate 
Labor and Human Resourc<2s Com­
mittee, 

Eventually, the House <:ranked out 
the most offensive piece. nf t,d L1cation 
legislation in memory, thl' :-:enate a' 
somewhat milder version. Thl' tinal ed­
ition was cobbled togeth,·!' behind 
closed doors during Augu-t ,'nd $IS!P­
tember in a "staff confe"t"t:' ,," domi­
nated by. Democ:'atiC ,,·,:",;·,,-.-ional 
aides: some of them' arnlll, "11('e the 
days of LBJ. Lobb\'i~t:' .\dmin­
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istrat,ion officials played key mles in 
the 'process. but nohody else was al· 
lowed into the room. 

·The \'ast hill emerged' from. confer­
ence about 48 hours before the House 
voted on final passage. Senators h,ad a 
couple of additional days to try to get 
hold of copies and examine the bill. 
Few did. It is likely that not a single 
member of either body had a'ctually 
read the full text of the final version. 

The teachers unions and the 
Washington-based interest groups qui­
etly did their part to round up votes, 
rousing their memberships with the 
promise of federal dollars. Business 
groups went along, perhaps because 
their education staffs consist mostly of 
establishment fellow·travelers. Gover­
nors, state legislators, and mayors, 
many of whom had fussed loudly about 
Goals 2000, were mute about HR-6, 
though it will cost them subst.antial 
control over their schools. 

Conservative organizations sat this 
one out or focused on such narrow 
items as the school-prayer provisions., 
Editorialists naively supposed that 
any bill labeled "education" must be a 
good thing. As for congressional Re­
publicans, most donned their "damage 
control" garb, curbing the worst 
Democrat-drafted excesses without 
challenging the measure's fundamen­
tal premises. 

What can we do now? When it comes 
to education. .~cisions made in Wash­
ington are decisions not made by' par­
ents, teachers, and 15,000 local school' 
boards. Mandates shaped in Washing­
ton are programs not fashioned by the 
states and communities, which foot' 
most of the bill. Regulatio!1s crafted in 
Washington can be counted upon to re­
spond to the demands of special inter'· 
ests rather than the needs of fif1y mil­
lion unique children attending some 
110.000 distinctive schools across this 
diverse land, 

Education is not an endeavor where 
one size fits all. Perhaps we can agree 
on a core' of voluntary goals and 
standards that make sense for the na­
tion, but it'~ folly to prescribe a single 
path to them, or to suggest that Uncle 
Sam knows best. Worse than folly, it 
saps Imtlative and responsibility, 
curbs creativity, and wrongly pretends 
that some of the touchiest. and,most lo­
calized issues in American society-the 
way our children are taught about reli­
gion and sex, the place of education in 
our communities-lend themselves to 

Victory 

EXPOSED: 
The ~rl'ate$t -::ovcr·up in the hi;:to~' elf 0l1f 
repul,ii-::. 

On ,\-\ay 14, 1964, the Democrati-::, majority 
in the L'.S. Senate voted to terminate the 
3vhhy BabriLyndon'Johnson inve.ti~ati0n. 

Did thi:: -::over·up lead to 55,000 unne-::c':;;ary 

dcath~ in Vietnam?
William F IIX EdcIIert 

Victory in Vietnam has the answer. 

"EXCELLENT ... fasdllatir,;1 and 
heautifullv written," ­

- Lt. Gene;al phillip B, DaVidson, 


author of Vietnam at Wur and 


,S"crds "I tlu! Vietnam War 


To order: Send -59,95 per -::0PY to: 

Old Court Press 

P.O. Box 1387 
Winter Park, FL 32790·1387 

"IT'S A GOOD READ!" 

-- Colonel H~rry G, Summer,;, Jr. 
author of On Strategy 

Call 1 800 215 3868 
Record vour name &addre,;;.0R 

, Your order"\Vill be ~hirp"d 
with a bill. ' 

SEE WHY SENATOR HATCH'S RE-ELECTION 
WAS A LIBERAL'S WORST NIGHTMARE. 

I 

Hatch led the 
charge that... 

I 

• Stopped President 
Clinton twice from 
pUlling Bruce Babbitt 
on the Supreme Court. 

·Smashed attempts by 
liberals to "Bork" 
Clarence Thomas. 

• Prevented Oelllol~r:al5 
from rewriting lahor 
laws to force, million;; 
more ,\mericans into 
ullions. ·l'nlllasked liberal 

"reform" of our health 
<'are and criminal 
jll5lit'e systems. 

William F. Buckley calls 
Leading the Chnrge 
"an engrossing story 
by a renowned prore~­
sional." 

Robert Novak saY5 it i~ 

"a fascinating hal,k­

stage' glimpse of what 

really goes on in the 
U.S. Senate," It is 

both a brilliant hio· 

graphy and a cOlllp"l. 
ing political history. 

Author lee Roder;,'" 
was president• Persu~ded Washing­

ton to send Afghan 
rebels hlgh;tech mi,.­
sileo;-used to drive 
out So,;et force~ and 
help end Ihe Col.1 
War. 

.. . ' ,* •• • 

of the National Pr.·", 
Club and a veler,Ul 
Washington new" 
hureau chlef. 

447 pages, $23. Available at 
major bookstores or phone 
1-800-748-4850 
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, cer1trnli7.in~ edw:ation policy is a way 
to strengthen communities. to rebuild 
the culture. to buttr~,;" families. and to 
difTui:'e-and perhaps defuse-\'olatile 
deci:;ions. 

,Horse-Trading 

I 'N 1986. when one of us was chair­
man of the nation's gov'ernors and 
another was education secretary. 

the governors proposed some "old-fash­
ioned horse-trading,~ namely lifting 
the regulatory burden from American 
schools in return for better education 
results. In time this proposal turned 
into a consensus about how to reform 
the schools: local control coupled with 
gubernatorial leadership; \:oluntary 
national goals combined with responsi­
bility for each state and locality to 
work toward them ,as it deemed best; 
wide-:-anging choices for families 
among excellent schools that differ on 
many dimensions; the fundamental 
right to flee a bad. or unsafe school for 
a good one, !plus tests that make it 
possible to know which are which); and 
essential skills and serious content 
taught by talented individuals who are 
accountable for their results and re­
warded for classroom excellence. 

That's what America 2000 was all 
about. And that's still how the Ameri­
can people believe we should tackle our 
education problems. A recent survey by 
Public Agenda makes plain that a 
"safe. orderly environment and effec­
tive teaching of the 'basics'" head their 
list. joined by high standards and clear 
lines of accountability. But the pub­
lic has serious misgivings about the 
trendy schemes beloved of today's edu­
cation establishment-the very ap­
proaches on which money and le­
gitimacy are lavished by HR-6 and the 
rest of the Clinton package. As Public 
Agenda reports, "the large majority of 
Americans are uncomfortable" with 
such things as "ending the 'tracking' of 
students. and replacing standardized, 
multi pie-choice tests with new, more 
'authentic' assessments." We also know 
from other surveys that the American 
people strongly favor school choice and 
are deeply mistrustful of the Federal 
Government's ability to improve our 
schools. 

'Today Washington is on a collision 
course with what the American people 
want and what they know to be right. 
The recent dection results provide dra­

"Try to look at it this way: without' 
incidents like this. your memoirs 

lI.:ould make mighty dull reading." 

matic evidence. HR-6 is· a large, ugly, 
example of what has gone wrong and 
what the voters are rejecting. It should 
be repealed. The "national school 
board" should be canned, and local con­
trol should be restored. Education 
should be sent home to states, commu­
nities, and families. 

Indeed, it's time for the Federal Gov­
ernment virtually to withdraw from el­
ementary and secondary education and 
relinquish the authority it has seized 
in this domain. Dozens of federal pro­
grams ought to vanish. The resources 
they now ,consume should be made 
available-perhaps through a federal 
tax cut or an expanded version of 
Chapter Two-to states and localities 

to do with a~ the:' judge hL'~L \\'''':'e 
now drafting. and ,me of U~ plan,; in 
.Januarv to introduce. a ,;hort. :;implL"
bill to ~ccomplish this, The new major­
ity in 'Congress creates a more hos­
pitable environment for such legisla­
tion than we've, had since the Great 
Society pointed federal education' pol­
icy in the wrong direction. 

Insofar as any education functions 
stay in Washington. their guiding prin­
ciples should be choice. deregulation, 
innovation, accountability. and serious' 
assessment keyed to rea! standards in 
core subjects. The National Educ,ation 
Goals Panel, made up of governors and 
state legislators along with Executh'e 
Branch and congressional representa­
tives, is where oversight responsibility 
shoul'd rest, not with civil servants. 
"experts," or the Federal Government. 
Today's Department of' Education 
could be reduced to something far 
humbler and less costly, 

That doesn't mean Presidents have 
nothing to say about education. [n 

truth, they should say quite a bit. But 
they shouldn't try to run the nation's 
schools. They must not seek to cOl!trol 
them. And they need to understand 
that acceptance of their education 
agenda depends on the power of their 
ideas, not on federal red tape. Bill 
Clinton should tell the country what he 
thinks a good school is. Those who 
agree with him can be trusted to create 
their own. Those who favor a different 
idea must' be free to march to their 
own drummers. 0 

Where Do the Refugees Go? ; 

SETTLING FOR LESS 

Communities can perfonn functions often assumed by 
government-if government will get out of the way. 

AMITAI ETZIONI 

I 
N Key West, Florida, a sign facing, 
Cube reads: "When the last Cuban 
leaves Cuba, please turn off the 

light." Things actually happen the 
other way around: as Cubans find 
themselve~ \\'Ithoutlight and other es­

) 

sentials, they leave [hp '-,land in 
droves. So far the focu~ h." heen 0n 
the refugees intercepted at :trld de­'<,1 

tained at Guantanamo 13,,, \\" rarely 
hear about the roughh'l: luf)ans 

who have landed in thL' l' , ,- \'e~lr. 
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. Ont' oC the cC'funl dynamics of American educatiOnal hiRol')' ill tbe.- long·r•• trmd 
, .... ~ r,cm local and pnC'flul schooling arnngemmu to increasillJ government funding and 

. c:mtruired ccmfilll: Tht' trend d04K not represent umplya benign proc:aaofmockTnia.a· 
tion oIlld improvement. Cen.tralisation hal n.aned mru and elicited fierre opposition. 
I n the.- n.incotcenth Ctl'llury tht:ft' were two .ey cle-vll:'lopmenu in this trend: the inVOM' 
mmr of Slate goW'tnmmu in mcounoging and 1'f!guioltingachooli:ng. aa.d the comolida· 
tion of lI1Iulloul dinricts into larger. totmwide syaems.· Ad'l'Ocatt'!$ of local COIItml' 
and nonpuhlic K hooling- who opposed tbeR initial Rtpt in the creatiOn of Mate achool 
systC1W voiced their obj«tions in much the ame lemu .IS opponmu of later.l involve­
ment do today. NOlwithlllanding. lO""1\·Ie:W!l cotlll()lidation and. inc:r~Uittr; aate involw· 
mi911 continiit'd into the twentietb omtUl')'. Today Am~icanl in both nttal and W'hac 
areu are accuMomed 10 cmtulized ichool diaricu. dcot.iled Itate IUperriaion. and ....11- . 
51anual state financial aid {o: educaQoIl. Curriculum. financial drcisiolUDakiq. 
tellcher preparafion and lieem1111. lenlltb or toll:' annuulCbool.....um -all are subject 
10 Slate r"8Ulalion. Opponents may contne individual policit'!$ and decr-,. excasi"e bll' 

...... . real.lcracy: bl.lllhll:' general rok: of the Slalt'!$ in flnancing and replating school diltricu'. ., 
 t'ducallon.1 p. aClicn i. widely aCc:t'Jl«ed. . 

The overriding issue in dlll:' w.ppon and CGcuo] of c~l"int":ntary and Stcondary educa· 

I lion since 1940 hu 'been tht' role of Ihe federal go¥ernment. Ont' mig-ht :eason that the 
inCTt'oIsing rolt' of .he nalional g'OvemmCttl in puolic rducol,ion is only an exu:n.ion 01 
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2. Progn.... offNlft-:a1 aid t.oe<iur"lion Iypically flriginal.e in a elisit and art: lit"" ~•.th.,umt' historical procnan th,u i'l"d to thecreationofstat(,school syMtrt\s: urg~nt social C/) 

pn..:atrd thto .. gb. inen'" and the ~.ttion of inu,.,., pllpo. n
goal1. $Ilpnior rt"Venue·nising power, .in impul~ to ('quali.e resolJrcn ....nd apportu· z

;. TM launching of Spuaiillt'<i 1.0 the plURge Clf tlte Nadoul. Dd_ EAuu.tion ACI
nit)', and the seemingl, irn::vt'uible drirt to cenltaliz~d administration in a lechnolog· 

(NOM) of 1958. which esubli.hlOd th,ullOdn-aI aid would be 12tqorical rall>....ltan 0..,ieaL bu.-.eaucratic soat'ly. Ho_..er. a notion pt'I'sisn that public ('duc:uionaJ respoluj· peral ;and wouLd .Uftl Ki.-ncc and (<<"""lon"- . 
bility is constitutionally ~served 10 th., $t:I,le~. Many "duc3ton h.....e coruidered (t'delai m .. , Federal aid "ttH!d ai r:odinll' buiA;: ,lUll ~""h fir poor duldtm, the otff«u of wh;ch 0
aid and regulation of t'ducalion not m('rd~;u,. continuation of a boeof'fici"J long·term 
 ..~rt' eontrevmial ro • .\t Ir:ur a der-atk. appcu now to be dT'ICIi ..... 

preens of crntraliution 'and mindardiution. but rather itS a qualitaliuly different S.Thft'<! has I>«n a lrml.endous .iM- in fode••1aid to p....oIJqp.~ rde«alion in the pa$( 


f<n'm of educational.control and a profounddtpartuH' from tradition.' rony Y"a". lind ,hi> hu ptolovndly affectod Iocll control. . 

. Ad"ocatf'SOnocaJ contr.,l. whose ~Ii('b aTt' dive~ but ....ho~ lanks are strong. see:ll 6. Daot{!ft'll'lIion chrough f«ll:.,.1 P""II"1't' ...,.ked AlbltmciaDy larbe $wIlt bitt nO( 

0) 
0 

th~at rrom foo..ral funding that they do not see rrom Slate aid. pilrdy boecausr Ihf' fed· ""'Y _II in Ih<- No"", CJ:) 

..ral ga'·"mment isnna more remote th'an Ihe state government. and partI)' ~ca!Ue fed· 1. Durin,th~ 1970t the r~o..:"lll'O...m_·u(tfttlpu to inJIumce Iocucduadon out' I\) 
0)stripped ilS b".nucra.ic c"P.cicy ....nd ill monl .....tM.rifY,''Tal aidhu more oflnl ~n categorical (that. is. limited to a specifIC educational pur· I\)

cf'1:? 

POiS<e). whilr sut(' aid hu tended to be 8'!'neraJ (applicable to ;If')' public schOol coSts). To to 
be SI.ln.. Slate gO'RTlUllenlS regulal" spe-cific drlail$ of local education 10 a remarkable Centraliz:uion :and FedC'Tal Invo\vcmr'/l.t in the Good Old Days " =.: 
degT~. bu. tru. kind of rqulacion hu uu~ $3DCt;On of $t.ate coosulutionl md u not .he .r>­

One of thc tlUirU of a historical analysis, we JUggest.ed abow:. iI to daamint wbaher (hI!' 
....me thing as providinl optional fednal dollars ror.perilie programs dttmrd to ~ in 

inCR*"" in federal in\'Olw:mlmt repl'fteNl a continu.acion. 01 a IonS'~ pnxmofCCft·
.he rilltiDnal intrrea.. FurUntnorc. {rdenl rc-guialionl and dollan haw~ rt'cnltly bftn 

tralit.alion in <education. the same procaa thac led to 10_ cc:ntr.aliuliou. and Mut in­
U.K'd to 'initi~te and maintain co~tro'l"ersial educational progr,.m. such u compen...tory 

yol~mrni. a pl:UCe\'ll roared in the organi~arional ..nd _omic problemsofmus••ech·
education• .choal irnegulion. bmngual educalion. and cllI.Ia' parily in puhlic $Chool . 

pological sociely. Or j, lt instt'ui a depanlln.', ;m aberrationl And. II it ft:'I'eniblt?
athktio. TI:Lc Qgue aRXietin that many rducilton ilnd laypecplc had about r('dt-ral in· 

For thoSt' who argut!' due federal Illnding is a Tactical dqlartUR'. tr:miaht 1M:of inrerest
volYemrnl in'the 194ts and 1950, have been rcplaced by hot debate about the efficacy 

10 learn that tne ninetee1'U.h -cenlury opponenu 01 M.,.te in'ft.)lva:aent in local education
and dnirability o( the ftderal gnvt'Tllmem's ('0'0'1'1$ to achi""e t'quit)' in local school $)"­

US('d ilrguments nemarhbly nmilu \0 ,hOle"'!! heM 10d.a;lIIainrt. federal im'olvcment. -0tc.ms. Q,t;alrn$ about .h~ eK'alation of fe-d.rral "frOrt, have incrI!UO!d during the'Re;rgan Il)
How modt'm ~ml this anDoWI cOnlplaint or an 1840 legislauft COll3l1liltft 118",ilUt lhe .(0 . administration. but, IS _shall upt', Ihe tim!! wu riP" for ",consideration I'f'gardl!!53 

(I>ntwlT <rc.ued statt' board of education. in MaSllachweus: "The eMabliahmeol ofa Board
of the outcome of the dection. 

ofEduC3tion SC'Crns to be the commencement of a 1JSIen!. of cenualbaLlon and o[ mo· 
A historicalpe"'p«U~ may h~lp in that 'f!'C'OlUidt'Taclon; a nolion of tht' propriet y of ......

Dopol,. pu.,('r in a few handa. conrr.ry. in cwry Rlpea•.10 the; truc ""irit ofour demo­ I\)a r~deral role in elementary md .lecondary educalion iJ collditionrd by an understani:l·· 
cratical iNtitut ion!,'" MarC1.Ll Morton. gOv,,",or althe timC'. agcftd. I.e_tht go~m·

ing of its bistory. ~ is a host of hilloricalltenotrpa floating llround. and they need 
. anct' of KhOolsto "the town ;md cli.!.tricf meetinp. t'- pure little ikmocr.acif'S:· he 

co be tiTaluaU'll. before _ embark on majonhifts in pelky. "5pmaUy if ildYocareson all c..
urr-d. The power to n:-a:munendlegisl.ioll. enda-Pl'oph_tt. will '"be IIOOl\ C'On~t'd 0,_

sides intt'nd to appeal 10 l1iuory to support thdr pail'lt~ of virw. r::Tinto a po",rr of r~gulatjOn.~· [n 186S adwocalt!'l of local QlMrol ill WisC:oI:Isin ;esisttd
Feokral in'llOlYCmftlt in pr~oll~:ate education began long beforc 1940. and in hil· 

coru.olidatinn oC school dinricts as "Dill anolhft ltep Loward the clJfttentraUon of c,) 
tory $ince thm is aomplex. Ra.be1' (han summarize <'Venn. _ sb all di.K_ .-Yen scerea· c,)'

pawn_" which would placlea.l\tfol"one Sl:rp funbn from thepcople."1c would ··cen· c,)
typical vit'WI conccmW:r.g: tht hinory of federal im'OIYtment. in an effon to identify $Orne 

ITali!t'. monopolize. and dr-npublicanile OUT pel'll SYSLem of n:-publiun agende:s;'"
of th!! imponant quaciona thaI might govern :II historic...1 inquiry on this. Jubje<:t. We 

Sta", in'llOh'emcnt mcoW'ltered Ihe! samt n:ti:t.Ianceu districL coniOl.ldalion. The
shall .\ddrns the following neH'OI.~: . 

