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Our mISsion is to ensure equal access to education and to promote educational' e;JCceLLence throughout the Nation, 



SETTING THE RECORD, STRAIGHT: 

RESPONDING TO KEY FACTUAL ERRORS AND ASSERTIONS 


IN tHE HERITAGE FOUNDATION aRiEF FOR CONGRESS 


This document responds to many of the factual errors and assertions contained in the 
Heritage,Foundation briefing paper on 'education for members of Congress. It is intended 
to, set the'record straight by correcting the mistakes. 

CORRECTING FACTUAL ERRORS 

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act, 

Error: 	 Goals 2000 turns "the 1989 standards approved by President Bush and the 
nation's governors into law." 

Correction: 	 President Bush and the nation's governors, led by Governors Terry .Branstad 
and then-Governor Bill Clinton, did not approve any' standards in 1989. 
They approved the creation of six National Education Goals. 

Error: 	 "Under Goals 2000, three new federal bureaucracies are created." 

Correction: 	 The Goals 2000 Act establishes three independent boards, each of which is 
comprised of nonfederal employees-state and local officials, business leaders, 
parents, and educators, serving in volunteer positions and supported by a 
total staff of less than 30 people and a budget of less than $10 million. One 
of the boards, the National Education Goals Panel, already existed. 

Error: 	 "The National Education Goais Panel has already started to develop standards 
for states." 

Correction: 	 The National Education Goals Panel is llQ1 developing standards for the 
states; nor does it have the authority to create standards or to prescribe the 
use of any standards by a state, school district, or school. The National 
Education Goals Panel was established by President Bush as a result of the 
President's education summit with the nation's Governors. This 
independent, bipartisan panel ,has i8 members, nine Democrats and nine 
Republicans. Of the eight governors who are rriembers, five of them (Arne 
Carson of Minnesota, Jim Edga:r of Illinois, John Engler of Michigan, Daniel 
For-dice of Mississippi, and Christine Whitman of New Jersey) are 
Republicans.' The Goals Panel's primary purpose is to measure the nation's' 
and state,s' progress toward the National Education Goals and to highlight 
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successful community and state efforts to improve student performance. 

Error: 	 Goals 2000 adds two national goals that "deviate from the original intentions 
of the, states and venture into top-down federal 'input' regulation and process­
oriented, rather than results-oriented, goals." 

Correction: 	 The Goals 2000 legislation passed with bipartisan support in both houses. It 
legislatively created eight National Education Goals. The two additional 
goals are having well prepared teachers and promoting parents' involvement' 
in supporting their children's learning. (The Parent-Teachers Association and 
other supporters of parental involvement in education advocated the 
inclusion of the latter goal.) The U.S. Department of Education does not 
issue any regulations in regard to the National Education Goals. 

Error: 	 "The panels setting up the standards are politically controlled and already 
have created 'politically correct' standards that distort American history." 

Correction: 	 It is simply wrong to say that ,the nationally-recognized groups such as the . 
National Academy of Sciences, the National Geographic Society, and 
professional associations, that are developing voluntary standards in various 
disciplines have exerted political control over standard~. The standards- ' 
setting groups have sought the broadest input of teachers, parents, and 
members of the wider community. They have stimulated a public 
conversation about what Americans' expect their children to know and be 
able to do. 

Neither the NESIC nor the National Education Goals Panel has a role in 
developing standards. All of the federally supported standard setting projects 
were selected and funded during,the Bush administration. For example, 
Lamar Alexander,' then Secretary of Education, and Lynne Cheney, former 
head of the National Endowment for the Humanities, selected and funded 
the National Center for the Study ~f History in Schools at UCLA to develop 
history standards. The development of the standards was a several year 
process that involved hundreds of teachers, local educators, and professionals 
in the field. A copy of the draft history standards is attached. People who 
have concerns about any of the emerging standards should direct them to the 
groups developing them. 

