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EDUCATION

By All);son M. Tucker and William F. Lauber

B -

THE 103RD CONGRESS

n 1994, Congress enacted two si gmfxcant measures concerning education. With the pas-
sage of these bills, the Clinton Administration accomplished jts major education policy ob-
jectives and did so with little opposition. o

The first measure, the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, for the first time established a na-
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 ”0pportumty-to—1eam 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 second measure, reauthonzmg the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),
authorized $12.7 billion for elementary and secondary education, including $7.4 billion for the
Title I program serving disadvantaged youngsters. The measure also made slight changes in the
formula for allocating grants to states under the Title I program.

Both bills give enormous powers of control to the federal government. 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 education decisions. However, with the

. passage of ESEA and the creation of the U.S. Department of Education in 1979, the federal gov-
emment has steadily taken control away from state and local governments. With the passage of .
the two education bills in 1994, the burcaucratic “Washington knows best” approach to school

reform became even more entrenched.

Under Goals 2000:

s Three new federal bureaucracies are created: the Natlonal Education Coals Panel, the Na-
tional Education Standards and Improvement Councll (NESIC), and the National Skills
Board. The 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 additional information on thts topic, see Chapter 9 in The Heritage Foundation’s
Issucs ‘94: The Cand:cfale s Bnefng Book.
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ready have created pohtzcal!y correct” standards that dlstort Amencan h:stoxzc NESIC
-will essentially serve as a 19-member national school board. All 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. Meanwtule, the National
Skills Board focuses on setting occupational skills standards.

s The federal legislation transformed the original six national goals from 1989 into eight

‘ goals. The original six goals (readiness for school, 90 percent graduation rate, competence
in challenging subject matter, first in the world in math and science achievement, all
adults literate, and safe and drug-free schools) were developed ;omt!y by the federal gov-
emment and states with 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 from the original intentions of the states and venture into top-down fed-
cral “input” regulation and proccs&oncmed rather than results-oriented, goals. '

v The legislation developed oppoﬂumty-to—leam standards that the federal government be-
licves must be met if students are to meet the national goals adequately. Unfortunately, op-
portunity-to-learn 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 préparation, material requirements for
schools, limits on class size, and, potentially, national standards for spending. These feder-
ally created standards go in a direction exactly opposue to that of recent research and state-
level reform. : :

Under the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act:

& |n 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, preschoo! programs, and dtsabxhty programs. Only with these federally approved

“content” and “student performance” standards in plaoe can a state receive federal aid.

e The independent National Assessment Covermng Board will fose its 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 country’s most reliable performance
test for children—the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)—will be

lA The recently released Nauona! Standards for United States History give adistorted and politically correct view of

American history. For instance, George Washington is mentioned only briefly, while the founding of the Sierra Club and
the National Organization for Women is given great attention. For a critique of the history standards, sec Lynne V.

Cheney, “The End of History,” The Wall Street Journal, October 20, 1994. Sce also Carol Innerst, “History Rewritten for
the Classroom,” The Washington Times, October 26, 1994, '

2 Many states, dealing with fiscal realitics, have come 10 the realization that more moncy and regulation are not the answer.

The socalled “effective schools™ research supponts this fiscal reality, For instance, the exhoaustive review of academic
studies concerning different “inputs™ such as teacher/pupil ratio, teacher education, teaches experience, teacher salary, -
cxpenditures per pupil, administrative inputs, and facilities and student performance by University of Rochester
ceonomist Eric Hanushek demonstrated that there was litile, if any, comrelation between various educational preducuon
functions and student performance. See Eric Hanushek, “The Impact of Differential Expenditures on School
Performance,” Educarional Researcher, May 1989. See also John E. Chubb and Terry M. Moc. Politics, Markeis, and
America's Schools (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1990), and Eric Hanushek ef al., Making Schools
Work: Improving Performance and Controlling Costs (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1994). '
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weakened or rendered useless. For one thing, the education establishment resists tests that
allow different states to be compared. For another, the education establishment has al- -

ready indicated that it plans to “race norm” test scores and survey parents and their chil- 1
dren for what many consider to be “sensitive” information. ' i

s The $12.7 billion bill contains a large amount of pork-barrel spending for the education es-
tablishment. It is a huge windfall, for instance, for colleges of education, which will receive.
hundreds of millions of dollars in new “professional development” funds under the newly
overhauled Eisenhower program. A

~

¥

ACTION IN THE STATES

In sharp contrast to Washington, many state and local education reform activists are 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 growing grass-roots chailenge
to a government-run school system that is failing in many areas of the country, particularly in
America’s inner cities. This is not only because school choice is the best way to make schools ac-
countable to parents and children, but also because virtually all other e'ffcn'ts,4 including 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 of public schools. Charter schools are “public” 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, Maryland, school system, and the Hartford, Connecticut,
school district recently decided to turn the management of all of its schools over to a private
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 private school of their parents’ choice. During the first semes-
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.

3 By “racc-norming” scorcs, supporters of this technique sim (o eliminate any score differentials among racial groups. But
setting up scparate percentile rankings for cach racial group would make it impossible (o know how one group of
students compared with the test pool as a whole. Ironically, it would further the problem (minorities scoring lower) by
anificially covering up the real problem. Such a solution would address the effect and not the cause of the problem. For
some of the “sensitive” probing proposed for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), see Carol
Innerst, “Critics Say Test Frobe of Parents Is Too Nosy,™ The Washingion Times, August 30, 1994, p. A4.

4 - In 1993, some sort of school choice legislation was introduced or pending in 34 state Iegislatures, For a compreheasive
state-by-state school choice review, see Allyson M. Tucker and William F. Lauber, School Choice Programs: What's
Happening in the States, 1994 edition (Washingion, D.C.: The Heritage Foundation, May 1994). '
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THL DEBATE IN, 1995

The dramatic shift in power both in Congress and in the states gives conservatives an unprcce—
dented opportunity to undo many of the harmful education programs of the last 30 years. To
the extent that goveriument should be involved in education, it is a matter for local and state
government, not for the federal govemment. Thus, conservatwes in the new Congress should .

work to:

/7 Reassign or terminate the fum:tions of the U.S. Department of Educalion in 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 state or local level. Congress should re-
view these programs and determine which ones should be reassigned within the federal gov-
ermunent or eliminated and which ones, with the funds to carry them out, should be trans-
ferred to the states. The goal should be to close down the department within five years.
4

v/ Repeal most provisions of the Goals 2000: Educatc America Act.

Congress should reconsider the Goals 2000 legxslanon and turn the 1,000-page bill into a -
ten-page measure that will simply 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-leamn standards and the 7th and 8th goals that were not agreed to by the governors. .
‘These latter goals regulate “inputs.” The others deal thh performance measures, or “out-

puts.”

@ Eliminate the National Educahonal Standards and !mprovement Council (NESIC), the
' National Goals Panel, and the National Skills Board.

Restore the independence of the National Assessment of Educational Progress ’(NAEP)

]

Eliminate the bureaucratic state application process in the Act, replacmg 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.

[~

7/ Repeal major provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

The $12.7 billion reauthorization of the ESEA should be pared down and all the j Jargon
and its mandates removed. Speifically, Congr@s should:

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

@ Repeal all social service programs. Schools should go back to teachmg and educating stu-
“dents instead of servmg as social service a gencxes .

© Remove all gender eqmty language.

© Guarantee the mdependcnce of the National Assessment Governing Board and thereby
of the NAEP.

® Strip out the pork-barrel spendmg in the legislation (including the new. funds for colleges
of education).

36
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® Alter the formula for granting Chapter money Funds should g(; to poor students, as -
originally intended, not to students in the districts of powerful Members of Congress.

© Addan effective federal charter schools program that maintains state and local flexibility
and encourages state charter school reforms. ' : S

When Congress revises the statute, however, it should preserve state and local 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 Disabilities Education Act (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 declare as many children “disabled” as possible in their area so that they
can collect additional funding. - L

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

TLawmakers 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 states.

Eliminate, or at the very least means-test, 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 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 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 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. The 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 student loan process
would have numerous salutary effects. It would create a significant financial incentive for
schools to recruit with more care and discrction 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 keep students in school until they are 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 default claims.

37
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7/ Enact a "Parent and Student Empowermen( Act.”

* This legislation was introduced by Representative Rxchard Armey (R-TX) in 1993 as an al-
ternative to Goals 2000. It could be enacted as a separate 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 model . ..
schools, and other innovative,ideas being implemented at the state level. In addition, it
would free school districts'to innovate by permitting waivers of federal red tape, subject to

the Secretary of Education’s approval. It would also enhance parents’ nght to protect their
children from intrusive psychological testing and sex surveys agd recognize the right of par-
ents to determine who can vicw their children’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 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 students unique opportunities to. encourage reform, shrink
the bloated iureaucracy and get ofﬁcml Washmgton out of the way of innovative activists at

the grass roots.
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Driving in South Carolina, I saw
this bumper sticker: ‘I love my coun-
try. but I fear my govemnment.’

One of the fears 1 hear the most
about is the government in
Washington taking over local
schools. '

People are afraid that Washington,
D.C."experts’ will impose their views
about everything from safe sex to
world history on public schools.

“'This is not just the ranting.of some
fringe group. Look at President
Clinton’s new ‘Goals 2000 education
faw, A _

The New Hampshire State Board
of Education asked me not long ago
this question: ‘Isa’t Goals 2000 just a
first cousin to President Bush’s

. America 20007" - -
My answer was: ‘No.” My advice '

was: ‘Treat Goals 2000 about the:
same way you would treat a fox

dressed like a duck at a duck family

reunion.’
- * uoDs a national moveme into a
federal program;

. mamofnanmals:hool
board that overrides local con-
wol; :

. pthnhmgmexpmsand
union leaders in charge instead
of Govemors: -

. fmmmmspent.mstead :

of what children learn; .

FROM NARTL ALLIANCE BUSINES

.S CHOOLS

* encourages “outcome-based™
education instead of focusing on
whether children are leaming the

* bans tests with consequences.

Every single Republican Seaator

voied to-stop this kind of law in
Qctober, 1992. If [ were sall
Governor, I would say “no thanks' to
Goals 2000 because of the strings.

. The worst part of Goals 2000 is
what Congress dida’t do. No
renewed commitment to figorous
academic standards. No push to
charter thousands of new achools.

No move to take federal regulations

off the classroor teacher. No GI Bill
for Kids so that poor families can
In 1981, I suggested to. President

mw—ms&udofd:ecompanym

‘Washington, D.C.~will do a better

jwbﬁxwmgwmnubanﬁnandml'
“dren’s funire. ~

A ME

' August 1994
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Will Success

 Spoil

America?
Why the Pols Don’t Get

Our Real Crisis of Yalues

By Edward N. Luttwak

AVﬂiGﬂIﬂJGewgeBunh.vhonhowedmm
self blithely unaware of the very existence of
pmblsn.:ndhwund&ﬂ(:hmmwho
spoke ag if he knew all about it but failed to act,
the American electorate has now given a two-year op-
portunity to the congressional Republicans to show that

can understand the problem and also come up with
The problem in question is the dented sense of
Mmmq&nhnmu-menly
of life in America, not
species of corporate

: The
mH@bmhMﬂMmﬁydumumUS
lymhlnmnymlhrmedymm:
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turbo~charged
open 1o the world’s competition, in which no single firm,
no particular industry and certainly no job or self-
employment niche can .H 3

Congress, can only add to those warries.

new about the “creative destruction”
of free competition. Only if outdated economic struc-
tures and obeolete methods are first awept

can more
pbee.'htnmvhuﬂy:mmrddeuee,amerenc—
celeration in the pace of structural e at any given
nmdmmﬂut that, as it turns out, is
quite enough to make all the difference.

‘The rise and decline of skills, firms and entire indus-

Edward Luttwak is ssnior fellow at the Center for
Strategic and International Smdu.uld auﬂord “The
Endangered American Dream.

trast, almost all now pay much, much more to
their top managers. And all surviving airlines
offer such low domestic fares that, unlike the
days of regulation, even Americans with am-
ple free time andjor low incomes now habitu-
ally travel by air.

Airline deregulation has aiso destabilized
the aircraft industry. Domestic airlines fly
more aircraft than before, but tend to keep
them until they are worn out. Lockheed has

stopped manufacturing airliners altogether;
McDonnell

of sharing its key technologies); and Boeing’s
future is secure only because of sales to for-
eign airlines—most of which are still highly

regulated.
Overall, airline regulation served the inter-
ests of

h to cab
the number of divorces and problem children
caused by deregulation-induced economic
stresses on the families of airline employees.
Partly because there are no such statistics,
we are accustomed to smply ignore the non-

not
mmdnmhnemduﬂ.rybulm:ﬂmdusm
Yet it is intuitively obvious that social losses
must outweigh economic gains in many cases.

nother obvious cause of accelerated
change in the U.S. economy

is the rather sudden computerization of
otﬁcework.Afterbangbngdelayed the in-
creased efficiencies that electronic computa-

tion, data storage, repxoducuan and mtema.l

ldwvebltbyht.ﬁnallyunvedmhﬂkdumm

(Ac- - the 1980s. Partly because even senior manag-

€rs can now work these machines; partly be-
Ccause junior managers are mcrumxglycm'n
pelled to use those machines in place of
clerical belp; and partly because “localarea
networks” allow managers at the next level up
literally to oversee the work that their subor-
dinates are doing or not doing—for all these
reasons the computerization of office-work has
suddenly become a near-universal reality.

- With that, whitecollar workers 100 are now
diminishing

tries.
Mmmmtmmnmnhabwt're-

engineering the corporation,” but the very

rulewmmtmw:ll&reetmnupataby

= S T

chgr manag
uﬂmgprgmhutmber&rmd!ﬁnngd
secretaries replaced by
mﬂm dlutzr-wnmgmeur

ies replaced by word-processing and fax-
boards, and of filing secretaries replaced by
electronic memories, with the resulting elimi-
nation of their clerical supervisors, and the
middle managers who used to supervise those
Supervisors.

market, and not the Indian market. But life for

the vast number of Americans who now par-

ticipate in the global economy, wittingly or un-

wittingly, uﬁ:ﬂdmmzmandau—
downfalls,

Viewed in the very nan'ow national-ac-

That is why b whose revenues and
profils are increasing nicely in the present re-
covery are nevertheless not adding white-
collar or middle management pasitions; why
businesses whose revenues and profits are
stable are eliminating quite a few of those po-
gitions; and why businesses in decline are
drastically reducing both white collar and
management positions.

To be sure, technological progress also al-
lows many new jobs to emerge, often very
good ones. Unfortunately, as the continuing
decline in the average hourly earnings of all
employed Aniericans proves beyond a doubt,
theloua!agpatmnysosowhuewﬂupbs

in exciting
new- ledmolo phs. A recent highly optimis-
tic column byf Robert ). Samuelson inadver-
tently showed®why the totality of new jobs is
not a satisfactory replacement for the old
white collar jobs that have been lost.

The Samuelson list included such classic
new-tech companies as lmel Mx:rowﬁ Apple
C and G h. Simple arithmetic
unmh.mawedﬂ:ala.ﬂlhecmnpamesmme
list employed a grand total of 62,500 people—
only 500 more than Home Depot alone, a re-
tail chain that offers mostly low-paid and part-

That indeed is the true destination of most
fired white-collar workers: lower-status jobs in
retail sales or other cheap services, with di-
minished earnings, smaller fringe benefits, and
scant if any job security. (Since the table was
puhlished there have been mass firings at Ap-
ple). It is interesting to note that the table also
included Nike, which manufactures mostly
outside the United States, and South Air-

all our globalization
debates, whuhuNAFTAlutyu:ar the
GATT Treaty now, any increase in the com-
bined income of all Americans—no matter

even though average Japanese money incomes

Whmldmemtonpssum:mjapan.
three or four clearly underemployed young men
leap into action to wash and wipe the headlights
and windows as well as the windscreen, check

lines, a non-union company that pays the low-
est wages in the industry, forcing compeling
airlines to do the same in each regional mar-
ket it moves into.

Once again, as with deregulation, structural
changes induced by the arrival of new technol-
ogies are undoubtedly increasing the total effi-
ciency of the U.S. economy. The trouble is
that they are enriching only the architects of
change and those who can invest in their ven-
tures, while impoverishing a net majority of all
working Americans.

he mast blatantly obvious (if not most

important) cause of structural change is

the so-called “globalization” of the U.S.
economy. Negotiated trade agreements, in-
cluding the new GATT Treaty, have been on-
ly one factor in increasing the exposure of the
economy 1o the competitive pressures and op-
portunities of the global marketplace. Other
factors include cheap and instant telecommu-
nications matwe!}wlormauonolnewcom-
mercial relationships; the di hing inci-

by the governmen
Mmhmulﬂlmymunkmuch
mare cheaply from a self-service pump, but

pluum.Butbemmetbcymmtempbyedby
the gas station, or by anybody else, I do not
have to pay their wages through govenment-
imposed high prices for my gas. That is where
U.S.-atyle economic analysis stope: Japanese
consumers are being exploited, while the free
market provides American consumers with

s
But in reality, I still have to pay for those

precisely to protect Japanese uouetyimnthe
dm-upt.we effects of  any mpeuum Iomm

or

a Large-Scale Retail Law thlt greatly re-
sum the spread of chain stores, supermar-
kets and department stores. Craftsmen
threatened by cheaper nmpans are protected
by unwritten amm conspiracies as

dence of transport costs and the hammering
down of once diverse consumer preferences
into uniformnity by trans-national mass media
imagery and advertising.

Globalization means that U.S. sales of goods
or services can expand far beyond the limits of
the domestic market—and of course that the
U.S. production of many kinds of goods and
services, and the related employment, can be
displaced at any time by cheaper production
from someplace else in the world. True, glob-
alization as such does not determine U.S.
wage levels, Even the U.S. worker who hap-
pens to be competing head-on with an Indian
counterpart is paid according to the supply
and demand for his skills in the U.S. labor

pay for at least 37,777 gallons of

even at very high Japanese prices. American

free-market gasoline is thus very expensively

cheap, 2s compared to Japan's employment-

generating, cheaply expensive gasoline. i
Iheresmmmdmmdmtbose.

As it happens, in Japan even the bureaucracy
is now beginning to discuss deregulation. But
currently victarious Republicans might still
from glancing over at the Japanese mod-
han caly unemployed

e
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EDUCATION

By Allyson M. Tucker and thlxam F. Lauber

THE lO?RD CONGRBSS

n 1994, Congress enacted two s;gmﬁcant measures concemmg education. With the pas-
I sage of these bills, the Clinton Administration accomphshed its major educahon pohcy ob-
jectives and did so with little opposition. - ,

The first measure, the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, for the first time estabhshed 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 ”opportumty—to-leam” standards. These standards, said to be voluntary, s the
level of “inputs” schools must reach in order to receive federal funding. The measure author-
ized an appropnauon of $105 million in fiscal year 1994 as well as 5400 mxlhon in fiscal 1995
spending. :

}

~ The second measure, rea uthonzmg the Elementary and Secondary Educahon Act (ESEA) ‘
authorized $12.7 billion for elementary and secondary education, including $7.4 billion for the

" Title I program serving disadvantaged youngsters. The measure also made shght changes in the
formula for allocating grants to states under the Title I program.

Both bills give enormous powers of control to the federal government. 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 education decisions. However, with the
passage of ESEA and the creation of the U.S. Department of Education in 1979, the federal gov-
~ermnment has steadily taken control away from state and local govemnments. With the passage of
the two education bills in 1994, the burcaucratic "Washington knows best” approach to school
reform became even more entrenched '

Under Goals 2000‘

s Three new federal bureaucractes are created: tl\e Natlonal Educatlon Goals Panel, the Na.
tional Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC), and the National Skills ~
Board. The National Education Goals Pancl has already started to develop standards for ‘
states Unfortunately, the panels setting up the standatds are pohUcaﬂy controlled and al-

1

-~ For background and addnuona! information on this topic, see rhapter 9in The Hemage Foundahon's
s sSUPS '94: The Candidate’s Enm’ng Book. ;
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ready have created "pohhcally correct” standards that distort American hlstory NESIC
will essentially serve as a 19-member national school board. All members will be politi-
cally appointed-by the President and will approve or disapprove all state-developed plans
to mect the national goals set by the Education Goals Panel. Meanwhile, the National
Skills Board focuses on setting occupational skills standards. 4

- s% The federal Iegnslatuon transformed the origlnal six national goals from 1989 into enght
' goals The original six goals (readiness for school, 90 percent graduation rate, competence

in challenging subject matter, first in the world in math and science achievement, all
adults literate, and safe and drug-free schools) were developed jomtly by the federal gov-
emment and states with 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 from the original intentions of the states and venture into top-down fed-
eral “input” regulation and process-oricnted, rather than results-oriented, goals.

s The lcgls!anon developed “opportunity-to-learn” standards that the federal government be-
licves must be met if students are to meet the national goals adequately. Unfortunately, op-
portunity-to-learn 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, potentially, national standards for spending. These feder-
ally created sztandards go in a direction exactly opposite to that of recent research and state-
level reform.

Under the reauthonzat)on of the Elementary and Secondary Bducanon Act

& |n 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.
“content”’ and “student performance” standards in place can a state receive federal aid.

«« The independent National Assessment Governing Board will lose its independence. In the
past, a nonpartisan board elected new members as individual terms ex?ired But with the
new method of packing the board, it is likely that the country’s most reliable performance
test for chﬂdren—-the Nahonal Assessment of Educanonal Progresa (NAEP)-—-wxll be .

1. The recenty released Natibnal Standards for United States Histocy give a distorted and pﬁﬁnny correct view of
American history. For instance, George Washington is mentioned only bricfly, while the founding of the Sierra Club and
" the National Organization for Women is given great attention. For a critique of the history standards, sec Lynne V.
Cheney, *"The End of History," The Wall Street Journal, October 20, 1994. Sec also Catol Innerst, “History Rewritten for
the Classroom,” The Washingion Times, October 26, 1994,
2 Many stales, dealing with fiscal realities, bave come to the realization that more moncy and regulation are not the answer.
" The so-called “effective schools™ research supports this fiscal reality. For instance, the exhaustive review of academic
studies concerning different “inputs™ such as teacher/pupil ratio, teacher education, teacher experience, teacher salary,
cxpenditures per pupil. administrative inputs, and facilities and student performance by University of Rochester '
cconomist Eric Hanushek demonstrated thal there was linle, if any, correlation between various educational production
functions and student perforinance. See Eric Hanushek, “The Impact of Differential Expenditures on School
Performance,” Educarional Resedrcher, May 1989. Sce also John E. Chubb and Terry M. Moe, Politics, Markets, and
America's Schools (Washington, D.C,: The Brookings Institution, 1990), and Eric Hanushek ef al., Making Schools
Work: Improvmg Pcd’ormancc and Comroffmg Com CWashmg(on, D.C.: The Brookings Instituton, 1994)
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~ weakened or rendered useless. For one thing, the education establishment resists tests that
. allow different states to be compared. For another, the education establishment has al-
ready indicated that it plans to “race norm” test scores and gurvey parents and their chil-
dren for what many consider to be “sensitive” information. : :

= The $12.7 blllion bill contains a large amount of pork-barre! spending for the education es-
tablishment. It is a huge windfall, for instance, for colleges of education, which will receive
hundreds of millions of dollars in new “professional development” funds under the newly
overhauled Eisenhower program. A |

ACTION IN THE STATES

In sharp contrast to Washington, many state and local education reform activists are pushing
for decentralization of the education system and greater parcntal 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 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 not only because school choice is the best way to make schools ac-
countable to parents and children, but also because virtually all other effortsaincluding 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 of public schools, Charter schools are “public” 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, Maryland, school system, and the Hartford, Connecticut,
school district recently decided to turn the management of all of its schools over to a private
management firm. ' . S

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 vouchersto
low-income children to attend the private school of their parents’ choice. During the first semes-
ter of the 1994-1995 school year, fifteen different cities had private voucher programs. Over o
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.