Hartford Times I:a~ied Conn.enicllt·s stilte boud or tdUCaa.iOIl~despotic;· ~~d ~Ptll.l· 
1. F"""ral mt............ in el-..ury ...nd w<ol1dnyedu¢:Ition .t..... World W .. r II w,u sian,~ ;a.nd in tht 1851b. Ohio parmls rmned statl!' n:guiation ~bec:a1lH the; thin" 'its ' .. (I> 

o 
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resisrance, ,tate ~id and $tate regulation came 10 be accepted in principlt> by a majority 
of nonhemen by 11160 and ohoutherners by the early twentieth cmlury. Grarlually the 
nates: regulatiori of ('IlI'TiculUIII, comrol ~ [ [ell cht'r <er-nifica I ion. and share ofJoeal burl· 
II"'lI h ......elncreued. State golrnnment has become a se-nior pllnner in local elemental:')' 
jllnd Rcolldltry education. Cmtraliu:fS. mliJted th" rhetoric of prognz and equality in 
thrir C1IlUlll!, and pdwilly • majority of~ters appen to have .grred tbat a .tau!'· regu· 
lat!!d free 1C:bcM>ll'fltmi would ten\" not only collectivt: goallli.. e a democratic govern· 
ment, an opl.ndingcapiuolm I':COnofD}'. and II common cah..", bued on middle·cl1U.1. 
Prot~tant val1ml, but abo in~dWlIs' goab of childhood socialization and adulr ad· 
vancnnlflu! . " 

In ant RnIIt, flftknl invol.-emmt in IChoOling .fteT· World W.u H can ~ S«n 11$ a 
continuation of thil UftIod.. ~ny of the ill'J'Ul'DC1IIU foi: inlervminll in local eduCl.tional 
arranJftlletlu oft!" blUil!d on the belief that til" highe.. leyeb of gOY<:rnmelll could pro· 
vide upgraded qurillt.,. ~uali:u:d funding and opponunity. proCesailm&lizat>on and IIC'r· 
vices of apena. AIld IAlPcnor rt\'tnu~·ra"ing po_no I The ideology or<eentralltl"N w.n 
cosmopolitan. In bcch iu ainetecfllh·century. stac~·It'""I. pan·Protest lint nnion and ;1$ 
r~enl. federal. seculu Wnion it stood for common values. common e-xperiences, and 
common opponunitin Ihrouah consOlidation. imegTll!ion. "~ndanli:r.ation, and cen· 
tral direction: In both CaJOel it violated.,...e peopll"'s dininctlv.e cuhurer.. and its oppo· 

:r> nents worried about loa ofcontrol by local majorities.. Feder...1intervention. then. hu a 
. c~ain thematic md. ideological cominuity with ninnroenth·century rducational $fI' 

ttmatllalion; Howner. to d.etennine whcth~r redeal im:ervmlion afler 1940 violated a 
trad;!tion of elldlUi~y Kall!·I~1 control. __ net'd to consider a few well· known e':am· 
ptf.'S offedeTal involVemC1lf. heron!' 1940: Historkal trt:atmentt oftha topic usually men: 

J! tion "",w:-ral pn:ceodmu: the Nonhwest Ordinance of 1787, thl" Man-ill Act of 1862 for 
Nland·grant colIeps. tItt. Smitb·HU£hes Vocational Education Act or 1917. and Je'VCral 
, of Franlilin It_It'. prosrams thll affect:ted publi!." schools. 

In 1787 <:::onp... plUlled a I.1ow requiring itlus in the old North_ TtTritory to let 
t aside a plot ofl.md in each lO'WllShip and to we che p~ from the: renlal ofthat land 

o 

;) for common IKbool$. Theraa tbac th~ law did not work is seldom noted in educational
I) 

lIialories. The e(fea of the Nonh_ Ordinance em CDmmon schooling was almon nil. 
\J Land·bued school funding rnuld DOl ...-ork in an art'll where unimproved lind WII plen­.::3 

\J til.,llnd. Ilm0K IU wonhleD.al rentAl propen:y. Congrt:D hlln allowed SUit'" to :rell the 

0 land and inftlt the money in '1Iatf' school fund..!;. the interest from which was 10 be dis· 

::> tributed ~yt:ntu.ally to common schooling. This approach did not work ~ithe,.; spe-.::uh,·
::3 
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tion, misman:igrment. and fraud were rampant.' The developmml ofincome'ge-Mrll' 
ing Mate ochool fund.> was not a jUgh priority in the frontier Midwest. Tbere. as e\J(o. 
whoen-. fTee public schooling depended upon die passage onaws ,"\uiring local taudon 
fOJ t uitlon·free schooling. When these 11Wl! cilme. in the 18"11$ and 1850•• the remnant1l 
ohbe land funds weer lidded to other Rate·lev.el nevenues ~ prOYide a modiewn oblltc 
aid toloulitiet.. ll The Momll Act of \862, the ne-st fede~alYI:I1tUft imo education. had 
nal impact. but beca.. it was dt'llgned to affect higher teducado1ll., w wiD poKpme 
comment upon it until_ diKulllht: issue or ....r and fedenl t'ducIUon im:erftntiom. 

The 1l0t')' of t he Smith·Hughes Act of 1917 it. too rnmplorll to be ccm:TI!d rlillyben.'_ For 
our purposes. it must suffice to note that this leg;J1Ation __ onpftcedllmted, and for a 
IODg time it wu unittu!!. Through il the fed.e.I1lIIJQVftIl.ment pW! 4:MqUrical aid 1.0 pub· 
lic R'COndary schools for vocational educatio...programs pw:med by 'WI:IITspecific Knie· 
tUTal agrt'f'mt:fI:t.. Subse-qunlt lr:gWation continued to. IUppon 1oc:al'\>OaIlional p.o. 
grams. despite tbf, abxnce of nidence thal IUch prografD. aaually R'JIUlu:d ill effective 
YQCalional placement. MCl1lben of the Congrna passed thl!' legUlalion because- they be· 
litved in Smith·Hughl!S. 

Why will this program 50 succeAful and long Randil1g m a country wbllK' teducaton 
<lnd le-gislitton ,a~d tht:y did not bel;",'"!' in fed.Crllaid (0 education; Three- major raaon [' 
werc involved. Fim. aid to 1'O<uional !!dueation came after. period of publicity abow. . 
m anpoW<:T t raining for m.duscrial progn:ss and national preeminetlCll:.U Second, it caine 
dlaring a profound expansion of s.camdary·schDol enroUmeltll :·in 1890 about 7 percent 
of children a~d 14 to 11 attended high school; by 191'1 tbe proportion had grn...a·to 
O¥tr '0 percent. it Third, ed..caton· and iegis1acon promoted tM idea thaI vocational 
ed ucatOoo seMied ill n¢.w definition of equal opponunity, .notioD cht hiBh IIChoob could 
seNt'· an youth only by offering a variety of cuTricula, I. Leadnl of orpniud labor 
bought the idea dter being penu.aded thaI vocational education woIdd ROI underminl!:' 
their control of ctltry lO trades: These faeton - international rivllry; the decline of.. \ 
leenagdabor force. anlhlle tedueaton' desire to d.i(fcn:miaU' c:t.mict&la -Iethod~ pD' , 
sal" of Smith·Hughes in 1917. A ,potalt and usiduQU lobby. iDCludinr the National 
Education Association (NEA), che American Fedrralion of Labor (An). and the Na­
tional Assod at ion of Manu£ac[ urt'r5 (NAM). reinforced. the federallocw. ohhe disclli' 
sioo and propos.ls. Th~}' achieved pas.sa~not only of the originat bill in \917 but .lroof 
subsequent bills rorfunding "oclltional education in 19l!.9. 19!4, 1956.1946.196', and 
19~8. The brOil d ~deologic81 And (ectmoiogical apJH!'ll1 orvocational teduclrtion allowed 
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it 10 surviv!! illS the only pn·World W ItT II cat~rical rederal aid proJTam to demem.u')" 
..nd secondary lIducation despite JX'riodic conuniuion "'pons demonmal ing tn al il was 
incf£I'Clive. Smiih:Hugbes w:as the major ~ent for the federal govcmmmc's ('ate' 
gorical iniliatives in 19!!8." 

Federal pTOJTams inil iateci:in th(' lUl:c:esnve national cme~cia of the Depreaion 
and World WAr n were conli~ lemporary and arTI'Ctedelcmentary:and R(ondary 
schooling only indirI'Ctly'. Some Khool huildings wnl!! conltructed with funill from [he 
Public Works Adminiatration (19"). lind 800m" ICbooltuchen wc", paid from Flldenl 
Emageney R.elief Funr:b. The Lanham"cl (1941). prtoliecessor of the rcodeTal1y im- ' 
pacted areal legislation of th(' 1950., provided funds to compensace communili~ fOT do, 
menic rederal military b_ that lent children to loal IChoob but paid no profX'T1)' 
tUet. In general. federal education pforrama of the Dt-pftSlion and "a,:yean _"' for 
manpower traininr in nOl'llChoo' oj hight!!' educlcion R'!Itings .•• 

At or 1950 the only fednal aid to elrmmcary and xcondary education was Cor voca· 
tiona' education (about JUmillion).schooU.. ncbes(abal.U $92 million). federal dq>en· 
denu (8OO1.lt129 million), and Native "mmtan childn:n (about $I~ million)." Fur· 
tblTmore, tbe Congreu continued to rnUt arguments for genual aid to local Khoot .y" 
C"IIlS. drspitt lobbying by suc.h gtouptl aube NEA. The fcoder 011 raearc.h dfon in mlllca­

') tion wu tin), .. alic!.lbe fedl:'l'al couru had little impact on local schooling. On tbe qun·
l'> 

tion of whl"ther pcm·19S0 (ednal initiativCll WHil' con'cmuoul wich the past or I ne:w de· 
p~un:. one mout nole that the finandll. judicial. and regula lOry involventerlt SOO[l to 
come would surely have Ilanied edueaton and the p1.lblic in 1950. Buc those sudden in­
crtlse. in involvement were resporue. to blll·brealtinrdevelopmr:nu in Cold Wu tech· 
nololfY and the civil rights mowmenl; the pace andmlgnitudt" or cl.anv in education 
were tied to larser dumas. 

Furthennote. altbOUlh rhf, NDE.A and thesubsequcnt Iqrislation or the 19601 
.ma~ked an cllparuion of the federal Bowenlnlent', proVision of lust ained cat~rical aid 
10 elemll:ntary a'ftd xcondary education. ther clin hardly be considtrcod radin.1 innova· 
tions. The l.ong·tenn drift'toward Stal",Iew-1 rez1.lIation. the- fedual go~mr'l pe. 

lJ 
) 

riodic _niont thlt good education was in the nationll interest. Ihe lusu.inlld pra:e· 

1/ 
denr of Smith·Hughes. Ind the hahit1.lation orCon~ to inte~ntion on national 

) . mllnpo~r pyob'~.ms during tht: J)qlrnsion ADd World War II -all contributed 10 a 
1/ 

cont""l in which the NDEA and Ib" Grell Society coducaticnalprogram! werl:'. in our 
::l., 	 opinion. an inleresting hUlnonrevolucionary.nih. Similarly. although IheBJ'o"'" deci· 
;) 	 sion of 19S4 and tht" Ichool·pra)ICT and Sible· reading CP:'1i or che cady 1960sw.-re new 

incursions inlo ,IDcAI connol of schooling by' the f<:deral judiCiary, t hot deci..ioru rened 
upon 10ng,lenn. gradual cDnstitutional progl'SIO- lOme would sa)' shamefully gud\lal 

::l 
U 
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_ during which the Bill of Rights'was broughlto bear upon ~all:' a-::tivitics.·f TM due 
process c1allll! of ttlt FouTl(,(:Dl.h Amendmntt (1868) grant...d Ihe fed .. ral (ounl auther· 
it¥ that they rarely eXI:Tcis.rd be{OTe 1920. Then came (;i,lo",": N_ forA: (1925), apply. 
ing the dull' procea clause to frcedomohJX'Cch: If PitT'c". SDCjrtJo!SiJtn~ (19250). up· 
boldinr parll1ltal righu 10 private lIducadon;" CaN_Cl v. ConlltCfK.t (19<W). Ipply· 
ing dlK: Pf'Cl(:1:g protection 10 frt'Cdom of ttligion;,. tht highn ·toIilK:ltion (atcI pread. 
illi 1II'D1IIn (partkulatly S..,rtJll v. Ptu;;It!!', 19SD). which chipped avay It tlie le'pal'llt~. 
but·equal doctrine .ill applied to education; II and 1he be., of lown fedent COIlIt ~. 
beginning in tM- 19'0., in wbich che :'II.tional Al;sociation for the Ad",.nc-aneN of Col· 
ored People .pl'1!W!'d for the dnegregatlon of elementa..,. and IICconct.ary, education. 
JtmIctimCl- eliciting eloqumr minority opinions in their fawol. n . 

ThUll. in many rapecu the federaleducation ...eruUl'et ~ tM Co14 War periOd weft I 
alDtinWicioTl of the dynllmic in AmeriCl'l'l educational hiltory, between (ol1llOpolitanl 
cmtralilu!!nd rCliJtant localiltll. Postwar conditiON - a shrinking wotld and weighty 
national priorilitl in\'Olvingeducation-hllllt'tipprd [he balAnce loward ft'deral intt'r: r· 
'IInItion. Such (acton do nol predElnmiM' he.. much federal il1\1Ol_ will _II:, 

. not bow fair, I10r is the direc:cion irrew:nihlc in r he: IIhOf( run. OIlT c:ondlPion, bowever. 
is chat fednal gove:mmt"nt iOWlI vemrt'lt of the paa [-nty mrs is coDtinuous with ,m. 
eral t~d.I. in Ameriea" hillor), and is IlGt likcly to be- substantiany ftvtTWd in the long 
nm.. aldlOUih many changcs ofchcmn and cechniques al'e' po..ihl(', Ic will be inteTCIlinS' 
to _ what changes resurgent localiun .M the New Federalism .«ampli....h illlhe DeJlL 
re. ~an.. and ..hlllong .term cffI'CtJ this adjl.utmftlt of the dynamiCi of federalism ma, 
haft. We now tum to a consideration of popular Iten:ot~ abollt ipet:irlC: aspectlof 
fcd.n-al iruem!lltion. which should help IP u:ndcntand 1M- widespTead perception that 
feM~11 inLeJ'¥'C1lcion in elC1!1c1uary and sealnct.ary education hiB! b..en m&aive. incR",· 
the, a'ftd undairable. ­

National c:n.es and FedeTal Aid to Education 

At fin! Fmc!!. the coincidence or .an and ftolien.1 intervention in educ.tion ultn"Ung: 

The Morrill Act. providing "id to iscientific. engin.eering, and agricultufll progrllmJ in 

collega. was ~in l862. during th~ Civil War. It provided the fi"t fedeTal aid ro 

higher education. The Smirh'.Hughes Act for vocational education _the rim (ederal .id· 
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....... .,. (1'51).14-518 . 


.. r.II....". Til. Supm'", C"un ...d E6"r"',o". p. h. 
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pp. H ·76 . 


.. l\Khar1f 11.1"1", $,,,,pl. }"'Ii« {!IIrw",1f'k I\.M>Pf. t!l-1EI. c:t., I~ 


~90 

http:PI\I,.li
http:llibk�ft.di
http:eXI:Tcis.rd
http:pyob'~.ms


, HU/OrTC41 Coftlrxl 
U£.STLI: ...;-10 SIoHTH 

lO deme-maC}' and ....condary schoob. was pa.sscd in 19' 7. during World War L Th~ 
Lanham Act. providing aSliu,.nc~ (0 localilir-s. af(Ktm by fed~ra' ownrnhip of land 
(iucb as military ba..es) wupkd in-1941 asche- n~lion e-nlo:-red World War 11. and wu 
expanded bylqiSladon in )'~50duringlh~ Korean War. Other criseuh:u ha'-I:" spawned 
fl"deraJ eduntion legi.latiOIl have- 1100 ~en labele-d wan: the Cold War g.il"~ us Ihe- Na­
tional Defcole Education. Act in 1958. ;ond th~ War on Poverty gencr:tled th~ Elnnen­
III.,. and S('conda.,. Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. Public education. auuidl:"red a po­
t~n( tool or social refonn ~ sin« iu gl:"tleJi. in dle earl)' nine-tffnth ce-ntur~·. ~m$ 10 
bKom~ an objca of spo:<ial concern at ,h~ r~dcnlln'eJ ...hen the tltltion h,;u dlN:lared 
"'n "n someone or torIIeriling. 

The connection betwee:\ ,..al' .lnci n:lI(;on.1 education policy ~ms logical', Wars both 
thr~atrn and unite a nation. ere.ting ~ilson. for l.;irge-s<eale roobiliution Dr taJcnc and 
resources thaI tend to oUhIolei8'h traditional resisunce \0 n:ntnlited CDnlTol of "duc;a· 
tion.Oll closer cnminaUoll, how""", j. appr.ai-s Ihat Ihe cornlation brl~n actual 
,wanim", "aivir..iell a~ fedoerall!du.cation iII('1ivilies is of1m indirect. perhaps t'W:n ~pu­
now. Th~ Monill Act. fOreumple, had been. introduced inthe l850. but had ~op­
poRdbYltales'-rightsDem~ralland VCtor<i bf Prnidcnt Budunan. Wht'n the~d· 
;ng$Quthern Drrnocratlld'tCongn:s4,'lhar more interventionisl Republican c{)Ueagu~ 
weTI:' rrcc 10 pall Morrill's bill to ;ajd colJeSeJ of agricullU", and scie-[uific Soludics_ The 
collnection bnWft'll wu aDd fc!kral aid was incidmtal, n~t inlicrumental. It 

In the curof Ihe Smith- Hugbes Act, Ihecoming ofWorld Wat I hnlcncd but did not 
altCT an alrudy uisting lU(craful rdonn moyemcnt to acruo:-ve fcdl!ral funds for ¥oca· , 
tional edu(:'lfion. lndUilmal training was Plln Dr Woodrow Wilaon's p"'parednrss pro· 
gum. butlh~ 1917 bill wau faithful embodiment ohhe recommendatiom ofthe- N.l' 
lional Commission,on Vo.cuional Education. appointed in 191'. Its 1914 report em· 
phasiled proouctivity. proq»erilY. the problem of high Khool drop:»uu. and interna­
tional competition; Ib<e Ccmmiuion llCIled. ror ezampl~. that Banri. had fa,· more 
trade schools than Ihe United Statet.did. Smith·Hugh" wu not dirt"CtO!d <It mili!:.,.,. 
mmpower training; iI:t.deel uter iu P--SC'. thO! guW!mJ1lml appropri.ued .p.ara~ 
special emergmq fundi lOuaill skilled worJum ror tbe military, under the supcl""ision 
of the Commiuft on: EdUcation and Special Training, appoinll!d in 1916. ThO efTon 
uai'ned aboUl no,ooo CTal'umen. IUdl as welders, auto roedllnia, and m~cllinists, 
The program wuconducted. fOrlbe most part. ouuide the publi.; schook" Manpower 
mobiliution, then. hMdlytouched American JlCcondary school. during World War I. 
Other, moroe p<!l"<IJIift influences upon elementary and Rcondery public education. 
luch u scrap-metal driws. b.al1d.age·mwngSC!ilions. and d~iuation of propaganda 
from a myriad oCfe!kral war qmcics. _n:- both trivial and shon·lift'd_ Some critict 
hlft deCried tbe narrow natiollalism promulgated in thuchoolsdw-;ng both world wars 
and hawe ,advoc.acl!d a mort' inll!'mltional perspective_.. But to blune wartime- ,propa­

.. Cro'le K binolonl. c......r- -'Hitt"'" £4._",.... ,It« :ViM' ..... '" cn.r." (Kno.YilLr: \In''' 01 
,.,.,,~ !'ma. Int). en. 1, ' 

.. Low.. P_ Todd. W"Tf_Rc/4atJ,..afu.~'.-4...4JGo""m... _ " .. tJ.,~, P"bl... s.-lIoou_ Iftl."III{Now 
Yorio.' T~...JwBColIq-< Pr-, I~~I.!'P- 1116. 190_ 

'1 Todd.. W.rf:l'l'!U! R.,Wiopu. po. 1Sci: J~ Wod and c:..td,i<. L .. rton. M/i)T'4J Ilta W6n ~"f' W.a,; T~ ,1'0'1 
oJ'~. C."""'" ...... ~I>lic 1"I_...it". (I',i,....., ..... :IIJ,; n.p,. 19]'.1); Co,doooC. t...... "CoVIn"""'"' p"",­
'.''''00 ,h. Sci,,,,,,. durin! World W~. II:' Hula" <>/U",,-,io,. «""....'1'. 2 i19~I). 6S, N, 
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ganda for this is to mistake a ryrnptom far a cause. All nation•. in war and in pean-. have 

used schools 10 inrolcato:- nationalism. Whether schools could aid world peace by advo· 

eating peaa' and international government if a mOot point~ in this.. as in .. many mat· 

ten. schools afe motl!' reflective 01 :Jocic:,t1 than instrumental mcawinl ill problem. or 

solutions. 