Error: 	 The National Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC) "will 
essentially serve as a 19-member national school board. All members will be 
politically appointed by the President." 
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Correction: 	 NESIC will not be a national school board. It will have no authority with 
regard to the operation of state and local education. It will have no ' 
authority with regard to federal funding or regulations. The authority of 
NESIC is to discuss, review, and, if appropriate, certify content and 
performance standards that are submitted to NESIC. It will also discuss, 
review, and, if appropriate, certify opportunity-to-Iearn standards that are 
submitted. No group or state is required to submit standards to NESIC and 
no federal funding is' tied to having standards certified by NESIC. The 
members of NESIC will be appointed by the President from among 
individuals, nominated by Senate and House leadership in Congress and the 
Secretary of Education in accordance with the requirements of the law. The 
individuals appointed to NESIC are to be equally divided between the two 
political parties. 

Error: 	 NESIC "will approve or disapprove all state-developed plans to' meet the 
national education goals set by the ,Education GoalsPanel. " 

Correction: 	 NESIC will not review, approve or disapprove any plans developed by states, 
local communities, or schools for any federal programs. 

Error: ' 	 The legislation "developed 'opportunity-to-Iearn' standards" that "specify the 
level of 'inputs' schools must reach in order to receive federal funding." 

Correction: 	 The Goals 2000 Act does not develop or specify opportunity-to-Iearn 
standards. NESIC has the responsibility to discuss, review, and, if 
appropriate, certify voluntary opportunity-to-Iearn standards that may be 
submitted to it. States are not required to use model national opportunity-to­
learn standards, and no funding is tied tQ their use. 
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The Improving America's Schools Act (lASA) 

Error: 	 "To qualify for federal funds, each state must submit a plan for approval by 
the National Education Standards and Improvement CounciL" 

Correction: 	 This is absolutely false. No state is required to submit a plan to NESIC in 
order to receive federal funds under IASA. States are not required to submit 
anything to NESIC to receive federal funds under IASA. 

Error: 	 "The independent National Assessment Governing Board will lose its 
independence. In the past, a nonpartisan board elected new members as . 
individual terms expired." 

Correction: 	 This is incorrect. In the past, the Secretary of Education. appointed 
'individuals to the National Assessment Governing Board from a list of 
individuals recommended by the National Assessment Governing Board. 
Under IASA, the Secretary will receive nominations from a wide range of 
organizations including governors, state 'legislators, state boards of education, 
local boards of education, and others. The opening up of the ,nomination 
process to many groups will ensure that the National Assessment Governing. 
Board continues to represent the perspectives of a variety of stakeholder 
groups and does not become a self-perpetuating body. 

Error: IASA contains "a huge windfall ... for colleges of education, which will 
receive hundreds of millions of dollars in new 'professional development' 
funds under the newly overhauled Eisenhower" Professional Development 
program. 

Correction: Not only is this incorrect, it is the reverse of the true situation. The 
. percentage of Eisenhower funds allocated to institutions of higher education 

was reduced from 25 percent to 16 percent under the new legislation. In fact, 
in 1994, before IASA passed, institutions of higher education received more 
Eiserihower funds .than they will receive in 1995 under the new Act. 

, 	 . 
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CORRECTING FLAWED POLICY POSITIONS 

The Role of the u.S. Department of Education 

Assertion: 	 With regard to the U.S. Department of Education, Congress should "close 
the Department"; its functions should be "reassigned within the federal 
government," "transferred to the states," or "eliminated." 

Response: 	 The U.S. Department of Education gives education national visibility, 
bringing cabinet-level attention to an issue that most Americans agree is Cl: 

critical national priority. (A 1992 Harris poll found that 95 percent of the 
public believes it is urgent that the United States adopt school reforms to 
make the nation more competitive.) The Department focuses on critical, 
areas that are of national concern, promoting improvements in elementary 
and secondary schools (e.g., basic skills, safety, higher standards, improved 
teaching, better use of technology, parent involvement, school~to-work 
transitions) and helping all students to have access to high-quality education. 
The U.S. Department of Education: 

• 	 helps make postsecondary education affordable to middle- and low­
income students. 