3 By “race-norming” scores, supporters of this technique aim 1o eliminate any score differcntials among racial groups. But
setling up scparate percentile rankings for cach racial group would make it impossible to know how one group of ‘
 students compared with the test pool as a whole. Tronically, it would further the problem (minorities scoring lower) by
anificially covering up the real problem. Such a solution would address the effect and not the cause of the problem. For
some of the “sensitive” probing proposed for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), see Carol
Innerst, “Critics Say Test Probe of Parents Is Too Nosy,” The Washingion Times, August 30, 1994, p. A4.
4 ° Tn [993, some son of school choice lcgislation was inroduced or pending in 34 state Iegislatures. For a comprehensive
- state-by-state school choice review, see Allyson M. Tucker and William F. Lauber, School Choice Programs: What's -
_ Happening in the States, 1994 edition (Washington, D.C.: The Heritage Foundation, May 1994). - '


http:managemf.mt

%

]

LULOLNs NTTOL 1D:2123196171 ) - DEC 16’94 - 13:36 N0o.009 P.0S

THI* DEBATE IN 1995

- The dramanc shiftin power both in Congress and in the states gives conservatives an unprece- -
- dented opportunity to undo many of the harmful education programs of the last 30 years. To

the extent that government should be involved:-in education, it is a matter for local and state

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

work to: .

7/ Reassign or terminate the functlons of the U.S. Depadment of Education in order to close
the Department.
Many of the Departmcnt s programs duphcate 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 be reassigned within the federal gov-

ermnment or eliminated and which ones, with the funds to carry them out, should be trans-
Jerred to the states. The goal should be to close down the department within five years

v/ Repeal most prowslons of the Goals 2000; Educate Amenca Act

Congress should reconsider the Goals 2000 legislation and turn the 1,000-page bill into a
ten-page measure that will simply grant money to the states for education reform efforts.
Congress should then reduce this funding over time as state reform expcrunents are com-
pleted. In revising the statute, Congress should: :

O Repeal all of the regulahons and mandates mcludmg, but not limited to, the opportmuty—
to-learn standards and the 7th and 8th goals that were not agreed to by the Bovemnors:
These latter goals regulate- mpuha The others deal wnth performance measures, of “out-
puts.” ‘

® Ehmmate the Natxona! Educanonal Standards and Improvement Counc:l (NESIC), the
‘National Goals Panel, and the National Skills Board.

© . Restore the independence of the National Assessment of Educaﬁonal Pregress (NAI:P)

O Eliminate the bureaucratic state application process in the Act, replacing it witha slmple
- requirement that the states send ina letter saying how they spent the Goals 2000 money
.thhmthetermsoftheAct o o _ _

¢ Repeal ma]or provnstons of the ﬂementary and Secondary Educaﬂon Act (ESEA)

"The $12.7 billion reauthorization of the ESEA should be pared down and all thej )argon
~and its mandates removed. Specifically, Congress should: .

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

© Repeal all social service programs. Schools should go back to teachmg and educatmg stu-
dents instead of serving as social service agencxes _ _ .

- © Remove all gender equity. language.

© Guarantee the mdependcnce of the Natxonal Assessment Govemmg Board and thereby
of the NAEP. A

- 6 Strip out the pork-barrel spendmg in the Iegxslahon (mcludmg the new. funds for colleges ’
of education). o , ‘ S
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® Alter the formula for granting Chapter | money.,l:unds should go to poor students, as
originally intended, not to students in the districts of powerful Members of Congress.

e Add an effective federal charter schools program that maintains state and local flexibility
- and encourages state charter school reforms. . . SR

When Congress revises the statute, however, it should preserve state and local 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. '

7/ Repeal the Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).

IDEA is extremely expensive and redundant in light of the Americans With Disabilities
Act (ADA). 1t 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 declare as many children “disabled” as possible in their area so that they
can collect additional funding. : o : .

7/ 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 states. '

¢/ Eliminate, or at the very least means-test, 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 Jaudable, 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. -

7 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 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. The 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 student 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 strong incentive to keep students in school until they are 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 default claims.

37


http:vocation.al

1

EDISON, NY-32 g ID:21231986171 - DEC 16°94 13:37 No.0OOS P.OY

‘-

~ / Enact a “Parent and Student Empowerment Act.”

This legislation was introduced by Representative Rxchard Armey (R-TX) in 1993 as an al-
ternative to Goals 2000. It could be enacted as a separate 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 model . .
schools, and other innovative ideas being 1mplemented at the state level. In addition, it
would free school districts to innovate by permitting waivers of federal red tape, subject to
the Secretary of Education’s approval. It would also enhance parents’ nght to protect their
children from intrusive psychological testing and sex surveys agd recogmze the right of par-
ents to determine who can view their children’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 unique opportunities to encourage reform, shrink
the bloated bureaucracy, and. get official Washmgton out of the way of innovative activists at
- the grass roots.

'BIBLIOGRAPHY

Heritage Studies

Domanico, Raymond, "Brmgmg School Choxce to the Nation’s Largest School. System. A Com-
munity-Based Strategy," Heritage Lecture No. 460, September 2, 1993, .

Farnan, Patricia, “A Choice for Etta Wallace: The Private Voucher Revolution in Urban Schools o
Policy Review, Spring 1993. B

Finn, Chester E. ,Jr., “Up from Medlocnty What Next in Schoo! Refom Poltcy
Review, Summer 1992.

- Lauber, William F., “Goals 2000 The ‘Washington Knows Best’ Approach to School Reform,
Issue Bulletin No. 185, November 16, 1993.

McGroarty, Daniel, “Education’s Long March: The Chome Revoluhon Shifts to the States,”
Policy Review, Summer 1994.

* Rebarber, Theodor, ”Pmposals for Reauthonzmg the Elementaxy and Secondary Educahon Act
. Threaten State and Local Contro! of Education,” Issue Bulletin No. 194, June 14, 1994 :

Thies, Clifford, "Parental Choice in Educaﬂon Forecasting the Impact," Herz!age Lecture No 432,
February 8, 1993.

Tucker, Allyson, “The Camegie Foundanon s Shabby Assau!t on School Choice,” Bnckgrounder
- No. 938, May 10, 1993. . :

Tucker, Allyson, “Goals 2000: Stxﬂmg Grass Roois Educanon Reform," Issue Bu!letm No. 182
July 14, 1993, o , « _

1.
&

'S For a brief analysis of the Armey proposal, see Allyson M. Tuckcr, ‘Goals 2000: Sunmg Grass Roots Education
Reform. Herilage Foundation l.mu Bulletin No. 182, July 14 1993 L ‘ -
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Tucker, Anyson, and William F. Lauber, “"How Members of Congrm Exercise School Cho;ce,
F.Y.I. No.9, February 1, 1994.

Tucker, Allyson, “Six Reasons Why Bill Clinton’s National Service Program Is a Bad Idea,”
Issue Bulletin No. 178, June 23, 1993, ‘

Tucker, Allyson, and William F. Lauber, School Choxce Programs: What' 5 Happening in the States
1994 edition, May 1994

thhams, Polly, "School Choice: A Vchxcle for Achieving Educahonal Excellence in the Afncan-
American Community,” [ kntage Lecture No. 414 October 9,1992.

Other Pubhcatxons

“ Alexander and Bennett Urge Senate To Re;ect Reauthonzatxon of H. R. 6 Empower America
Briefing, September 30, 1994.

Chubb, John E., and Terry M. Moe, Politics, Mnrkzts and America’s Schools (Washmgton D.C.
The Brookmgs Institution, 1990).

Goodling, Bill, “How to Measure ‘Opportunity to Learn’,” Roll Call, May 24, 1994.

Gregg, Judd, “A Federal Power Grab for Control of Schools “ The Washmgton Ttmes, Ianuary 31, |
1994,

‘Hanushek, Eric A., et al., Making Schools Work Improvmg Performnct and Controllmg Costs (W ash-
ington, D.C.: The Breokmgs Institution, 1994),

Lerner, Barbara, “The ‘Opportunity’ Fantasy,” Natmnnl Review, july 19, 1993., '

Lowry, Rich, ”Reform and the Democrats,” National Review, July 19, 1993

Manno, Bruno V., “Deliver Us From Clinton’s Schools Bill,” The Wall Street Journal, June 22, 1993
Manno, Bruno V., “Clinton’s 100 Days in Education,” Educat:on Week, May 12, 1993.

Ravitch, Diane, “Here’s What' s Wrong With Goals 2000 Presadent Clmton 8 School Reform Bxll "
Roll Call, May 24, 1993. '

Rebarber, Theodor, “Goals 2000: lielp or Hmderance’" Neiwork News & Views, May 1994.

EXPF iRTS
Allyson Tucker S Jeanne Allen o
Manager, Center for FAucahon Pohcy - Center for Education Reform
The Heritage Foundation : - 1001 Connecticut Avenue, NW
214 Massachusetts Avenue, NE ' ~ Washington, DC 20036 :
Washington, DC 20002 - Phone: 202-822-9000
Phone: 202-546-4400 - - Fax : 202-822-5077
Fax: 202-544-2260 - ' Topic: Federal and state education pohcy
- Topic: Federal and state educahon pohcy
‘ Chnt Bolick
Lamar Alcxander : o _ Institute for Justice
Empower America ' 1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 200
1776 I Street, NW ~ ' South - .
- Suite 980 , - - . Washington, DC 20004
Washington, DC 20036 = V ~ Phone: 202-457-4240
Phone: 202-452-8200 - - Fax: 202-457-8574
Fax: 202-833-0388 Topic: Legal a@ects of school chotce;

Topic: Federal policy C : ; dcsegregahon N
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]ohn Chubb
Partner, The Edison Pro;ect
529 5th Avenue, 12th:floor
New York, NY 10017
- Phone: 212-309-1600
Fax: 212-309-1604
~ Topic: School choice

Denis Doyle '
110 Sufrunerfield Road
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

* Phone: 202-986-9350
Topic: Federal Policy

Chester Finn .
Hudson Institute.
1015 18th Street, NW, Suite 200
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: 202-223-7770
Fax: 202-223-8537 ,
Topic: Federal and slate education policy

William D. Hansen
Education Finance Council
1155 Fifteenth Street, NW
Suite 500 -
Washington, DC 20005
Phone: 202-466-8621 -
Fax: 202-466-8643
Topic: Education budget and fmance

Eric Hanushek
'Economics Department
University of Rochester
Harkness 108
Rochester, NY 14627
Phone: 716-275-5252
Fax: 716-271-3900

William Kristol
. Project for the Repubhcan Future
1150 17th Street, NW ‘
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: 202-293-4900
Fax: 202-2934901 =
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Bdb Morrison

Family Research Council
700 13th Street, NW, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20005

Phone: 202-393-2100 .
Fax: 202-393-2134

‘Topics: Federal educahon pohcy, parental

rights

Chuck O'Malley

Charles J. O'Malley and Assoc:ates
442 Cranes Roost Court :
Annapolis, MD 21401

Phone: 410-349-0139

Fax: 410-349-0140
Topic: Federal and state educatlon policy

Janet Parshall |

Concerned Women for Amenca .
370 L’Enfant Promenade, SW, Suite 800
Washington, DC 20024 -

.. Phone: 202-488-7000
- Pax: 202-488-0806

Topics: Federal education outcome-
based education : polu?y :

‘Diane Ravitch

‘New York University
32 Washington Place
New York, NY 10003
Phone: 212-998-5146

Theodor Rebarber

The Edison Project.

529 Sth Avenue, 12th Floor
New York, NY 10017
Phone: 212-309-1600

Fax: 212-309-1604

‘ Topu: Federal Policy
. Michael Schwartz

Citizens for Educational Freedom
927 South Walter Reed Drive, Smte 1

- Arlington, VA 22204

Phone: 703-486-8311
Fax: 703-486-3160

- Topic: Federal and state education policy
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American Legislative Exchange Council
910 17th Street, NW, Sth Floor
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Phone: 202-466-3800

Fax: 202-466-3801

Topic: State education policy

Michael Williams |

Haynes & Booth

- 801 Cherry Street

Suite 1300
Fort Worth, TX 76102
Fax: 817-347-6650

Topic: Civil rights, minority scholarshlps, .

school law
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Marshall Wittmann

Chiristian Coalition . '
227 Massachusetts Avenue, NE, Suite 101

- Washington, DC 20002
Phone: 202-

Fax: 202-543-2978
Topics: Federal education policy, outcome-
based education

Robert Woodson, Sr.

National Center for Nenghborhood Enterprise
1367 Connecticut Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20036

Phone: 202-331-1103

Fax: 202-296-1541 ‘

Topic: State education policy
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heeping them warchotsed within urban shuns. - The
acdhministration hasn’t onlv tossed another unsolicited-
political bone 1o Republicans who would slash any
socil program, successtul or failed. and who have

never liked the possibiite that a tew poor kids might

end ap in their districts” public schools: it has also for:
siken its professed commitment o policies that help
the poor help themselves.

T RUE LOVE: Just as Suha Tawii. Yasir Aratat’s voting
wife, jovouslv announced she is pregnant, the pLo
leader’s first wite emerged-from hiding to darken the
couple’s bright day. Thc other woman, bg -vear-old Najla
Yassin, insists she s the onlvone \\ha truly understands
Now to love the man: “When I would see he was nervous
or tired.” she reminisced to The Waskington Post, *
would go out into the street and find a Palestinian
child. and I'd sav to him. "Go to Abu Ammar; he wanis
o give vour a Kalashnikov so vou can fight the Jews." The
child would go in and ask Abu \mmar for a Kalash-
nikov. He would forget immediately his troubles. He
would smile, he would kiss the child. and he would sav
to me. ‘Do vou see these? Thev are-our future.””

T HIS JUSTIN: |
Reducing water wastage
means less waste water

— The Nation of Bangkok, October 21

{Thanks 10 Tom Cole. ‘hma Rosa, California. )

‘Grade cards used to
gauge student progress

—Sf(m{/m(l Dmnocm/ Sikeston, Missouri, November 14
{Thanks o Steve Moslev, Sikeston, Missouri. y

Lost pets are often confused

—The Dailv Record, Ellensburg, \f\’ashmgton ‘October 31
{Thanks 1 R()b(}lt Fordan, Ellensburg, Washington.)

Denver school
official to talk
with his boss

— The Pueblo Chieftain, Pueblo, Colorado, December 3

(Thanks to Thomas Pavne, Pueblo, Colorado.)

T O THE MAX: .
“What the Chmons ha\e to offer in short

Weber called “charismanc feadership—rihie Tewdership
of the chiclin whose autharine de cpends on s abilin
to reward his followers (hwul\ —CGodlrey Hodgson,
reviewing On The Edge: The Clinton Proside neve The N
ok Imm Book Review. \0\ ember 27 .

“Together. he and the candidate raid the pnr\ and

~carry off the glittering booty. much in the manner of

the “charismatic horde’ of Max Weber's classic descri ip-
tion of the different tvpes of authoritv.—Godfrey
Hodgson, reviewing Quest for the Presidenry 1)9? in The
Washington Pos{ Book World, same duv »

THE PRESS

HISTORYLESSON

By jon erner

. vnne Cheney wasn’t gone ong The head of the

" National Endowment for the Humanities under

Ronald Reagan and George Bush has jumped

back into the news with her attacks on the
National Standards for History, a guide for elementary
and high school teachers. Ironically, though. her mode

of return may have its benefits, for it sho“s how u false

‘story, with the help of the right-wing media. can enjov a

fine run in the public forum.

~ The National Standards make for an unlikelv victim.
To begin with, they were financed by the Bush admini-
stration and were well underwav by the time Cheney left

" the endowment. Moreover, thev were put Locethex not

by some leftist coven, but by teachers, admuu»uatm&

scholars and parents—along with organizations yanging

from the American Association of School Librariansto
the National Education Association. The standards ex-
press a consensus that the teaching of historv. long in
neglect, should be the centerpiece of the social studies
curriculum. This should include coverage of the experi-
ences of ordinary people as well as elites, and treament
of nations and cultures throughout the world. '
So what's the problemz In her first attack. launched in
a Wall Street Journal op-ed on October 20. a week belore
the American History Standards were released. Chenev
said the issue was sxmple not enough white men. lLurriet
Tubman, the African American who led slaves ) i:c::-
dom bhefore the Civil War, was “mentioned six times.”
while George Washington “makes only a flecting .(ppear-
ance,” and Thomas Edison gets ignored altogeiher.
A vs aft Chenev’s article appem'e( Riv 1y .,im-. '

" JANUARY 2, 1995 THE \i 5 - g
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- dards were “developed in the councils of
. the Bolshevik and Nazi Parties, and suc-

. Cheney critique. “It’s a travesty,” Shanker said of the

“keep William the Conqueror ..

10 THiE NEW REPUBLIC JANJARY 2,185

Thereafter, more respectable journalists began pick-
ing up the story. The New York Times ran an Associated
Press article on October 26, the day the standards were
officially released. (Headline: “PLAN TO TEACH U.S. HI5-

TORY IS SAID TO SLIGHT WHITE MALES.”) The story did not -
describe the standards or give examples. Instead, it

reported on Cheney’s laments: “They makc itsound as if

_ everything in America is wrong and grim.”

Two days later The Washington Times weighed in with
an article complammg that the project took “$2.2 mil-
lion of taxpayers’ money.” On October 28 usa Today
column;st]oe Urschel wrote that the commission’s pur-
pose was “to mlslead and bully elementary and high
school instructers.” A Washington Post story devoted
seven paragraphs to Cheney’s criticism.

On November 4 Charles Krauthammer published an
essay in the Post titled “History Hijacked”; it cited Cheney
on Tubman and Edison. U.S. News & World Report, Time
and Newsweek also participated. Newsweek even offered

‘some original reporting—its article concluded with a

quote from a black teacher backing the standards. Black
children, the teacher said, have been “brainwashed”
to “celebrate white heroes ... and values,” and
“what needs to happen now is a reverse brain-
washing.” The statement did litde to under-
mine Cheney’s critique. ; o\
On November 8 The Wall Street Journal X\
editorial pages ran letters under the X
headline, “THE HISTORY THIEVES.” The
first of these declared that national stan-

cessfully deployed .on the youth of the
Third Reich and the Soviet Empire.” Soon
thereafter, The New York Times op-ed page featured

an article by John Patrick Diggins of the cuny Graduate
Center, the only historian to write in support of Cheney:

- Nothing in his essay indicated he had read the stan-

dards. “At a time when people from all over the world
are flocking to America,” Diggins wrote, “students are
told that they must study precisely that from which peo-
ple are fleeing?” Don’t study the rest of the world, he
was arguing—a position more extreme than Cheney’s.

On November 11. The Wall Street Journal broadened its
attack by going after the World History Standards. It
quoted Albert Shanker, president of the American Fed-
eration of Teachers, who had been swept up in the

standards. It’s “leftist point-of-view history. Everything
that ... has to do with white people is evil and oppres-
sive, while Genghis Khan is a nice, sweet guy just bring-

ing his culture to other places.”

That day—three weeks after Cheney’s. initial broad-
side—a national news story reporting on the actual con-
tents of the standards finally appeared. The article, -

page 1 of The New York Times, noted that the standards

non—European hallmarks like China’s powerful Song
mastv.” The gmdelmes the paper added, "ask students
e ,bexond rote memonzauon and explain, anahze

- but also give emphasis .

and explore historical inovements around the world.”
Even a cursory look at the standards suggests the
assault by Cheney and Co. was flawed. When I purchased

a copy at the National Center for History in the Schools, -

located a few blocks from ucLA, I met project co-director

. Gary Nash, a ucLa history professor. I asked him whether
" white men had been neglected. “The fact is there are .
white males on every page of this document,” he replied.
~ Sure enough, there they are. Flip to page 76: for the rev-
_ olution of 1776, “Analyze the character and roles of the

military, political and diplomatic leaders who helped
forge the American victory.” If you don’t discuss George
Washington, you flunk. Page 138: for the period 1870-
1900, “How did inventions change the way people lived
and worked? Who were the ‘great inventors of the
period?” If you don’t discuss Edison, you rein trouble.

What about Cheney’s claim that.“not a single one of
the thirty-one standards mentions the Constitution™
Well, page 84 says students should be able to “analyze the
fundamental ideas behind the distribution of powers
and the system of checks and balances established by the
Constitution.” And, it turns out that the person men-
tioned most often is not Tubman, but Richard

Nixon. Ronald Reagan comesin second. .
Cheney complained about the prefer-
ential treatment of women and minori-

students should be abie to explain “the
arguments for and against affirmative
action™and “for and against ratification
of the Equal Rights Amendment.” They
should be able to evaluate “the Warren
- Court’s reasoning in Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation.” Politics is treated in a similarly un-
biased and resolutely middle-of-the-road way: stu-
dents should be able to “demonstrate understanding of
the ongms and domestic consequences of the cold
war” and to analyze “the Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon
administrations’ Vietnam policy.”

Shanker’s anger that the standards portray Genghls
Khan as a softie also runs into problems when com-
pared with the text. The two pages on the Mongol
empire say students should be able to “describe the

" destructive Mongol conquests of 1206-79 and assess

their effects on peoples of China, Southeast Asia, Russia
and Southwest Asia”; in grades seven and eight, stu-

" dents are asked to examine Genghis Khan's statement,

“Man’s highest joy is in victory: to conquer one’s ene-
mies, to pursue them, to deprive them of their posses-
sions, to'make their beloved weep.”

Cheney made a particularly big deal out of one of the

suggested high school teaching exercises on the rise of

big business: “Conduct a trial of John D. Rockefeller on
the following charge: ‘The plaintff had knowingly and
willfully participated in unethical and amoral business
practices designed to undermine traditions of a fair and

open competition for personal and private aggrandlze :

mon welfare.' " She

‘dlr_ect violation of
is was outrageous;

Those Wio went

ties, but it’s hard to see why. High school -

‘one of the older .
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o college i the D0cand s mav remember fofin D,
/(m befetler, Boley Boron or Bidistrad Stetesninn = pizb ished
i the Heath !mf»!: ms i American Croilizalion series which

S prese nted the pros andcons of the indostrial eras and on

which countless p papers and exams were based,

What comes next? Although the stndards project
began during the Bush vears. the Clinton administra-
tion adopted it as part of its "Goals 2000 pmqr am ol
cducational reforms. The standards are suppused to be
stbmiitted for certitication by a bipartisan National Edu-
cation Standards and mpm\'mucm Council. whose vet
unnanmed members are to be nominated by the presi-
dent and confirmed bv Congress. Cer tification would
encourage téxtbook publishers and school systems to
adopt the standards. But thev would remain voluntar v.