The uro World wan S('em. then. to h...~ '-ered, not ca\lled. tcndmc:ies alread, pres, 

ent in public schools. both in Ihe a~ of narrow nationallim aDd in the- area of nan-ow 

II'OCllionalism, Altbougb wars per lie did not hive a very unique- effect on clc:mmtary 


. at\d St'<:ondary education, the international compefition dramatiz~d by war hu had a 
profound imp.lct on schoob, Wbile- th<ccoincidence orwat and Ced.t'I'all!ducation iniri a· 
liVe! i& Iargdy only that, tbe COnD('(;ljDn betWI!et\ pemivcd nl!.tional cri.tl:! and education 
it not spurious. Thilleadl us to our next proposition fot JaUtiny: tbe idea th at Spulnill 
led '0 pa:a.age of Ih~ NDEA. 

The Cold War and EducatioD for Naliorual ~ 
,Some analJUS have rej«ud th~ DOtion that the- American ~ IJ'ICI:m _ jarred out 
of .,.,all-minoikii progremlH! educaticm and bact 10 basic mle-Ilectual training by the 
flighl orSputnik in October 1957.'1 HoWCftT. WL appealing atid dramatic notion IIlr· 
vi""" in .he popular press and. 01'10:-su.p«u~ in tb<cpopular mind, AlthOUgh Spulnik cer­
ta,nly caught the nalion', attention and provided wondft{Q} amlnuo.ilion for critic, or 
1M schools, the'cawal cannection ill~ than a half·truth. The myth is W1'Or18 on botb 
sides: tb~ Sputnik IchiC"lt'!Tlmt was not the product of:ll supcriO'l sthool syllC~m; nor did 
;1 tm I t«hnological nnbanassmmt to move academic critiaofAmericaD proJPftllive 
educ:ui,minto Ihe spotlighc__ Still. it has taken ..nw ~ars 10 negain this penprni¥e.AI 
tbe- t\me. lbe causal rdalionship between sthooling and the- 'pllce race ~ crystal 
clear to~ryone (rom Dwighl Escnbown tojamaCon'anl. Hyman Kid,ower, and Ihe 
edi!on.'of Lif~ magarint'. President EiRnhowl!'t' declared in Man:h 1959 thated-veato" 
and pa~qmml ,.abandon Ihe path that, rathet blindly. lhe., have botm following» a 
nesult of John Dewey's teuhings. ~tf [)cwey', insillcnq: Oft pnctic:.al Inrninl and chil· 
dren's interetts. complainC'd Admiral Ricltover in his 19S9 book. £4w:IJtio" 4,,4 Frn.· 
dGm. had led to inrt"rior intl'lIK'1ualtrainmgiu Amerin, Spt.llniltbad Npro¥ed"lhat the 
So,,;et Union', educational system cOuld "inclua: aD clIildl'al t<ullftc:h their iDICUCCllIIl 
capacities lO the utmOSt..... 10 I senationalRriet.on Americanedueation beJlIn just af· 
teT Sputnik. Lif~ declared tbat "the nalion', ltupid chilctrm get far better cali! tban the 
bright. The geniuses of the nut decade arc ~n now being al\o~ to slip bull into roe-­
dio(Til.,. ... •• 

The Vniled St.ates ~atinched EJtplOter I within iour mom.hlo!SpuIRik, although the' 
American manne-d'SIItcllill' program had !;",gun years arter the Soviets'. Admiral Rkk· 

.. Funk Jtnninp. " •• Did,,'. S,an ..un Jp",nik.' Sou ..,., linin•. U. Sept. 1967.1'1'. 11 19. 'lIS 91_ 
CharI.. B........."d Mttl.lIorrowtn..n. WA.:u Dot".",.,a£....f ...~(CInl....... til $cOli. F ........... " 1969) 
P 1%'; l.fT...." }W",td --Sp"".il.n Ed......i .... : A H ..."." .,,,, R~.PF"i...t.·I_"" £Ju"""..... ~ o9i4 ,I. 
IU,I6-4. 	 ' 

" Dwigh. D. Eiv"hown. l.fl,." qqO,«I in '-'Ie. 1$ MArch. I~S9, 

.. H,..,:an !I'ckQ,.." tAf#CfUio.. o,.J F".dtwrl ( .....w York' o..IIon 19SI), .... , U8·I~q, 
.. C...,.. in £4 .. <~tr.~ I".... "!>fit: c..f~ '.-pM'. 19~9). p ,_ ' 
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Hu/oneal Crmteltl 
JCAE!TL.E AND SMITH 

OV(:T did not announce thllt tbis proved tnat the Am~"'("I"uchooI5yslt:m ulTlchm .,-very 

child's intellectual capuicy to i1S Inmost. Spulnil':$ impact lin~red on .. ho~~r. as a 
vi"id symbol of a [undametll.l American mioconcrplion. thlll Sovi~ military lechnol· 
ogy n=flected a su~rior genrral education system.. Only R'Cently, throughluch 'WOT"" a.s 
Hmrid, Smith's The .R~1Lf ad Susan]acoby's Jnsilll! SGH,,'et Stlu>ols.. has it bttome 
dear .Ih., Soviet paril,. in .patt and weaponry are the product or Jlrin~nt and dispro. 
portion alt" allocation of talent and moner ta mililary a£fain al the ex.p<'~ afothn pl1r· 
,uil.$. lInd.that Sputnik proved nothing at all abo III Soviet schools. which Wt"K Ind rt"· 
main tradition·bound, priruege·ridden, and authoritarian." 

James. Conant, the mlllil. prest:igioWi ClIImmentatar on public edl1cation policy in tbe 
lale 1950,. may ha~ beom arau:gic.ally discouraged by 1M Rusill!l 'PIC'(': victory. for he: 

. nlld been concerned about tbe ~ole of'education in international " .... 1'1 smce tht" 19~OI. 
Still. he litn", that Sputnik wa. inc:idental ta th~ reform of secondary edl1cation, ;and he 

. w;as taC1iully gTatified 'i>y iu timely appt>arance jUf;[ bero", the publication of hi, book. 
The AI m.mam HiCh. SeMol Tod.a,. wbich ad1lOcatediarger high IChools, early identifi· 
cation of gifud nuderus. and emphuis on malh, sclena, and famplanguagea." 

JlBt as Sputnik booJtt"d Conant's mono proposals. sO it glv(" mom.entum to thl!' 
NOtA or 1958, in truth not a product of Sputnik bul of tbe Cold War, which spawned 

) 
! hem bolh. Spumik. lilt! mag-aline" near hysteria, and a nod of boob with titles likt" 

J') Wh4t 1_KlUltIIS tJuujo/ma, DIlIem,', Kftti III, lent further credenex' to a negaln,.c- aMns' 
: me:nt or public schools th.. had beJun to gatheT forU' ill the earl, 19~Os. Traditional. 
. 	academical~yoriented critic:nuch;u Benjamin Fine:. Albert Lynd, AnhuT Brscor. and 

Paul Woodring hid. usa1Jheal tbr public sclwol's alleg-ed devotion 10 social de"e:lop' 
ml!'llt, the stranglehold or :Ir:COnd-ratt" educ.ation profearorson tellchl!'rtraining. lind the 
nation't desertion of inu:llectul e:lICC'lleace. It 

This view wal gaining pound in che Cold War years. and the NDEA mU11 be seen in 
.tM C01'l1t':ltt ora gent-n.i trend bad. toward emph.un on cognitiw: ,kills and on .cldem· 
ically lalentedc:nild~. 'It w... anothe'l'epitodl!' in I continuingdialogut"- often .crimo· 

. "iouS- 'betwn:n advoc.ate'J ofschooling ror • varieay of social acti";ti",, • nd ad1rOCato of 
) /', s.cbooling for imeUrtO.".J n:(~ilence. The: Iart~r t~nd 10 prt"vail during p"'riOds ofhcighl' 
~ j enl!'d inlemalionaJ c:omptetition. Tht" polarity snould not ~ o~r"mphasi.m. nowever: 

J 
~. ~ Ih" curriculum debate h&S been continuous andcomple:l. AI any give:n time. ad"oclltf!S 
~ of both nt~, and thote with inumnediate points of "jew, have taken part. FOT ell' 
;) a~ple. at the ~ry liim- whel progrno.i...., e-ducalon Wt"fl!' ~l1cct'Uf"Ur advocating ex· 

J 
) panded S(:hool [unctioN;and teachins the: "whole child. "Ellwood. Cubberley Slat<,d that 

.. Ihe great battln ofthe World in the futun: a~ 10 be commt"u:ia1 rather than mili lary or 
nilyal. .... Whetht"r __ iiu it or not. _ an beginning to see thlll we are pined again51: 

) IhI!' world inagiganlic battleorbrainund.sldIL"" Fi"e yean liter. in 1914. F. E. Chad· 
'J 

v Hodri<~ ~mi,h. Tltt .It ........ ,.. INew YOf~: lbllan"'.... 19761: S....flJ~<ob._I>"id' SO.." J,h..t.r (N....

) 

~OT~ SChoe...... 191~1. 
.•.. J ....... 11 eon...,: TAt ......n ...... H;"h ...,,""/ Tod~, (~... YDr.: !<I"c....·Hin. 1!I~9) 

) .. S""..,miti ti.... O"rCIul.ttr""ArrCl....t..d(N"" Yo',: Hoh.(941). AI...,., LrBd. Q"""...'"l'I'1I ..... AI,w.,
.? .SChDOb 1:-1... York: c;_, "D.... lap .. t950): "'"1\&>r 11"'0' &/utlU,onal ~·....I''''''''' fUrbu>: Uro•. "I 11 


Ii no" ",..,. 19S~): hul W_ring. LI" TIII.t s.m....M .... 0 •• Sr~r>Ols IN .... · 'lot. McG.....·H.ill. 1955). 

') " LII.ood P. C~b""',lt7. CM""", C"""/'1;""D.rr.4.c.:iu~ (8_on: Hou~hton Mifflin 19(9). pp. 4~ 
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" 

wid arg-u~ in Ihe EdvcaJiMt.al R me'" that female tteronda'1 IChoolteachets had pro· 
duced an emotional, iDogiul manhood in America. "Men thil!llr.intllmnloflleam.hipl, 
railways. battLe. hips. war. and finance," with which womencarmo«<:oncem Inl::lDX'lvrs. 
PruMia. hI: .added, "the mOlSl ad.vanced and eivilizedllatt"in the _rid:' h.ld .twa,.pro' 
vided. boY. with male u..Ichl':n." Allooulh the e:mpnues 011 mtl:Dectaal training foT in.: . 
temationa, cpmpetition .•nd loc:ial luiliinS for mYerR aduh roles had coemted. 
throughout Iht" twt':Jltietheentury and wl!'tt considered compatible br many edu.caiOn:. 
.thql none:thelt'Sll peraled the heated debate olthe l.!J!)Os oYler Ihe DatUl"e'o!p!lblic edu· 
cation. During that time th~ claiml for mtdlKt.ual emphalis ,.iDed ueen~ DYt"I' 

the claiml for lOCial funaionl of It"ft)ndary educ:alion in the e:yei. of fedeTallegislators 
aDd <:ritio of the public .sclxMlla. 	 . 

During thb swing IOward cDmpe&ition ilnd cDmpecHl«'. Co~ pa.ed * NDU, 
Although ill. provisiOIlS arl:' compleL and IUbtlCqumt approprLltioru vlried in empha. 
sa. NDEA', major impact on ~lem..nlary and Ramduy education WIU in w INbjec~ 
anal ofIIC'imce, m~nh~..io. and foreign languaga. In the- early 1950. .d__ates oIiD.! 
creued fedeTal educalion funeb Iud urged general. not c:atqorial, iUd. PerMPI thrir" 
idea that Congress. would return to Ioc.liti", federal dollam for teachef IIllariea and ..y 
bUilding can.r.tninion was naivt". givm tne c\u., catqorical iDteteal e~ in. the 
Smith.Hughes prtecrdrnt of 1911; at any rale. NDEA put the: sowernment squarely Olb 

the side of specific educ:ational pu~. Mo';'..,. was allocated en the basil ofgrant pro· 
po.sal.I in ~ed at~ria. In l"e'trospecl, the: amaunt or monC')' prowided by NDi:A 
doa nnt II!':C:m large; lotal allocatioN did 1\01 equal "ither lhexhool mitlr.aadIUDch pro· 
grams or the red«al aid to irnPlICled an:u program.·' 

Despite: the Smith·HUJhea precrdrnt, the impnUlofCold Wafl<donologicalll!ll'iely. 

and the relatively anall amounu ofmoney inwolved, many educ:atuBcqll''£B:1l oon.c:t!~ 

abeNl NOEA's pottntial impact on CIlrriculwn. Th~ legislation aB'ertd little Of no aid to 


. buic readjaa trainmg 01 to programs in eoeialaudin. 6tnatUJ'li', or the ana. "Let',face' 
it, * said a call.rt"1'1!'M>e paniciplnt in 1960. ".'be whole reaian faTdUs bill is a nK'l.ion to a 
raT1l1 of hyueria:'·· New York Tim.es Education Editor Fr'ed H~hiDger WlIJDecL "if_ 
new pcmr our money into nnce and technical education alone, we will_It 'blindly 
into ...U·dt:ltTUction."" In "A, S"colld r.-.. at tht" School Panic:,n Daniel P. MOJ'I'Iihan 
worried about the "pl't"CedC'tlt" tb.l NOEA might ealabli$h••nd _rneci t'bat "calculus 
and thennod)'IIamic$ for e\lt"ryDnt" is 110 mort': a ",iable: education policy for ewryo= in 
the twentiteth ~IUry tban Latin and £udid (ar eve:ryone wal in the Rve'l\teeDlh. And it.· 
cenainly does nOl constitute an adequalt" national education policy:'" OtheT anic1n.. 
warned ~ucaton not to let !'IIDEA "unbalance dlC cUfTiC1.lh.lm- aad COInplaiatd that . 
Ib.t" lIct emphasized fancy equipmt!nt without IlKesUry teacher ft':tnining. A He:rblock 
canoon portrayed a crumbling ~ucationaJ foundation tottninl lIndt"r the weight of 
new science f!Cjuipmf:TIr." . 

.. r. E r:::h>dwid. "'1M- Woman I'tril." E.hI",'_ It......... (7 (r.b. ItI4). 1I~-11'. 


.. -r..soul 1',,,,4> (or Ed....,.ion .nd !!.ol••o<! Ani..;..... I~6 ·ti1 .: in :n.r FMUraI lbr.... Ed_i"", 

rWuhinpri.·I).C.: C"..,..<1IIIioUI Q1OI.,..I, sr"".". I!HiS). p. -t. 
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H4'Qn·cal.ConrllJ!r 
IKAESTLJ: A.!<DSMITH 

Ho...-rver. NDLA. aho found advucala. and Congr!'l'l continued in appropriations: 
Even among its supponen in Congn:.. hO~f. there ...·uanxiety about NDEA'$ em. 
phasi10n tbe lechnical. Adam Clayton PO"R"Il. chairman of the House Commitlee 011. 

Labor lind Education. spoke in favor ()f the 1951 appropriatiON in these ambivalell! 
temu: '" know ",hat Iamahout '0 Arwill bI! hem·bre,akingfor thO$!! who believtinthe 
humanities and the liberal ani, bllt 1 belleve WI! cannot afford to ~neinue 10 spend 
money d~proponionate'y in tftoeoe field.s. The crisis is on<' of science."" NDEA contino 
ued 10 Ix- ClItegoriul and centered on lCimce and foreign languages: Jtudift of educa. 
cor,' attiludn show 'he resuldn, "imhalance" of.id 10 be til.. maS( common cumplaim 
.againtl the l~sllJtion. Ho_'ftt, Rparale pollt of admin'nraton in 1960. and school 
board mernbers in 1962. TeY1:alc:d tbat about t"o'lhirds of all thOR 1lUr'v~ lupP"ned 
NOE.A ;u it w:n." Local educanonofficiw1eftn 10 haw been Teady to nelyon new fed. 
nal dollars to imp"'''' Jden~. math. lind £cndp .language training, while using local. 
or nat .. resour~ (CIT tb., bumanilies. a'tI,,and social s.ci.,,,ca. It also .... ernm to mak 
..,n~ dut mOlIT sped_I t!Cfuipment and racilities were needed in the :r;dence than in the 
"$O~t.,," sub;"ctJ. FuTtbrnnore. studin do not show that either NDf:,A or Conant's 
A "lenCOn High Sell,,!!i Toti4, cauard dramac;c or rapid .bift$ in lllbjeci manrr .,nroll. 
ments in high schools.· ' Local schools. especially the lI:!'!'illt majority that arr 'outside of 


'~ tile mainnr..am of educational innoVlltioll. aTe 11l:'t')' , ...istarn 101 chanst; .IOnif" in P'o, 

j gram lind .. nrol!ments ~rt' very gTadual. 


Still. to the ell,enuhae'NOEA wuco!Uisum,t witn a gen.,raland long'lenn ['rend for 
governmrnuo suppon hani, empirical. tecbnical. and uli)iliu;an Sotudies and research. 
.11 alllevrh~(educilltion. it eaemplifiesa dangerin rederal emphasis. Af~eSD<i"IYis in 
trouble if il cannol a..Iford the luxllryof reflection;lClf·criticisrn. and diverR approacb"", 
10 ·und.,tlying philosophic.1 and historiCal pmbl~s. II u difficull to mainla;n Ihese .c.. 
tivi,ie as high priori.lies in ch", f_a: 'of intHnAtional crises. ra pid technological cba~. 
and dmlands fot utilitarian accountability. NDEA probably helped con,,"'Y 10 youth Ihe 
io.. priority of cultural and !p<!C'Ula~ive lIClMtieJI. Curriculum "imbalaocefl Mlunds 

. rather inane unlil 1ft' think of the-lChool day as a dramatization of tbe. kinds of ac.ti~jtie. 


~ that ~e valued in tbt' adult world,. Ammcan cultule and 'nt~malional e"~nu or til" 

\J 1950. gen...-rat..d educational reform thai rO<1lJe'don the mosll..chnical SUbjKts and ehe 

J mo.t talentetl'ludents. From NOEA.to .conant's American t.igh school, 10 the BrnDtT. 

\J 'ins]:>ired curri<ub.. Ih.. emphasis was on uaining.prople For the nation', technologica.l 

~ int .. rests and on g"uing the most from the bftt Sludeou. Thf: dramatic Jbifts in Amm. 