• 	 serves as a supportive partner to states and local communities in their 
efforts to set challenging standards, bring about effective educational 
change, and provide support for disadvantaged students and schools. 

• 	 assists in the development and dissemination of the best knowledge 
and ideas about improving education. 

Without a federal presence in education: 

• 	 at least 6.5 million middle- and low-income students would have 
difficulty paying for college. 

• 	 almost 6 million disadvantaged elementary a~d secondary school 
students would not receive the extra services they need, to improve 
their achievement and reach challenging standards. 

• 	 states and districts would not receive assistance to fulfill their 
constitutional obligations to educate 5 million children and youth 
with disabilities and to help them succeed at the elementary and 
secondary level and to pursue postsecondary education and productive 
employment. 
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• about 4 million adults annually would go without the adult basic 
. education and literacy programs they need to be' more productive and 
successful. 

The Department carries out its mission efficiently with a very lean 
administrative staff; in fact, the Department 'currently employs less than 5,000 
staff, one-third less than the 7,700 employed by the former Office of 
Education and related agencies in the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare (HEW). Over the same period that its staff decreased, its budget 
increased by 30 percent in real terms. Only 2 cents of every Department 
dollar goes toward administration. Indeed, the Department is more efficient, . 
less bureaucratic, and more responsive to local concerns than the former 
Office of Education could possibly be in the large bureaucracy of HEW. 
The Secretary of Education is immediately accessible to the public and is able 
to concentrate on critical matters in education, especially the leadership role 
of focusing national attention on problems and opportunities f<;>r reform. 
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The Goals 2000: Educate America Act 

Assertion: 	 Congress should "repeal most provisions of the Goals 2000: Educate 
America Act" and instead "simply grant money to the states for education 
reform efforts. Congress should then reduce this funding over time_as ~tate 
reform experiments are completed." 

. Response: Most educational organizations representing states and local communities 
endorsed and supported the passage of the Goals 2000 Act. It supports their 
efforts to set challenging standards that will strengthen education in their 
states-teaching, curriculum, and testing aligned with the higher standards. , 
The Goals 2000 Act provides support for effective change. It creates a 
partnership with states and local school systems to help our students achieve 

. the high standards they will need if they are to meet the challenges of the 
21st <;:entury. 

The Goals 2000 legislation incorporates 'the best features of an accou~table 
block grant-providing unprecedented flex;ibility in how funds are spent in 
exchange for states and districts setting higher standards for results. 

Goals 2000 Act requirements are minimal and focus on achieving better 
. results for students. In addition, the legislation authorizes states, local 
districts, and schools to apply for waivers of requirements in elementary and 
secondary programs, when regulations hinder reform efforts. Moreover, the 
Department is issuing no regulations for the Goals 2000 Act. 

As for reducing funding over. time, Goals 2000 Act funding is intended as a 
catalyst to assist state efforts in getting reforms off the ground and to 
stimulate improvement systemwide. While some states are on the leading 
edge of reform, others have yet to begin.. Funds will supplement state and 
local efforts, not finance them in their entirety. 

, 

The Administration believes that simply giving money to states without clear. 
goals or accountability is a poor use of the taxpayers' money. 

Assertion: Congress should repeal "all of the regulations and mandates" in Goals 2000. 

Response: The Goals 2000 Act contains no mandates and no federal takeovers. In fact, 
it explicitly prohibits federal control of curriculum, instruction, or allocation 
of resources. The Departmen~ is issuing no regulations for the Goals 2000 
Act. Although participation is purelyvolurttary, over 40 states and 
territories are already participating. 
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The Department has stressed state and local flexibility as it has begun to 

implement the law. The state application form is just 4 pages long. The· 
Department solicited public comment from over 600 persons on the guidance 
for state plans to be certain that our guidance will help states with their 
plans, not inhibit them. 