The battle likely will rage bevond the standards and
the people Appomted to approve them. Indeed, the flap
could grow into a Republican effort to scrap the NEH.
Don’t be surprised if the halls of Congress. newlv popu-
lated by a ¢.op majority, resound mth denunciations of
the endowment. And don't be surprised if the Clinton
administration fails to put up much of a tight.-Under-
secretarv of Education Marshall S. Smith told the Post
that the president “had nothing to do with those folks”
who drafted the standards. That doesn’ tsound good.

JoN WiexEr is professor of history at the bm\eranv of
California, Irvine,
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PINKDAWN

"By Anna Husarska

After two decades of construction of communism in the
USSR, no one has anv reason to be a homosexual, and those
who persist in their homosexuality should be regarded as
counter-revolutionary elements and should be-punished for
anti-Soviet activity,

_ —Nikolai Krilvenko, attorney genera] under Josef Stalin

Gav rights is the ultimate oxymoron in Russia, beca'us_e
for seventy vears neither gavs nor rights have been very
visible here. In Moscow, there isn't a single gav rights
defense group; there are only a few discos and cafés
where gavs even. congregate. Saint Petersburg fares

slightly better. It has two gay group's though they aren't -

on speaking terms and spend precious energy ﬁgh{mv
each other.
[ went to see Yuri Yerevev, president of one of the

= crroups the: Tchaikovsky Fund named after the com-

gav. Yuri is 40 and served three vears i
$0s under Article 121, Part 1-of the Ruis

-annual meeting, the dating ser-
“sparked real interest. There were

‘rival group, met a week before,

‘ kl!lul wo, gay

~iruising dle§m i

stan crininad codeswhichs unnd s vepead e Mae fous,

“onthaved hmnu.w\u;ll I(‘l‘lilnn‘% bemween men (bui nul

hetween womens. A former paper [actory worker, he
fost his job adter his boss discovered he is gav.
In thc headquarters, a xpamélx furnished room in a

communal apartment, Yuri and [ sat on homemace
wooden benches upholstered with black tubric. Dutch
and German posters of gay events covered the walls. An
old-fashioned radio and a gramophone sat in the cor-
ner; a doorless closet contained some basic kitchen-
ware. Yuri showed me an English-language gav maga- |
zine, and [ was browsing through the color photos when
his mother, a round Russian woman with an apron and
tightlv combed grav hair, .entered with some cheese
sandwiches. As a reflex, I closed the magazine, but she
onlv cast me a veteran look and poured us tea, while
Yuri told me about gav magazine distribution: a confi-
clential mail-order svstem offering local procuction with
black-and-white drawmgs

The primitive state of the gav movement i Russia
persists because, although the laws may have changed,
attitudes toward homosexuality have not, savs Moscow
sociologist Igor Siemionovich Kon. In polks in 1989,
32 percent of the Soviet population thought gavs
should be executed; 30 percent thought thev should

" be isolated; 6 percent believed-thev need he]p; and

10 percent felt gavs should be left to themselves. Not
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 con5p1racx or just a
gay conspiracy.

In the face of all this, the Tchaikovsky Fund orga-

" nizes gay film festivals and gay pride parades art exhx-

bitions and ballet performances. Yuri takes part in T.v.
and radio roundtables on minorities and on aIbs.

" The fund also has started a new dating service, which

compiles the applicants’ financial and
housing situations, as well as their
sexual inclinations. At the group’s

vice was the one topic that

some 40 participants (Krilija, the

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 to0o old to go to dis-
cos or cafés. Six others were deaf-dumb. Until Vinay
Saldanha of the Canadian office of the International
AIDS Project started giving out condoms, these six chat:
ted in sign language among themselves, leaving it
unclear whether thev even knew where thev were.

The meeting’s, attendees also discussed latnching a
Russian e(lmon of the gay magazmﬂ The {(l"omlf andd a
gav radio >ta ( '
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FOR YOUR EYES ONLY

NOTE TO TERRY PETERSON AND MIKE COHEN

recent Hudson Institute News and Views.
Secretary s presentation to the Hudson Institute.

Attached is a qmck overview -of the issues ra1sed about Goals 2000 in the
Jennifer

Terry, let us know if you want to. talk about the



SUMMARY OF INACCURACIES IN BRUNO MANNO PIECE IN NEWS & VIEWS

Myth:

- Reality:

Myth:

Reality:

Myth:

Reality:

Secretary Rlley madvertently suggests, thlS agenda (Goals 2000) 1s a throwback
to the mld 1960’s educatlon policies of the Great Society.

Secretary Riley was refemng to the 1965 passage of the Elementary “and ,
Secondary 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 Goals 2000 Act fornﬁal@zes 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 and 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 pubhc charter schools and to privatize aspects of the education

system.

Local dxsmcts must develop their own reform plans for approval by the state.
They are to be mtegrated mto the plan sent to Washmgton

The Department of Educatlon will-not be revxewmg local or school 1mprovement
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 o

involvement pohcy that includes t0plCS to be discussed at parent/teacher -
conferences

The Act states that districts will include in their plans how the local educatxon
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 determine ‘what the most pressfng needs are
and decide what services students should be provided. Parental involvement
policies and decisions will be made at the school level. The federal

- government will not in any way be involved in those decisions.
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Myth:

Reality:

Myth:

Reality :

Myth:

Reality:

Q@ 4

No matter that the Clinton administration’s rhetoric is about plans creﬁed cally

from-the "bottom up." It’s Uncle Sam who sets the requirements, describes the
contents, writes the rules, and controls the purse strings. It's "top down" plain
and simple, much llke the educatlon ministries of many European and Asian
Countnes :

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 1mp1emented

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 effectwe control over
what states must do to recexve federal money. -

ANESIC was originally proposed by a b1-partlsan commission to provide a "good -

housekeeping seal of approval" to standards submitted voluntarily by interested
state and 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 quality of their standards. NESIC will

be compnsed of a broadly representative group of citizens and educators,
including both Democrats and Republicans.

"SyStemic reform" is nothing more than the same old bureaucrats talking to many
of the same old interest groups. '

Every major national business group in the country endorsed the Goals 2000 Act.
The Business 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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E‘ \ EDUCATIONAL o f n -
EXCELLENCE : A Project of
N E T WORK : - | S Hudson Institu‘te

‘November 1994

Dear NETWORK Member: -

The frost is on the éunkm and we're at the height of the Indiana autumn as we
send this month's issue to press. This should cross your desk well before Thanksgiving
.and we wxsh you a good start to the holiday season.

Several items deserve special note this month. First of all, former NETWORK
director Michae] 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-chair (and NETWORK co-founder) Diane Ravitch 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 former education secretary)
Bill Bennett on the Puerto Rico voucher program and an update on choice activity in
Jersey City. .

We also call your attenhon to "America’s Educatxon Catastr he," a News & - v ‘
- Views original written by Regna Lec Wood, a consultant with the National Right to Read d
. Foundation. Mrs. Wood draws from an impressive array of sources and provides 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
National Review, began “"Chester Finn of the Educational Excellence Network is wrong."
While we make take issue with the opinions of News & Views contnbutoxs, we always ‘

welcome solidly argued pieces on important topics.

-~ Our ‘Inside/ Outside the Beltway“ scction features our monthly “Washmgton

~ Watch" column by Bruno Manno. This month, Bruno takes President Clinton to task for
his administration's business-as-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 orgamzahon towhich the . ——- =

President has pledged-his-ftelity)

Fmally, we gratefully acknowledge the contmued support of Herbert Walberg
and Chester Finn Jr.as Sustammg Members of the NE'I‘WORK

Carol'D'Amiéo i ‘ " Mike Garber

L Hermen Kahn Comer ,
P.O. Box 26-919, Indianapotix, Indianu 46226
317-545-1000 « FAX 317-545.9639
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The Clinton administration can hardly
contain itself. Reflecting on its education
work with the Congress, Sceretary of Edu-
cation Richard Riley crows, “We passed
more good edm,auon legislation lhan in
the pust 30 years."

the administration’s work as a “quiet con~
* scnsus without much fanfare.” It contin-

toninsiders say they're amazed. Notsince

tion."
Heaping high praise on the Congress, he

~down in lnswry as a great Congress for
education.”
" The usually politically correct Wash-

gress, “Whatever its record in other fields,
the Congress now hume campaigning was
highly productive in the field of educa-
tion. Six bills were passed....
this “real achievement," the Post kmghts
them “an education Congness

ing of the federal government’s main fi-
nancial investment in K-]2 education —
the Elementary and Sccondary Education

menttospend up o 312.7 billiona yearon
almost 50 cducation programs. - ‘

clfortled by former Secrctaries of Educa-
tion Wiiliam Bennctt and J.amar Alexander
to kill the 1,000 pagc bill. They calledit,

Bruno V. AMaﬂno‘. Senior Feilow, Washington,
D.C. office of Hudson, is involved in both its

on the New Pronise of American Life. He is

" for Policy and Planning.

The Clinton Agenda InK-12 Educatwn'
Déja Vu All Over Again.

R

A Department press relcase describes
" ues; “[nside the beitway, many Washing-

the mid-60's, veteran Capitol Hill watch- .
ors xay, has so much been done for educa. |

- President Clinton is qmck 1o join in. -

croons, “l think this Congress will go -
“inglon Post agrees. It says of the Con-
" Because of |
The final victory in the education j joust’

was the just completed five year recharter-.

Act (ESEA). Itatiows the (ederal govern- -

This occurred dospite a last minute

‘Bducation Policy Studies Program and Project:

Jormer U.S. Assistant Secretary of Education -

By Bruno V. Manno

*...thekind of pernicious legislation which,
ifitis cnacted, will make American educa-
lion worse, not betier. It will set back the
renewal of American education |and] make
itmore difficull forreform-minded Ameri-
cans to do what necds (o be done."

In fact, ESEA furthers an cducation
agenda that: v ‘

+ imposes a “op down” Washington

approach ro xramfurmmg America’s |

s:_hools. ‘
T
Imposing what the
administration calls a -
“systemic model” of schuol
.reform on the counlry‘
makes Uncle Sam the
~ country's central education
' planner

. advanccs federal comml of those
schools:
" .e  expands the nauonal policy role

- and influence of education hureaucrm

and intcrest groups;

= suggesis federal education spcnd-~

ing be placed on autopilot so as to send it
:mo the stratosphere.

" The contours of this agenda were first’
'set out in the administration’s GOALS
2000: Educate Amcrica Act signed into
1 law by Pres;dcm Clinton in March, 1994.
But as Secretary Riley inudvertently sug-
.gests, this agenda is a throwback to the -

mid-1960s cducation policies of the Great

‘Sogicty — déja vu all over again.

Uncle Sain as Central Planner A
. The bill mandates that state-wide edu-
cation reform plans be submitied to the

- U.S. Sceretary of Education for approval.

Though ambiguously phrased, there is litdle

doubt they are 10 describe astale's content

' d

sumdnrdv. (what students must know and
do), pcrfo:mam.e. standards (what student
achicvemenl is good cnough to denote
content mastery), and delivery oropportu-

- nity-to-learn standards (whatresources —

liscal and human ~— communitics will
devote to cnsuring that students achicve
these standards). "They must also include
assessment plans ticd to the standards and
schedules projectmg what yearly progress
will oceur. ‘

Local districts, too, mustdevelup their
own reform plans. for approval by the
state. They are 1o be integrated into the b
plan sent 10 Washington, '

District plans will need a myriad of
details, including how d;stncu coordinate:\

health and social serwceprograms home- |. -
~ less children programs, pre-school pro-

grams, and a host of other programs. They
even must describe a parent involvement
policy that includcs topics 1 be discusécd/
al parent/tcacher conferences.

No matter that the Clinton

administration’s rhetoric is aboul plans.
_created locally from the “bowom up.” It’s

Uncle Sam who séts the requircments,
describes the conlents, wrilcs the rulcs,
and controls the purse strings. 1U’s “top
down plain and simple, much like the
centralized education ministries of many-

‘Furopean and Asian countries,

Imposing what the adminisiration calls

1 “sysicmic model™ of school rcform on
" the country makes Uncle Samthe counisy’s

central education planner. IU’s ironic this

“centralization occurs when most of the
~world is: decentralizing, eliminating bu-

reaucratic administrative layers and en-
couraging local control and decision mak-

_ing in many arcas of life, including cducn—

lmn

A Fedcral Power Grab

The “systemic model” also-pushes Lhc
new presidentially appointed burcaucracy
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created by GOALS 2000 — ¢specially the
National Lducation Standards and Im-
* provement Council (NESIC) — further in
the direction of becoming a sort of “na-
tional school board.” Since GOALS 2000

gives NESIC the power. to certify what |

content, performance, and delivery stan-
dards reccive the federal -housekeeping
scal of approval, it holds effective control
over whal states must do to nzccivc t‘cderal
nioney.

This fcderal power grab is the height of
an arrogant Washington-knows-best ap-
proach o cducation reform. It makes
schools accountabl¢ to Uncle Sam, by-
passing the day-to-day wishes and inclina-
tions of local communities. As night fol
lows day, this meddling and intrusiveness
will lead to ncw federal mandates. con-

~ uols. and regulatory burdens on states and

commumucb

The administration says lhxs interpreta-
tion is unjustified. Secretary Riley says, 1
strongly disagree with {the] beliefthat [our

‘education packagc] will federalize Ameri-

can education.”

But consider this example from ESEA.
Any district receiving funds must expel
from school for at least one ycar students

found to have brought a weapon to school.”

Does an incident like this require a awift
and sure response? Most certainly so. But

" should it be the job of Uncle Sam in Wash-

ington to mandate a national policy on

.-weapons and school expulsions for cvery
" school district and impose it on all stares

and communities? Most certainly not. -

Burenucrats and lInterest Groupi in

Control
GOALS 2000 placed NESIC under the
control of the usual education establish-

ment suspects — experts in school finance -
and equity and the long.lanndry. list. of

professional ¢ducalors, activists, and in-
wrest group representatives: ESEA con-
tinues this move to expand the national

- policy role, influence. and control of hu-

reaucrats and interest groups.

For example, the presently indepen-
dent National Assessment. Governing
Board — the policymaking group for the

‘nation's repont card on student uchieve-

ment— now will have its members chosen
by education interest groups. Placing the

only testing program with a long record of
objectively monitoring student learning in
the U.S. under the control of burcaucrats
and interest groupsis likc putting the fox in
the same coop as the chickens. There is
today a broad smilc on the faces of the
education foxes,

Another example arc the provisions in
ESEA's "Gender Equity Act.” Thcy man-
date teacher raining in “gender sensitivity

land] -gender cquitable practices.” This
 politically correct provision, which comes
" Fed Ex from Uncle Sam,. panders 1o the

wishes. of a .major intcrest group and is
bascd on spurious research.

In short, ESEA — like GOALS 2000
— places control of education policy in the
hands of education’ s ;)mduccrs ratherthan
parcnis and other consuiners, experts rather
than laypeople, bureaucrats rather than ci-
vilians. “Systemic reform” is nothing more

than many of the same old bureaucrats |

talking to many of the same old intcrest
groups. Inall likelihood, they will produce

. the same old results. ~

'i‘hé Answer Is Mére Money -

There arc unly two ways to judge qual- |

ity in education: focus on intentions and
efforts, institutions and services, resources

- and spending; or focus on goals and ends,

products and resulis, on what students learn,
ESEA focuses on resources and pro-

_poses to put education spending on autopi- |.

lot and send-it into the stratosphere. It
wants 1o increasc the total share of federal
spending on cducation at lcast onc pereent
cach year until it reaches ten percent of the
federal budget. This year alone, the ten
percent formula would add abouwt $)30
billion to the federal education budget. No

improvement in student learning would

need to occur for this to happen.
There arc numerous other windfalls for

-the education establishment. Targeted are

the “professional dcvelopment” types, cs-

" pecially the colicges of education. They
would reap professional devclopment

moncy from at least two new sources: the

goals.
It’s Business As Usual ‘

ESEA — as does most of this
administration’s education agenda —
shows there is not much “new” about the
“new” Democrat, Bill Clinton. nor his

friends, the cducation Congress. He and .

his friends are “old” Democms in dis-
guisc.

What thcy have created in LSEA is
nothing more than Uncle Sam knows best
imposing a “top down” approach to trans-
forming America's schools while grab-
bing power for Washington. It's the most
amount of maney for the smallest smount
of change with money going to the crowd
that controls the schools and mostly likes
them the way they arc.

‘Lostis the chance to break the mold, to

_stant from scratch.

Lostisthe chance to unjeash communi-

ties in a crusade 1o transform schools in a
radical way, to create the best schools in .

the world for their children, schools that
prepare them to live. work, and compete
successfully in the twenly-first century.

Sadly, the Clinton agenda is a throw-
back to the mid-1960s policies of the Great -

Society. It's déja vu all over again.

reconfigurcd Eiscnhower Professional | . -

' Developmem Program and amandalcd ten

percem “set aside” for professional devel-
opment of tcachers in low income schools

" that have nol made adequate progress in |
- reaching agreed upon student achievement

v
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GOALS 2000: Help or Hmdrance" |

The passage of Goals 2000: Fducate
America Act marks what the Clinton
Administration clearly hopes will be a
new era of strengthened federal involve-
ment 1 State and local educational re-
form. Although approximately $90 mil-
fion 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 goals.
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
itcalls “systemic reform™ to state and local
school systems. The key academic provi-
sions of Goals 2000, described below, are
best understood in two parts, one at the
national level and-a second at the state and
local levels.

At the national level, Goals 2000 codi-
fies into federal law esght education goals.
The goals include 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 the
world in math and science achievement,
all adults literate; and safe and drug-free
schools — pius two new goals advocating
teacher professional development pro-

Mr. Rebarber served as a Special Assistant 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 Depariment, he was a Research

Associate with the Educational Excellence Net-
ork, /

By Theodor Rebarber

grams and parent involvement partner-
ships. The two additional goals indicate a
" symbolic retreat both substantively and
wiEA—
procedurally. Beyond the specifics of each
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 results rather than process. Under

Goals 2000 includes some
troubling departures from
earlier bipartisan efforts.

Goals 2000, the federal government has
unifaterally changed the national goals by

process. That these two pamcular goals
‘are less harmful than others -that might
have been added in no way minimizes the
damage of-this precedent.

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-

dards and Improvement Council (NESIC).
(A third board, the National Skills Stan-
dards Board, focuses on occupational skitls
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

adding two new federal goals that focuson .

"alSo creates two néw fed- '

. nization, and the National Education Stan- .

the roles defined for NESIC and the Goals
Panél, Goals 2000 departs from previous
bipartisan. state-federal compromnscs and.
understandings..

The addition of nattonal opportunity to
learn standards to be certl_fled by NESIC
‘Such input or process standards have tra-
ditionally consisted of checklists and regu-
lations that act to stifle reform. Mandating

. that they address every conceivable input

oreducational process — including school
curricula, teacher preparation, laborato-
ries, libraries, gender discrimination, and
much else — Goals 2000 encourages just
the type of simplistic input standards that
rhany states and districts are now atierapt-

_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 — the possibility of their caus-
ing serious harm. At best, several million
in federal grani 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 role of the Goals Panel in_the
national s - “ess was first
“outlined in 1992 in the report of the Na-
tional ‘Council 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 domi-
nated by state officials, was to appoint a
preliminary review panel that would cer-
iify the standards and then pass them on to
the Goals Panel for final approval. In place
of this balanced approach. Goals 2000

elevates the preliminary review panel. now
dubbed NESIC; 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 NESIC's 19 members being appointed
the Goals Panel, all are 10 be appointed

 Presigent CHntoi, with the Goals Panel’

limited 16 “providing nominees for four

As a whole, despite their flaws,
the emerging standards
contain a substantial amount
of solid academic material,
content that could improve the
current standards and
assessments of many 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 political
parties. Both the number and the indepen-
dence of Republican appointees that actu-

'y result from this system will set the tone
.or 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 primariiy 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 quality and could use some im-
provement before being adopted as the
final standards. Severalare 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 English/Language Arts

s

standards is encouraging on this score.
The establishment groups developing
those standards had veered off-course
from developing content and perfor-
mances standards and instead were de-
veloping mushy, process-oriented ‘vi-
gnettes.” As a whole, despite their flaws,

“the emerging standards contain a sub-

stantial amount of solid acad’erriic 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
they deem appropriate and reject the rest,
the standards may do some good.

In addition to national standards,
Goals 2000 creates 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 1o support improved
assessments and the establishment of a

system to ensure comparability of state

assessment results. And Goals 2000 does
create a federal assessment development
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
to go 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. [f a state only accepts
an assessment grant but does not attempt
to have the assessment certified by NESIC;
it will still be. barred from using the
assessment to hold students accountable
toits standards (though it would be spared
the task of demonstrating 1o NESIC 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
dozens of interests and groups must be
appointed in order to develop “improve-
ment pians.” 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 ntending to begin. or already en-
gaged in, such an effort will find the addi-
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 matenials; 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 “stakeholders™ at the

- 1w

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 recrealing
the problems of the current system. those
who appoint the panels — the Governor,
chief state school officer, and local educa-
tion agencies — will need to be especially

- careful intheir selection of individual panel

members. Otherwise, instead of causing a

re-thinking of the current top-down sys-

tem, Gaals 2000's bureaucratic planning
and implementation requirements might

‘encourage even more fragmented, add-on

programs.
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Trving to achieve world-Class results
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 charter schools and
private management contracts—- as proms-
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 leam-

- .

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 structure of the gystem rather
than just ;@gﬂﬂgrﬁrgs will be
-encouraged — or even perfiitied— under
Goals 2000 remains unclear.

But apart from the promise of the spe-
cific reforms encouraged is the larger ques-
‘tion of -how much influence the federal
government should have over state reform
strategies. In order to continue receiving
Goals 2000 reform grants after the first
couple of vears, states are required to sub-
mit their improvement plans to the federal
Education Department for approval. If the
Clinton Administration sycceeds 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 reform
initiatives. While Secretary Richard Riley,
himself a former governor, has demon-
strated his commitment to federal flexibil-
ity in individual cases, he has had to op-
pose contrary 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

| INSIDE/OUTSIDETHE BELTWAY |

“reforms, and assuming that individuals

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-
tions with special 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 by students from
different racial groups is not precisely the
same, although all students had been
allowed additional assistance and mul-

| 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 ignorés 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 over time. By way of “explana-
tion,” the Department has offered that it
is really not interested in challenging the
assessment itself but in determining 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 anv gift from Uncle
Sam, the long-term results will be more
Washington-knows-best red tape and di-
rectives imposing rules and regulations
on yvour 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
Governors 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 Governors to

iitor 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 in core subject
areas. This supports the effort to produce
students who possess what President Bush
and the Governors in National Goal three
called competency in core subject matter.
But not able to leave well enough alone,
the legislation expands 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.

Bruno ¥. Manno, former U.S. Assistant
Secretary of Education, is a Senior Research
Fellow at Hudson Institute.