J can l<Kiel~·. primed by the civil righl,.mo~mt, POPUI.aril"d by John Kmnedy in the 


Wt.it .. HnUR. and culminating in the legislation of Ih~ L)'1ldon johnson yeaTS. shifted 

Ib .. education age-nda to questions of balic tlt;11s and b:nic accC'$$. This bring" us to In.. 


) 
w 	 Grear Society. ,b.. Civil Rigbt'" Act of.l964.·lhe·Wlron Poverty. the Elnrientary and 

SttondaT)' Education Act (£SEA) or 1965, and to our fourth propOsition for Krutiny: 
' ­
) 	 that federal aid progTllms aimt'd at Tailing ihe ~gniti"'" skilileveb. of particular groups 

.) 

o 
- Ad.m Cia,.. .. " P ....... l. Cmt;. RK.. 6Scpt. 1961. q""'.d in Sidn<,,),C. Sa'ri ... Ad_UI...r.t,rl"'. ,'oJ4""",,1 .... 

:;l D.!.".... U,,"'I"", Act CS."ac....; Syr.."... l:ni.......... 1~$). p. n. 
o •• S.(nn. "d_~""1JE.A. pp. 41. 4!. 

~ 

.. .. IhrryJ. Trie,,". "Jam.. &".,.. C<Jn;uy; <INi TM A .......... A H'fjA l<'-I.T044)' .. D.... Uni•. ofWiocon . 
::l sin 1917 (h, fj
1: 
;;: 
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:J 
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have lucc...,ded in creating compclilion for runds and the ilhlJion of relorm. but have 1:­
failed to achieve the p ...rpo5e of raising ,killl.,"e". ' 

Tide I and the Education or Poor Children 

The itnplemmtalion and accomplishments ofTit!e J or ESEA, whicb prOYidccl medl for 
the basic: ftiualion of poor children. have procfur::ed. a b~ literalure of naNatioD, 
much of ito;vntroY1:rsiaL" BttauilC! Title [ aUoeated uuprec:t'dcmc:d amoumr.orfeden.1 
t'ducatiGn dolLars. bec:a~ social scientisu beli~d Ihey hael the tools ttl metall'e cbc 
JUccesa of programs. and i>«lIwt we MY1: placed such eJUnordinary faith in die pDMir 
oreducation to rqllaliie oppOnunity,IIWIIi~·t!Yalu.atioDdl'onl b_becu.urried Gilt." 

We- do nOt propoM' to lu.mmariu: here the many enhlalloaubll.l mba aD mOe two 
gener .. lilatioru. First. quite apart from Ihe SUC:C'e:D of Title I pmfl'l_ ii, railing t .. 
.lCores. !.he prcm~ of the- e-v...ll.Iation cffon haft been eamUhCd. PaW::ym1lkn 11ft no 
longer very certain that upensive, luge-Kak en.llllltlon c£fcru Clnied. Ollt by pt"tIIti, 

pill educationAl rese.ucbers can prowde useful daca on the overall dJeeuorlatJeeclu. 
catiOnal intf:'t'\l~tion•. ·J Second, altbO..gt;. man, commematon havc'dedued that thf.' 
da.ya of ambigllcU$ and discouraging evaluations of Tide J are ower anel that there is a 
positive trend of faults in rtt"nt d .•u. the (rt:nd i. al bnc oDI, ~bt."tly promiiic.g.... 

.. 0.. u.. ......... and impl......m.""b or Twt I • ..., 50.".,... IL 8ail.,. ..... Nith It......... .!ilS£t: no. 
0lli.,. '"U-....n ./td__nT" z...,,,, (S,!",a.c"... : S."u_ Unl ... P..... 1961): ~ I'..idaolanr ..., ItoJ 
Mon-r. A .. Ae. II{CrtryTUl: TI" UJislo.iw"",""II .....d d'rM"......../U"""'..... Palic:rC:N..Todt; Non"". 
l"~): ''''''1I1lie R1r]<fT...,.. £4,,",jDll/o, CWll,..... J'A. 1't>t>r. "51..".,,,!IIo. OwoirUc.wll...".,..__ 
OJIIt. 1I............,.""S.n>,,"'..,E41f.o:rjD.·A<l ~I lllllJ(Cohlmb..., Oh.. ka,~U"j:,. Pna,1978). For a" 
....io.. oflh~ cont""""n'ro", Titl~' ....l~..io" rnuIu ja .1'0...,I, Ti\I~ I JUn. _llIilInrcy1llc:LaqtaJiD.6II· 
WIII.....M It.!_: ntD...."",_""",,- Sorc........,UvaU;1>ft "0:1 II/',NJ. rill., (Camll';". "_.: B&I.' 
1........!rJ'Sj. T_..._,....., .....1,....r'h~ ...~of""......ti..... i"f....al ........,ioGP"'I"__.... F. 
1IOn.,)t IUldIl.,yjcj S. Co,a...,. 'td.t .• A" A~"I Ed....iotwII ~.. l~; '''''fNl. ~.1IIIItI!I 
LoaoIA......... (WAhi"«''''''. (J.C.; U S. Drpo ...rEd""..i"".194IO):.ndSau ............................. . 
,.........&lrt_i.... ;,. Ed~(al.... · WA...~ Ho.., TI) W",", E._tilt (W.ulUnpm.Il.C.: Nad..... Ac.......,.,..,r. 
Sci_. 19110,. n-l.un 'WI) "'pon. _'"",d.d '" ,b~ U S. OffiCltO! 1!d1K1It..... tlHEW. ift .......... DO 
• I~,.,.i.., ",qui...."..., (S,udr of t •• lu..............;.,...ncl .... oceclu ..... s...:. L5!6. Ed""ui.... ~ 
of 1~'tI. f' ..1... !I!;. ~61) TI>e pu.po.. oflilr ..ud,...'''0 '"""",m.neI ...,. ..! irtnoumg dl&-triT~.nd 
"""r..l..... 0( ,,,,,,,.1 .........ion •••IIIa,;on •. Ahhoa", tho Tid" I ....LII.lion "'0" ..ua"" ................, ift II.. 
Off...., of Eduan..... if ..... 1>,.. b. t~, 1"1?;"" - <t'_q...."'I' ~h ...,pm.. n:r...... , ...;1Idr '" TI!:~ I­

.. M<I ... up:hli".Ed-..c ........_({ R,/...... I'.118. fo""d.h... b7Ih...im~Titl"t__,.....oId._.!>O 
mil1ioaluod btoet~". ID .....u~'.i,. In r.."..I,..,., 1980 .he Ofli~ol Ed..u.iol'l.pm.SI~.4 ...ill.io.,_Tat... 1 
.....Iu.'.... dftm.J fRa i...n and R....i. "".r'"'' E...I...,i"". 1". 198). This did _ jndw.....IDacIa """" b, 10· 
~.. I or I'at" cdiw;wor. .ren.c~ (In Titlt , fYaluatlOftJ:. 

.. fI(,l..;aughlin. EdU"'("'A ",,4 11,/...... Wilham W. CooI.,-. 7Eltea.............c..n,.,....'....,U..............": 
E.d.ttJI.,,,rudLllfld...I,,1' Jln·. 1981. 1'1'. 29S 'Ol; ihis....,,11 Raui. ""~r...E~"', ".151.". Oul 
C; Abt . .d.. T~. £ ...I....iD~ oj s..,iol "".r..... ~.lrH:DI. 5Jolr PubWlt .... 19l51. esp. Ib"paper"". 
NicJ.... Timp..... "[vatu".. Titl.1 "8..i ..... PP. n~·4t4...... lht_rMft.. oni:llrJo.... W. f....... " ... 
d ...... Pont•. ,..,c1 M.r>lu1l3. Smi'h. pp 1i~·4!Wi. Sue E. Be".,... .. .,; and n_l.. &I.......... J._ -Aft 1m.' 
p",....r.St","I'T lor E ..I ..... i~g f .......1 P'0!t"nu i"EAuc..il)n ... ,,.,U~Ecat.I......1A.1'Iolllai: Ail· 
''<11 S.ttm,r. 1I.<p'. No. 11. !!>(J! .Re. .d. J"b n fi"..... (San ... Monica. CaliL lI..mclCoIf""l"lbc>a. 1980).... II· 
40. I..ftJ. c.-Iu,h. S .... Ann 1I.0b..,,,,,, Amb",n. 5o.nlon! M. DaIT'btoat-h: lIobo1\ D He.....,C. Hamill, 

D C. 'hiUi,... D«:-.... r. W~lk.,. .•nd Sttphc" S. Wetnel. T_ord 11.1}'_ oj",..",..ml.I.......: A ..... 

.'W,lll.tI.s ond Il\IIil",io.... ( ,f.,.G..,.....JUJ Ibn ffllKi>tO; J0IW)'·II_. 1m.. 1980). • . 


.. JOt' I ...riny of ~...mp""" of rti'enc op'tlTtilolic: nt"W1 Qn Ibt" rnecti~n...oITitlc-l. 1ft: U.5. HOmRa' Reo· 

p.....nla,i ..... A R.pon.~ ,At Ed"."",,,,, A ....... d ...."" <l{1971. H.R. IS. ~i".. Oft t:.d¥c.ItioD aDd La· 
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On th(' othe. hand. some q... lific:.uions aT(' warranted. Although the ('arly vision of 
....·.lllations.a5 tools for providing bard.outcome data fOf clUt·b('nt'fi1 lisoa.smenu h.u 
dimm.,;:t. an app.eciation of chf' value of describing and undemanding the implrmen· 
union of prograrru bas grown in its place. E.s;peciillly in the envirnnmn'lt or uncertain. 
outComes. dear data on ,,·ho.Tf'ce;Ves ~r"icM is the moSt 'mpo"an! issue in Congres· 
sional debau!s. Mormva. Ihr growing lilf'rllUre on implemenl.ulon and. its aceept.~ce 
by IICiet'l\Wllad policymak('n haS crr'au~d a dimalt' of ellpeclalion ...,ry dirr"n:n:t from 
[hol( prt'y.ailing in Ihe l"lf! .il.lies." First. rIeW of us now e>'I'«I·lo IieC posiliVf: outeomn 
from new ed.ucalion progTm:t.I> in ~ts than Ii..... ~.... This o(len mean. thai 10 l.wmak· 
en Ihe CC'ducilt;oRal outcomesof a program .art' lr:u import.. n! to it~cot\tinu ..tion than il$ 
more immed.i.aCe (oD:lO!'ql.W!Onca. such as jobopporlunilies Or symbolic. efft'Cu. Second. 
(he re....t.i~ pftCioion in our abilil)' to measure the distribulion of~utcCl.t.nd 10 moni· 
10' the sup"rfi~i ..1 pmcaoes of implemc:-nt.tion h ... focWot'd attc:-ntion on thew moT'(' 
manJlfeilbk ouu::omes. f"f'deTal t'ducalion I.t.WI and regulation. bct~ 19'70.and 1980 
wert' c.oDtinllOusly modified and expmdt'd in altern pu (Q 'en pm"" their dftcif'tlcy in (be 
deilYnyo£resources." Rudy did the Tational~ for the modiiinlioN have any dirttt T'('. 

lotion to improving the educ:llional DUlcomt1lofthe program. Th('evaJu.I.\;Gn oUc:-dual 
.,;:tuealion pl"Ogram~o"et tM put nheen rears. rather tban bt-ingl.Lk'h.:u. hu allf'red the 
{oew and the t:lIpec:tatiom of pC liey analysu and po I icym "I",,.,. .•• 

~ 

:ll 
v 

bo•. ,~.i. Cic>n« .. !nd ...... lh... NO.,~ IlHIWul\i"i!.on. DC.' 11.\hy 157&). npc·pp. b. 7: IrisC. Ro<' 
bl:rw. -FftlinaJ.Ni<'!· [ay., in ~.rjt • ...:1 S«ond.ory [d..ulion - in '/"'" F<drnll lIoJ • ... £.:.1__: 
N,,,,rn.fn,;"""lo"".E4lrttur,. <d. Robrn A. r.lill""{Wasll;"~o~. D.C' I",,;tu.t !ortdu...i"".l Lnd... · 
01>'1'.1931). p. 2.; Thr:£.:.I~.<It"aft ~ 26J... 1"1. p.). q_.... r<JIO" hom ,hd:.S. D<-pl:ft....".~ Edy· 
ca~;on that r.tlt' , "rftL,du fmID uti...U, ad locl.lly ~lICted C'\'.III.UDM'~ th.. , .. I ~ ·yt'1T &tetlinr if! 
•ducMionaJ .dri~. itt bogilmin( 10 ' .......... pol"""'''' "m...., •••Qi.ifllull, ....·&e!\;..;I>S ,",up'. ­
1t_.1Ka.q...bli<1tI So,:rruryo! EdIoc..i ..... T. H.lhfl. i...ir....s befo,•• ""'" AI'J""PT'iWotuSw-nll1i•. 
t.."hatlle ~..ill bool_,".. c""'P"M"toryeduca.ion .. nlin Tillt 1"<11,,,,; .... 'wmclt ilwihy t ..."Udao bar<! 
10 lo:ftp il 'und<d '''M I.... it is ",' - • ..."., ...... ill .h~E.4w...,i"" 70..... I~ N.... 1.1. p. I). 'I>" ..,.;_or 
mAli! ot ILlM: .~inwhich led to duo opltmUItt; fifPOI"lS wmi.am W. Coolry cOll('lddrd "On bi.l.M:t~ TIIk i is: 

) _ p....tuciAc .... u...:l of ••_.." imp"<t ,,,... P"']>It hd IIoped i, ......ld ~...' ( .. EIl•••i ....... 01 Cam· 
Il P""U"'TY ld"",._: ". 3001 

'II In the pmltt to • a,mpiL.l11.ot1 of-anirdes 0f1 tmplftnU'UOOCl 1III'\Ift. ","'.1," Willi.uR1 write.: -for
\J 
j toughly a M<:.a.de now, tM rallteS,l! t'Cf.anding (atr"~ iriidUSlf1' uudt1ng rmpIC'lTlC'TL'.lQ(Ml hu b«n procha<inr 
\J . l'Iuft1..l!'n:JlW.1n.csd,stil'lnS of crronlto pet, nr'W policlt:t In plact" \p. nil. 5ft. """(CC"'I' WAUi"flU. Itkh.a.rd r. EI· 

m ...... John S...."" H.II. Richard J.....g. Ni,I>••1Kin'- Su ... " A. )helll.n ..... !w,,~ Jan. ".,.,,,. I!.i<:hanl P. o 
:l ""ban. and I\obm !i.. Yi". SI04,...' ..pl ...........,"'" t.Cba.h.m. ~.f.: Ch.lh.n, H_. 1911!). 10 ,lIu ..,,1· 
:l uJftC~ llel' "p«'rian},)t.cb:u·' Kim Ind R.ich,no 1"1'11 • t."M-l>tilit)Jol al..&nJi,tlldif\l) Apptroattl inA..a.ing 1m· 

pl"""'"..ri .... ' A lloin...~·V.01 Vi... of Title I. [SEA." pp. 11~·It!. A palrleul"l! -rul biblior"phy OD 

im plC'11'lot1Uac::ion is<'tK\t.aiN:d 1D JefT",,! PfC'lml.n iU'ld A .. ron Wi'dLY.s'k" 1"'~l'l11ertt""J'" .1nd td. f fkr\t:I~: 
l!t\iv. D€Ca!;iorni' PTnI. I"~I. pp. I~·tt'. . . 

) .. Tit~ I,v.u~drd.i.n ..wnt ofchtr('1\~.nor1.ht"c:J.«~of lb~k"Ynlti~ - it miUf"d bftng: lbOdifH"d only 
U on I"" '!I'B.•nd 1975.l>e<'A' C.""I"I4I"," c/FltJ..-l &I~cot"'n Loll" Vpl..""ll-EJ._aryuwl .k•. 

c..uryU.......... _R.. I4I .... "'.J""..... (W;uhi"PQII. D.C.: GPO. 1981 •. 1'1'. 1 ·U. Along";'th lb....... of 
L., •""qp.I.tio"in ••rESEA of 1!MS. T~I~ 1 was ........'ori..d and .......i..-l, ......it«!l" 1974 m<l19)1. In 1"8 

jt mon: tban dcubkodi" IftJlI'h. 1'", uampl..oS,",w&l"in whi.chO>t1,.,...inltrl't'd ";',IlIM EStA 1""1'"...... 
c -U.S. HowcOSlhp...." ....i .... A 11...,..,... c" .1o~EAu.t:DJ"'.. " ...mtJ..........,f/97tf. H 11.0. ".It: 1 "'1"10· 
.) lions w~ alto ,.,odifird. rqul.rty with u:n:nsi'Wt tWa'ha.d1 .Jt~i tn'!:: major ~Jlno:n r.tn.ttl...:niutiOD.. 
I) 

.... John Pine"" --The: Sr'1~ err Ullt ell.t>".1 ["..It.lot!tion; R.t'fl«lion and. Snmllll "" .. i.n Jobo Pincus. cd .. Ed· 
.. _ .._I.£'1&1...."...._'~.. ~c PoJiC) Stlttilg. P 10 R.....n .nd 1\.aoU. "'O-VC'" Ewl....i,",. pp.fiS·67.:; Robnt F. IoNd'l. [)aM S. Cords", .nd, Georrifllt M. ~, "How wt'&I .ft" ~vil1ultIOf'bClf1'ted Outr in Ikn· 
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The positiw: trene! of achi~vemn'lt outcome is anothn maller. To bc$urc. a,ubslan· 
lial body 01 dala ,ndicalt's lha' some Tille J prow.ms ha.~ ~hDTHf!nn positi''\" eff«u.·· 
Alter one )'ear in the program. Tide I uudent$sco.,.r higher lhan wlJuld h.t.ve btoen 0.' 

peclt'd if 'he~' wen not in Title i. B1.1.1 t'VCn this finding docs nOI h(lld nrOlll .. II c~m· 
tny school grad.,. and .ubjKI&. Ih.'ffnt T'('poru (Tom the Sustaining ERt'Cts Study indi· 
CiI(~ that Title I siudents malt... A "modest" improvemenl in arithMftH: throughoutlhe 
first sb. ~adel while impro1fing in U!~adingonly during grades 1-3.n Anothcrelrmenl in 
this positiv ... trend C1>mt'l from Na.ion.1 A~eni data on I ht: .t.chie.,enwru KOfft of 
9·. U·. and 17 .,...•• 'olda: .. L..ooking acroa cht' PUt I('n,nn. theR data iadit-:ltc umall 
improV't'mf'tll in tnc reading KOI'ft of nudents in schools t'ligible for Tillt' I .u:r.ulIn«, 

wh~n cmnp.ro,d with siudents in i .. eligiblt' IChoola. HO-r. !he Naricmal AJ5C'IIImenl 
did not dtlcmtinc:- whether an eligiblt' ",hoot actually panicipatft! in Iht' federal pro· 
gram or "ol:ated fOT analysi. the IlUMnI& who Tea:i"ed Tide I senaca. Thw the ap­
parent imptOW'mC!'llt in achi«-vemenl ecoid. be due to other faclU1 such u (hl~ in 
schooling Iha, have lakeR place over Ihe past decade.... 
Th~ g.t.in•. if <('a\. a71' modest in compari.s«l with tM oriJinal promix of Ttde (to 

o~trcome di"P~Tili~ it,ach;('1femt'Dt bn~n Ihe 'c-hildten of the poor and ofth.., ric.h..'· 

"m .nd Cotel,ar. "" . .t ",..rwalnf&1.....,;0",,1 ."...",... .Eocst_ ...... <h. "•. 1' .... ""'"' .........1diorllOllicma.ol 