By Bruno V. Manno

M osil)' Bad News

Most of what Goals 2000 establishes
will, on balance, harm — rather than help
-— American elementary and secondary

. education. Threeparticularly onerous pro-

visions in the law undermine the estab-

lishment of genuine academic standards

for all our children. '
One provision establishes a board to

B
As with any gift from Uncle
Sam, the long-term results
will be more Washington- .
kmows-bes! red tape and
directives imposing rules
. and regulations on your

schools, communities,
‘ and staftes.

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

10. Inreality, it’s a sort of national school

board whose members are the usual educa-
tion establishment suspects — experts in

. school finance and equitv 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 politicaily correct. outcome-
based education movement: more attitu-
dinal than cognitive, more process- than
content- oriented. more fuzzy than clear.

Writing in Education Week (April 6,
1994), Stephen Arons, professor of legal
studies at the University of Massachu-
setts, Ambherst, offers a warmning about
NESIC. 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 expect
our children to leamn.”

Second, in judging educational qual-
ity, Goals 2000 puts more emphasis on
“inputs”™ such as school spending. how
teachers teach, and class size. it does this
by creating NESIC sanctioned national
delivery or opportunity to learn 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 expect. OCR is investigating
whether Ohio’s high school exit exam
violates the civil rights of minority stu-
dents, who fail it in disproportionate
numbers.

Kenneth A. Mines, director of OCR’s
regional office in Chicago says, "[We
need]...to determine whether minority
students will be denied high school di-
plomas on the basis of race or national
origin becausc they have not had fair
opportunities to learn.”

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 vears for “high stakes™ tests

that have consequences associated with
them. This means the NESIC will not
certify anv 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 turms out to be an “old™ Democrat in
disguise.

Overall, Goals 2000 is nothing more
than the old Democrats’ education agenda:
more government from Washington and.
with it, more money, more lawsuits, and
more bureaucracy strangling schools,
commiunities, and states. [Us 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, the money will be spread around the
country beginning July 1. - 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
(April 18, 1994), Irving Kristol, an Ameri-
can Enterprise Institute Fellow, calls
Goals 2000 an “expensive disaster” in the

making, [t proves Kristol’s first law of

cducation reform: “any reform that is
acceptable to the educational establish-
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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 will 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!
[t will provide education bureaucrats with
opportunities to spend, litigate, and regu-
late.

Former U S, Secretary of Education,
L.amar 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 vou would treat a fox dressed as
a duck at a duck-family reunion.”

Brace vourself America.
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Dtane Ravitch

Goals 2000: Four Ways toFix It

Almost a year ago, the 103rd Congress passed
Goals 2000, the linchpin of the Clinton education
strategy. Its purpose is to spur the development
of voluntary state and national academic stan-
dards, but the complex mechanism put in place
by the law is unlikely to create anything bm.
federal interference and another layer of statk
bureaucracy.

Congress has to decxde 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 successful, 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 meamngful standards nearly
impaossible.

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-
dling.

" 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 summit 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 resuits (like
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 resalts.

(the law strongly discourages student testing, for
example) and by imposing burdensome proce-
dures on states that accept federal funds to
develop standards. Congress even added two new
national education goals (about teacher training
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.

1t was the 103rd 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-
tion's original proposal of March 1, 1993. Strip-
ping the mischief and high-handedness out of the
law would restore a bipartisan approach to educa-
i unprovement.

The following four changes would sxgmﬁcantly
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 almost 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 ane 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 winm'ng 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
two-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 promeotion, graduation or retention for five
years. Furthermore, any state tests must meet
rigorous technical standards in order to be certi-
fied by NESIC. Unless states refuse to submit
their tests to-NESIC for certification, Goals 2000

will essentially eliminate any meaningful 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 recognize that states have the
right to develop and use tests as they see fit and
should remove any language that attempts to
establish federal regulation of educational testing.

Y BARRIE MAGUIRE

Cong&s is not qualified to legislate on psychomet-
ric issues. None of the language proscribing the use
of tests by states was in the criginal 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 statés
should shape their standards as they think best
rather than be compelied 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
fiscal accountability to the governor or the state
board of education. Yet Goals 2000 gives them
extensive powers to redesign the state’s education-
al and social service programs. Nowhere does the
legislation explain what happens if a state planning
mmnxittee recommends doubling or tripling the
state’s education budget. While 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,
50 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 equal opportunity te 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 educational reform.
Above all, such changes would emphasize the
fundamental object of all this activity: Standards for
student achievement.
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By Allyson M. Tucker and thham F Lauber

TR 103Rn (‘ONc.Rusq

n 1994 Congress enacted two ssgmfmant measures concemmg educahon With. the pas- - .
I sage of these bills, the Clinton Administration accomplxshed its ma;or educatlon pohcy ob-

jectives and did so with little opposition.

The first mcasuxe, the Goals 2000: Educate America Act for the ﬁrst ume estabhshed ana- -
tional framework of education goals and standards. Besxdes turning the 1989 standards ap-
proved by President Bush and the nation’s governors into law, the legislation included hotly
contested “opportunity-to-leamn” 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 fxscal year 1994, as well as $400 mxllxon in fiscal 1995
spcndmg

The second measure, reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Educaﬁon Act (ESEA),
authorized $12.7 billion for elementary and secondary education, including $7.4 billion for the
Title I program serving disadvantaged youngsters. The measure also made slight changes in the
formula for allocating grants to states under the Title I program.

Both bills give enormous powers of control to the federal government. Before the Elementazy
and Secondary Education Act was passed in 1965, the 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 of Education in 1979, the federal gov-

, emment has steadily taken control away from state and local governments. With the passage of
the two education bills in 1994, the burcaucratic "Waslungton knows best” approach to school
reform became even more entrenched.

Under Goals 2000

~ wr Three new federal bureaucracles are created: the National Educatlon Goals Panel, the Na-
‘tional Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC), and the National Skills
Board. The National Education Goals Panel has already started to develop standards for
 states. Un fortunately, the panels setting up: the standards are polmcally control]ed and al»

For background and addatlonal information on thls top:c, see Chapter 9in The Hentage Foundauon's
Issucs ‘94: The C‘ano‘:dale s Bnef' ing Book. ,
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ready have crea ted "pohhcauy comect standards that dlstort Amencan hrstory NBS]C
will essentially serve as a 19-member national school board. All mernbers 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. Meanwlule, the Nahonal
Skills Board focuses on setting occupational skills standards. ‘

s& The federal legnslatlon transformed the origlnal six national goals from 1989 lnlo e:ght
goals. The original six goals (readiness for school, 90 percent graduation rate, competence
in challenging subject matter, 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-
ernment and states with the intent of focusing on results, or “outputs.” The two added un- .
der Goals 2000 (teacher professional development programs and parent involvement part-
R nershnps) deviate from the original intentions of the states and venture into top-down fed- -
eral “input” legulatlon and process-oricnted, rather than resul ts~onented ‘goals.

ov The lcgislation developed “opportunity-to-learn” standards that the federal government be-
lieves must be met if students are to meet the national goals adequately. Unfortunately, op-
-portunity-to-learn 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 préeparation, material requirements for
schools, limits on class size, and, potentially, national standards for spending. These feder-
ally created standards go ina d:rectlon exactly opposxte to that of recent msearch and state-
 level reform.

Under the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act:

- @ 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 dzsabxh{y programs. Only with these federally approved
“content” and “student performance” standards in place can a state receive federal aid.

‘e The independent National Assessment Governing Board will lose its mdependence. 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 country’s most reliable performance
test for chxldren-—the Nat}onal Assessment of Educahonal Progress (NAEP)-—wzll be '

.1 The recentdy released National Standards for United Smses History givc a distorted and politically comrect view of -
- American history. For instance, George Washington is mentioned only bricfly, while the founding of the Sierra Club and .
* " the Natjonal Organization for Women is given great attention. For a critique of the history standards, see Lynne V.
Cheney, ““The End of History," The Wall Street Journal, October 20, 1994. See also Ca:ol Innerst, “History Rcwm:en for
the Classroom,” The Washingion Times, October 26, 1994.

2 . Many statés, dealing with fiscal realities, have come to the realization that more money. and regulation are not the answer.
The so-called “effective schools™ research supports this fiscal reality. For instance, the exhaustive review of acedemic -
studics concerning different “inputs™ such as teacher/pupil ratio, teacher education, teacher experience, teacher salary,
cxpenditures per pupil. adminisurative inputs, and facilities and student performance by University of Rochester

" cconomist Eric Hanushek demonstrated that there was little, if any, correlation between various educational production

- functions and student perforinance. See Eric Hanushck, “The Impact of Differential Expenditures on School
Performance,” Educational Researcher. May 1989, See also John E. Chubb and Terry M. Mox, Politics, Markels, and
America’s S‘cths (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1990), and Eric Hanushek ef al., Making Schools
Work: Improving Pedormance and Comrol!mg Cosis (Washington, D.C.: The Broolungs Institution, 1994)
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. ’weakéi\'etd}br 'n.eh:clered_‘uséleaé."l?ér oné thing, the education atablisMént resists tests that
allow different states to be compared. For another, the education establishment has al- -
ready indicated that it plans to “race norm” test scores and survey parents and their chil-

. dren for what many consider to be “sensitive” information.” -

"= The $12.7 billion bill contains a large amount of pork-baréél .speriding for the e'd-uc'atlon'esr- o
. tablishment. It is a huge windfall, for instance, for colleges of education, which will receive. " -
- hundreds 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 are 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, o
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 not only because school choice is the best way to make schools ac-
countable to parents and children, but also because virtually all other effortsa including 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 of public schools. Charter schools are “public” 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, Maryland, school system, and the Hartford, Connecticut,
school district recently decided to turn the management of all of its schools over to a private
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 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.

~ 3 ' " By “racc-norming” scorcs, supporters of this technique aim to eliminate any score differcatials among racial groups. But
© - setting up scparate percentile rankings for each racial group would make it impossible to know how one group of o
- students conpared with the test pool as a whole. Tronically, it would further the problem (minorities scoring lower) by
" antificially covering up the real problem. Such a solution would address the effect and not the cause of the problem. For
~ some of the “sensitive” probing proposed for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), see Carol
_ Innerst, “Critics Say Test Probe of Parents 1s Too Nosy," The Washingion Times, August 30, 1994, p. A4.
4. In }993, some sort of school choice Icgislation was introduced or pending in 34 state Icgislatures. For a comprehensive
state-by-siate school choice review, see Allyson M. Tucker and William F. Lauber, School Choice Programs: What's -
Happening in the States.. 1994 edition (Washingion, D.C.: The Heritage Foundation, May 1994). . . :
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: ’l'he dramahc s}uft in power both in Congress and in the states nges conservatives an unprece—
" dented opportunity to undo many of the harmful education programs of the last 30 years. To
the extent that government should be involved in education, itis a matter for local and state -
government, not for the federal govemment Thus, conservanves in the new Congress should

' -work to:

v/ Reassagn or tcrmmate the funcuons of the U S. Deparlment of. Educauon in order (o close
the Department. - , : . L
. Many of the Department s programs duplicate the actlvmes of other federa! 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 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. The goal should be to close down the department within five years.

7/ Repea! most provisions of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. .

Congress should reconsider the Goals 2000 legislation and turn the 1,000-page bill into a
ten-page measure that will simply grant money to the states for education reform efforts.
Congress should then reduce this funding over time as state reform expenments are com-
pleted. In revising the statute, Congress should:
© Repeal all of the regulat:ons and mandates- mcludmg, but not limited to, the opportunity-

to-leam standards and the 7th and 8th goals that were not agreed to by the governors.
These latter goals regulate “inputs.” The others deal with performance measures, or “out-

puts.

@ Eliminate the Nauonal Educational Standards and Improvement Councﬂ (NESIC), the
National Goals Panel, and the National Skills Board.

® Restore the mdependence of the National Assessment of Educahonal Progress (NA}:P)

©_ Eliminate the bureaucratic state apphcanon process in the Act, replacing it with a simple
requirement that the states send ina letter saymg how they spent the Goals 2000 money
thhm the terms of the Act. ‘

s Repeal major | provusnons of the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act (ESEA).

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

© Remove the requxrement that states send plans to the federal govemment on standards,
curricula, and other mputs as well as on soc:al services.

© Repeal all social service programs. Schools should go back to' teachmg and Lducatmg stu-
+ dents instead of serving as social service agencies. :

9 Remove ali gender equity language.

o Guarantee the mdependence of the Na tlonal Assessment Govemmg Board, and thereby
of the NAEP.

- @ Strip out the pork—barrel spending in the leg:slahon (mcludmg the new funds for coileges
of educahon) ' o
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o Alter the formula for grantmg Chapter 1 money. Funds should go to poor students as-
~ originally intended, not to students in the districts of powerful Members of Congress.

@ Addan effecuve federal charter schools program. that mamtam state and local ﬂexxbxhty o
and encourages state charter school reforms. , o

When Congress revises the statute, however, it should preserve state and local authonty
- 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- - - - L

ties. Congress also should protect state and local authority over the resources that states and
- communities spend on education and over school and classroom prachces

4 Repcal the lndwidualsW‘th Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)

" IDEAis extremely expensive and redundant in light of the Amencan:, With Dlsabxlztxes .
" Act (ADA). It creates legal mghtmares 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 declare as many children “dnsabled" as possxble in their area so that they
can collect additional funding. .

7/ Oppose the Clinton Administration’s vocational educational and job training legnslatlon

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 states.

7 Eliminate, or at the very least means-test, the National Service Trust (NST).

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

| 7 Eliminate the new direct education lending program.

 The major flaw in the desxgn of the program is that the taxpayer bears all of the risk.

" Schools and students should bear greater responsibilities. Congress could accomplish this by
requn-mg 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. The 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 student 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 strong incentive to keep students in school until they are trained adequately -
and placed in productive jobs that will allow them to repay the loan. Finally, taxpayers.
would save a sxgmfxcant portlon of the funds which now pay for default claxms
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/ Enact a "Parent and Student Empowerment Act."

This legxslauon was introduced by chresentatxve Rxchard Armey (R-'I‘X) in 1993 asanal- -
_ .ternative to Goals 2000. It could be enacted as a separate 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 model . .. -
schools, and other innovative ideas being implemented at the state level. In addition, it _
would free school districts-to innovate by permitting waivers of federal red tape, subject to
the Secretary of Education’s approval. It would also enhance parents’ nght to protect their .
~children from intrusive psychological testing and sex surveys ag\d recognize the nght of par-
ents to determine who can view their children’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 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 students unique opportunities to encourage reform, shrink
the bloated bureaucracy, and get official Washmgton out of the way of innovative acthsts at
the grass roots.
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LOCAL OPTIONS

Congress should return control of education
to states, school boards—and parents.

LAMAR ALEXANDER, WILLIAM J. BENNETT, AND DAN COATS

: 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 (ESEA). a $65-billion
measure that is bad for children, for
education, and for American federal-
ism. In 1,000-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 Mitchell (D., 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 comes to keeping its
promises on education reform.”

Like so much associated with this
Administration, however, what sounds

'too good to be true turns out to be not

entirely true and not very good at all.
HR-6 was the legislative equivalent 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 Republican senator from
Indiana.
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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 since 1965. It reversed a decade of
progress toward a coherent, bipartisan

education-reforin strategy as embodied .

in the Bush Administration’s “America
2000” plan, which sought to roll back
federal regulation and replace it with
the initiative of teachers, communities,
and parents, 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, rescurces, and services
as gauges of education quality. Three
decades of research show no 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: If we're not happy with

school results. more money and regula- -

tions will improve hem.
Political correctness pervades many
sections of the bill. Education Dailv

HE I

" conflates school

matter-of-factly reports that “HR-8 i
laced with language on gender equity.
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
reform with health
care, violence prevention, etc.

The law provides vast windfalls for
colleges of 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 charter
schools and parental choice.- While al-
lowing members of Congress to claim
that they voted for them, HR-8 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 vears down the rcad that these
reforms don’t work.

How It Passed

HE passage 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 1o keep or jetti-
son Chapter Two, a block grant that
was immensely popular with ~states
and localities, Tucked away 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 Goals 2000 bill.
The Administration’s complex propos-
als were heavily embroidered by Bill
Ford's House Education and Labor
Committee, and Ted Kennedv's Senate
Labor and Human Resources Com-
mittee.

Eventually, the House cranked out
the most offensive piece of cducation
legislation in memory. the Xe¢nate a
somewhat milder version. The final ed-
ition was cobbled together behind
closed doors during August and Sep-

tember in a “staff confercri” domi-
nated by  Democratic conoressional
aides, some of them arour:: -ince the

© 0 Admin-

days of LBJ. Lobbyists



istration officials plaved key roles in
the 'process. but nobody else was al-
lowed into the room. ‘

‘The vast bill emerged - from_confer-
ence about 48 hours before the House
voted on final passage. Senators had a
couple of additional days to try to get
hold of copies and examine the bill.
Few did. [t is likely that not a single
member of either body had actually
read the full text of the final version.

The teachers wunions 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 HER-6,
though it will cost them substantial
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. .ccisions 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. Regulations crafted in
Washington can be counted upon to re-
spond to the demands of special inter-
ests rather than the needs of fifty 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 sehse for the na-
tion, but it's folly to prescribe a single
path to them, or to suggest that Uncle
Sam knows best. Worse than folly, it
saps initiative and responsibility,
curbs creativity, and wrongly pretends
that some of the touchiest and most lo-
calized issues in American sotiety-—the
way our children are taught about reli-
gion and sex, the place of education in
our communities~-lend themseives to
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Hatch led the
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sStopped President
Clinton twice from
putting Bruce Babbiu
on the Supreme Court.

*Smashed attempts by
liberals 10 “Bork™

Clarence Thomas.

*Prevented Democrats
from rewriting labor
laws to force millions
more Americans iuto
unions.

*Persuaded Washing-
ton to send Afghan
rebels high-tech mis-
» - -
siles—used to drive
out Soviet forces and
help end the Cold
War.
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cAuniform
. centralizing education poliey is a way

national  solutions.  De-
to strengthen communities. to rebuild
the culture. to buttress families. and to
diffuse—and perhaps defuse—volatile
decisions.

Horse-Trading

man of the nation's goverrors 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; voluntary
national goals combined with responsi-
bility for each state and locality to
work toward them .as it deemed best;
wide-ranging 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

I ‘N 1986. when one of us was chair-

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 cur
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,

multiple-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 election results provide dra-

~

Jatues

iatey

“Try to look at it this wav: without
incidents like this, your memotrs -
would make mighty dull reading.”

matic evidence. HR-6 is-a large, ugly

example of what has gone wrong and
what the voters aré 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

Where Do the Refugees Go?

to do with as theyv judge best, We're
now drafting. and one of us plans in
January to introduce. a short. simple
bill to accomplish 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 Education
Goals Panel, made up of governors and .
state legislators along with Executive
Branch and congressional representa-
tives, is where oversight responsibility
should 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. In
truth, they should say quite a bit. But
they shouldn't try to run the nation's
schools, They must not seek to control
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. : O

SETTLING FOR LESS

Communities can perform functions often assumed by
government—if government will get out of the wav.

AMITAI ETZIONI

Cubz reads: “When the last Cuban
leaves Cuba, please turn off the
light.” Things actually happen the
other wav around: as Cubans find
themselves without light and other es-

I N Key West, Florida, a sign facing .
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y
sentials, they leave the :-land in
droves. So far the focus h.~ been on
the refugees intercepted ut -« ind de-
tained at Guantanamo Buv W rarely
hear about the roughlv :t: v Cubans

who have landed in the U =+ vear,
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. MARSHALL 8. SMITH

The Federal Role in Elementary and
Secondary Education, 1940-1980

CARL F. KAESTLE

Univarsity of Wiconsin, Madison

- Oae of the central dynamics of American educational history is the long-range trend

from local and parencal schooling arrangements to increasing governmen funding and

" cemralized control: The trend does not represent simply a benign process of moderniza-

tion and improvemnent. Centralization has exacted eons and elicited fierce opposition,

- In the nineteenth century there were two key developments in this trend: the involve-

ment of state governments in encoursging and regulating schooling, and the consolida-

tion of small local disericts into larger, townwide systems.’ Advocates of local control’
" and nonpublic schooling who opposed these initial steps in the creation of state school -
systems woiced their objections in much the same terms xs opponents of federal involve-

ment do today. Notwithianding. rown-level consolidarion and increasing state involve-
ment continued into the twentizth century, Today Americans in both rural and urban

arcas are accustomed <o contralized school districes, detnited state supervition, and sb- -

stantial state financial aid for education. Curriculum, financisl decisionmaking,
teacher prepasation and licensing, length of the annual school semion ~all are subject
to ssare vegulation. Opponents may contest individual policies and decry excessive bu-
reaucracy, bus the general role of the states in financing and regulating school districts”
educational practices is widely accep(ed,

The overriding msue in the support and conten] of elementary and atcondar-,v educa-
tion since 1840 has been the roie of the federal government. One might sesson that the
increasing role of the national government in public education is only an extension of

The work on this paper wat pantislly wpporied by the Nativaal Institure of Education vnder Crant No.

-NYE-G-8) - 0009 1o the Wisconsin Center for Education Research, Any apituens, findings, and concission or -

mmmda:mtngtwed in this paper are those of the authory lﬂd do aor necemsarily vellect the views of the
'I:;mmr of the Deparmer of Education.

tCxrt F Kaestle and Maris A, Vinomkis, Educsison and Socsa! Change in Nmeteonsh Comtury Masachs.
seais (Mew York: Cambridge Univ. Pross, 19803, pp. 214-219; Carl F. Kuestle. Ptiors of the Repubhc. Com-

. ‘mon Yehoolt and American Sociery, 1780 1480 (New York: Hill & Wang, 1282). ch. T
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Historteal Context
RAESTLE AND SMITH

" thesame historical pracesses that led to thecreation of state school sysems: urgent social
goals, superior fevenue-raising power, an impule to equalize resources and opports-
nity. and the seemingly irreversible drift to centralized administration in a technolog-
ical. bureaucratic swiety. However, a notion persists that public educational respoasi-
bility is constiturionally reserved to the states. Many educators have considered federal
aid and regulation of education not merely a3 2 continuation of a beneficial long-term
process of centralization and standardization. but rather as a qualitatively different
farm of educational contrel and a profound departure from tradition

" Advocates of local contral, whose beliefs are diverse but whose ranks are strong, see 2
threac from federal funding thae they do not see [rom scate aid. partly because the fed-
eral government iseven more rermote than the state government, and pantly because fed-
eral aid has more often been categorical (that is, limited 1o a specific educationat pur-
pose), while state aid has tended to be general (applicable to any public school coss). To
bz sure, state governments regulate specific derails of local education to a remarkable
degree, but this kind of regulation has the sanction of state constirutions and is not che
1ame thing as providing opcional federal dollars for specific programs deemed to be in
the national interest. Furthermore, federal regulations and dollars have recenily been

used to initiate and maintain controversial educational programs such as compensatory

education, school integration, bilingual educauon, and sexual parity in public school
athletics. The vague anxieries that many educators and laypeople had about federai in-
wolvement in'the 13405 and 1950s have been replaced by hot debate about the effi cacy
and desirability of the federal government's efforts to achieve equity in local school sys-
temns. Qualms about this excalation of federal efforts have increased during the Reagan

- administration, but, as we shall argue. the time was ripe for reconsideration regardless
of the outcome of the election.

" A historical perspective may help in thae reconsideration; a notion of the propriety of
a féderal role in elementary and secondary education is conditioned by an understand-’
ing of its history. There is a host of historical stereatypes floating around, and they need
t0 be evaluated before we embark on major shifis in pn!u:y especially if advocaxcs on all
sides intend to appeal to history to support their points of view.

Federal involvement in precallegiate education began long before 1940, and its his-
tory since then is complex. Racher than summanize events, we shall discuss seven scerea-
typical views concerning the history of federal involvement, in an effort to identify some
of the important questions that might govern 2 historical inquiry on this subject. We
shall addcess che following sterectypes: | .

1. Federal intervention in elermentary and secondary education afeer World War IF was
a significant departure from she rradition of state and local control.

t See Gordon C. Lre, The Stvuggie for Federal Awd, First Prase: A Hinory of the Atempis (o Obtasn Fed-
erai A1d for the Comman Schools, 1879- 1890 (New Yark: Teachers College Cantribussons 1o Educarion Ma.
957 1949 Harry Zeidin, "Efforts o Achieve Federal Aid 16 Education: Developments During the New
Deal.” Teochers Collage Record, 81 (19531, 195 202; Charles A, Quartiehaum. Federa! Aid io Elementary
Education: An Anclytic Study of the Issue. i Background ond Reievant Legulaniv Proposals, wiha Compi-
larion ofﬁf;wm Fra and Coe (Wuhmgmn D C.: Lidraryol Cm&xveu 1 948) Francis Goiflub and Philip
Burabam, “G i and Education: Pro and Con Daxcuwion.” Commonmealth. 30 Jan. 1959, pp. 45Y.
438; Jorl 3 Berke. “Full Feders Funding Educational Negmmare,” Curvent Hutory, 63{19721, 3081 90,
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2. Programs of fnderal aid co education typically orginate in a crisis and are then per-
peruated chrough inentia and the creadan of imum groupe.

¥. The launching of Sputnik Jed o the passage of the Nationul Defense Educadion Act
(INDEA) of 1958, which esiablished d:m federal aid would be azegomal rather than
general and would stres science and technology.

4. Federal aid aimed at raising basic skill levels of poor children, the effecus of which
were controversial far at traw 3 decade, appear now to be effecrive.

5. There haa been a tremendous rise in federal aid ra precolleginie education in the pas .
forty years, and this has profoundly affected local comrol.

6. Desegregation through federal pressure worked substantially ia- the South but nat
very well in the North,

7. During the 1970s the federal government’s atempts to influence local education our- .

" mripped its bureaucracic capacity and its moral authority.

ST

Centralization and Federal Involverment in the Good Oid Days

Oune of the tasks of a historical analysis, we suggested above, is 10 determine whether the
increase in federal involvemenc represencs a continuation of along- range process of cen-
tralization in education, the same proces that led 10 town centralization and seate in-
volvement, a process roated in the organizational and economic problemsof mass, tech- .
nological society. Or is it instead a departure, an aberration? And is it reversible?

For thase who argue that federal funding is  radical departure, # might be of inceren
16 learn that the nineteenth-century opponents of seate involvernent in focal education
used arguments remarkably similar to those we hear today against federal involvement.
How modern seems this anzious complaint of an 1840 legistative corimittee xgainst the
newly created state board of education in Massachuseces: “The escablishment of a Board
of Education seems to be the commencement of 2 syster of centraliration and of mo-
nopoly power in a few hands, contrary, in every respect, 10 the true spirit of our demo-

“cratical institutions. ™ Marcus Morton, governor at the time, agreed. Leave the govern. -
“ance of «hools ta “the town and diatrict meetings, those pure little demnocracies,” he

urged. The power to recommend legislation, critics praphesied, will “be soon converted
into a power of regulatian.™ [n 1865 advacates of local control in Wisconsin resinted
consolidation of sxchool districts as “but another step toward the concentration of
power.” which wanld place contral ““one step further from the people.” It would “cen- .

tralize, monopolize, and de-republicanize our general system of republican agencies.™

State involvement encountered the same resistance as district consolidation. The
Hanfovd Times labeled Connecticut's state board of education “despotic” and “Prus-
sian,” and in the 1850s Ohio parents resisted state regulation “because they thinkits
principles subversive of their cnnmtutmnal and partml nghu. i Dupm: consm\ung ‘

! Report of the Commurted on Educntron, Mnuthuan&mnl Coun. Hotise Donubcm No. !Smwnn
1840). p. 5.
TS Address af Hu Exceftency Mascus Moeton Masiachusus Geaeral Court. Hous Document No. 3 (Bos- -
com, 1840}, p. 30. See Kaesile and Vinowdis. Educatvon and Sorid Change, oh. 4. .
* Suave Superintendent of Public [nsyuction. Anaual Report (Maduon. Wis., 17133 pp. 58, sz, .
* Hendnk D Cideonse, “Commvon School Reform Cormecticut, 18381654, E4.D. Diss. Harvard Unn .,

(963, p 136. " Annual Report of the School Commil " in Odso E # Dot i+ {Colnmbuas, 18541,
p. N .
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resistance, state aid and state regulation came to be accepted in principle by 2 majority
of northerners by 1860 and of southerners by the early twentieth contury. Gradually the
states” regulation of curriculum; conrol of teacher centification. and share of local bud -
grs have increased. State government has become a senior pantner in local elementary
-4nd secondary education. Centralizers enlisted the rhetoric of progres and equality in
their cause, and gradually « majority of voters appear to have agreed that s state-regu-
laxed free school system would serve not only collective goals like 2 democratic govern-
ment. an expanding capitalin economy. and a common culture based on middie-class
Protestant values, but also individuals’ goaks of childhood socialization and adult ad-
vancemdnt.” - , . .

In ont sense, federal involvement in schooling after World War Il can be seen as 2
continuation of this trend. Many of the arguments for intervening in local educational
arrungements were based on the beliel that the higher levels of government could pro-
vide upgraded quality, equalired funding and opportunity. profesionalization and ser-
vices of experts, and superior revenue-raising powers.* The ideology of centralizers was
cosmopolitan, In both its nineteenth-century, state-level, pan-Protestant version and its
recent. federal, secular version it stood for common values, common experiences, and
common opporiunities through consolidation. integration, srandardization, and cen-
tral direction. In both cases it violated some people’s distinctive cultures, and its oppo-
nents worried about los of control by local majorities. Federal intervention, then, hasa

- cerrain thematic and ideslogical continuity with ninecenth-century educational sys:

ternatization. However, to determine whether federat inkervention after 1940 violated »
tradition of exclasively state-level control, we need 1o comsider-a few well-known exarm-
ples of federal involvement before 1940. Historical treatments of this 1opic usually men- .
tion several precedents: the Northwest Ordinance of 1787, the Morrill Act of 1862 for
land-grant colleges, the Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act of 1817, and several
of Franklin Rowseveld's programs that affected public schools. .

In 1787 Congress passed a law requiring states in the old Northwes: Territory to set

aside a plot of land in each 10wnship and to use the proceeds from the rental of that land
‘for common schools, The fact that the law did not work is seldom noted in educational
histories. The effect of the Northwess Ordinance on common schooling was almost nil.
Land-based school funding could not work in an area where unimproved land was plen-
tiful and almost as worthless as rental properry. Congress bater allowed states to selt the
land and invest the money in state school funds. the interest from which was to be dis-
tributed eventually to common schooliag. This approach did not work rither: speculs.

¥ Kaestle, Allars of the Republic. Loun Harlan, Sepoviie snd Usegual: Public School Campagns and
Racim ir the Sourhern Seoboerd Siates, 19010903 INew York: Athensum, [958).
~3% See Nxtivna! Education Amocistion, Edorarron ~ Wiy rae Frders! Government Must Help { Washingion.
a8 (1972). 7679, Ldgar Fulley and Jim B. Pearson, e, Education m the $totes, Nateonuade Drwlagmens
Sence (900 (Washingron, D.C.: National Edvcation Amociation, 1969). ch. 1): Edith Green, Educaton and
the Public Good: The Sedernf Role in Educarion (Cambridge. Man : Harvaed Univ. Breu, 1964): Sar A, Lev.

TR
TS - -
{ L D.C.: Author, 1945); John ]. Callahan. “The Cam for Full Federx] Funding of Educaton.” Current Hitory,

" itan and Robent Taggan. The Promsie of Gresfness (Cambridge. Mawm. Harvard Univ. Prew, 1976), ch, 6: P,

Michacl Timpane, ed., The Frdera! Intervat in Financing Schoolmg (Cambridge. Man  Bailinger. 1978).
Nanonal Acsdemny of Ed won, The Appropniate Federal Role m Eduratron. Somr Guideng Principles
{Washingron, D.C.: Author, 1979} .
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. tion, mismanagement. and [raud were rampant.” The development of income-generat-

ing state schoo! funds was bos a high priority in the frontier Midwest. There. as ebse-

" where, free public schooling depended upon the passage of laws requiring local taxation

for tuition-free schooling. When these 1aws came, in the 18403 and 18504, the remnants
of the land funds were added 1o other wate-level revenues to provide a modicum of state
aid toJocalities. ¥ The Morrill Act of 1862, the next federal venture into education. had
ceal impact, but becsuse it was designed to affect higher education, we will postpone

comment upon it until we discuss the issue of war and federal education interventions. -

The story of the Smith-Hughes Act of 1817 istoo complex to be covered fully here. For
our purpases it must suffice to note that this legilation was unprecedented, and for a
long time it was unique. Through it the federal government gave categorics 2id to pub-
lic secondary schools for vocational education programs governed by very specific struc-
tural agreements. Subsequent legisiation continued o support local’ vocational pro-
grams, despice the absence of evidence thai such progrars actually resulted in effective

" vocational placement. Members of the Congress passed the legislation because they be-

lieved in Smith-Hughes.

Why was this program 5o successful and long siandingina y whose ed '3
and legislators said they did not believe in federal aid to educationi Three major facton
were involved. First, aid to vocational education came after a period of pubficity about

- manpower training for industrial progress and national preeminence.!! Second, it came
during a profound expansion of sccondary-schoo! enroliments: in 1890 about 7 percent
of children aged 14 to 17 areended high school: by 1917 the proportion had grown'to
‘over 30 percent. 't Third, educators and legislators promoted che idea that vocational

‘education served 2 new definition of equal opportunity, anotion that high schools could

serve-all youth only by offering a variety of curricula.' Leaden of organited labor
bought the idea after being persuaded that vocational education would not undermine’
their conwrol of entty 1o trades. These factors— international rivalry, the decline of 2
teenage labor focce, and the educators’ desive to differentiate curvicula — led to the pas.
tage of Smith-Hughes in 1917. A potent and assiduous lobby. including the National
Education Association (NEA), the American 'chn'ttion of Labor (AFL). and the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers (NAM), reinforced the federal focus of the discus.
sion and proposals. They achieved passage not only of the originat bill in 1917 butslo of.
subsequent bills for funding vocational education in 1929, 1934, 1386, 1946, 1963, and
1968. The broad ideological and technological appeal of vocational education aliowed

h Tern-

* George W Knigh. History ond Manegesend of Land Grants for E& iom in she M
rory [New York American Hutoricsl Assotiarion. LkAS)
* Howard C. Tavlor The Edwralional Significance of the Early Federal Land Ordraances {New Yark

Teachers College Press, 922 Flricher H. Swifi. 4 Hulory of Public Prrmanen: Common School Fundsin

the Unsted Starer, 1795-1903 iew York: Halt, 1911}

1 Marvin Lazerson and W Norton Crubb, eds. | 4meriran Edscasi d ¥ocstiomatiom: A Documentary -

. v Ao Yok e
Histary, $870°-1970 {New York: Teachers Callege Pren !‘JN}: chy. 4-8. .

 Renneth A Simon 2nd W Vaner Granz, Degest of Education Statitrics. Dep:. of Heakh. Edvemion and
WrlFare. Matinnal Cemer for Edut steon Siasarcs (Washingron, D.C. GPO, 1970}

" Maevin Lagersor, Onging of the Urban Schaol: Publiv Educotivn in Massachuserss. 1870-1813 (Cam

bridge. Maw  Hareacd Univ Prem. 19711 Edward A Krag Tar Shaping of she Amuencan High Schoot,

1880 1920 Madivan niv of Wixonn Press, 19041
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it o survive as the only pre-World War [l categorical federal aid program to clementary
and secondary education despite periodic commistion reports demonseating thac it was
meffective. Smith-Hughes was the major precedent for the fed.qrz! government's cate-
gorical iitistives T 1958 .1 : .

Federal programs initiated in the suctessive national emergencies of the Depremion
and World War 1 were considered temporary and affected elementary and secondary
schooling only indirectly. Some school buildings were constructed with funds from the
Public Works Administration (1953), and some schoolteachers were paid from Federal
Emergency Relief Funids. The Lanham Act {1941), predecessor of the federally im-
pacted arcas legislation of the 19505, provided funds 1o compensate communities for do-

-mentic federal military bases thac sere children 10 local schools bue paid no properry

taxes. In general, federal education programs of the Depression and war years werr for
manpower training in nonschool o7 higher education sextings.* .

Aa of 1950 the only federal aid to elemensary and secondary education was for voca-
tional education (about $28 million), school lunches (about §92 million), federal depen-

denis (about §29 million), and Native American children (about $15 million).' Far-.

thermore, the Congress continued to resist arguments for general aid 1o local school sys-
tems, despite lobbying by such groups asthe NEA. The federal research effont ineduca-
tion was tiny, and the federal courts had Kutle impact on local schooling. On the ques:
tion of whether post- 1950 federal initiatives were contimuous with the past or a new de-

i parture, one must nore that the financial, judicial, and regulatory involvement so0n ta
i come would surely have standed educators and the public in 1950. But those sudden n-
{ creases in involvement were rexponses to fast-breaking developments in Cold War tech-

[

nology and the civil rights movernent; the pace and magnitude of change in education
were tied to larger dxgm«u. ) ‘
Furthermore, although the NDEA and the subsequent legislation of the 1960:

“marked an expansion of the federal governument’s provision of sustained categorical 2id

to clementary and secondary education, they can hardly be considered radical innova-
tions. The long term drift woward state-leve] regulation. the federal government’s pe-
riodic asertions that good education was in the national interest. the sustained prece:
dent of Senith-Hughes, and the habituation of Congress to intervention on national

- manpower prablems during the Depresion and World War 1 —all contribured 10 2

context in which the NDEA and the Great Society educational programs were. in our
apinion, an interesting but noorevolutionary shift. Similarly. although the Brown deci-
sion of 1954 and the school-prayer and Bible-reading cases of the early 15605 were new
incursions into local control of schooling by the federal judiciary, these decisions rested
upon long-1erm, gradual consticutional progress— some would say shamefully gradual

1# Larerson and Crubb, 4 mencon Education end Facstwmalirm, pp. 29.41: Larry Cuban. "Endunng Re-
siliency: Enacting and [mplemeniing Federal Vocstional Education Legistation.™ in Work, Yourh ond
Schooling. Histarwe! Peripections 6 Voentional Eduranion. «d Harvey Kantor and David 8 Track (S1an.
ford, Calif.: Sranford Univ. Press, 1982), pp. 45 78. .

" Hollis P Allen, The Fedeval Government and Educntion: The Onginal and Complere Study of Eduea
tson for the Hoover Commitzon Tash Force on Public Welfare (New Yotk McGraw Hill 19501, ¢h. 3. Sidney
W. Ticdt. Thr Rolx of the Fedevol Covernmant in Education {few York Oxford Univ Press 19662 ¢h. 2.

v Alien. The Federal Government and Education, ch. 5,
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~ during which the Bill of Rights' was brought to bear upon state ativities. ! The due
protess clause of the Fourtcenth Amendment (1868) granted the federal courts author-
ity that they rarely exercised before 1920. Then came Gitlow v, New York (1925), apply-
ing the due process clause to freedom of speech; '* Prerce v. Society of Sisters (1925), up-
holding parental rights to private education;** Caniwell v. Connecticul (1940}, apply-
ing due process protection to freedom of religion: ' the higher education cases preced-
ing Brown (particulatly Sweatt v. Pasnter, 1950), which chipped away at the separate.
but-cqual doctrine as applied to education;™ and the bevy of lower federal cournt cases
beginning in the 1930s, in which the National Association for the Advancement of Col-

ored People pressed for the desegregation of elementary and secondary education, -

socnetimes- eliciting eloquent minority opinions in their favor™ - ) .
Thus, ib many respects the federal education ventures of the Cold War period were 3-
continuation of the dynumic in American educationai history between cormopolitan
centralists aad resistant localints. Postwar conditions— a shrinking world and weighty
national pricrities involving education —have tipped the balance toward federal inter:
vention. Such factors do not predrtermine kow much federa) involvemen will come,
not bow fast, por is the direction irreversible in the short run. Our conclusion, however,

"is that federal government involvement of the past twenty years is contintuous with gen-

eral trends in American history and is not likely to be substantially reversed in the long
run, although many changes of themes and techniques are pomible. It will be intereming
10 see what changes resurgent localism and the New Federalism accomplish in the next
few years, and what long -iern effects this adjustment of the dynamics of fedecaliom may
have. We now turn to a consideration of popular sereotypes sbout spesific aspects of
federal intervention, which should help us understand the widespread perception that
federal intervention in elementary and secondary education has been masive, ineffec-
- tive, and undesirable. ) : ’

National Crises and Federal Aid to Education

At first glance, the coincidence of wars and federal intervention in education isuriking.
The Morrill Act, providing aid to wientific, engineering, and agriculural programyin
colleges, was passed in 1862, during the Civil War. It provided the first federal aid to
higher education, The Smith-Hughes Act for vocacional educarion, the first federsl aid-

1 The achool prayer cames {Eoget +. Vaale, 1962, Murray v. Curien, 1963 Chamberlin v. Dade County.
1964) and the Bibie-reading case (Schemnpp v. Abington, 1963] are discuased in Sz Duker, The Public
Schoolsand Retigion: TAr Lagel Context (New York: Harper & Row. 1966} On enforoemens, see Keyneth M.
Delbeare and Phitlip E. Hammond The Schoe! Prayer Decanson From Comst Poliey to Local Praciice (Chi-
cago: Univ. o Chicago Press. 19711: 2nd on wharquent relipion cases see Robert M. O'Noil, Classropms mthe
Crosfire (Bloomingron: Indiana Lniv Press, 158%).

® David Feliman, ed., The Supreme Courr and Educotion (New York: Teschers Colbege Prem., 1969). p.
..

+ David B, Tyack, “The Perits of Pluralism; The Background of the Piercy Case,” Amgricen Hinorical Re.
ke, 74 (1968), 74-98.

* Fefimnan, Tax Supreme Coust and Educabion. p. 1.

1 K, C. Hudgin, Jr., The Warren Coun aad the Public Sehvols [Danville, Il Imeratate Prinoters. 1910).

. 24-76.
pp" Richard Riuger Sémple Justice (New York Kropl. t376), ch. 45
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to elementary and secondary schools, was passed in 1947, during World War I. The
Lanham Act, providing avistance (o localities affected by federai ownership of land
{such asmilitary bases) was passed in 1941 asthe nation entered World War 1, and was
- expanded by legislation in 1354 dunngshe Kotean War. Other crisesthat have spawned
federal education legistation have also been labeled wars: the Cold War gave us the Na-
tional Defense Education Act in 1958, and the War on Poverty generated the Elemen.
tary and Secondary Education Act {ESEA) of 1965, Public education. considered 2 po-
tent toal of social reform cver since its genesis inthe early nincteenth century, seems to
become an ob)u:t of special concern at the l'td:ral leve) when the nation has declared
_war on someone of something.

The connection between #ar 2nd national educacion policy seems logical, Wars both
threaten and unite 2 nation, creating reasons for lirge-scale maobilization of eajent and
resources that tend to outweigh traditional resistance to centralived control of educa:
tion. On closer examingtion, however, it appears chat the correlation between actual
wartime activities and federal education activities is often indirect, perhaps even spu-
rious. The Morrill Act, for exampie. had been introduced in the 1850s but had beenap-
posed by states’- righis Demnocrats and vetoed by President Buchanan. When the seced-

-ing southern Democrat lefk Congress, their more interventionist Republican colleagues
were free to past Morrill's bill to aid colleges of agriculture and scientific wudies. The
oonnection between war and federal 2id was incidental, not initruimental **

Inthe case of the Smith- Hughes Act, the coming of World War | hastened but did not

alter an already existing successful reform movement o achieve federal funds for voca-

tional education. [ndustrial training was pan of Woodrow Wilson's preparedness pro-
gram, but the 1917 bill was a faithfu] embodiment of the recommendations of the Na-
tienal Commission-on Vocitional Education, appointed in 1913, his 1914 report em-

phasized productivity, prosperity, the problem of high school dropouts, and interna- v

tional competition; the Commission noted, for example, that Bavaria had far more
trade schools than the United States did. Smmith-Hughes was not directed at military
manpower training; indeed, afrer its passage, the government appropriated separate
special emergency funds totrain skilled workers for the military, under the supervision
of the Cornmittee on Education and Special Training, appointed in 1918. This effort
trained about 150,000 erafiumen, such as welders, auto mechanics, and machinists,
The program was conducted, for the most part. outside the public schoals. ** Manpower
mobilization, then, hardly touched American secondary schools during World War 1.
Other, more pervasive influences upon clementary and secondary public education,
such ax scrap-metal drives, bandage-making sessions. and dissemination of propaganda
from a myriad of federal war agencies, were both trivial and shont-lived. Some critics
hawve decried the narrow naionalixm promulgated in the schoals during both world wars
and have zdmatcd a morme intemnional perspective '* But to blame wanime propa-

 George N. Rainsford, Congress and Higher Education m rhe Ninetegnth Conrnry (Rooaville: Univ. of
Tennewee Prems, 1992). ch. 7.

& Lewis P. Yodd, Wartcms Relatons of the Federal Gowernment and the Pubixe &:hoob 1917+ 1918 (New
York: Teachers College Prom, 15434, pp. 186, 190,

" Todd, Wartime Relabions. 5. 15%: James Mock and Cedric, Lumn Words that #onthe War: The Story
of the Commuittes on Pudlic Information (Princeien, NoJ i n.p., 1939) Gorden €, Lee, "Covernaent Prey-
wres an the Schools during World War 11,7 Mutary of Education Quartariy. 2{1951). 6574
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ganda for this is 1o mistake a symptom for a cause. All naions, in war and in peace, have
used schools to inculcate nationalism. Whether schools coutd aid world peace by advo-
cating peace and international government is a moot point; in this. a1 in 30 many mat-
ters, schools are more reflective of society than instrumental in cansing its problems or
solutions.
The iwo world wars seem, then, to have foscered, not caused, tendencies already pres-

ent in public schools, both in the ares of narrow na(wnalum and in the area of nasrow
vocationalism. Although wars per se did not have 3 very unique ¢ffect on elementary

_ and secondary education, the international competition dramatized by war has had 2
profound impact on schools. While the coincidence of war and federal educadion initia- -

tives is largely only that. the conneciion between percrived nitional crises and education
is not spurious. This leads us to our next proposition for scratiny: the idea thac Spuwnik
led to passage of the NDEA.