,~ ~·'i.h......""...om ~"'.' rr....td ......,.•••i .. '" I ....'" _ ... , .......... -~. e....t.tcl't TJI.r ''''f!4'' 

....... ..:"' .. Go ..... W"",, 114""..., Aft,.. 0 /iiI! a ........... .«... (c..","ioIlI". 101.... : W'T PJn&. 1I111t. .nd 

IHnit-1 P. )to)'l'liluCi. 11("",....... F,..... W • •'Irs"""""Jt~ (Now y...k: r..... Pfta. l!UD) 


...'II..' ......II".......ro. Ed"u,..... Ikpoou 01 .... loll [ eomp......"'..., Uuta,iGnS,u4,. n. EIl«" 0/1...· 
"UJ.,ft s,•.t ... , tkwl<!p....'" f""..bi"!!'on. D.C.: U.S. Dope. of Hul.h. U .... , ..... • ...:1 W.If.... s.rp.. 
197? /. n...tn..C. Th.om'....nd Sol H. p.l..in. i'ru,n'tU '"QE.A Tlik I 1I"'"""'c.t , ... ,""......qMmIo Pu~. 
Colif.: SL>1\ford It_.rrh I"....."c. 197&). ~M.,....kl:.1f SlIlJ4~,,!C_pt.'IUIlIot) Ihottn.r~..... 
T..~";e4l s .... _ry. U.S. Olf... ",f [duc........ orr_ of ","""illl!. Bvdgtl and. E••I,.., ..... tW....hinpm 
D.C.: l.S. D<-pt. of H..alth. Ed"ca.""' • ...:1 W"fm:. Soop•• 191fit.ltGbrnJ. R..i. Don.1d H Mcu.pt.i... 
Emil, A. c.....pbotll. aNi II~ £. t~...... S.....\/"" .. U!III";'. Tillli 1!",,1uIw_. 11IIS6· "7~ 1""11> Alib.. 
C.lif. Amtrir... '_i".tt: 1.'I!....,...,b. 11177).,.154. II-.. N.S.ondllll..nIIJdithI. An~.A.. E.af·
_i.,. ~f £SEA T,,'" 1-,."",..'" 0,.....'_ atld E.oot..twl.-.l EO'"': A JI~""",. Co......... otr..,. ... Pl...• 
rung. _,....a...s £nlo..i .... CW.,t,i"J'lVI'. D.C.: U.S. Do.,.. oIEdau.i"".ltI!).II-..lE.._UntB4"..,i 
1''' J~9. 1<<11. II. OfIi~..r$...J ..... iQn and Progr_ M....ojJ'!tIJftl. (\\1uhi..,...... D C.' U.s tIorpo. ol£clw~· 
,jon. 1nc). pp. I· 29 

t, "'tng."...; W.,,!. Mo,n.. II 1I••n. 1-'Co"ldin m<llhlp. Hoopfn .... J""'...,E.d___.r Dow.Uif'· 
"'''''' d~.m,; ,~. jeR • .,r r .... uwI ,,.. ElfN" .rCo..,.......,...., &1..."'_. T«h...:.llt.,.. 1\,0 iD. s.....yof 
<n. 5o...'.in."' EIl••II 01 c.om,,",,"'o~· [!Surni_ on B..... Skill.(S.,ua M......... C.lif . S!'I.... 0......,...,.,... 
c"rp.. J~801. AI.., ..... S[on.hill anti A"cIn""•. £..11_..... 01 E.SEA TrJJ" I. ".1\'.,. f.........mm.ryof lb. 
W.~~ !lun. c"nlo.h" • ...:1 Hoq>f..... ...."..,. S.DrwIlill.n.d A ..d.".,n.lxo ..,pm".... r,am••• Tid.. , t.r.hu· 
lion and RrponiDK ~yMnrL (TI£.R.S). I .yxcm dnipeod co 'Ii"F'tt InU" d ••• aboy, 1M d~rtU af Tidr .: 
Tlwr filUi ,,,itt' A'nJ.I) positiw "fTcell oE Tldr J On ri!!adi,. ill "he ~..tly g-r.ade:. L.JltrriJt'Cts~ g'fadft,~ aftd 6. 
.a,nenorg.aci:YCf'fi«u ingr.da lO and .,. Thty rummaril'etMiT .wwolt'~shoR·u,1I'I dff'tuafTnlc I: "Onc· 
..It ,it ...-14 fO'l,""'{ tb.r ton'lpHIlatory ~ct't. p.... iM.1lul~ Tillt" ...nita.. olcm hl<rr po"u,.e tmpKU 01\ 
.Chl~Yt:"""nt Oinrr!"l'u pot,u',"nl of .ch~..ftfCl1t wnt f.oru.nd lot ditf~,t"Cu pup. ftoWf'¥f"" IP 1\' .!l. 

., Narion...1Aanannu of Educatictl.l'~. ··H.... Title 11mJ)"O"" FAucnillm for Di.uMruqt"d.$ru~
"tn,,' l..,dm",I,_7h_ " ••"",11 -.......... ofR...di'lt.- NIl. S4·DS.·~ 10m..,· U"u""",Comrn.il· 

,ion 01 .b, Slit"'. Apntl~a,.. (ERIC [D 201 99~). 

.. OM .....""" (0••h. ",mp"'_'" r.,. 1M U· .nd 17 .,....,..C>lds in ,,,. NAEP d ... iull. dr:din. i ......... 

of.....Ion;' ill "",,·,bribl. ocl>oob. I" fa ..... 'h• ...,.... of .,.!"'.,-oI<h in Tid. I .......... ""'..... u ....llt·<I"'p"""" 

bot1 ...... " 1970·~I.nd 1919·&0- ,h"1-,.inftI.-_,. "'la'i~.o ....a.,""'''"",n·Tit'''hli.8ibl.tc''''''''. 
Srt:-t "' ••Jo,ul "~f'1'\oen, of EGaKauo" .. 1ProrCSl.. pp. C. 5,.~Jtjonil .. IIII'ClJnd"'.lOnwhit'b m.,.Jutlp 
~"pl..in th«''1\Ul«' l.u,'( iM;.r:uc::5 rO:r'· and J'·"''lfar,u~.D lMtmltM_nrt Uafrri .5utft 4l1nnrrh( Jhifftllft . 

.. S,oMh,1I .nd .........""". E ... """......f £.S£A Tdld. ..,""" pr.limi"•." d.l:. "" ,hr:lonpud'n.1 dJ",.. 
of Ti.tl,. I f,om rnt rtdtT.allr lund.otd S",..ini.. , Ef'f«u Stud.y. n't.~ .... ttamUrdi,fI(t ami~'t')'I'h~m ..om 10 
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HiJroriClll COfl'~"t 
J'.AESn.£ ANt) SMITH 

Againn th~ litany of earlin negatiw: ~aluation.l. th~ lefiult. arc promising. bul against 
national d.lIa .howing that acha.,'-cmenl KO"", of middle school :and higb Kh~l stu· 
dents h."" declined Il~.dily for ~C'afl5 and that the orelall dropout fate hauhown n.o im· 
pro~mt am.:" the mid·1960s. the results seem insignificant." 

Fed.nal eduutional effons. liJu.eutc and local dfons. ach'eft mixed rn.ulu. But in 
. lermll 01' .be drv<elopom.=t of the fedrral rol~ in education. the 1o'ery cbaracteri"ic of the 
program considered by many as. crucial to continued rderal support may havt' con· 
Slrainrd the program. ""ulling in w'Uk cR«tut best. FOf ),ean.many advoules ofTit)" 
I colll:unently held tbe wie,", that r...ttttalin..,lW'!ntm ~bou!d t... limited. Th~ dual P"'" 
Iptttin "'I..implemented through premiens that rftuicted utA! of Title I aid to ..ctivi· 
ties DOl C01o'en!<i by Slate and local funds. The "suppl<emcnt IlOI 'JU:ppll,nt" ruk. as k was 
callrd. appeAred to ma~ .a great deal oflim., whm applied 10 restricting the AlloCation 
oC ret001l.l'C8 to pooror 10w'lCori~ scbool childrm." I. also kepi t.bt: federal ,o1l'tnlltlcnt 

~ '!"ide .,;......... wi'h'·,...ula..."d<nuMbo4id _~....i I"IS di4l"'" p.",(ip.... ;~ Till. r·(p. IV· II). 
TMy road tha, ...... """"' ... sbon·,,,,,,, ~hi... ft'f«t at ntl~ t .... ~uli"f .,hi.........,. ilr-nolly ._ainn!. 
butdun"tbf"t.bort:·trnn tfltcr on arilbmrtl( ac:hinrmmr it_ aft" IMsUou:ll'1\l JI!!.~Ti"t I. Tbc:mapiu". 
d \he oft_ on .....eli"! ill ...im..,ed far du..... ..-","( ...1Iodcn... fo, Titl~ ....d ....... wt.o ,.ulu..o.her ,I>< 

, lint ,...mr: "..rr""," (Pm) il r"".....;".. o,,' of s ",.&I"IfIP" of 18 "",..to. n.. ",a,,";" ,I!~<lill.,......,., ~ 
f) .b~"'..... oron:_ .......Iat .......... (.....pI, 1111 in 'I1nr ",nric:Hmd tM me"" ""',., or Ti"~ l.wI<.....' IN: 

bqiN>illt:ohlJc Tid<: .··ecpori....,.. " :Fat .."elM.. Mbo Ray"'''''' ynn.and ...... ,....".,•.•11. pin.. III..... 
poimaola I>oOalpp"(15 .... iAu; fo"1>< ....~Mbo ••1t11•••;,..an. ""'''''"''.....e poinu. lU:Il!.",",ppis 5CI 
poi""" In mot'" ...., _.,..••'\Idem. rain II.. poi''''or a "1' cC 1~ l"'in.undtlJca proc....o '0 1_ ,1M! pi" 
ullCi .dcli.~1 poinu OlIn tht"ftnt rwo ,.ean.; cblr .wo~yr.J' Attdenott 1CIUlall, ~ pain ... wb'lc- tiD tfw- PratT'""'­
and.""" 1_olhr..... '""'I......"N:pp.nCft'Uftf".... 11.0 It I"'m.......r\hc Ib""", ,...n.); tM~,..a, 
.......... Ray ...... .,.. .... ,..... wilt. I '.1' or ",,,.biy ~ ""...... CI<.,I" tho< long'.,,,",, off......!" ""all al 
_. (Tlw "mnn _ ........i.....ed rne I <hltt on POI< (V. It of."" S'~""hill aod "~dnwn pt."",,) 

"s...lIri.Q~. Wa ...... TA..T.utS< .. ,.~ ,fR__,f_......tAi~J. Teebnit:al._.&N1_ Il·t (W..biDjporl. D.C.; OtTo"" of til• .s.n......,of Dd..... A..,.... '.1). W.,...·fq>Oll' ito 1U1D· 
m&tiud"" Bria .. W .. , ... '''J''';... Lou",,,,,,,,. ·'Mili...., • .dCi.;Ii.... T....s...." Dotl;"" (/950-1t81).· Hv· 
",.n X""""': __areb OqruWrti..... " .. prr .......,n! at .n.,65th "nn".oJ ~ol IN: ....... ..,,"'£<5.."". 
.......llIaoarrh "-i.,...... Mw Ym~. Msrcb 1"1. A....... N.n(~ 11 Doa"""... om<! v ...... W.I'l~. .w.. 

.Til, C..".,...". oJu.....""'.•H.l E.cUt_. N.,......I Cmu:r 10, t4pe>ti4>n s,.,iJt;o, U.S. D<po.nllW'll' of 

,) 
) 

E4Yc.,iaI!!WUhi"l""'. D.C.: GPO. 1911t) P.I'" IM,18~""ft,a1n ",I...IM IdIl....,.,rn. d... from <I", N.· 
.i...II-......" P"l" .&••.obl~ 1.6 hat d&....hl.<h' ..... u"".i4>n~1 d"..li"d.. ,n., prr,"",uR'" 04hilh ",~ool 
8"ildua.lG frmln ISltl so J980. !IrrI.ationally lbOU!h. this drcl1lu: .P'PC'-'" '0 .,.. affW'C by an u'tC'11!:ut In pt'Oph." 
."0 n.k .. wnnaJ Edueation.J [ft¥t';opmotl'll lar to nrc:ei:,.. ttiah K'hool rquinlt!'nc"'f c~r:ftti..I.s. CiVtrlf 
YDlf'A: a &tUrf'C"'n. A R,.,.,t'I with RKOmmrJ'l4.arlan. af the C&merif' c..c.ncil ot\ Polq St\l.od.ift'ftt HiSht'1 

J td'llCIUGn (SiI1I func:Ur:-a: JasItl'. 8<1.$ol Jh~ .. t!7!H IDo ctmulM d.lu. Ibov'tnS that (M~ hu 'bnn no 
) p%OptW" il'l "'""'1:'''*1 t'Mct,opout '.te m lhe If.ll fihrrn yean, lhf"C.arnqr1('\..ounctl R~n JOtt"ODto pol""
) out 4hf!: ..rpeCl.aU, bip. d.n:rpour '.itn of lhr: poor. m2nonltn. utd i.nAcr-<ilY ,uulh {pp. 49- S2j. 

.. Tht ~'~rncrat not Mlpplant" tuk oprr..,n"l in tvrljul'tction ,.,rh othft rlKaJ (Q'.,..tcla su.cb u ,he "com­

pU'l.bilicy·· ..nd. "ISCCS(:Ol;t" rule to 'ftSUtt" ,hat TieLt:! I rult~.n: I)'rlly uM"d for (be pCO'riuO'Ilolln'Yicorf} "Ti· 

llif' I ju,dC'l'lu, -Yor • diM:~ orrUIIC&l conf1'obon ff'Ck!r.l dolhn. '1ft' S''1''i':wen M~ 5&"0. '"'Frdc'U' t::.dr.Ju,tion 

Caallartd Polq ltalfUmmu; ARADCWmlt'tit GllDr ·S.ri1\r' At~athrd toCa.lC'JOrical CflftU J~ [.ducatian,·· in. 

TimpaDC' ..... FIt'IUrsJ 11f,/~", J>,.",.."t:rrt« ScAl:oubnf. For l~ In.al1S''' at d,,: t:fIKu"f dw ""IVuh 10 u, 

<....n..l:Iiu" ..... F",,,,,, X. Archambault. J••nc! R.o...... C. S,. PIon •. "n.r EII«I of Fed"....! l"ol><y""s... 

vift.t Ildi...,.,od n."'''lb tslA Tid" 1." £11."",,,,,, L ...r""""......oj I'obey A...u,..u.1. So 3 (1!J801. ~~,*, 


."rcbombav.b. uw! So. Pi ...... ~lI.ldk·" ... diJIt,'(U Cal' booh ramply will> frc!c>nol I..... 1M rqut.tibno.NI 

) ..m~..,IIYi","" thudo nClt ......... ril,·c.p"nQ al>dimp"'..·'"c....,.,lv .... rrlcul..,.. .. (p. '5). TbofiK.ol 


t'VIUrolJ 'PPL'Cut. 'UIIIfd jn Tide t 11 f!IOt the only "J.~' ormalin, Nfl!" thl' fakt.t doll." hcnrut lnlt'Odftf fl"r'ipt.
'. ....... For .... -....;on of.I........i'ft."" a .. ndoJ. Tum.....U. M.r>h.11 S. Sm.i.h, aod Al... l. Gin"b,,,,. "I~ 
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Hanta~d EJau:aJ.ion.tU Re'l,iew 

.away from the ~lITlChool program. lmpl"rncllting Tit~ I. h_Vl:C. re-quin!d an OT· 
ganUlI.tlonallttu(lure far thl!' deJive-ry of M"rvices IMI .was indl!'pe!ldenr of t be regular 
.\('hool program. 'Separate .admini&tTltiYt' struetutes were dr"'t'loped in sChool ',sterrI' 
and in Khool$, Title I penonnel we.e hirrd and paid rOT only whh Tille Ilundsand W\'re 
requirrd by law 10 work onl), wilh Tide 1scudentsew'.n in the halh a~di1'llhe achoolyud . 
In c ....... rocl:Q.$ the sqrreg.tion of Tille I from the regular school was almost ... cnmplete. 
8y1976. lOme 70 percent of rltle Illudenu rec"iving rem..-dial .eadinr ~rl!' "pulled 
OUl" of .hn. dusa and physlcally moVl!d to other anas in order 10 rec:~~ theiT ,upple· 
mentAl instruction." 

Onec:cm""quence of Ihi~ "'paracestTuCiurt' _alhat it may hll~ given reru1ar slaff the 
SC1Ul( that the fedeTalgow:mrnent did nnclTw.t 'hem to do the job. Another consequence 
waJ &haL it relie"rd lht n:gular SLaff oftn... responsibility tCH'NII.'" thAllbcir Ioweu.'KOr· 
ing studcnu would IUCCftd. for the Title ( staR bot'\' Iba. :respomi¥iily. SliII another 
consequence WI.S the fr"gm~ntation of Ihe ICbooI C:.Iperifnc:e for Tide tSludenu. who 
were oflen t'2pccted 10 deal simultal1~wly with n:adi~ or mathemalics inUNction 
rrom two di.fferenllulboolu taught in two differmt styles. A final (~q~nc.....as th It 

Ihe creation Dr th~ "'puate Title I adminiSlrativt: SlTuctUf'l' plllCC!d no preuure 01'1 th~ 
regular SINClure to improve. and ensured IballittkoU_ing importance would rnnain 
ir fed ...... doDan weT<' withdrawn." [n the light of gTowing evidcnc~ aboutlbc imporc. 
,,,nee of lh~ climale And cohH"ncr of school administrauye scrUCLureto lJld the collAbo· 
ration and involV'l!m(,%u of the MA'f in tht': dC'\lelopneril of ell«t;~Kboorprognms. Ibe 
Title t approAcb scmu 10 h ..", been dOOmed to JWodu~ mediocre rnuln.·' B~ main· 
laining an inciepcndenc .. from Ibe core progTams oftb~ school. thc.Titlt' [drort m~ufrd 
,hal in inn"enc~ and e{feclI'wen ma.ginal. Aflt'r almost two d .. t~n of imervt'ntion• 
du~ TitLe I progTam stands ptiman1y "" a symbol of national (onceI'D forthe poor ralher· 
,han as a viable retponlC to their needs. 

.. c;."", V. CI_ IN!. lola.., '-$...;,1\... '....,1_.. i .. Cort:tJtor-to.., Edae.ti..... " t; G,.. of Oola,atlD. Laba· 
nlo", of Educlucm•• karat'C'~ 191'1, : 

ro& ""~e know mno Nudia whitb d~IT acd,... this a..ae. Tbt ('ioIru d ,hi" rutRl tlpon. Lon. ttl,=, ,..~ ~t· 

Donnrll and Milb,<, W McLllIIflllin. £4w'Q,.... 1'06·., !II.1N4.,A.lIok -I tIr. Sto", (Su•• )(""i<4. C.Ii! 
RAnd c.orpot~ljo~ INf). [n rh. t. ~'Tht'" S...,,!' in CornprnSllOry [d"r"lIltO'l'l.. Itlf lUlhoft «mc!.wir: 1 Ita, Tt{le I . 
U:~U"J,D"d:m.mlstr .. ri"'. 00. ~nt'duc..tionlt probkm-: '~JltTu;fco t i.t.-·admill .. ,a,1'1n:i,lTi:'1I&ff· ; .nd lb.., 
[-ne'J~ i~ "1K'•• polttlul1.u.ppon. r01 com'JW'ftS"ory .-d.'2cation PTOI'"m.:"· in lbt' n,Uft. "fkoc:'auM' compi.a« 
~(C'1n.dci'r"lJn'l~Title' pr.acllcn. ~t .tl it. poINble I"" .lit' progtaiwl',.ad.:n;rutlrlrt",f' tn..IlLdUP w~n bt.: 
unolbic II)~ a. I !otlnd.'tion (Ot 4ddf.,ionJi1 pro"..m.~rOprnf'''t ".p. 11:) ~t'l penlou'!chM lht 

··,.. u 1"1('11.,.1;,... f~c;:", on. ("OmpiiJ;nCT ilW~ dl!Loc.J.I~ T»o:ram qUAInt IlM.tft.l.i all If"\"t'll tP I n) '=I the-tr 
.ur.:1nury c.onclwi.ocu.rodw bco.i" thll!')' M.aU rhal .• J~duc«f ledn..1 role l:tot ~pt"'rlUtory' ftiU(: .. tiQn)muM 
fe-wer II!T'YKeiQ, 4.h8t ..~u.. Althowsh Mt'Ooolnt'n .lad: Nc1..allrh1m60 I'M)( diuctl)'.l.ut,bt..lf' lhu.cCllnd... · 
,10('1.0 1M> Itpara,t' adminucta'i""" Inuctur~ or Tidt 1. thftt dau, and ant WO\J1t! _ppon w~ an a.rgu~t"II. 