The Cold War and Educauou for National Defense

"Some analysis have tejected the notion that the American school system was ;arrcd out

of weak-minded progresive education and back to basic intellectual training by the
flight of Sputnik in October 1357.1* However, that appealing and dramatic notion sur-
vives in the popular press and, one suspects. in the popular mind. Although Spuinik cer-
tainly caught the nation's attenzion and provided wonderful ammunision for criticy of
the schools, che-causal connection it lem than 3 haif-truth. The myth is wrong on bath
sides: the Sputnik achicvement was not the product of 2 ssperior school system: nor did
it take a technological embarcassment to move academic critics of American progressive
education into the spotlighe. Still, it has taken some years to regain this perypective. At
the time, the causal relationship between schooling and the space race seemed crystal
clear to everyone fram Dwight Eiscnhower ta James Conant, Hyman Rickover, and che

editoryof Life magarine. President Eisenhower declared in March 1959 that educators o
and p must “abandon the path that, rather blindly, they have been following asa

result of John Déwey's teachings. Y Dewey's insistence on practical leaming and chil-

dren’s interests, complained Admiral Rickover in his 1953 book, Education and Free- - .

dom, had led to inferior intellectual teaining in America, Sputnik had “proved” that the
Soviet Union’v educational system could "induce all children ¢a sretch theit intellectual
capacities to the utmost, ™ In a sensational series on American education begun just af-
ter Sputaik, Life declared that “the nation’s stupid children gee far better care than the
bright. The geniuses of the next decade are even now being aliowed to dip bacl into me-
diocrivy, ™"

The United States launched Explorer [ within four months of Sputnik, although the |

Ametican manned-satellite program had begun years alter the Soviets”. Admiral Rick-

" Frank Jennings. "It Didn't Stant wish Spamik.’ Sciurdey Reuiew. 18 Sepr. 1967, pp. 77 79. 95 97,
Cinarles Burges and Merle Borrawman, WAl Ooctrines fo Embroce {Glenview, LI Scott. Faresman 196%9)
p 125: [effrey Herold “Spuinil an Education: A History and Reapprainal,” [uumnl of Educoron. 919742,
143164,

" Dwight D. Eisernihower, Letiee. quoted in Life. 15 March, 1959,

@ Hypman Rictover. Education and Freedom (Kew Yark: Dutton 1959), pp. 158-1%9.

B Crgls in Education (New York: Lafe repring, 19%9), p 3.
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over did not announce that this proved that the American school sysiem stretched every
child's intellectual capacity to its wtmost. Spurnik’s impact lingered on, however, 232
vivid symbol of 2 fundamental American misconception, that Sovict military technol-
ogy reflected asuperior general education system. Only recently, through such works as
Hedrick Smith's The Rusuans and Susan Jacoby's inside Sowet Schools. has it become
clear that Soviet parity in space and weaponry are the produce of stringent and dispro-
portionate allocation of talent and money to military affairs az the expense of other pur-
suits, and that Sputnik proved naothing at all about Soviet schools, which were and re-
main tradition-bound, privilege-ridden, and authoritarian.?

James Conant, the mos prestigious commmentator on public education policy in the -

late 19508, may have been mrategically discouraged by the Russian space victory, for he

“had been concerned about the zale of education in international rivalry since the 1930s.

Still, he knew that Sputnik was incidental to the reform of secondary education, and he

- was tactically gratified by its timely appearance just before the publication of his book,

The American High School Today, which advocated larger high schools, carly identifi- )

cation of gifted students, and emphasis on math, science, and foreign languages.”
Just as Sputnik boosed Comant’s reform proposals. s6 it gave momentum to the

NDEA of 1558, in truth not a product of Sputnik but ef the Cold War, which spawned

thern both. Sputnik, Lifr magazine's near hysteria, and a flock of books with titles like

. What Jvan Knows that fohnny Doem't Know, lent further credence to a negative asaess-
 ment of public schools thax had begun to gather force in the early 1950s. Traditional,

; academically oriented critics such as Benjamin Fine, Albert Lynd, Arthur Bestor, and

Paul Woodring had_amsauhed the public school's alleged devotion to social develop-
ment, the stranglehold of second-rate education professors on teacher training, and the
aation’s desertion of intelicctual excellence . .

This view was gaining gronnd in the Cold War yeaes, and the NDEA must be seen in

_the context of a general trend back toward emphasis on cognitive skills and on academ-

.

AR

ically talented children. It was another episode in a continuing dialogue — oftén acrimo-
nious — between advocates of schocling for a variety of social activities and advocates of

, schooling for intellectual excellence. The latter tead 1o prevail during periods of height-

ened international comperition. The polarity should not be overemphasized. however:
the curriculum debate has been continuous and complex. At any given time, advocates’
of both extremes, and those with intermediate points of view, have taken pant. For ex-
ample, at the very time when progressive educators were successfully. advacating ex-
panded school functions and teaching the “whole child. " Ellwoed Cubberley stated that
“the great battles of the world in the future are t» be commercial rather than military or

* naval. . ... Whether we like it or not, we are beginning 1o xc that we ate pitted against

the worid in a gigantic battle of brains and skill."** Five years later, in 1914, F. E. Chad-

™ Hedeick Smitk. The Ausnzns (New York: Balfanune. 19751 Susan Jacoby_ fmuide Souser Schoolsr (New
Yorh Schocken, 19731,

¥ James B Conant. The Amarican Migh School Today [New York: McGraw-Hifl, 1959)

* Benjamin Fioe, Our Chiddrer Ave Chooted {New York: Hole, 13471 Albert Lynd. Quacheryon the Public
Schools {New York: Grose) &k Dunlap, t850). Amhur Bestar Educenional Wastelands {Urbana: Univ. of 21
linos Press. 1953) Panl Woodring. Let's Talk Sense abow Our School INew York McGraw-Hill, 1953).

Y Eliwood P. Cubberley. CAanging Conceprions of Education (Bowon: Houghron Mifflin 1909). pp. 49
50 -
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wick argued in the Educational Revew that female secondary schoal teachers had pro-
duced an emaotional, illogical manhood in America, ‘Men think in terms of steamships,
railways, battleships, war. and finance,” with which womnen cann concern themselves.
Prussia, he added, “the most advanced and civilized state in the world, " had slwap pro-
vided boys with ruale teachers.® Although the emphases an inteflecraal training for in--
teenational competition and social training for diverse aduk roles had coexisted
throughout the tweritieth century and were considered compatibie by many educators,
tbey nonethelem genevated the heated debate of the 19505 over the nature of public edu-
‘eation. During that time the claims for intellectuat emphasis gained ascendancy over
1the claims for social funcrions of secondary education in the eyes of federal legisiators
and critics of the public schools. ) .
During this swing toward competition and competence, Ccngm prmed tl.;e NDEA. |
Although its provisions are complex. and subsequent appropriations vui.cd n emp}na-
sis, NDEA's majot impact on elementary and secondary education was in the subjecey)
xreas of science, mathematics, and foreign languages. Inthe early 1950x advocatesof in- |
creased federal education funds had urged general, not categorical. aid. Perhape their
idea that Congress would return 1o localities federat dollars for teacher salaries and

 building construction was naive. given the clear categorical interest expressed in the

Smith-Hughes precedent of 1917; at any rate. NDEA put the goverament wquarely on
the side of specific educational purposes. Money was allocated on the bu.n of grant pro-
posals in decailed categories. In retrospect, the arnount of money provided by NDEA
does not seem large; total allocations did not equal zither theschool milk and lunch pro--
grams or the federal xid 1o impacted areas program.?? . . o
Despite the Smith-Hughes precedent, the impetus of Cold War technological anxiety,
and the relatively small amounus of money involved, many educaton expressed concermn
abowt NDEA's potenrial impact on curriculum, The legislation offered lintle or no aid 1o

. basic reading Leaining ot to programs in social studies, Brerature, or the arts, "Lex's face-

it," said a conference participantin 1560, “vhe whale reasan for this bill saresctionton
form of hysteria."* New York Times Education Editor Fred Hechinger warned, “if we
now pour our monty into science and technical education alone, we will walk blindly
into self-destruction. ™" 1n A Second Look at the School Panic,” Daniel £. Momihan

" warried about the "precedent’” that NDEA might establish, and wamed that “calculus

and thermodym amics for everyone is no more a viable education policy for sveryone in
the twentieth century than Latin and Euclid for everyone was in the severteenth, Andit .
certainly docs not constitute an adequate national education policy. ™ Other scvicles.
warned educators not to let NDEA “unbalance the curriculum” and complained that
the act emphasized fancy cquipment without necessary teacher retrsining. A Herblock
cartoon porirayed a crurnbling educational foundation tottering under the weight of
new science equipment.®

* F E Chadwick, “The W Penl.” Educatron R 47 {Feb. 1914}, 15118, )

3 “Federat Funds for Education and Related Activines, 194667 ° in The Fedrml Role in Education
{Washington, D.C.: Congressiomal Quarterly Sernce. 1968). p. 4.

» Nehon's Sehooti. 56 {Nov, 19601, p. 79 .

¥ Fred M. Hechinger, “Has Sputnik Taagin Us a Lemon?” Parents” Magarine, Feb. 1958, pp. 351

5 Daniel P. Movnihan, “A Serand Look at the School Panic.™ The Reporrer. 11 Acg. 1958,

# ~Federal Aid: Don't Let §t Unbalance tht Curricutum,” Nation't ScAools, 66 (Now. 1960} ihe Herblock
cartoon apperred in Parents’ Maguome in February 1958

394


http:EdvcaJiMt.al
http:HII>nJll.r4

PRV

LR A I

UV e ouvie-

[= 2 W) o BERV] A ¥ ]

MM LDUN

vy

sin 1977 «h & -

Historveal Contexy
KAESTLE AND SMITH

However, NDEA also found advocates, and Congress continued its appropriations.
Even among its supporters in Congress, however, there was anxiety about NDEA's em-
phasiz on the technical. Adam Clayton Powell, chairman of the House Committee on.
Labor and Educarion, spoke in favor of the 1961 appropriations in these ambivalent
termy: "l know what I am abous to say will be heant-breaking for those who believe in the
‘humanities and the liberal arts, but 1 believe we cannot afford o continue to spend
maoney disproportionately in those fields. The crisis is one of science "% NDEA contin-
ued to be categerical and centered on science and foreign languages; studies of educa.
tors’ attitudes show the resulting “imbalance” of aid 10 be the most common complainc
againat the legislation. However, separate polls of administratons in 1960, and school

- board members in 1962, revealed that about two-thirds of all those surveyed supported

NDEA 15 it was ¢ Local education officials seemn 1o have been ready to rely on new fed-

eral dollacs to improve science, math, and foteign-language training, while using locat.
or state resources for the humanities, arts, and social sciences. I also seemed 1o make
sense that more special equipment and facilities were needed in the sciences than in the

“softer” subjects. Furthetmore, studiés do not show that either NDEA or Conant’ s -

Amenican High School Today caused dramatic or sapid shifts in sabject marter enroll-
ments ia high schools.* Local schools, especially the great majority that are ouside of
the mainsream of educational innovation, are very resistant 1o changé: shifis in pro.
gram and earollments were very gradual,

Sull. to the extent that NDEA was consistent with 2 general and long-term ncnd for
government to support hard, empirical, technical, and uiilitarian scudies and research,
at all levels of education, it exemplifies a danger in federal emphasis. A free society is in
troubie il it cannot afford the luxury of reflection - ‘self-criticism, and diverse 2pproaches
to unde:lvmg philosophical and histarical problems. Ir is difficuh to mainiain these ac- -
tivities as high priorities in the face of international crises, rapid technological change,
and demands for utilitarian 3ceouincability. NDEA probably hdp:d convey to youth the
low priority of culural and speculative activities. Curricutum “imbalance” sounds

.vather inane until we think of the school day as a dramatization of the kinds of activities

that we valued in the adul: world. American culiuze and internavional events of the
1950 gencrated educational reform that focused on the most technical subjects and the
moxt talented students. From NDEA. «o Conant's American high school, te the Bruner-

“inspired cumricula, the emphasis was on training. peopie for the nation’s technological

interests and on geuing the most from the best studems. The dramatic shifts in Ameri-
£ab socicty, primed by the civil rights movement, popularized by Joho Kennedy in the
White House, and culminating in the legistation of the Lyndon Johnson years, shifted

the education agenda to questions of basic skills and basic access. This brings us 10 the .
- Great Society. the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the War on Poverty. the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, md to our fourth proposition for scrutiny:

that federal aid programs aimed ak raising the cognitive skill levels of particular groups

~

* Adam Claywon Poweldl, Cdmg Rec., 65cpr. 1861, qwed in Sidnev C. Safrin, Admu!tmgthe Nadional
Drferar Educatéon Act [Syracuse; Syracuse Univ. Press, 1968), p. 13,

*' Salrin, Admmutering NDEA . pp. 4143,

*' Barry). Veicher, “Jamen Bryant Conant and The American Hgh School Today,” Dis. Unis. of Wiscon-

I
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have succeeded in creating competition for funds and the illusion of reform, but have
failed to achieve the purpose of raising skill levels,

Titie I and the Education of Poor Children

“The implementation and accomplishments of Title 1 of ESEA, which provided funds for
the basic education of poor children, have produced a huge literature of evaluation,

much of it controversial ! Because Title [ sliocated unprecedented umounts of federal |

‘education doliars, because social scientists believed they had the 1ok to measure the

" success of programs, and because we have placed such extraordinary faith in the power

of education to equalize opp{onunity. masive evaluation efforts have been carried out. %
We de not propose to summarize here the many evaluations but rather » muke two .
geoeralizations. First, quite z2pan from the succen of Title I programs in numg test

scorcs, the premises of the evaluation effort have been tarnished, Policymakers are no -

longer very certain that expensive, large-scale evaluation efforts carried out by presti-
gious educational rescarchers can provide useful dats on the overall effects of large edu-
‘cational intervendions.” Second, although many commentators have deciared that the
days of ambiguous and discouraging evaluations of Title 1 are over and that thereis a
positive trend of vesults in recent data, the trend is av bes only refatively promising.

" On the pamage and imp) anian of Tide 1, see Ssephen K. Bmlﬂmd&uhl Mosher, EXEA: The

ty

4

£
€

Office vf&‘mmwn Admanuiery ¢ Law (Syracase: Syrscuse Univ. Press. 1968): Eugene Eadenberg and Roy

Morey, An Act of Congren: The Lagisiative Procens and the Making of Education Policy (New York: Narton,
1969); and Julie Ray JefToey. Educntion for Chaldrenafihe Poor. 4 Stndy of the Origras end foaplemensation
of the Elementary and Sccondary Education Act of 1983 (Columbus: Ohia Saate Univ. Prem, 1878), For ud‘n-
cumion of the controversy over Title | evatumtion reswas in the eacly Trle Lyeais, see Milbwey MeLavghlin, £d

ucatson and Reform: The Elementary and Secondary Educarion Aot of 1985, Tite ! {Cambridge, Mam.: M :

finger, 1975). Two more recent analyss of the role of evaluation in federa) od P are Robewx F,
Boruch and David 5. Cardray, rds., An A ! of Edurations! Program Eveluass Fdn-l Katr and
Locad Ageneves {Washington, D.C.:U S, Drpl of Education, 1980); ammmmmm oty
Progrom Evs{uction i Educaran: When! How! To What Ends? {Washing

D.C.: Natlonal A yof -

Sciencm, 1980}, These latter two repores were funded hy the U S. Office of Education, DHEW, mm o

» legilative requirement {Study of Evaluation Prictices and Proced Sec. 1526. £4 .
of 1976, P.L. 35-961) The purpow of the studaes was 1o 1 4 ways of in¢ 5 e efTecti and
usefulness of ferderal edacation evaloations. Althoagh the Tile { rvatustion effon wasanty one of muny in she
Oflice of Education, it was by far the Jargest — consequently boahy repors refee extensively w Ticle §.

* Mcbasughiin, Edwcation ond Reform. p. 118, found that by the time Tithe T waxseven yegrs old, aver §30
million had been spent to evaivase i, In hical year 1380 the Office of Education spent $15.¢million on Tithe 1
evaluston effors (Raiven snd Roui. Program Ewafustion, p. 198). Thisdid not inclede the funds spent by lo-
<al ot naie educmion agencies an Title | evaluations.

* Mclaoghiin, Educatron and Reform. Wilham W. Cooley, "Effec

A C ¥ Education,~

Educationaf Leadershtp |an. 1981, pp. 298 301: Raizen and Raui. Progpram Eosivarion. pg. ‘6. Clark

C: Abi ed., The Evaluasion of Socre! J‘vvgmnu {Beveriy Hills. Sage Publishers. 1936}, esp. the paper by P.

Michaet Timpanc, “Evalustng Title | Again.” pp. #15-424, and tht cormnments on i: by John W. Evang, As- |

drew Porter, and Mandull S, Smith, pp 425-436. Suwc E. Bcnwmn and Thomas &, Glennan, J3., “An hn-
proved Steazegy foe Evaluading Federal Pragrams in Educasion,” in Edwcational Evnfuation i the Pudlic Pol-
icy Setting, Repe. No. R 2502-RC, ed. Jahn Pinews (Santa Monica, Calif .: Rand Corporation, 1980). pp. 11~
40 L} Crombach, Sur Ann Raman Ambron. Sanford M. Dorrbusch, Roben 1Y Hew, Robert €. Homiik,

D C. Philligs, Decker F. Walker. and Seephen 5. Weiner, Toward Refovm of Program Eslustion: Amms,

Methods ond Inditutional Arrangements {San Francisco: jowey Bam. tnc., t980),”

“ For » variery of examples of recent opuminic views on the effectivenen of Tike L, »ee: U S, Homse of Re- .

presceuatives, A Report on ihs Educatcon Amendments of 1978, H.R. 13, Commiteee on Education and La-
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On the other hand, some qualifications are warranted. Although the early vision of
evaluations as tools for providing hard.outcome data for cost-benefit assessments has
dimmed. an appreciation of che value of describing and understanding the implemen:
tation of programs has grown in its place. Especiaily in the environment of uncenain
outcomes, clear data on who receives services is the most important isue in Congres
sional debates. Moreover, the growing literature on implementacion and its acceprance
by acientisis 10d policymakers has created a climate of expectation wery differen: from
that pregailing in the late sixties.*” First. few of us now expect 10 sec positive outcomes

" from new education programs in less than five years. This olten means that o lawmak-

ers the educational putcomesof a program are lews imporiant to ity continuation than its
more immediate consequences, such as job opporiunities or symbolic effects. Second,
the relative precision in our ability 1o measure the distribution of resourcer and to moni-
tor the superficial processes of implementation has focused attention on these more
manageable outcomes. Federal education laws and regulations bevween 1970 and 1980
were continuously modified anmd expanded in attempts 1o improve their efficiency in the
delivery of resources, ® Rarely did the rationale for the modifications have any direct re-
Jation to improving the educational putcomes of the program. The evaluation of federal

_ education programs over the past fifteen years, rather than being useters. has altered the

focus and the expectations of policy analysts and policymakers.**

bor. 95th Cong.. 2ndsem.. Repr No. 95 1137 (Washington. D C.- 13 May 197B). eap. pp. 6. 7. §As C. Roe
b&t!, “Federal. Policy [auey in Elemenmacy and Sexondary Education ™ in The Federal Role in Edueation.:
New Divections for the Esgharrs. 8. Robert A diller (Washingion. D.C - Inxtituir for Educational Leader-
ship, 1981), p. 26: The Education Dusdy 26 Jan 1982, p 3, quotes a repost from the US. Depantowensof Edu
cution chat Title [ “results fram nationatly and incally condiscred ovaluanons sugyew that & 15 -year decline i
N R inening ¢0 1 . panizalarly an ditionally bow-achisving groups.”

¥ P .

edu owent i beg
Even the Kepublican Secretary of Education, T. H. Bell. ienified before 2 House Approp
tee chat e “still beb thas P y e ion wnder Tisle Fis effextive, ‘which s why [ wothed so hard
to keep it funded at the leved i is 2t 7 {reporred in the Education Times, 1h May. 138Y, p. 1). in a review of
many of Uy modies which led to the optimpuc reports William W. Cooley concluded "On balsnce. Tade f i
ot producing 1he kind of schievement impact 1hay people had hoped it would have” ("Effectivenem of Com-
tory Edwcasion,” ¢. 300 .
' 1n the preface to & rompilatian of-anickes on implementacon waues. Walter Williams writes: ~For
roughly & decade now, the rymdiy expanding catrage imdusiry wudyng mplanenianon has been producing
" numerous investigations of ¢fforn to pur new policees n place” {p. wiil. See Walter Williams. Richard F. El-
more. John Stuare Hall, Richard Jung, Michael Kimt. Susan A, MacManus. Beuy jane Narver, Richard P,
Narhan, and Robert K. Yin, Siufymg /mplemeruogon {Chacham. N.J.: Chathan House, 1952). Lo this vol-

 ame we esperially Michae! Kir and Richard fung * The Uility of 2 Longiiudinal Approach in Amesting Im.

plementacion: A Thineen: Year View of Tube 1 ESEA.” pp. 13- 145, A pardicularly useful bibliography on
implementacon is contained in Jeffrey Prewman and Asron Witdawsky, Implementation. 2nd ed. {Berheley:
tiniv. of California Prewm. 1979). pp. 199~ 204,

* Title | war amended in seven of the ten yean of the decade of the seventies ~ it missed besng modified only
i 1970, 1928 and 1975, See A Comprl of Federal Ed Laser ¥olwme 11— Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education and Relored Programs (Washingion, D.C.: GPO, 1981), pp. 1 53, Aleng with the row of
(he legislaon in the ESEA of 1965, Tule | was reauthorized and extensively revised in 1974 and 1978, 10 1978
it vore than dowbled in lengeh. For eaamples of the ways in which Congress tinkered with the ESEA programs,
see U.S. Howse of Repreveniatives. 4 Report on the Edurniron Ammdmenssof 1978 H R. £3. Titke | ceguta:
thoms were alw modified regulan)y with exieasive overhauds dted the major legislatson rexuahorization,

“ johus Pincus, “The Stare of Edutsional Evaluation: Reflection and » Summary, " in Jobo Pincus, of . Ed-
weatrional Eveluation and the Public Policy Stiting. p 10 Ranen and Rosss. Program Evatisation, pp. §5-67.
Rabert F. Boruch, David 5. Cordray and Georgint M. Pamn, “How well are rvaluation carried aut?” in Bor-
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| K7 1980, ¥ol 11, Office of Evaluation and Program Manxg {Washing
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The positive trend of achievement autcomen is another matter. Ta be suse. a substan-
tial body of data indicates thas some Tiule J programs have shori-lerm positive effects
After one yeae in the program, Title 1 scudents score higher than would bave been ex-
pecred il they were not in Title §. But even this finding does not hald acrou all clemen-
1ary schoo? grades and subjects. Recent repores from the Sustaining Effects Siudy indi-
cate that Title | students make a "moden” improvement in arithmetic throughout the
first six grades while improving in 1cading only during grades 1-3.%" Another element in
this positive trend comes from National Asiesament data on the achievement scorer of
9-. 13-, and 17-year-oids *! Looking across the past ten years, thes data indicate asmall
improvement in the reading scores of students in schools eligible for Title 1 assiseance
when compared wich students in incligible schools. However, the National Asessment
did nat determine whether an eligible school actually participated in the federal pro-
graem or isolated for analysis the studenis who teceived Title [ services. Thus the ap-
pareat improvement in achievement could be due to other factons such as changey in
schooling that have taken place aver the past decade M .

These gains, if real, are modest in comparison with the original promise of Tatlz L 10
overcame disparities in'achievement between the children of the poor and of the rich.*

wch and Cordray, eds . Apprausl of Educsiional Program Esaluatson. ch. V. For mare grmeral diacussions of
1he way chat evalustnm hase alfecied cxpeciations about socind programs. see Lugene Bardach The fmple-
muntetion Came. Whai Happers After o Bill Becomus o Law (Carobeidge. Man.: MIT Prew, 1977): and
Daniel P, Maynihse, Maxrmum FeaciMe Muunderstanding (New Yoek: Free Preus, 1970} -

% National lozivute of Educatson. Reports of the NI E Compensatory Education Study. The Effects of Ser-
veces on Stadent Development { Washingron, D.C.: U.S. Depx. of Health, Edwcatsan and Wellare, Sepn.
1977}, Thoénas C. Thomas and Sol H. Pelavin, Auterm of ESE4 Turte I Rending A chigvement [Merlo Park,
Calif.: Stanford Restarch [nstnure, 1976). Grorge Mayeske, 4 Study of Comprnsstory ﬂfcﬁ‘ hqmm
Techwical Swmmary. U.S. Office of Education. Office of Planning. Budget and Evsluation {Washington
D.C.: U.5. Depr. of Health. Education and Wellare. Sepz. 1976). Robers |, Rowi. Donadd H Mclaaghling
Emily A. Campbell. and Broce £ Everent, Summanias of Mojor Title Eobualiym, 196- 1976 (Palo Aho. |
Calif. American instivute for Research. 1977), p. 134 Robent M. Stonchill and judith 1. Anderson, #n Evat-
wazion of ESEA Tule I — Program Operateon and Educstwonal Effects: A Repont io Congress, omg of Plan
nng, Budget and Exaloation (Washingron, D.C: U.S. Depr. of 24 19813 I £vatn Repori
DEC-US Depr. of Educy-

tion, 1980). pp. 1-2% ) o
v Ming-mei Wang. Morrase B Bean. Jon Conklin and Ralph Hoepfner. Stadem: Ed f

" mens during the Schoo!t Year and the Effects of Compensatory Educatmom . Tochncal Repe. Na 10, Stady of

the Sustaining Effrces of Compensatory Eduration on Basic Shills (Sants Monien. Calif - Syrom Deseloprens
Corp., 19801, Alio sex Stonehill and Anderson. Ewmisation of ESEA Trle f.p. 1V-3. for a3 samm aryof ihe
Wang Bean, Conklin and Hoepfner report Stonehil] and Andenon abia reporidata fraryhe Tide | L’vAlhn»‘
rion and Reporing System (TIERS). 2 syiem desipied to sggregate wate dats about the effecas af Tidle L.
They find quite small positive effects of Titde 1 on reading in the early grades. Larger effectsin grades 5 and g.
1nd nagative effecis in grades 10 and 1. They summarize tueir view of the shorv uorm clfects af Tuike I "Ovee-
aft. it was found thar compensatory seevices. panicolasly Tide ¥ services, often have pontivz mmpacu on
actnesernent Different patierns of schievermers wrre found for different groups. howeve:” 1p V.3,

+r Mariona) Asesment of Educational Progros, "Hat Tide | improved Edocaion for Disedvaniaged Sro-
denu? Endence froan Three Kanonal Anesmenss of Reading,™ No. 54-D5- 50 | Denver- Educa son Commmis-
sion of the Susues, Apnt 19811 (ERIC ED 207 895}, . .

1 One reason for the “improvement” for the 13- and 17 .year-olds in (he NAEP dava isthe decline bn sores
of wudents in non-ehgibie schoota. La facy. the scoves of 12-yrar-oidy in Titke § eligthie schools 2ctuslly dropped
betiten 197051 2nd 1979 -80 ~ they "gained. ™ however. relative to stadents in aon- Tite § eligible schoals.
See Navional Amesmen: of Educstonal Progres, pp. €. 5. Desegregasion is a seeond sessan which may help
explain the quue large increases [or 3 and 13-yeac-olds in the southeasiern United Sustes dunng the sevenuies.

v Stonehill and Andrrson, Eutuarion of ESEA Tule 1. repon perhiminary da:s on che fongitudinal effects
of Thle U from the fedevally funded Sus aining Effects Study. They use standardited achievemen: scoms to

398


http:a.,""'''"",n�Tit'''hli.8ibl.tc
http:1970�~I.nd
http:U"u""",Comrn.il
http:f.oru.nd
http:oIEdau.i"".ltI!).II
http:M.,....kl
http:diorllOllicma.ol
http:tWa'ha.d1
http:Itkh.a.rd
http:l'Iuft1..l!'n:JlW.1n
http:M<:.a.de
http:FftlinaJ.Ni
http:IlHIWul\i"i!.on
http:utcCl.t.nd
http:lllations.a5

¢ g

WUl fun vy

LIl VPGS RV TS ROFE B Ln bt

(VA 14

Historical Context
KAESTLE AND SMITH

Against the itany of earliet negative evaluations, the results are promising, but against
national data showing that achievement scores of middle school and high school stu-
dents have declined steadily for years and that the overall dropowt rate has shown 1o im-
provement since the mid-1960s, the results seem insignificant,

Federal educational efforts, like sate and local effons, achieve mixed results. BuL in

_terras of the development of the Federal role in education. the very characteristic of the

program conxidered by many as crucial 10 continued federal support may have con-
strained the program, rexulting in weak effetts at best. For years many sdvocatesof Title
I concurvently held the view that federal involvernent should be limited. This dual per-

spective was umplemcmed through provisions that resricted use of Title I 2id to activi-
ties not covered by state and local funds. The “supplement not supplant” rule, as it was
calied, appeared (o make 2 great deal of sense when applied 1o restricting the aliocation
of resources to poor or low-scering school children. ™ v abso kept the federal government

oontras Title Esadenss with “regular ssudenu who did mod need and 2id not parcipasé in Tide T (p. [V-11).
Thvey find Wt the modest shore-term positive effect of Title | on seading achicvemens is generaily wesined,
butther thesbort-tevm eflect on arithmenc achievesnenc is lost after 1he student Seaves Titke 1. The magnitude
of \he effecton rndang # rstionated fay throe poupulaﬁcnu For Title | studenas who geaduare afier the
firu yearthe “cffect” (gaim} is four paints oucof 3 10xal “gap” of 18 poanis. The “gap it the differenee berwers
the meav score of regular Mudena (mu‘h‘ly 140 in therr menrici and (e mean score of Tide Fswdenas at the
beéginning of thee Tinke | “experience.” For studama who nxy for two years and then graduste, the gain b three
poins of a total gap of 25 poines; for the sudents who stay throe pean. dve gain is 1o poinis, and thegapis 50
points, In math the tme-yesr sudents gain five poins of a gap of 15 points and then proceed 1o losx the pain
and additions) poinas owey the next two yean: the (wo-year siudena actuaily bose painux while in the program
and then lewed ofl slier they feave (the gap inceeases from 18 10 1Y poinu over the thre years); Ouwr Uureyear
sdents stay even over the years with 3 gap of oughly 80 puims. Clearly, the Jong'xerm effects are smalk at
es. {The “mean wores” are rmimited from a chart on page V- 12 of the Stonehill and Anderon paper.)

" Ser Briac K. Walers, The Tait Score Dexlone 4 Avieie and Ammotcied Bidhography. Technical nverno-
randumn 81-7 (Wabimgton, 0.C.; Office of the Secrerary of Defovor, Augum 1988), Waters' repors is sum-
manioed by Briae Waters and [anice Laurence. "Military and Civiian Test Seare Decline (1950-1981)," Hu-
man Resoutee Research Ovganisation. Paper prevenied at the 65¢h A 1 Meeting of the A Eduea.
tional Research Amociation, New York, March 1982, Aliowe Nangr B Dearman and Valena W. Plisho_eda.,

. The Comdition of Education. | 982 Edaom, Natioaal Cenner for Education Statimics, 1.3, Deparanent of

Educaton {Washingron, D.C.: GPO, 1982} Pages 184 - 183 contain relevam achicvement data from zhe Na-
tional Asewment: page 18, table 1 & has dats which sivoar a nationa! decling in (he pereentage of high school
praduates from 1970 o 1980, Nationally (hough. this decline appeans o be afftes by 20 ncreaw in prople
who tabe a General Edurational Deveiopment 1e3 w receive bigh school equivatency crodenials. Civeng
Youth o Beiter Chance, A Repoes with Recommendations of she Camegie Council on Pobicy Seudiesin Higher
Edwcavon. (San Francisxo: Jowey-Bass Inc’. 19751 aiw comaing data showing that there has been no
" progres” in reducing the dropout rate an the last fifizen yean. The Carnegie Caouncil Repon goes on 1o point
out she especially bigh dropout rates of the poor. Manorities and inncr-civy south {pp. 45-312)

* The “rappleent ot supgplant” rube operates in conjunciion with other fiscal canvols such as the “tom-
parabitiey” and "excess cost’ rules 1o insuce tha Titke § funds are only ued for the provision of servicos to T3

the I studems. ™ For » discassien of fiscal contraks on federal dollary. see Stepben M. Barro, “Federat £Education ’

Caomts and Paliey leoar :AnDA of the “Seringy’ Attached 1o Cavegorical Granu i Education, ™ in
Timpanc, ed., Federa! Inzerent tn Franceng Schovimg . For an anatyan of the effecu of this approach to ac.
counability, see Fraacis X. Archambaoty, Jr a0d Robert C. 51, Pirrve. "The Effrct of Fedora! Pobey an Ser-
viees Detivered Through ESEA Title 1. Education Ewaluation and Pobicy Anedyns, 2. No 3 (1980), 35-46.
Archarmbault and 54 Pierre conclude: *. . dinricts can both comply with federal laws and regulations and
nill provide sesvices that do non pecessanidy “expand and improve’ the regulay curriculum” {(p. 35). The fiscal
eontrols approach used in Titde Las nodshe only way of maXing sure that federai dollars benefit inteaded rroipt-
ents. For one discussion of altematives. see Brenda | Turabull, Manhatt §. Smiek, aod Alan L. Ginsburg, "l
swies for a New Admmmnuon The F:de:n} Robe in Education,” Ammjmxm! of Educanon, 83 {1981},

396427,
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away from the regular school program., lmpl:meming Title |, however, required an or-
ganizational structure for the delivery of services that was indepeadent of the regular
school program. Separate administrative structutes were developed in school systers
and inschools. Title § personnel were hired and paid for only with Title | funds and were
required by law 10 work only with Title I students even in the halls and in the schoolyard,
in classrooms the segregation of Titke I from the regular school was almost as complere.
By 1876, some 70 percent of Title | students receiving remedial reading were “pulled
out” of cheir classes and physically moved to other arcas in order (o receive their supple-
mental instruction.’

Oneconsequence of this separace structure was that it may have given regular staff the
sense that the federal gowrnment did not trust them to do the job. Another consequence
was that it relieved the regular siaff of the respoasibility 10 ensare that their lowesi-scor-
ing students would sucered, for the Title [ stafl bore thav resporsiliility. Stili another
consequence was the [ragmentation of the school experience for Tide L.students, who
were often expected 1o deal simult ly with reading or msthematics instruction
from two different textbooks taught in two different styles. A final consequence was that
the creation of the separate Title 1 administrative structure placed no pressure on the
regular structure to improve. and ensurcd thas linde of lasting importance would remain
if federal dollars were withdrawn.*® In the light of growing evidence about the impor:,
tance of the climate and coherence of schoo! administrative struciures and the coltabo-
ration and involvement of the ualt in the development of effective school programs, the
Title T approach seems to have been doomed 10 produce mediocre resuli.® By main-
taining an independence from the core programs of the school, the Title Leffort insured
that its influence and effecss 'were marginal. Alter althost two decades of intervention,
the Title | program stands primarily as a symbol of national concern for the poor racher’ S
than as a viable response to their needs.

> Geerwe V. Glam and Mary Lou Smith, ~ ‘Pull-out’ in Covspensatory Ed-:m‘un," Lare. of Colerado, Laka-
ratory of Educarional Research 1972,

“ We know of no uwudies which direcily sddrom (his isne. The closes o the recent repon. Lorvame M. Mc:
Donned! and Mitbrey W Mclaughlin, Education Policy and ehe Role of the Stuies (Santa Monica. Cafif
Raad Corporation 1932). In ch. €, " The Suaz in Compensatory Educsteon, ' the suibors canclade ther Ticte§
is s0€n 2% an admmistrative. not an educational. problem s that Tale is“ad.mi:n siatively maure’ ; and thae
there is "wesh polisical support Tor tompensatory edncation progyams” in Lhr nates. “Because corapliance
cancerns domsndie Titke | praceices. however . it is posaible thad the pmgnm ‘s admimsestive marunicy will be
unabic to serve 21 » foundation for additiona| program development "ip. 111Y They goeniouythacihe

“past exchaive facus on comphisace isues dulacsied program quabity imues a4 8l levels (p 1135 {0 ther
surwnary cenchalons to the bocsh, they sate thar ™ a seduced federal role (for compensatory educationymesns
fewer servioes ias diese andenus. Although MeDoonell and Mclaughlin do nor directly attesbute this conclu -
no0 vo the wparare adminscrative strucrure of Titke §. thewr dara and text would sopport sch an argument.

" For reviews of thas ellective xbiooh hieratuse. see Stewany C, Purkey and Manshall S. Smuch ~Effeciise
Schools ~ A Review, ™ Wisconun Coner for Educarional Riesesrch, Madison, 1982 and forthcoming in Ele.
maniary S{Metjowmud Mpratmer Ruteer, “Schoot Effrcts on Pups! Progress: Rescacch Findiags and Pobcy
Implications.” Paper prepared for che National bnmituee of Educavion, U.S. Dept. of Education. Washing-
won. D.C., February 198), Bevedy L. Glenn, Whar Works! An Examsmation of Effectroe Schvels for Poor
Black Chaldren, Center for Law and Education, Rarvard Univ.. 1381, Also we Wilbur B. Brookover. Charles
Beady. Paincia Feood. John Schweiner, and Joe Winenbaker, Sehool Socia! Sutems and Sindent Ackiee:
meas. Schools Can Make o qufﬁme (New York: Pracger. 1979}
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Historical Context
KAESTLE AND SMITH

The Magnitude and Impact of Federal Aid

Whartever ehe efficacy of the Title I programs, their history suggests a subseantial federal
involvemens in education. This brings us to yet another conception: that there has been
a tremendous rise in federal aid 10 elementary and secondary education in the pan
twenty-five years, and that it has had s profound impact on local education. Ar firt
glance the summary figures do not seem tosupport the gencralization. The average per-
centage of elementary and secondsry public school funds provided by the federal gov-

emment rose from 1.8 percent in 1939 10 4.4 percent in 1959 In 1975 the average fed.

eral share of local budges was 8.9 percent (see Table 1). These increases do not appear
to be very drawatic, and many cemmunities without bigh concentrations of poot people
and/or federal property fall considerably belsw the nacional average in their reliance on
federal hool dallan. The increases are not very steep, and the rotal amounts are not
very anpressive. For exmpie, the NDEA categorical funds allocated (o remedying our

© imagined space gap did not even equal school lunch and milk programs or aid to areas

with federal property. Only with the coming of ESEA in 1365 did categorical aid to in-
structional programs exceed the innocuous and uncontroversial aid for school food pro-
grams and for impacted arcas. The former. after all, ace as much agricultural policy as
cducational policy, and the latter, if administered properly. merely replace local taxes

“1ost to communities with federal installations. The dollar amours of federal aid indeed

grew impressively from 1965 10 1380, but the share of federal dollacs in local budges is
still very low. .

TABLE 1
Aevenue Receipts of Puouc Elementary and Semna!ary Scbools from Fetferal, State, and
Loca! Sources: United Statas, 1918-20 o 1978- 79

Percontage Ofgtridytion

Touw £ Yerm LOCE Drchesing
Schoot Yeer x 1.0000 Foowrst B . nmermadiste UGS
1219-20 $ . 90N 0.3 85 8z -
1928-20 2.088 557 b 188 827
159G-40 2,260,537 ) 18 303 680
1549-30. 5,437.044 . 29 398 513
195860 . wTassw _4s w1 6.5
196354 | 20,544,182 ‘a »3 6.3
196566 25358858 74 Ny 538
1969-70 . ap2esme3 . BS 137 ) 521
1975- 76 71,208,073 C.88 “"s . 465
1978-73 £8.056.987 98 ©7 “s

Source. W. vance Grant and Leo J. Exden, Dygestof £ducalion Siatancs. 1881 tational Canter lor Education
Statisncy, U, S. Depersmant of Ecucalion (Wasrngion, 0.C. GPO, 1961), tadte 54 p. T4,

s

. How, then, did federal aid become w controversial? Part of che answer is that oppo.
nents saw a danger in principle that had e to do with the amount of money involved:
‘they frared a little bit of federal aid as they feared "creeping socialism.” A greater share

Harvard Educational Rewew

of the explanation, however, lies in the fact thar. whereas 80 10 85 percent of most local
school budgers are in fixed costs, mostly salaries, the federal share is mostly devoted 0
special services and to program innovation.® Faced by economy-minded property tax-
payers and increasingly successful teachers’ unions, program meoney is hard 1o get at the
local level. On the one hand, this makes federal funds axtractive, particularly to distriets
with high percentages of children who have special needs. On the other band, to districts
with dwindling core budgets, the federal sirings protecting the special programs are
controversial because they are viewed as limiting flexibility to meet real local needs.
This federal aid has been a useful tool to the government in enforcing constituzional
or other legal mandates upon local districts. Regulations tied to withdraws! of program
funds, in tandem with directives from federal courts, bave been the focus of resistance to
federal participation in bocal schooling. The most controversial of the mandates has
been desegregation, although the requirements for bilingual educarion and rules for the
handicapped are not far behind. On the isue of the magnitude of federal spending,
then, we conclude that the controversial nature of federal involvernent in schooling does.
not detive from the amount of federal dollars involved — present cuts areshared by mon
domestic programs—nor from an abstract principle against federal involvement —
though arguments are often couched in such terms— but from che parteeular reforms
the federal government supported, the pace at which several reforms were siempted vi-
mulkaneously, and the generally complea nature of social change. The pan thv years
of racial desegregation underscores this conclusion. '

. Desegregation North and South

For fifteen years afier Brown v. Board of Education {1954) the South saccessfully re.
sisied desegregation, despite congressional rhetoric, marches on Waihingion, and the
tmoral and legal pressures of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1954 and the Office of
Civil Rights. Yet within two years — years of a Republican administration that saw its po-

litical future in terms of “southern srategy” —southern desegregation was essentially
complece. The patience of the Supreme Court had been exhausted. Iis equation of seg-

regated schooling with unequal opportunity was clexr, us was the wgregated natare of
the seuthern school sysiems. Inthe Creen decision in 1968 and the Alexander decision in
1369 the Court mandated immediate and comprehensive action and elevatéd Healeh,

* For a breakdown of 1he curernt school expendiruzes, see W, Vance Geans and oo} Diden. Digest of Eo-
weaion Statesrics, J 881, Nationa) Cenier for Education Suistics, U.5. Depr. of Educasion {Washingion.
DC GPOYIBL). 1able 66 pp. 76. 77. Oser the pam filueen years most elementary ‘secondary federal eduea
tion dailars have gone ta categomesi programa for apecial popuistions tuch as 13¢ dissdeamaged, handi
tappexd . or bihingual, 10 the school lunch program. or 1o vocstonal education. Retusively imall smounts have
bern approprusied lor the devriapment of spegial cusriculom sreas such a1 metric edussion. carver edurs -
tion and environmenial cducation. The only major source of federa! funds thay schaol ditraces could absard
umio the regular schoal budget 1 the Impact Ald grogram. which disributes fands 1o school datncty with fed
endi baildings and ocher federal mmatlathona to make ap Soe lost properey Lax sewerases. See Geanr and Eaden,
Ingeat. ratide 161, p. 182 For discuuons of tde nature of fedevai aid, sew Timpane, od.. Fedevol fnrerest m §i-
mancing Schooling and Tumbull. Smith and Ginsburg, Juaer for & New Adwinutration.
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Education and Wellare (HEW) Title VI guidelines o the status of legal standards ™
The southern disivicts, tnany of them expecting the Court’s decision, complied. ™
The Court then tumed its attention to the North, Swann. 2 southern decision, had
approved busing asan acecptable means of desegregationin 1971.% Keyes v. School Dis-
trict No. 1, Deaver, in 1973, laid the basis for findings of ¢ jure segregation in the
North and for district-wide remedies.® Faced with court-ardered busing in northern
cities, the liberal coalition that had spawned the Civil Rights Act and prodded the South
split apart. After a decade of confuting evaluation repores, the educational promise of
desegregation was no longer clear.** The force of black and liberal public opinien had
ditninished; substantizl elemenu of the black community believed that there wereother
approaches to equal opportunity and racial justice than whool desegregation. The late
1360s had seen 2 variety of school-based policies, such as community control, compensa-.’
tory education, snd affirmative action, that competed with the goals of desegregation. **
Finally, between 1954 and 1970 the nation’s demography had changed -— the continued
migration of blacks co the North and West and into the cities had made the problem za-
tional rather than regional.?’ To the northern white urban or subusban liberal, the
problem was now personal as well a3 maral. Sotne integrationists lost their enthuxiaso,
and tempers flared as working-clase whites and blacks were forced o integrate.
Congres rexponded politically by regularly passing antibusing laws that sex strict lim-
its on the we of federa) funds vo pay for bwing.** Spurred on by the Nixon southern
strategy. they psmed the Emergency School Assistance Program —later the Emergency
School Assistance Act (ESAA}— which provided funds to reward districts that had al-
ready desegregated and to stimulate voluntary desegregation. This provided gencsal
funds to southern districts and aided 3 number of court-ordered districes in the North #
Asin the case of Title J, howzyver, hesitancy to inerfece with the engoing programs of lo-
cal districs served to conirain the effectivenes of the law. Under the provisions of

# Grecn v. Board of Educatiom of New Kens Coumy IV"X"ML WU €30 (1963); Abenander ». Hobmes
Counsy Board of Educstion, 396 1.5, 19, 70 {1965).