M r~ f'e¥i«"WII of diu ~n.«r:lve ttbool, l'i~r"lu.It:. tIf"'t SIC'W." C. ""tlu")' .,nt Mlnh..nS. Srm.lh -£It«-Ih~ 
School. -A 11......... - Wilorn.......Cnw, fot td...., ..io".1 Il<wIR:h. M"di",n. 1'18t aK fonhm"';", in 1!1t:. 

"'''''''"" k'-'tj<J....w: MO""me, ll....o,. "s..:_ EIIrcu on P"pl PO...,...., "_.reh ri.... ,1'IIr' 4nci fobe, 
Implica.;" .... :· 1'.""......p.,..." ror ,II_ N.'ion... I......_ ol toIuca,,",n. U.s. Dq><...r I:duc~'ion. Wuhi..,· 
.on. "'.C., r.bru."Y 1981. Bnoerly r... GLtn ... W/NJ W .....' A'I br4_...... oJ Elf''''''' Sr~Nhf'" "".r 
Bl.Jr' CAo!4,.... Cm... lo. L.a.. om<!td.""~,iaI!. Ka,..."UJni..... !NII. AIJo_Wilbta, 11.8""'.0..,.0...1.. 
1Io&d,. P~,nci. ~. JoI>" s..:_i...... ...,d Jo< W...nbalta. kt.-l ~ .$:)J""", ",,4 ~i.d,.., Atlt,.".· 
",,",,. 5<0\...1.1 c•• Mw. D41!..,,,.u (N"" 'I'.,.l, I"racpr. 1979). . 
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Hi1Jm(;tl.t COftu.!:. 
lUI. [ST'LI: AND lMITII 

The Magnitude and Impact of Foederal Aid 

Whaleverthe d'l'kacy of the Title I program•• Ihnr history sugges~ a $ublitantial feden) 
in\lolvcm~ in educalion. This brj,,~ us 10 )'t'l anolbt'r conception: that th~rr h.n lM!en 
" m:mmdou:a rill! in fewal aid to elemt'ntary and S«'Ond.&ry «.'dueation in the pall 
twenly·rive ~an.. and Ih&l it hu had 6 profound impaa on local education. lu fin.t 
glanc!:' the summary ligures dAl nOI Sftm 10 luppon the~nenlilation. The aW!'ra~ pel' 

«!nlage of elrmenlary and llleCond6T)f public: xhool funlb provided. by tbe fed4~nl gov· 
.ernment fOX fram 1.8 percent in 1939 to •. 4 per«!nl in 1959. In 1975 the average fed· 
~ral5hart of local 'budgets wu 8. 9 perc~1 (:1ft' Table I). Thrx inerullC'S do not appear 
te b .. very dramalie. and In.ny communities withoul high concentration. of poor peop't: 
and/orfednal'propenyfall considerabl), lM!low tht:na(;onal avna~ in thrir ieli'anceon 
federalochool doI.lan.. Tht illcreate\ ar.. no< "err aftp. and the total amounts art not 
v('TY impretlive. For example. Ihe NDE.A categorical {unlh allocatf>d (0 ",m~>~nl5 our 

'1 
) imagined .rpac:e gap did not......,n t:qua.l school lunch And mIll< programs or aid 1.0 areas 
) wilh federal P""!*nY. Only with Ihe coming of ESEA in. 196§ did categorical aid 10 in· 

"ruer.onal programs ('aceM lhe in~ocuou. And uncontro\'emal aid for school food pm· 
granu and for impacted arcu. Th., fOrmcT. aft~J all, are as much agricultural pclLey .., 
educalional policy. and the latter. if admjninerc:d prop<'rly ..mt:rely r.,place localla""" 
lott to eommunllie with f~era.l installatlons. The doll ar amounlS of f«.'denl aid in~d 

') 
gr-ew impreuiYely from 196~ 101980. bUI tht'Sha",oHederaldollan in local budgeu is:n 
$till 'If!ry low. 

TABLE 1 . 
RI'JYenue ReceiPts oJ PIIlJIic E/cMI81Ita'1' anr1 Sel:Ondary Schools florn FfK/8rsl. Slate. aMI 
Local SoWCfts: Unifed srarss, 1919--20 ro 1978-79 

"'~DIJf_ 
rOlIlt'~ I.J:IUI(~'...__ tlisUictJlJ 

-"- I" I.IXIQI F-..t ~ 

'9!t-20 , 170.120 0.] 
J 1929-30 2.OIIIII.!I57 b.' 
l) 1939-40 2.2!10.r.21 1.11. 

\J !!/019-50 5.431.JM.4 2.i 
1!1!l!l-&:J I<I.T.I6JiI8 

\J 'CJ6l.-SC 2O.$U.182 
!9M-66 2S.lSU611 

:l 
•• 
7g 

0 l!I6t-l0 .c).2e6.1123 B.CJ 
:l 197~-'6 J 1.206.073 . 8.9 

';18-1'3 88.GeII.!III7 9.8 

165 
1&.9 
JI).J 
l!U 
39.1 
39.3 
391 
lt9 
'4~ 
'~.7 

Sou"",. W. "'..n1:4 a..ant and Leo.l. Eide". P'!I..stol £aue""", Sla.,nlC:z, '1iIIJI 
SIAII;.'."". U. $. o.pa"......, 01 Educalion IW...~.t\~,,.. O.C. GPO. 1981j ••.,.. SC. p. 1•. 
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. How .•hen. didfedtral .id becomr 10 centro"erstal? Pan of the an_1:T U that "ppc'
I: 
.) nenui u.w a dAllll"r in principle Ihal had liu)., 10 do with die amount or money involved: 
l) ·they feared a liltle bit oHedenlaid as they £eart:d "creepingso<:iali,m:' A greater ~hare 

::> 
'1) ... 
:J 
:t 
z: 401 

~ 

::l 

83.2 
82.7 
68.0 
57.3 
!!E.5 
~..l 

~l.O 
521 
46.5 

' •.5 

"""",,,,,, c..n"" I .... Ed<iCII1 inn 

Htl.rur:r:d £tiucrUwfl4i R ~nl!UI 

of Ihe explanation. however, lin in lhe faa Ihat; WbcrCl1S SO to as p«'rcent ofmOIl loraI 
Khool bloldge" are in lilled com•. moniy salana. tM federallhaTll!'i~ mostl)' devoted to 
'p«ialll':M'ic:es and 10 program innovation." Faced b,' economy· minded property IU' 

PA),"U And increasingly ,ucc~ullt'achen' uniot.!!, progTim money is. hard to S"t at ,ht' 
ICKlIlle\'et On the one hand, this makes fedl:'ral funds attractive. particularly to dislricu 
wirh high ptrcenugesorchildren who hllyupecial n~. On the other hand. 10 distric:u 
wilh dwindling core budgl:'li, the federal ~ringa proleai"l. tM: .pecial programs art 
tonuo"eni,,' becilu~ Ihl")' are"j~ IIIllimiting flexibility to n1l!et ry:alloc&1 needs. . 

Thu £rcleral .lid b"" b.c-en a. user..1tool 10 the g~mlflent in enforcing cotlstiluUonal 
or olher legal mandates "'pon local dillrict&. RrguluionJ lied 10 wil ndrawal of progrAm 
funlh. in randan with direcli...es from fedrral courts, hage bft-n the iocm of rerinance to 
federal parlicipation in Iocalechoolins. The: maR controvenial of 1M mandatCi ha.s 
~d~grt'!Ati.on. allhough lhe requirements lor bilm,uaJ educluion.and rilles for the: 
handicapped arr not fat behind. On the iau.e of chI! magnitude of loedtrallpending. 
thm. we conclude thll Ih.. contro~alDllureoffcderal inorolYCTnCnl irllchoolingdoes. 
no. wive from Ih.. limo tml oHednal dollan iDYOIVftl- prat:l1t cuts aJToharf:.'d bymOll 

dainenic programs - nor from an alnu'act principle agamIC federal involvanenl­
thougb arguments Are often couched in ,uen t!!Tins-but from the /I'lI"icll14,. ftforrru: 
the (ederal gov~mem 5uppon«.'d. Iht pact al which leftral fdoT1T~ weft attempted Ii· 
~ultanftlu"ly, and Ihe generally complu nalure of IIOdal change. Th.. p&.IIlhirty ,ean 
of racial d~ega[ion uncknc:orl:'l this conclusion.. . . ' 

Desegrt'gation Nonh and South 

For fiftft" years after BrOIllm ". Board of E4uctUiDn (19$') the S01.lIb luc(\':SSfuUy rc:. 
.iSled d.ewgTegation. despite cong-reMional rhetOric. marches on WaibiDg\on. and ,hI! 
moral and lqra' prruurn of Title VI of In., Civil Jtjghu An of 196. and tbe Office of 
Civil Righ~. Yet within 1,..0 ,.ea.,. - ~anof a Rcpubliean .adminil:l:ration thaI l.w Us po' 
liliCal future ill tHnU of "southern J;lrat"i)'''-IO.uthem drscgYqalion was eMenliafty 
complete. The palienee of the Supreme Coon bad been exhaUlled. lIS t:qll.ltion ol.-g. 
regated "hocling with unequal opponunilT was cleu. 'IIS _ the ~altd natuR Df 

th~ ..,uth~m IiCbooll)'1lem •. In.the ertm decision in 1968 and the Atulfn4/1' dceOlion in 
1969 Ihe Coun mandated immedi:ue and compT1!hCTlll;"e aCtion Ind ele'uttd Health. 

.. for .l>,ukdownol.h. CQft>n' 1<1wIo1 ..JI"1'd;........ _ \!t, ~·.·"""·C;r.....nd --1 Lci.n.lhgarD/E.rI. 

."IUIO" Sllfluuin" IML f!\r;uiOll\il Cr'lIlrr for £..d.uc..rion Sur~ja. U.S. Dc.. ~ ofUlK'lrWm \,W..hi"ltOft. 
DC CPO. 1981). l.ble66. 1'1'.16. 7J. 0 .., 'hop.. r.f.......,.,...."'.............. , .."·....."da,, 1flk'..lod...... 
1iD'FI daU.I;n; hlW' Jl't"I'e" IG ('ac~11 progral'N (Of apecilt popuiAClona tuth .v. l~" OtudulU..grd. b&nd' 
(IPprd ".01 bi.hnpal. ,0 tb~ ..hoolluneh program" or ft)~.rion.al ...wc..bon, Itrlt.tiwty ~tnltt ."o,,,It.ha\o1le 
brtn. ..pprop'~lt'd lor tht' dr'rf'lap.rrlC'flt. DC ~I c .. t1"ic:ulWl'l .KU IUC'h _ .~lfi( t'\lUMlCJrt. <.atftT ~U:D' 
lion "nd ~"lronrnrnul cGucatton. Th~ 0"'' majDr 1I)•.ucr O£Wf'tal f'lll'Ubthat .Mol durnns cauld .a..rll! 
Ulto lbt f~1J11T .cboal .."diet" ,"'" impArl Aid "...,... ra ••hithdiinibl.lu'I [Clads t.g tebool <blInn. with fed 
...1 " ..,ld;"II' .nt! <lCll4'r 1<11..... ,.....Il.,ions ... mali. "'P .... 1_ "."....., ,as ",....,....... s..,. (;,....., .noS bI.". 
D.,;,,/. ubI< 161. p. t 8% ror 0;1(".._ ohI>o " .......oU.....I.ld. _ Ti... pano. td.." rMft.lfn,m,11. ,. 1', . 
.......,"« S<I.""li"f( .tld T..mbull. Sm;lh ...d Ciimbu'l. I ........, I"'"" 14", Ad"'".ralrt.m. 
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Hislorie,d Con'ut 
KA.£S'TU: AN'!) lMITIt 

Edue,n;on lind WeIr.Ie (HEW) Tide VI guidelines to the statu! of Iqral nalldat'(b," 
The southnn dinritU. mallYof Ihm. u~cling the Court'$ decision, corn"Lied," 

The Court then tumed.iu attention 10 the Nonb, S_"JI, 01. southern decision, had 
"pproynl bUling lIS an ..tceptable meaM ofd~greplion in 1971." K~s y. SeMol Du· 
met Nc. J, l)eu.ftI', in J9".laid tM: bui' for findings of de jUte ~gation in the 
Nonh and for cW.trict·widtn::mediel," Fattd with. co"rt·ordered busing in nontu:m 
cilia, the libnal coalitionthat had Ip....ned thI! Civil Rights Act aIld proddd the South 
split apan, Afler a decack of confusing e....1..ation rt'poru. the t'ducatiDnal promiR of 
d~tglIlian wa. no laf18'lT dellr .•' The fol"a: of bla<:i and liberal public opinion had 
diminished: subnanuaJ elements of th~ black community beli~ that then- ~reO'[her 
approa<:hes to equal oppol'lImity and rac;,,1 justitt Ih." ICbool dnegregation, 'The lat.,. 
I 960.t..d _ a variety ohcbool·b....,d policia. ,uch u c:ornmunitycontl'ol,.C:ompensa·, 
toT)' educ.atwn. and affi1"lD&Ul'e action, that competed with tne goaJa ofdeaegregation, •• 
Finally, bct~ 19504 md 1970 the nation's c:kmography had ch.anred- tbt' continut'd 
migration ofblaclr.s (0 th.,. Nonh and weSt and into the cities had made the proble:rn na' 
tional rather than regional."' To the nonht'm whil'" urball or $ubu.loan liberal. the 
problem 'Was' now penollllli ;u well ... moral. Some integrationists lOR thcir .,.nthusiuro, 

1) and tempers flared ... worlring·clal6 white$ and blaelu wnl! forerd ttl integrate. 
Congress Taponded politically by ngula,ly paYing antibusing 101._ that R't snin lim· 

u 

" its on Ihe _of ~«'fal fw"b. 10 pay fot bwing,·· Spurted on by the Nixon JQuthem 
'Iraltg)'. Ihey p.....ed Iht' Em~nC}' School A"funce Prognm-late1' lht' Em~n<1 
School A.Lnanee Act (ESAA)- which pro.icled fund. to l1!'W..rd di$lrKU that Iud al· 
rody doegrqraled and to. lIimulau: IlUluntary de"'gr~gatjon. 'l'hU provided gene'iIIl 
funds 105IJutbcm clinricu and aid<:d. anum brr of cOLIn ·ord«'fed distric:u in the North." 
.As in the c;ucorTitle 1. ho'lR'l'er, hl:'Ji!anq to iMcrl.,.C<, wilh the ongoing program. o£lo'· 
ul disuKu ae~lo cvn.irr:ain tht' dfecriilenea of Ibt' law. Undu the provilions of 

t' GrKQ" Boan5 or Uu.c:';;""oIHew JI..... , Cou,noy rVilJin4J. 39llJ $. 4!1) (lt6&I; Nt........... tu>lmlS 
c-m! Board of Education. '!If> U.S. 19, fO (I!16il. \, 

1­

:::> ., Fardisc__ of die p......cf_btm ...,.,..~'Ii..n.... C;'ryOrf,dd, TAt 1..ft_'.... oj""",,,. 

n _ UVII.u;f1tt::no. .s.-u...... I~. If6f Coitol "".\lrA<t(N~w y .. ,Ir.: Wile" 1969); IkryI A. bel.... 11ft,,", 


\l ~.u;"'" CIuJr...~:"" .Ac F.drral 1I_....... .,,·3rlo .... 1 lh.K""~6.t1"" fbliey;" H £. W , 196'-1 HI (N .... 

:) 'r .... \; T.aclM:.. c;.,u".. ...., 1m).

\J •• lioW'nII ,'. OUOrl"".·Mtd....b .. q, ~Ol!.IJ.S. 1,29 (1971) 


.. Keyft • ."School DUe,;" No. 1. tl~ (;,5. 1St 119"1. 
:::> .. DAne! Armor. "Tht [.;~..,....m alllinS." TAchlt/rc I......... D(I!l7!). !IIl'ltli. Thoma> 1'<11.1"... . 
o 
o 	 Eb..,..." L. 1:_, 0.,.....,. No"".."", ."d Martl1.US Smi<b. "lIu....,; A It...... aft". E"'d01\Ct." 7/.. 

!,due (rot,...!. :10(197)), III· III. N'....., 50:. J"""..s.l>ooI D...,.,..XfI! ..... : o,u.,...u IIff C"old.... eN"", Y",Ir.: 
I'o'il.". 1'Jfta .. 1~7!;). 1'1."... Wd*'1!', -Tho 1I.h,iotul\ip lI<1.....n 'School ~I"'" ..... A.a<In1lic 
....""-..c:A ~orw ll-*l'Cb." Lt"'0:n4C""'....PO•• 'l "'.,/....... U. Ni>. !f19H). !40·%?O, 

::l ... For di$tulliom of nonbcm ~tiOD il"d l~ cha.nging c llm&tf' of opinton iN!"prdll'lig ~..(i.oIl.
lJ ..., c..ry On""'. 14_ W. a",; Scrn8.....II,s<"""".....t ,'Ioh"""lfbfl<Jl(Wuhi.......n. D.C., B_inp 1__

IU'''''. 391.); lb• ..,11ter.... 0{ aoridP ill "SchQol o...pq.t.on in :I4."opaIi••" A,..,..: Choi<:.,. lind p"",. 

:::> P"''''-' oprri~I"u. 0{ r ... lh-..... II......... II. Ni>. t 1197BI. ~"d David l.. P;'rp.jlUt 5<:Aopu (11<-0• ...,.,•. 

lIniv, oS Calif"",i........ 19ft).
1:' 
.) .. On..ld, ~..... ofs-.tll...". £if....."'.."". <:II, t, pp. 411· 76 
'/) .. 0 ..... 14. R.c...,.,....nitm ofs<>wA_ Uua/J'"" ch. 8. PP 2l~·!78. 
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ESAA, funds could not ~ UJed 10 pay for regular edu~alional a<:ti'litm orc:ourl,ordc~d 
acti ....lies; tbey could only bt' useciln supple:rn.,.nt them." Thus. rather Ihan dir~ly &II~ 
vialing a finandal burd-rn brought on by dc:segl"!:gation.. £SA-A ofitR require4lhe d~l. 
opmen! or new programs and adminisuativt: ~IfQell1r~, This limited the application 
and cff~ct Dr I~ la.. !1 . 

The bureaucracy chargt'd wilh enforcing Title Vl of the Ciril Rights Act wu .almost 
;n >o('ns.ltM: to polilical p.nsurn as ConJj'1l!S&. Allhaugh lb~~ lIOI:a1>le IUCCessI!'S. 

uSn such as Chicago illustratrd the lack of political will and IInftilh of 1lUC'C:C:Ui~ ad· 
n,inilttationl." finally, the C01ilnl, c:oNlrained by thnr own Jl~ to ckcic:k t'aeh cUe 
ind"pendt!'l\tly and to craft indi"idual remedies, mowd "owly rarty in the deude and 
impernptibly lalcr." 