® For discusiont of te procem of southern desegregasion. see cuyom-cm The Reconstruction of South-
rrm Educarion: The Schoots and the 964 Cil Rughts Act (New York: Wilcy, 1969); Beryt A. Radin, Jmpiz.
mentarion, Change, and the Fedeval Buresucracy School mwpqcnon h:iwym N E.W . 1964~ 1964 (DNew
York: Texchers Coliege Prem, 1977). -

o Swinn v. Charlone-Meckbenburg, 408 1.5, 1,29 (1971}

# Keyes v. School Disrict Nu. 1, 413 U.5. 189115731

© David Armor, “The Evidence on Busing.” The Pubbc Intevest. 28 (1972). 80-126. Thomas Pcmfrz\-
Ehzsbeth k. Lseem, Clarenoe Normand, and Marshall S Smih. “Busing: A Reviel of the Evdence.” The
Public fnderast, Y0 (1973), 88- b11. Nancy 5, John, Schoof Destgregation: Outcomes for Chiddron (New York:
Wilcy Prem. | 375), Meyer Welnberg, “Thr Redatiowship Besween School Desegregation and Academic
Aghievernent: A Review of ge R " Law et Contemporany Probiems. 19, No. 2 (1975). 240 270,

 For discussions of northern desegregation and ihe changing climate of opinion megarding doe'wgauon
sre Gary Orfictd. Must We Bu: Segregased Schools snd Narional Poiscy (W ashing DC B {osi
:uum 1978): the collection of aniches in “School O in ¥ fivan Arcas: Chotces and Prow
pexis,” 2 rpecial imue of The Urdon Resvews, 10, No. 2"97!1 and Dawd L. Kirp, just School (Beviricy:
Univ. of Cabfornis Frew, 1982).

v Oriid, Reconsruction of Somthern Educaiion, ¢h. 1. pp. 40-76

# Orfeld, Recomsrrsction of Sauthern Educarion ch. 8. pp. 233-278.

* Ocfiekd. Reconsirmation of Southern Edacstion. chs. §. 9. pp 38-31B: Kirp, fusi Schooli. p. 294
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ESAA, funds could not be used to pay for regular educational activities or court-ordered
activities; they could only be used 1o supplement them. ™ Thus_ rather than directly alle-
vieting a financial burden brought on by desegregation, ESA A often required the devel-
opment of new programs and adrinistrative structares, This limited the apphcanon
and effect of the law.t

The bureaucracy charged with endorcing Title VI of the Ciril Rights Act way abmost
as seqsitive to political pressures as Congress. Although there were notable successes,
cases such as Chicago illustrated the lack of political will and strength of successive 2d-
ministrations.™ Finally, the courts, censtrained by their own neec. wo decide each case
independently and to craftindividual remedies, moved tlow!y eaty in the decade and
imperceptibly Iater.”

The clear national vision that linked racial dmgng:uon with educational tqmty and
generated Brown and its aftermath has dissipated: The experiment in racial justice has
had only mixed success. Mare important, we now live in a country where huge sections of
central cities are aimout all-black, where desegregation is often impossible even if dis-
trict borders are ignared, and where many of the central city school do not even re-
morely resemble suburban schools in operation or quality. These problems are the ma-
jor challenge to the nation’s belief in its public school systems. Solong as the federal gov-
“ernment does not take clear and substantive action to meet the needs of the inner cities.

" it forfeits any claim (o being a nation with racial justice.

The Buﬂd-Up of the 70s
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 contained anly five titles and
about a dozen program authorities: revisions in 1968 added new tiles and programs, in-
cluding the Bilingual Education Act. The Education for All Handicapped Children Act
was passed in 1975 and embellishments to ESEA in 1874 and 1978 eventually enlarged
its scope to thirteen titles and over 100 programs. As programs proliferated, so did the
bureaucracy, regulations, and interent groups. Each funded program had a direetor, a
saflf, and its own procedures. By 1376 over 100 interent groups belonged to the Commit-
tee for Full Funding, » Washington-based education coalition.

Ounide of the program areas the enforcement obligations of the federal governmen
also expanded. During the 1960s and 1970s Congress enacted cixil rights legislation to
clarify and extend the guarantees of che Fourteenth Amendment. 1n addition to ad-

" Noxt only way the ux of ESAA ands for busing excluded as peronisibie by Congress bul HEW kpl coun-
sel interpreted activities required by cour orders at falling undes the “sspplemen: mot supplany™ provision in

©othe [mergmw Schon! Aminance Act: ser Sec. 710 {aXJOKA) of Tithe VI of P.1L., 92- 318 oLu.s.C. 16091

Thus any activicy ordered by tie coon —that is, showe agrivities o by eriticad to Geseg 2 Loty — coukd )
nat be paid for with ESAA funds. A
* The Congrrss, with suppon from the Catrer administeaton, modified «hz ESAA supplement-not sup-
plam provioom inttee 1978 o\mcndmcm o ESEA: see £ Compalation of Federel Lews, Sectinn 610.02)(7)(B).

L 1EL

1 Orficid, R réonstruction of Som\m Edumtmn <h. 9. pp. 277-S18, As Orfiebd points out, gwen when an
HEW Sececiery auempied io move sggeemively in the arean ol dnqrt'mm as Joseph Califano did in
197778, 2 lach of White House spport. combined with Cong: PP nered wogether so effective
by tie his hands.

* Onfrld, Reconstruction of Sautheen Edurnnron che. 10, 12, and 13. Kirp, funt Sckools. pp. 55-71.
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2 dressing racial desegregation, Title V1 of the Civil Rights Act Jed to the Lax decision
4 protecting the educational rights of limited English-speaking studenws.™ Tite IX of the

- Education Amendments of 1872 protected the rights of women, section 504 of the Re-,
" habilitation Actof 19783 ensured the rights of the handicapped, and the Age Discrimina-
tion Act of 1875, as amendad in 1978, addressed the rights of older citizens.”

These were heady times for congressional education lawmakers. With the exception
of the issue of northern desegregation, which falcered in the face of public opposition,
the Democratic roajority that prevailed in Congress from 1963 to 1977 moved ahead
. with the liberal agenda. Supparted by Washington-based intetest groups and a perma-
nent burcaucracy that owed allegiance 1o its programs rather than to the Republican
administration, Congress mucecmsfully repelied administration initiatives to simplify
laws, and responded by paming new mandates, categorical legislation, and increasingly
tighter provisions for enforring existing laws. '

_ To asubxantial degree the overriding value was social justice. The major categorical
programs and all of the civil rights mandates were direcly aimed st protecting and en-
hancing the opportunities of needy groups of people. The probl were scen as na-
tional, requiring uniform and enforceable proceduras. Little discretion was given to
tates; indeed, in all education service progrars except vocational education, the states
ad no important fole. Even in those states that already provided programs serving
andicapped ot limited-English-speaking students, the federal laws and regulaticns ap-
plicd as if the state activities did pot exist.

Except in the aren of desegregation, however, federal programs operated oo the pe-
riphery of local school system programs. Supplemental activisies for Iow-scon‘ng#u»
dents in poverty areas, special classes for bilingual poungsters, new procedures for han-
dling handicapped children, and equal levels of sporuactivities for girls and boys are all
impormtant issues, and they have taken much time and energy to work owt. Yeu they are
nox central to the workings of the regular school program. Taken together these activi-
ties assumed great weight because of their symbolic value; raken separately they were of-
ten seen as interfering with the real bisines of the schools.

To an extraordinary degree, howevez, local school sysems have accommodated and
adequately implemented these programs. Complsints about paperwork, lack of trust.
and arblirary rules notwithstanding, no school system has rejected federal dollars. The
loudest corplainers about red tape have often proved 1o be the strongest supponers, at
least of the federal service programs. The Washington coalitions in suppots of increascd
appropriations for these programs have included all of the state and local education as-
sociations. : ’ .

The complains, though often dramatic. had little meaning. Visions of hundreds of
federal programs interfering with state and local governments were often invoked be-
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M Law v, Nichols, 41¢ U.S 583 3¢ 586 {19%4). .

» Tile 1X of the Education Amendrmont of 1372 ~ Prokibition of Sex Dacrimination (28 U.5.C. 1981
Seciion 504 of the Rehabifitation Act of 1973 a5 amended, Puldic Law 93-122(330.5.C. 204), Age Discrimi
nation Act of 1975 — Title 1. Probibicon of Déscriminaion Based on Age (47 U.5.C. 6101 -61071. On the

Jahn W Jenking. "Education Legislation,” in Bacyclopedia of Educational Research, Sthed (New York: Free
 Prewin prewi.
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build up of te service programs and the civid Tighes lkegidation and regulanons. sre Marshalt §. Smith and .
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fore Congress, yet most federal education programs were very small —all but s handful
were funded st Jess than $50 million — and affected a very low percentage of local dis-
tricts. The ebjection that millions of hours of useless paperwork would take profesionab
away from their proper educstional roles was even more popular. In §878 the Carterad:

" ministration announced that through a series of vigorous administrative actions it had |

reduced the paperwork burden on the schools by 6 million hours.™ Impremive. perhaps.
bun it eransiated into bess than three hoars per teacher per year. The gain in imgtructional
time for an educator would be on the order of five to six minutes per year for eachstu-
dent. To be sure, in inner city schools where muhiple problems sbound. the federal pro-
grams and mandates create bureaucratic and pedagogical confusion. Students are
pulled out of regular classes for Title I, integrated into regular clases under ESAA and
the Handicapped Act. and segregated again for bilingual education. Jackie Kimbo-
rough and Paul Hill of The Rand Corporation have supplied a semsible account of the
problems of schooks with multiple categurical prograrms.®’ But these arc only a few of the
nation's schools and typically do not serve children of the politically powerful.

What. then, accounts for the apparently powerful outcry againu federal involve-
ment? Certainly the rore antaganism of the political right, which places its trust in local
governments and distrusts any federal involvement, has played 2 role. More important,
however, may be the frustration felt by many school and laypeople sbout the nation’s
eroding confidence in ts school system. Justified or not, many profensional educatons
and analysts caime 1o view the involvement of the federal governmment as & major cause of
‘a general decline in the quality of American public schooling. They have seen fedenal

* programs at the periphery as taking resources and aention away [rom the central tasks

of the schooks. : 7
In fact. the outcry against federal involvement has had extraordinarily lictle impact,
even at a time of retrenchment, The Reagan consclidation of federal programs — rushed
through Congres as part of an overall budges isaue, without debate —wens little beyond
what the earlier Democratic administravion had xdvocated, and it retained as separate
pieces of legislation all of the central categorical serviee programs. {ndeed, when the ad-
ministration attempted to consolidate the handicapped and the compensatory educa-
tion programs. the chief advocates of local control, the school boards, led the fight
againu the proposal. Although there have been many rumors about other legislative ini-
tiatives to reduce federal activity. littde has actually been done. Asol April 1982, the Ad-
ministration was over twelve months late on its promise 1o disthantle the Depanimentof-
Education, 2 symbolit move that would reflect the power of the outcry against the fed-
era) presence. ' ‘ '
Apan from legislative activity, the Republicant have moved wo reduce the enforce:
ment capacity of the Office of Civil Rights (OCR). Yet even here the resulu are mixed.

* Tenimony of Secoetary Joveph A. Caltifano, Jr..4n Pan 27 The Administration t Propossis for Elemen-
Iory and Secondary Educstion, Hearings before the Subcommines of Elementary. Secondary and Vocstional
Education of tht Commitiee on Education and Labor_ House of Represenuatives, 95th Congres, 2 s on
HR 11282 (Washingron D.C.: GPO. 28 Feb. 1978), pp. 33 319 .

7 Jackie Kirnboeough and Pavl Mill, The Aggregate Effecis of Fadeval Education Programs (R -2638-ED}
(Sama Monica, Calif.: Rand Corporavon Sepi. 19811, Ther conclude thas “the sheer number of separase
programs is the source of many problems” and sha * federal officials need 1o devine sliernative programming

straregies bor schoals with muhiple eategorical programs”™{p 433
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Secretary T. H. Bell. in an early move, withdrew some bilingual regulations that had
been proposed by the Carter administration, leaving in place a set of guidelines that had
served as the basts foc over 400 agreements between local districts and the federal gov:
ermment and that are in some ways more restrictive than the proposed regulations. And

although the number of people in OCR has been reduced and some of their authorivy re- -

moved, in April 1982 the federal government moved for the firs¢ ime in nine years 16 cut
off funds from a local district for » violation of Title 1X.™ The picture is far from com-
plete, but the Reagan administrations's action so far daes not poucnd a complete rout of
federal involvement. :

Reflections

The ch{gan administration’s considerable efforo to curtail and reshape federalinvolve -
ment in education might appear to augur a2 reversal o at least asubrantial change of di-
rection in the federal role in education. But the history of the past seventeen months, as
well as that of the past seventeen years, leaves room for doubt.

While the expansion in federal activity since 1965 has been criticized extensively and
curtailed in some inftances — most notably the desegregation effort —many initiatives
continue to have sufficient moral strength and political clout to weather the current po-
licical challenge. Much of the processof expanding federal involvement has been similar -
10 the stares’ slow and initially unpopular effores 16 create contrally regulated common
schooling in the nineteenth century. Although the federal government's role has
changed distinctly since the mid-1950s - from episodic and exhortatory involvement in

pr'écollégiatc education to continual, broad-gauged. and regulatory acuivities—the -

longstanding rhetorical link between common schooling and the national interest has
survived. le seems unlikely that the New Federalism will subscantially reverse people’s

- use of federal courts and nutional-legislation to pursue educational aims.

Although we view Lhis outcome 10 be generally pasitive. recent developmemiyindicaie
that the federal government will play little of no role in solving the major educational
problems of the nation. The lack of confidence in public scheols. the decline in 2urac-

‘tiveness of the teaching profrasion. the desperate conditon of i inner-city schools, and

continuing scparation in the schooling of blacks and whites and rich and poor cannot be
met by programs and policies that operate on the periphery of the regular school pro-

gram. [f federal involvement is to influence these issues, the sirategies and authority of
the federal government would have to increase in a fashion similas to the long-range his-
torical increase in state authority.

Asa historian with an interest in policymaking and a policy analyst who wunmd the
expansion of federal involvement frmm Washingron. we would like to clarify some of the
connections between historical teends and possible future trends. Judging these connec-
tions is always perilous, parcicularly so at chis.paint in the nation's educarional history.
We can do na more than filter our selective historical account through the lens of our
own values to project an image of onie possible strategy for the fucure. Our training. our
ideology. and our expcriencc during the 1960s and 1970s incline us wo cencrally directed

"Thet S Dcpar:ment of Education rut of i} federal edcation fonds to Peru (,ovumx Miwinippi oo

Ape:l 3th. 1982, for & ssolauinon of Title W1 of the Civil Rnghu Acx of 1964,
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solutions in education, especially on issues of fundamental social ané constitutional im-

. portance. We ako believe, on the basis of recent experience. that federal education pro-

grams cannot remain peripheral to focal public school activities. Ontheother hand, we
atso acknowledge. as a lesson of the past ten years, that, though desirable, loeal controd,
local initiative, and local variation constrain the number of educational issues the fed-

" eral government can address and the degree of standardization it can or should impose.

Our prescription.to federal policymakers, then, is simpie: carefully thoase educarional
issues that focus on basic coastitutional righes and social justice: use funding and regula-
tion to integrate those goals into the central. day-to day activities of local schools acroxs
the natioh: and construct programs that will foster local decisionmaking while tran-

‘scending local variation. "

** Dnr example of 4 proposed policy thas attempied wo mees thear criterin was Tive 1 of the ill-{aeed Voueh
Act of L3805 propersed by the Cartes admunistranion The acy was @esigned o address e peoblema of yourh o
literary. Brapiuts. 3nd unemplovment in ligh poceay pasisaf the nuion The furds were 1o be vngeied 1o
less than one fourth of ihe nation's whool dastdicrs and 1o che pnorest puaior and oot high & hools within
whese disieaces. At thre whool building lesel. seachers and adminiscraiive saff weee 10 be given encagh ume and
resaurces 1o develop there nwa gaab and building wide plany to mmprove the way (key worked with thew st
dents Schonle wish the betee plamy were to be given wuf{icie nt resources 1o carey dhem. out. The ac) combined a
rleat national prebdictn with provdion foe local isiiates Rather 1had opetaning on. the margsn wirh supple
mental programs o wavld have focused on changang the way 1hat the ealire prograra af a khool aperaved 10
becer meel the peedynlus fahing wouth See U 5. House of Represeatativer, MR 671, $6cth Congyrn. 2d sess
Tiste I Washingron D € 3 March 13801 and L' § House of Represensatives. Yosth Aci of 1980, Reporiio
Accompany HR 671%. Commauer on Lduravon and Labac, S6th Congress. 13 sess.. Repor: No 96
1034 (Washingion. D, C 16 My 19RO}
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medicaid costs enables states and localities to reduce taxes. :
While federal revenue rises faster than GDP, state and locai :
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 addilit;nal :
federal funding. Able people seeking careers in public service,
whet.her as civil servants, political appointees orelected ofﬁcials'
gravitate to Washington, because that is “where the action is."l

) If the “back to the sixties” federal programs were well de-
signed and executed, they might energize the ecoriom&, acceler-

track of higher expectations and leadership in the world commu-

nity. The risks, however, are large. It is not clear that the federal

govemrr;ent 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 8

reforms and oversee their execution at the same time they are
dealing with all the problems of leadership in an increasingly
comp]gx and interdependent world? Can they find a way between
tbe 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 pervasive federal activism rhight
be on the quality of state and local government and on citizen
m:)twation 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 in states and localities might
decide to “let Washington do it.” » '

‘ .}’.Vhatever its advantages or disadvantages, “back to the six-
ties” is unlikely to occur. It would take a major shift in people’s
wnllingpess to pay taxes at the federal level. Given the current
am.agonism toward big government and lack of clarity about
»Yhnch level of government has responsibility for specific func-
tlops, _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-
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 of the 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 tocarry out.successfully.
_“Dividing the job” would involve five major changes in pol--
icy. First, the federal government would take 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 set ac-
cordingtoa negotiated formula that all providers would have to
accept. Controlling the rate-of increase of these fees and reim-
bursement rates would gradually reduce the rate of increase in
medical speriding to roughly the rate of growth of the economy
as a whole. Universal coverage could be achieved by full national
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 ofan increasing burden.
Even a limited public role would require additional federal
revenues. Since these taxes, like current social security and medi-
care taxes, would be clearly related to identifiable benefits, they
would be more acceptable to the electorate than general taxes to
finance unspecified spending or deficit reduction. The health
taxes should be earmarked for health services and deposited ina
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 health
financing options, see chapter 9.)



/' - Third, the following federal programs would be devolved to }
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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 chap‘t,fa‘r 8) o
Compared with “back to the sixties,” “dividing the job tm‘- -
pliesa smaller federal government and a larger slate‘-loca‘l sector.
Tax increases would be required under both scenarios, since the
deficit is to be reduced and more services 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. .

Second, the states, not the federal government, would ta
charge of accomplishing a “productivity agenda” of reforms de-
signed 1o revitalize the economy and raise incomes. These
forms would address needs such as education and skills training,
child care, housing, infrastructure, and economic development
Once clearly in charge, the states would compete vigorously with
each other to improve services and aitract business by offering
high-quality education, infrastructure, and other services.

~ the states or gradually wither away: elementary and secondary.s
education, job training, economic and community development,
housing, most highways and other transportation, social ser:
vices, and some pollution control p‘rograms_.@ome specific pro-

grams where federal action is needed would be retained, eve
expanded; for example, higher education scholarships for low

. income students and federal support for scientific research, in- :

cluding research on learning:{A 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
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-
tion of devolving domestic programs to the states, imposing
health insurance 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
base, same rate) and sharing the proceeds. Common shared taxes
would reduce border concerns and could enhance the revenues
of poorer states. One version is a uniform value-added tax (VAT),
shared on a per capita basis and substituted for state retail sales

Despite its name, the “dividing the job” scenario does n('n
involve a return to dual federalism. There are important areas in
which coopérative federalism is necessary and desmablc. Ope of ’
those is cnvironmental 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 or at least for a bas‘l.c
federal program that the states could supplement. Jomtﬁ respoyaft ‘
bility, however, would give both levels of govern'mem mcer?t’l\rtﬁ
to try hard to reduce welfare dependency. ’I‘o_ thisend, the §l¢gtcs
should improve education, training, and child care Eqr \'Nel are
mothers, and the federal government shouldAadJust 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 arc anxious to revive the American dream. They want to
live in an cconomy that provides sustainable and widely shared
growth in the standard of living. They are prepared tf) work hard
and make sacrifices to that end if they sce the connection be.lwuen
the effort and the result. People want high-quality public ser-
vices—schools that teach modern skills, retraining opportunitics -
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
evento comprehend on anational scale. Many of those concerned
about the laggmg American economy have urged the federal
government to adopt an explicit industrial policy. Proponents
usually envision a huge federal bank with a board 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.(Washington cannot mobilize the

community support, business-labor cooperation, or coordma-
tion that successful development requires,]

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 investment 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 prospects.

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
American competition in a global economy. David R. Beam has
pointed out that although Americans came torely on Washington
for economic policy leadership in the Great Depression, the fed-
eral government did not have the answers when the economy
began faltering in the 1970s.2 The “supply-side” tax cutting of the
carly 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, Remvenlmg 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 and promote re-
gional exports. The new state development efforts emphasized
skill training, education reform, business-university partner-
ships, and belter transportation, rather than tax concessions to

business.
Beam concluded that states are llkely to do a better _]Ob in

 the economic development role than the federal government and

ventures this hypothesis:

Under conditions of global competition and rapld technological change,
a large nation composed of multiple political and economic centers,
each striving to secure its own economic advantage, will be better able
to advance the welfare of its citizens than a large nation dommatcd by
a single polmcai and economic center. 3

In an carlier study, Paul Peterson and his colleagues exam-
ined federal grant programs in an attempt to discriminate be-
tween types of programs for which. intergovernmental coopera-
tion was productive and those for which it was counterproductive
orunnecessary.* They found that “development programs” (voca-
tional  education, hospital construction, community develop-
ment) were enthusiastically supported by state and local officials

and easy to administer cooperatively. The federal government ‘

allowed state and local officials substantial discretion in using
the money, and all parties thought-the relationships were work-
ing well| “Redistributive programs” (compensatory education,
rent subsidies, 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 ofﬁcnal; ught-
ened the guidelines. Cooperation took time and effort:l

Peterson and his coauthors concluded that federal develop- ™

ment programs were unnecessary, exceplt in occasional cases

3. Beam, “Reinventing Federalism,” p. 16.
4. Paul E. Peterson, Barry G. Rabe, and Kenneth K. Wong, When Feder-
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-
ding.ﬁihe “redistributive programs,” however, accomplished 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
deyelopment efforts to a few special cases,

This analysis suggests a major worry about “dividing the

‘job,” often expressed by traditional liberals, that states will ne-
glect the less fortunate, particularly by retreating from federal
efforts to improve the life chances of poor 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 dcvelopmen}_._]

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 -

up such a large part of that labor forcd._Indeed, 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 com-
munity and state economic developme?t 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 fundmg of AFDC would alao remain.

 TWO PREVIOUS ATTEMPTS TO SORT OUT
RESPONSIBILITIES

- Theideaof reexamming federal and state responsibilities is,
of course, 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 structuringrespon-
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 role 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 returning ‘decisionmaking 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 a series of consolidations
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 states could 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 programs fought to preserve their separate
identity. In the 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 slgned by President Gerald Ford in
1974.

The Reégan Swap Proposal

President Reagan’s first year was dorﬁinatedqby his dramatic
budgel proposals (see chapter 6). Then in his second State of the
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