The ciur national vision that linlLrd racial d""!gn:galion wilh educ:ational eq1ility Ind 
gtru:uled B?DIIIm and ill.afte:rmath has dissipated: Tht I!Kperimmt in racial justice. has 
had ani, mixed suttnl. Mondmponant. we nowlivc- in ac:ount,.,wh~ htag('lections of 
~Iltral citia. a~ almOM .1I·black. where dae~llion is often irnpossiblt' ~D if dis· 
lrict borders are ignored. and whene man, of the cenlral city 1IChao1l do not even reo '. 
mOlely rKemble-luburban schooh in op:1'lItion or quality. That problem, arelhe rna· 
jor chalt.-nge to the nation's belief in its public- school ",nellu. SoIons alhe fcdtTalgo,,· 
emmt'nt docs no< take dear lind lubst.nti.... action 10 m~l thellet'ds oFthe intlel' cit its, 
it (orfehs any claim &0 being a nation wilh racial justice, 

The Build.Up of the: 70s 

The El.,.mentary and Secondary Eduution Ac:t of 1965 containN only ffYl!'tities and 
about a doft!'l\ program authorities: revisions in 1958 adc:kd Il~tillelltnd programs, in­
cluding the 8iJingu,,1 Edlo)Caiwn Act. The EdUUtWm for AU Handinpped ChildTc:n Act 
was pllJlled in 1975 lind c:m'bdlishmenu to !:SEA ill [974 and J9711 eYe1iltuallyenlllrrd 
iu KOpt' to Ihinet:'n tides and 0"Yff 100 program., Iu prop-am. prolif«'fatt'd • .IO did tbr 
bUTc:auc:racy•. rtgu.laliona. aoo UUI!"A!ft gmupL Each funded P"'1f1U'lI had a diffttOI... 

naff, and its own prOOl'du~. 8,. 1976 Ofti' 100 interett groups ~Df'I8"!d ~o IhtCommit· 
t~ {or Full funding, .. WlWlington·basc:d eduradan coalition. 

Outaidt of lhe program alTL\ ,Ihe m{orttmc:nt obligations of tllr fedtTal govnmnenl 
abo expanded. During Iht' 1960s and 1970. Congrews cnaclt"d adl righlS Iqrislation 10 
clarify,,"d e:ll.t.,.nd lilt' guarantft'S o( Ihe fo..nft:nlb AmcndmlHll. In addition to ad· 

•• ;0.101 O'!II,." ,he ~t( of ESAA han4> lorbUling .. oclud<Pd u ~b~ b, Con....h. H[Wt.p1 CObn· 

acl lmt"l"pfttK. .(tivi'lin frq",imt ~ t:W" ordtn., ,.\linl "II'll!" 1M ....,ppIemrn.t. ... "'ppt..- pnMIion in 
,b. tm"~.<r SchQol A ........... Atlo _ s..:. 710 (.l(JO)(A) of Tid. vn of 1'.L. n·518(tO \J.S,C.l~09I . 
nut- an.,. Ittn-It, OII'dtft'd b, 1M (oun ..... t~t it. "btIM: .aCtWltJft pm.:rtaablrnitDt to ............tlon- C:OUlird 

nOI be paid fcc ""h UA" lunda. . 
" Th~Ccmr-. ";,b "'ppttn rram ,lI<: Cut•• "dmi,,"'._, IftOdlr...d .h~ £SA'" ... ""lcmora<·_ ,up' 


1'1..... p",.ia.... in 110< 1978 A_ndmemo ... £SEA, _If C"..."ilOl...... ..fF.dCNJ LAo, $cajon 6111.10)(7)(81. 

p.1U. 


.. 0,;• .14. II .r...... ....<"Ii... til S~"'~ Ed..""'..... ch. II. pp, f77-,II.....Orf.1d ,.,im. 0111. C¥tft """n ." 

~E"'t Secrn.r,- 4urmpled 10 ~ IIJf"f'III:Rtolr in ttl... ftb of dcwrrt:I1n.n... .Jowph Calif...,., d.id i.n 

"77·18 .• IA<~ "rWhh.l1_ "'Pl"'n. tombitwd wil" eo,............ , OJI!"IIIiri..... 1ft"" lO,ttll... to t'ff..,ri",,· 

.it fifo hi. hindi. 

... Orf",ld, R.CO....I'brt"".. ~1""MII,"rm U.l:It""" m •. Ill, If, and U. IIirp.,_ .s.*-b. pp. SS· ,I. 
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'~ d'_C"S$ing racial dnegrl!gation. Tille VI of the Civil Righu Act led to th.. Wit dtti.aion 
i protecting the educational rightAor limited EllBlisb·speaking n"de!,u." Tide IX of tbe 
- Education Amrndmrnu of l!l7l!' pron~atd the righu of ....omen. IPI!ction ~04 of the Re· 

habi! '!lllion Act of.19n ensured the righuof the handicapp<!d. and the A~Discrimin:a· 
glion Act of Ill'!). a.s amendtd in 1978. addr_d the rightl of older citizens." . 

Th~ ....en- head~ times for cxmBn~.ional edllCation lawmakl!n. With tbe n.cePlion 
~ of Ihl! i$Su/! ofnonhern ~tion. which fa111!nod in the {ace of public oppoosition. 

th~ ~mo<:ra,icmajority tbat p,,"ailed in Can"..,.. from 1969 to 1977 moved ahead 
with Ih" lil><-ralagenda. Supponed by WlUhington·based tn l/!fes,' groups and a pnma· 
Rent bureaucracy dial owed allqiallC't' 10 iu progums rather than to the Rrpublican 

:> administration. Col:lJl"<'ll IUcc_full, r"C'JIdled adrninuluuon iniliativa to simplify 
,~ I ........ and rnponded by p..i""new mrmdates. catl:pricallqislation. and incre:asingly 

ligbter proriJions for mforcing aildn& laws. 
3 To a substantia' d.eg-rtttbto..eniding vall1e was .ocial just~. The major cau.'gorical 
") p"9:Vam. and "II of th~ civil rights mandata _ direcdy aimed It protecting and en· 
- hancing Ihr opponunitift of nl!c:dy gt'Ouj» or peopk. The- ptobl""". wet:e ;teen as na· 
_ \tional. r~quiring uniform &ndmforttable procedUrft. Link discretion was giv~ to 

.:> ~tal"'; ind«d. in all educ.t.tion IIerv'ce programs eac.!pl \'(Iealional education. Ihullles 
. l"d no imponanl ml.,. EYCn in thOR rtlltft thaI abrady proooed programs lI<M'Ying
!i, /t.andkappe<lor limited·Engiiab-.pnkingatlldrnu. the redcral Laws and regul:.ttiom ap· 
EAplied .... if tht! $Iate acti¥ities did DOt >cam_ 

Eicept in the- area af d~tion. ho_veT. rc:dttal prc>granu opi:raled on Ih.. P"" 
riphery of local school ,ystftn ptognm._ Supplm>t:ntal &eri'·itie. ror low-Koring Itu· 
de~u in pcYl!rty are.... special cl.uR:! for bilingual J'Oung'ltl!n. new procedures for han· 
dl,;"" pandi( apped children. and equal le"<I1:'LI or tpcruactivitin {orgirb and boy:. iUe- aU 
imponanl issues. and they haYie tau,n much time and .,n/!fgy 10 work Ollt. fee thcy air 
not central to tbe Worldnp or the ft!'g\Ilar Kbool program. Taken ~r th.,., activi· 
tie aMumed gr..lIt wright bee"..oftheir ,f)'mbelic value; taktn oepulltely (hey _n- of· 

;t ten..,en ... inlerfering With the teal busin_ of the schools.' 
J To An eXlraordinary·d~. bowtVll:1'.local Khool systems have accommodated and 
l'l ..d"qu..,,,ly implemented 'the:te proguml. ComplAinu about papu..orlr.. lack of trwlI. 
II and aTbltrar)' rules nOlwithlundins. no fChoohysrem tlu rejected fdn-al dolln•. The 
~ loud~r <:omplaincrs :aboUI nod cap'" have often proW<! to I><- .he slrongC!t suppcnt.... &1 
o Irasl Ollh" frderal KTVice programs. The W.ub ington coali! ions in support of ;nc.u..,d
5 "ppropriatioTUfor tn~ progrAms havt' included all of th" Stale .. nd loc...1education ..... 

AOCialians. 

Tht compt"inu. thoUlI'h often dramatic. had little me-alling, Vi.iom of hundn!ds of 
feder;.1 programs interfering with Matii' and loul gn.-nnmenu WCI'C' often invokc-d 1><-. 

::l 
u 

..... 
-l.. 
:::> .. La... ". Si~h-ol•• 41 i U.S ~'! It 50&6 (1'14). 

" Tid.. IX .f rh~ Ed"urioon Ammdm..... 01 U1I- !'toI\ibirion or s... OlKnmmAri"" (Ill U.S.C. 19sn. 
1: S«uon ~04ohbt R<!h.bilir", ..... Actof l.n u_mdrd. r..blic Low 9S·1 n(uu.s.c. '01), A,., DiKJlm, 
~ 

DAli.,,, An or 1975- T;rl~ lfi. ProbibWrm or OGcrimin..iOD 1Ia..t un All" {·u C.S.C. &101·6101]. On Ihe 
bv.ild-lolP or tM XnlCI' PI'OfI'lI:na aad the civil1''P'" WgiJI.'ion and rqulluoM. rt ~h:rsh.H S. Smith. ,.t'ld. 

'/'J 
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fon: CangTHI. ~ most federal edllcacion programs ~n- \TI'yllnan -all bllt • handful 
were funded at 1_ than I~O million - .nd .ffecled a vt''T low pi:rcentap or low db· 
uicu. The objection thaI milliolU ofhOUR of \UtleY paP'"""'on wOlild tau profelllionab 
away from thnr proper educalional ralrs wase"en mo", pcpular. In 1978 thc Cafu~r ad, 

. ministration announ('C(! Ihat through a Itrin o! rigt'ftl1lS administrau1le actiON it had. 
n!'dllced the p.aptrwori. burden on the sc:hools by 6 miDion houra." JmpreWYe. perhapl. 
blu it lfanlLated into IeIr. than tbrft houn pi:r tcachn- pi:r ~ar.Thepin in inaru.c::tiona) 
time for an c:duCalOf would be on the order of fivw: to sia minulf!S pi:r,.,..at for ach au­
dent. To buun:. in ihnc. city school! whl'1'c multiple problems abound. thdrdenl 'P'O' 
grams and ITiandates crute bUl'C'allcratic and p<!dasogical eonfusiDn. Stlldmll all! 
pulll!d out of icgular dll'lllel ror Tide.[, inl"raled into regular cl_ onder ESAA and . 
tbe Handicapped Act. and IoCJTrgated .,-.in rOT bilingual educatioll. Jackie Kimbo; 
rolljJh Ind Paul Hill of Tilt Rand Corpor:ation h.ttoe $Ilpplicd • aelUible _«Ollnt of thc ' 
problnnlofachoob with multipll! categorical programJ,JJ BlIt thac Im:'om, afewo!the 
nation'&tchools and typically do not ~ children or thc politieally powerful. 

Wbat. thO!'D. accounlS for ItlC appan:ntly powerful outclY against federal in¥Ol-ft· 
mene1 Certainly th" cor~ anulfCniarn of Ih" political right. which placu its trWt in!oal 
go.......mmmu and disuu.nany '"dual 'n...,lvcmen1. hu played a mle. Morr imponant. 
ho_r. mly I><- the fTusu..tion fe-It by mlny IIC"booland Iaypcople about the nation's 
eroding <:onfidence in ill school system. J...nir.~d o:r not. many profNional educaton 
and analysts uin" 10 wiew Ibc involn:menl of tilt federal ~ntu.major call1lt'o! 
a generaldttllne in Ihr quality of ~rican public Khootin,. They hne ~ federal 
programs at the pnipherji lU taling raourttS and alnnlion a.ay from t!tealnra1 'alb 
of 'he tchools. . . 

In ("ct. the Ol.llCry againlt rederal inwalYt:lltent has had. earr.ordinarily lattIc impact. 
cw:n alII time-of n:'Irenchmcrit. The: Rea,an conllClidalion offederal ptograms-nuhed 
througb Congn:a as part of an o\'CralL budge'l issue. without lit:bauo:-_m litdrl:leyond 
wh.lt the cartier Demc>cratic adrn iniostration had adllOCated. and it retaiDcd III separate 
pi~o!leJjslation all of the «ntral cat~ricallCrviC"t' propma.. lncleecl. "hen the ad· 
miniscration attempted La coruolidatl! Ihe handitapped and the COInptnsatory educa· 
lion programs. tb.. chief" .d,·ocalt'S of 1O<:al roolrol. the school beareb. led the fight 
ar ime the propoul. Allhough tbl!rc h .. ,,~ b«n many romon about Olh~ I1ep1atiwc ;pi· 
lialives 10 reduce fed .. JaI ...ctjv;IY. lillIe has actually b.,.,n done. Asor April 1982. the Ad· 
ministration ....as over t_l"e monthllatll! on irs promiSt' 10 dism&ruk the Depanmmt of, . 
Educ ation, a symbolic mO~1! thai would refire I tbe pc_r aflhe outcry against the fed· 
eral preTorn«-. 

Apart from l~atiW!' activity. the Rrpublicans have mo..rd to rrd.Ke the enCorce, 
ment capacit)· of the Orfice of Civil Righll (OCR). Vet evcn here tMretlllhs a~mixed. 

.. T...i_, or S«,.,ra.ryJ .... p~ A, c..lif.no .J•.. in At.. Z1 T"~ ...d..v.u.......""·' ,.,.,,....I.I/~.l:tmt...· 
I...,.....t S.¢ ......... ".U.....t..~. H..'''n,. bri_ rI.. SU""""'1Q......."f :EIoomm,• ..,.. 50<"",,*.., .n4 V""........ , 
Edueaticn of lM Comnuttft on t4t1CaIK')h aDd 1..&bm_Ho... as Jlep..evN"ltIft. !Scn Co~. 1d ..,.. or. 
HR tlut(lII'~i....on D.C., GPO. U F~. l!nll)."" II '" 

.. lark., K;....""""",h .nd I'a... l Hill. Tiot >4"'1"1t E.ff..llofF.tS....." £4_'tnt "."..... (Jt ·t6:1l1·!J)1 
(~..... Mon.ca. Calif.; RIM. ec..po,.rM>n ~pl. 19811. -0. ............ 1wct.- ,h.t ··,be ............. 01 ""'...... 
ptOf1atru "tMMUTet' of m.N'lr problem!'· lad. ,h•• "ffliftat.tr,cilw I"P!'r:d to ......... aI:ent.ari""'f"OI""P'Il'IlifJl 
rt' .,...giro "" ~b wlth m"hil'l' <.''11"",,.1 P ....._ .. IF U). 
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:::> Secretary T. H. Bell. in iUI. early mov<:. 'Withdrew IOml!" bilinguAl rqulationstb2lt had 


.-i t:...~n propo~ by lhc-Carter administratiDn. leuing in place a SCI: of Jr.Iideline Ihat nad 

:.. lecve'd u the b .... is for D,'\"•. 400 ilgrt'eII\enls b~t""l!C'n local districts and th.. fe'der .. 1 gov.' 

.L 

emml!nt and that IrC' in lOme wa'y.$ ma~ rennet'"e Inan th.. propelled "TIllations. And 

~ alt hough thtnumbuof people in OCR hili bftn reduced andsamfof thth authorilY fl!" ­


;,l moved. in April 1982 the rmei:al gowemment mo~ for the finttime in nine yean 10.CUI 

<J) off fun~ from a lOCAl distrir;t fOT • nolation orTiclc- IX. I. The picture u. raT fr~m rom­

:J plett':. bUI the Rugan admininracions'u(.ion lIO rar does nOI portend'a complete raut of 


f .. dc-raJ involvement. . . 

:::> 
:\I Rdll!"ctiolU 

1') , 


::l Th<: Rc-agan ..dminiMrationo
, coruiduable enoru to cuTtail.and .eshaf't' fedc:ral i nvol ~t . 

o momt inroucation might appt'illrlo .allgur a revenalor allraJt ,,,,ubltamial change or di­
") r<:ction in tbe [t:d~ral mil' in education. BUlthe history of .he putlle'Vn\!""'" month•. III 


well u thaI of die put IIrllenu:en yun. lc-aY"" raDm 'Ior daubt. 

WhiJ .. Ih.. ekpansion in fede.al activity since 1965 hu be..n crilidlt:d eItC'fUively and 


curuijc-d in 10m.. imtanCft-mOfl notably tnc- d"""8'.eg.&cion dfon-many iniliativcs \ 


(]) 
cont ;nue- (0 havc- IUffitienl moral sirength and politic II dout to "C'.alh~r the currn\1 po' 


0) li(ical challmge. Much ofthe procftl (Of npanding le'der~1 involvemnal I. ... bt'en 'imilar . 

<tI 

'l.. 	 10 I hI' SU.I<:'· ,low lind inilially unpopulAr erron. to crU.Lr- C't"nlfally f'C1Ulat«l common 
schooling in rhe ninneenth c .. nlury.' Although tht fl'deral !l~mment', role h •• 
changed disl; oetly since tht' tnid·19~O,- from epi.todic and exhortatory in1lO1~emenl in 
prf-collt'giale e'duClIlioi'l to continulll. broad-gauged. arid regulatory activitiC'S-lne 
long'Slllnding rhnodcallink bt'twt'<e:n common schooling and Iht" national inte~SI hiu 
survive-d. It ~s unlikely thai Ihe N.,.. f«leralilrn ..ill IUMlanlially r~ ptQple's 
U~ of f .. deral courtS and nlltioriallegislation 10 pursue e'ducationillims. 

Although _ view Ihis OutCOIllt' to bt' gt'l""'ully positlvc-. feetnl dr:velopmc:nuindicatt 

<I' that Ih~ J.,deral go~mmt will play little or no role in solving lhe major "ducational 

::> probl~s or Ihe nation. The- lack of confidence in pub',.. school.!.. Ihe d«~din<: in aurae- \ 

JJ ·I;,·en<:.. of Ihe leaching profnsion. th.. desperate c~ndll1on of lnne-r-city $(hools. aod 

.\1 continuing s.epllrlllion in tht' schooling of blacks and ""hill'S and rich lind poor (:;onnol 'be "'7
.0 

.\1 me-I by progums .and policin thai Of't'TaI" on Lh.. periph"ry of Ih" regular schooL pro' . 


Xl l'lram. If f~d..ral in'l'Olv.:.mem is to ;nOur-net' Itlt'S<' iS$u,,~. Ih,. ,!.tratt's'es and authority of 

::> t ..... (~d...al go~·tmmC'nt would hav.. lo inc~ase in a f",luo;, ,imilar 10 Ihr long-rang" his·

:.0 


lorical incr•.""" ,n nAle- authoril )'. 

A~ a hi110rian with an'interesl in policymaking and ~ poliey a.naly5lwho witn~d (he 


...pansion offederal ifr1lo)"eI1le-nl fmm WuhingtOn .........,uld li\~ todari{y· ...me oflhc­
::::> 

.lJ conn..niot1l between hisloricallrenM and po ... ible futurt: Irrnd•. Judging th~ conn.. c· 

.L ,ioftS is always pcrirOl.Uo particularly so allhi•. po;nc in I~. nalion's cliuurional history. 

::> W~ c,,~ do no mOlT than filt~ olar $fl .. eli... hislorical .. <eour\! through Ih.. lem of our 

I own value!<w projeCt an image oforit: possihle stratei'!' fOT IhdutuTe. Ourtr.aining_ our 

:.;l 
T.J 	 jdC'Olo~·. and our ellprrien«- during the 19605 and I 97\h'mdint' us to ccnlrall)' directed 

z:: 
11 Th(' t: S Dt-p:al'l"fmf'nt of Edtlurlon CUI of(.11 frderill f'd'uc""lon f .. n(h w Pf"f(l <.;..o...nr~·. MiufRippi. ao::::> 
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sOlulions in «Iucillion, eJp"'C:laUyon isslac 0' fund ImC'nlal social MIt C'OlUIiunionlil im­
poTtanc:t'. Wf aha b~ri~vc. on the buis of .r-('t"nl r-1Ipt'iienn_ thll f~d~Tal cduatian pro· 
glllm~ c.annat re-mllin f't'ripher ..l to local public .school acti,·itie-s. Onlhc,otMT hand. "-e 
ailO ac"no~Jedge. n a les.son 0' thO' pUllen yeln, !bat, Ihough de-sil3ble. local control. 
loul inilillivc. and locilll varialion (onstrain Ihi: numbeT of education...t im,UeIl Ihf It'd· 
enl go~t1'nmO'nl c .. n addrt'Sllllnd Ihl'! d'Tree of ,!andardiution it nil or mould impoost. . . 
Our ptl'!5CriplionJo re'denJ pelicymahn. Ihen. i..imple: cardllHy d'lOOliC: «Iuc"'lional 
iswn lhal focU$on bilSic ronsliuu;onal righls Ind KH:ial jwti«: lise funding .and 'ITIlla­
tion to inlegral.. ltIo.wo goab inlo the cenl. aL day-to day Inivnie~ ofl.ocalschools Icra.s 
Ihe nation.: and canmuCI programs that will roslC'r local decisianmaking whilceran­
'Kending 10<:1l1 ""ri·alian. It 

... 0".. t:umpl~I)'" r',nl'0lotd 'POlity that .ut'"mptl"d (0 mN'llhnr {TiIM_. 'fiIIU T,. rUohh.. m·f"t"d \ic'I,IttJ 
A" of 1980 ptopvtrd h~ o:h .. CUlrf adwunutr.uJOft T~ I<t _u dn'f(fu'd ro addrrur ..... pro.bltl"'Dl5or !O".b d· 
ti ... ,.lC'Y. 6rap!XI~" ~r..d unt''!npl~tfll il'\. hlen prw.....'v pa", nf,lhr nuion Th.... fu,dt 1Iftft' IObe-1"I'"f'\!:!P 
Jf"U th&n OM faunh n! Iht' "alion', whuo' dl".iru .nd 10 ehr pnornc JU4i,,, .I.'llrd R'Illof hiCh. tchooh. WllhlR 
thfrwdit,rJ('Is. At ,I'll" K"hOCJ~ bUIJdinrl("l",I. l~.rhf"t,."d zeimll'UloC:f.l.li ......fI 'Wnf'tOb«'gi'f'ft~«" Ilr-lf<.lnd 
rl!'lOWf'C't'S 10 df'~t'lop dUtf f'lwn, «nAb at'ld buj'd.n~ widr rl.afl' to tmp,OTf' thl- wa! (~..,. wurk.d wllb. chlM' 'lUI 
drnu S<-honh 'W1.hl'bf"btttf'f pl..nt ..:t'1? to be- gin-n u.rff.c ... nt '!!'$OUfC'n leI rI,ryilhcn...,I;, n ... aci ClGmbiMd. 
r1~'f n.lio~ut pt'oblc-tTt With pftl"l'l.~r'li f~r 10('_' lI''tli iuwr R.••hf"' lhllt\opru.••nJl O't.l.bt' m.I'Iln • ..,h svpplf' 
mif>f\lll prOlfMnt " .....,,,,ld h~\C" fOC'I.IM'd (lfl. rh.an,p"R the" ......~. th,l.llhf'f"nlir,. PfOOIunulf iI tcbool npP'Y.1f"d loCt 
bnlN m~J thr nt..d"nft;"f.lJI'n.~ ,nul"- ~ l~ S. t'cruirof RC'prrwn'l"l..-•. HIt'll' . HthCon"ru. 2d "'... , 
Ti.lt ISIW.,t.tl1JtOt'l 0 C >.'-t;l,,::n )9101;'.aftdl! S HOlolV"o£R,-pH'W'1uilliir'ri. )"o,,"IIdOJ,9'D. Rrponlo 
At'C'omp.fty Hit 6i I~. Comrntuf"t tin ld.'u·...t.or. ..nd ubor, 96th Conrtu. 2! tf'U•. Report;'\ri\ 96 
II)H ( ......hi"lI'on. !'I.e 16 "'., 19MI. 
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116 Revivinglhe American Dream 

medicaid costs enables states and localities to reduce taxes. 

While federal revenue rises faster thanGDP, state and local 

revenue rises more slowly. Policy action shifts back to Washing­

, ton, along with intense lobbying by myriad interest groups, in­

cluding state and local governments. for a piece of the additional, ' 
federal funding. Able people seeking careers in public service, 
whether as civil servants. political apP9intees or elected officials, 
gravitate to Washington, because that is "where the action is." 

If the "back to the'sixties" federal programs were well de­
signed and executed, they might energize the economy. acceler­
ate productivity growth, and put the United State,s back on the 
track of higher expectations and leadership in the world commu­
nity. The risks, however, are large. It is not clear that the federal 
government has the capacity to manage new programs that in­
tervene in so many aspects of community life. Can Congress and 
the president exercise leadership in initiating so many domestic 
reforms af!d oversee their execution at the same time they are 
dealing with all the problems of leadership in an increasingly 
complex and interdependent world? Can they find a way between 
the twin dangers of loose federal controls that invite misalloca­
tion of funds and rigid controls that are often inappropriate in 
local situations? Past experience suggests strong doubts. 

The most serious impact of per:vasive federal activism might 
be on the quality of state and local government and on citizen 
motivation to work for change. There is certainly a danger that 
a "back to the sixties" scenario would reverse recent trends and 
lead to declining energy and capability at the state and local 
level. Both voters and politicians instates and localities might 
decide to "let Washington do it." 

Whatever its advantages or disadvantages. "back to the six­
ties" is unlikely to occur. It would take a major shift in people's 
willingness to pay taxes at the federal level. Given the current 
antagonism toward big government and lack of clarity about 
which level of government has responsibility for specific func­
tions, this reversal of attitudes toward federal taxation is hard 
to imagine. 

Dividing the Job 

The third scenario is more realistic than "back to the Sixties" 
and more workable than either of the other two. It is based on 
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the premise that Washington has neither the managerial capac- t 

, ity nor the grass-roots support to simultaneously create a federal 
budget surplus. reform health financing. and implement the pro­
ductivity agenda-while also managing increasingly demanding 
international responsibilities. It would be better to divide the 
job,focus the energies ofthe federal government on the parts of 
the task for which it has a distinct advantage. and rely on the 
states for activities they are more likely to carry out-successfully. 

"Dividing the job" would involve five major changes in pol .. 
icy. First. the federal government would t,ake charge of reforming 
the nation's health financing system to accomplish two objec­
tives: firm control of medical costs and universal health insur­
ance. Cost control is crucial. since broadening coverage without 
controlling costs will only exacerbate medical inflation. Fees and 
remimbursement rates for all medical services would be se't ac­
cording to a negotiated formula that all providers would have to 
acc<;pt. Controlling the rate'of increase of these fees and reim­
bursement rates would gradually reduce the raie of increase in 
medical speriding to roughly the rate of growth of the economy 
as a whole. Universal coverage could be achieved by fullnational 
health insurance or, more likely, by some combination of private 
and public insurance. The new program would supplant medic­
aid. relieving state and local government of an increasing burden. 

Even a limited public role ~ould require additional federal 
revenues. Since these taxes, like current social securi ty and medi­
care taxes, would be clearly related to identifiable benefits, they 
would be more acceptable, to the electorate than general taxes to 

financ~ unspecified spending or deficit reduction. The health 
taxes should be earmarked for health services and deposited in a 
health insurance trust fund that would take over the spending 
functions now financed by medicaid and other health programs 
for low-income people. The size of the tax increase required 
would depend on the type ,of health financing program chosen, 
but even a limited reform would shift public spending for health 

, from state and local budgets to the federal one. With successful 
control of medical, cost inflation. it would be possible to provide 
health insurance for the currently uninsured without increasing 
total government health spending above that currently projected 
for the end of the decade. (Fora more detailed discussion of he~lth 
financing options. see chapter 9.) 
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1"\ 
:-; 	 Second, the states, not the federal government, would 
I " ~ charge of accomplishing a "productivity agenda" of reforms 

signed to revitalize the economy and raise incomes. These 
forms would address needs such as education and skills 
child care, housing, infrastructure, and economic development;: 
Once clearly in charge, the states would compete vigorously 
each other to improve serviees and aitract business by off ..,.; ..... 
high-quality education, infrastructure, and other services. 

~' Third, the following federal programs would be devolved 
, the states or gradually wither away: elementary and sec on dar 
education. job training, economic and community develop 
housing, most highways and other transportation, social 
vices, and some pollution control p'rogramsLSome specific 
grams where federal action is needed would be. retained, eveD 
expanded; for example, higher education scholarships for low­
income students arid federal support for scientific research, in­
cluding research on learninijA few transportation functions­
especially air traffic control-would remain federal. Devolving 

" , 	

these functions would reduce federal spending by at least $75 bil­
lion. Much more important, devolution would reduce future·: 

.' ,
', 	 pressure on the federal deficit. Citizens and organizations con­

cerned about better housing, training; and education would have 
to lobby in their state capitals, not Washington. 

Fourth, the federal government would bring its budget from 
.. ,f.~ 

deficit into surplus (including social security). It would then be 
adding to national saving and reducing the federal debt held by 
the public. The federal deficit would be eliminated by a combina­

t' 
" 

tion of devolving domestic programs to the states, imposing 
health insura~ce taxes and transferring medicaid spending to a 
health insurance trust fund, and reducing other federal spending 
(including defense) faster than currently projected. Interest costs 
would also decline. General federal taxes need not rise. 

Fifth, the states, with the blessing or the assistance of the 
federal government, would strengthen their tax systems· and 
increase revenue by adopting one or more common taxes (same 

L 
'I: base, same rate) and sharing the proceeds. Common shared taxes 
! . 
j' 

i: would reduce border concerns and could enhance the revenues 
I of poorer states. One version is a uniform value-added tax (VAT), 

,J
,I 

J'I 
,shared on a per capita basis and substituted for state retail- sales 

l,
,I 
;1: 
-;,, 
!' 
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taxes. Another is a single state corporate income ·tax. perhaps 
collected by the IRS along with the federal tax, and shared on a 
formula basis. Another one is a shared energy tax. (These possi­
bilities are discussed in greater detail in chapter 8.) 

Compared with "back to the sixties," "dividing the job" im­

plies a smaller federal govern men t and a larger sta te-Iocal sector. ' 

Tax increases would be required under both scenarios. since the 

deficit is to be reduced and more, !)ervices provided in both, In 

"back to the sixties" all the new revenue would be raised at the 

federal level. In" dividing the job" additional revenue would come 

from a combination of new federal taxes for health insurance and 


, increased state and local taxes for the productivity agenda. 
Despite its name. the "dividing the job" scenario does not 

involve a return to dual federalism. There are important areas in 
which cooperative federalism is necessary and desirable. One of 
those is environmental protection. Many hazards to the environ· 
ment croSs state lines and cannot be satisfactorily dealt with by 
states and 'localities acting alone. Others are of largely local 

concern. 
Welfare for families with children (AFDC) also remains ,a 

shared state and federal responsibility in this scenario. Some 
would argue for making AFDC federal ~r at least for a basic 
federal program that thestatescouldsupplement.Joint responsi­
bility, however.would give both levels of government incentives 
to try hard to reduce welfare dependency. To this end. the states 
should improve education, training, and child care for welfare 
mothers, and the federal government should adjust the income 
tax to increase the after-tax rewards for low·wage work. 

THE RATIONALE FOR "DIVIDING THE JOB" 

A major premise underlying "dividing the job" is that citi­
zens are anxious to revive the American dream. They want to 
live in an economy that provides sustainable and widely shared 
growth in the standard of living. They are prepared to work hard 
and make sacrifices to that end if they see the connection between 
the effort and the result. People want high-quality public ser­
vices-schools that teach modern skills. retraining opportuni ties 
for workers .who lose jobs, efficient transportation, health care 
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for those who need it-but they also want to know what happens 
to the taxes they pay and see some evidence close to home that 
public efforts make a, difference. 

Successful economic revitalization is hard to carry out or 
even to comprehend on a national scale. Many of those concerned 
about the lagging American economy have. urged the federal 
government to 'adopt an explicit industrial policy. Proponents 
usually envision a huge federal bank with a buard allocating 
funds to industries and areas. Such grandiose notions founder 
on closer examination, however. in part because of the sheer 
size and diversity of the economy. Few would trust the federal 
government to allocate funds wisely or nonpolitically to develop-

V 	 ment projects or programs.Lwashington cannot mobilize the 
community support, business-labor cooperation, or coordina­
tion that successful development requiresJ 

Governors and mayors, however, are closer to the scene. - They have more ways to generate business, labor. and commu­
nity support for development and put together an effective pro­
gram to increase iilVestment and jobs. The best chance of having 
a successful industrial policy in a country. this size is to have a 
lot of communities, states, and regions competing with each 
other to improve their own, economic pr~spects. 

Several scholars of federalism have argued that states are 
currently better. suited than the federal government to undertake 
the economic development policies needed to ensure successful 
Americancompetition in a global economy. David R. Beam has 
pointed out that al,though Americans came to rely on Washington 
for economic policy leadership in the Great Depression, the fed­
'eral government did not have the answers when the economy 
beganfaltering in the 19705.2 The "supply-side" tax cutting of the 
early 1980s left. the federal government with a paralyzing deficit. 
A national industrial policy was rejected out of fear that federal 
government efforts to choose and:foster industrial "winners," as 
the Japanese supposedly do, would result in the government 
handing out political favors at taxpayers' expense. Meanwhile, 

2. David R. Beam. "Reinventing Federalism: State-Local Government 
Roles in the New Economic Order,· paper prepared for the 1988 annual 
meeting of the American Political Science Association. 
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however. states moved aggressively to improve their own econo­
mies and revenue bases. They set up public investment and ven-; . 
ture capital funds. fostered technology and innovation, and sent 
missions abroad to attract foreign investment arid promote re­
gional exports. The new state development efforts emphasized 
skill training. education reform. business-university partner­
ships. and better transportation. rather than tax concessions to 
business. 

Beam concluded that states are likely to do a better job in 
the economic development role than the federal government and 
ventures this hypothesis: " 

Under condi lions of global competi lion and rapid technological change, 
a large nation,composed of multiple politicai and economic centers, 
each striving to secure its own economic advantage, wiII be better able 
to advance the welfare of its citizens than a large nationdo~inated 
a single political and economic center. J . 

In an earlier study. Paul Peterson and his colleagues exam­
ined federal grant programs in an attempt to d'iscriminatc be­
tween types of pmgr:ams for which intergovernmental coopera­
tion was productive and those for which it wascounterproductive 
orunnecessary.-l They found that "development programs" (voca­
tional' education. hospital construction. community develop­
merll) were en thusiastically supported by sta te and local ()ffidals 
arid easy to administer cooperatively. The federal government 
ailowed state and local officials substantial discretion in using 
the mon~ndall parties'thoughHhe relationships were work­
ing well(}edistdbutive programs" (compensatory education. V 
rent subsiilies, health maintenance organizations; special educa­
tion) were much more contentious. These programs were di-,' 
rected at speCial groups with little political clout and mandated 
new kinds of services. States and localities usually tried diverting 
the funds to more general purposes .. Then federal officials tight­
enedthc guiqelines. Cooperation took time and effort] , 

Peterson and his coauthors concluded that federal develop- ' 
ment programs were unnecessary, e~cept in occasional cases I 

3. Beam, "Reinventing Federalism," p. 16, 
4. Paul E. Peterson. Barry~. Rabe. and Kenneth K. Wong. When Fed~r­

alism Works (Brookings, 1986). 
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where the benefits spilled across state borders in a major way. 
In general; these programs would be undertaken by states and 

.. localities and run in much the same way without federal prod-
V 	 ding.[Pe "redistributive programs," however, accomplis~ed na­

tional purposes that states and localities were resisting and 
would not have addressed without persistent intervention from 
Washington. The authors urged refocusing federal domestic pol­
icy to'emphasize redistribution while confining federal economic 
deY£.lopment efforts to a few special cases] . 

V L,This analysis suggests a major worry about "dividing the 
·job," often expressed by traditional liberals, that states will ne­
glect the less fortunatt:, particularly by retreating from fede~al... 
dforts to improve the life chances of po()r children. The fear has 
some basis, but poor and minority young people will not be left 
out if states play an aggressive role in economic developmen.!J . 
Improving education. skills, and opportunities for the future 
labor force necessarily involves concentrating on the·futures of 
low-income and minority young people, because they will make .

V-up such a large part of that labor forc<{]ndeed, effective action 
to improve the skills and job prospects of the poor, especially 
young people. seems more likely if it is seen as essential to c()m­
munity and state economic developmert than if it is seen as 
federally funded redistribution policy.- . 

Moreover, "dividing the job" does not involve federal aban­
donment. of the poor.. Low-income people would benefit most 
from universal health insurance. Most uninsured workers are in 
low-wage jobs, and one of the barriers to leaving welfare is fear 
of losing medicaid without gaining employer-provided health 
insurance. The federal food stamp program and joint federal­
state funding of AFDC would arso remain. 

TWO PREVIOUS ATTEMPTS TO SORT OUT 
RESPO,NSIBILITIES ' 

. The idea of reexamining federal arid state responsibilities is, 
ofcourse, not a new one. In the 1970s and 1980s, concern with 
the proliferation of grants and the confusion of state and local 
roles led two presidents to propose new ways of sorting out the 
jobs. 
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Nixon's New Federalism 

The administration of President Nixon, at least until it was . 
paralyzed by the Watergate scandal and the ensuing impeach­
ment proceedings, put unusual emphasis on improving the effi­
ciency and effectiveness of government. Nixon's first term (1969­
73) was a high watermark for White House concern with evalua­
tion of program results, experimentation with policy innovation,· 
and serious discussion of alternative ways of structuring"Tespon­
sibilities-both within Washington and between the federal and 
state levels-to make government work more efficiently. 

Nixon's conservative ideology led him to emphasize sorting 
out federal and state functions more clearly, a concept he called. 
New Federalism. He espoused a stronger rofe for the federal 

. government in income maintenance and health care, although 
neither his family assistance plan nor his health proposals ever 
passed Congress. He believed in returningdecisionmaking ·power 
to the states by cutting the number of categorical grants and 
providing federal aid to the states with fewer strings. In addition 
to general revenue sharing, he proposed aseries of consolida tions 
of categorical grant programs called "special revenue sharing," 
One hundred and twenty~nine separate programs were to be 
grouped into six block grants that the statescou!d use for broad 

, purposes such as education, transportation, and law enforce­
ment, with relatively little interference from Washington, 

The block grants had little success in Congress. Lobbyists for 
existing categorical progranisfought to preserve their separate 
identity. In th~ end, only two of the proposed block grants were 
enacted, both in somewhat altered form. The Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act of 1973 pulled together various 
manpower training programs, most enacted in the 1960s, into 'a 
single grant. The community development block grant program, 
which subsumed model cities .and other funds for urban renewal. 
was passed by Congress and signed by President Gerald Ford in 
1974. 

The Reagan Swap Proposal .. 
President Reagan's first year was dominated by his dramatic 

budget proposals (see chapter 6). Then in his second State of the 


	Untitled
	Untitled2