Assertion: 	 Congress should "repeal the ... opportunity-to-Iearn standards" in Goals 
2000. 

Response: 	 The Goals 2000 Act does not establish opportunity-to-Iearn standards. The 
Goals 2000 Act only encourages states to look at standards and strategies for 
increasing learning opportunities to achieve high academic standards for 
students and its own overall approach to education improvement. States 
participating in Goals 2000 will develop their own opportunity-to-Iearn 
standards ·or strategies that they deem appropriate to ensure that all students 
receive a fair opportunity to be exposed to the enriching curriculum and 
challenging instruction needed to reach high standards. The U.S. Department 
of Education will not review or comment on or condition any resources on 
any opportunity-to-Iearn standards developed by the states. 

Assertion: 	 Congress should repeal "the 7th and 8th goals that 'Yere not agreed to by the 
governors. These latter goals regulate 'inputs.' The others deal with 
performanc,e measures. It 

Response: . Congress, with bipartisan support in both houses, passed the eight National 
. Education Goals, and these goals were endorsed by the National Governors' 

Association-the .group that established the goals initially. The eight goals 
have also been endorsed by most major organizations that are involved in 
education at the state and local level; the Parent-Teacher Association was a 
major -proponent of the goal to increase parental involvement in education. 
The Department believes that greater family involvement and improved 
professional development are key components of reform, essential to 
attaining all the other goals. They are necessary conditions for students to 
reach challenging standards, just as are other goals such as maintaining a safe 
and drug-free environment· and ensuring that young children are ready for 
school. Three decades of research have shown that parent involvement can 
make a significant difference in student achievement. Teachers who know 
the subject matter and can incorporate challenging standards in instruction 
are equally important to achieving our national goals. 

Assertion: Congress shouldlteliminate the National Educat'ion Standards and 
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Improve~ent Council (NESlq, the National Goals Panel, and the N~tional 
Skills Board." . . 

Response: The National Education Goals Panel's primary purpose is to measure the 
nation's and states' progress toward meeting the National Education Goals 
and to highlight successful community and state efforts to improve edu~ation. 
The NESIC and the National Skill Standards Board are responsible for 
reviewing and discussing standards that states and organizations .Illil}::: submit 

. to them for national certification, if appropriate . 

. Just as participation in Goals 2000 itself is voluntary, states that do 
participate are free to work with these three nonfederal bodies or to 
completely ignore them-without jeopardizing their Goals 2000 funding, or 
any other federal funding. The National Education. Goals Panel, predating 
the Goals 2000 Act, provides the nation with annual reporting on our . 
progress in reaching the goals and maintaining the focus on improvement. 
Elimination of the National Education Goals Panel would leave national 
reporting to federal officials. 

Assertion: . 	 Congress should "eliminate the bureaucratic state application process in the 
Act, replacing it 'with a simple requirement that the states send in a letter 
saying how they spent the Goals 2000 money within the terms of th~. Act." 

Response: First, there is no bureaucratic application process; indeed, quite the opposite 
is true. The Goals 20QO state application form is just 4 pages long,. asking 
only 4 questions, and it is processed quickly. The application asks states to 
describe how they will go about developing or enhancing their own approach 
to education reform with the additional federal funds. Subsequent reporting 

. is limited to describing the results that have been achieved in setting 
standards and improving student performance, not how the money was 
spent. Of the 41 states and 9 territories that have applied, 40 states and 4 
territories have been funded. 

Second, a letter explaining how funds were used would focus exclusively on 
inputs, not on progress towa~d achieving more challenging standards for 
student performance. It would lead to tracking of funds and rigid procedural 
compliance, violating the basic tenets of the new legislation. . 
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The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)/ 

The Improving America's Schools Act (IASA) 


Assertion: . Congress should "repeal all social service programs. Schools should go back 
to teaching and educating students instead of serving as social service 
agencies." Congress should "remove the requirement that states send plans to 
the federal government on ... social services,", including "how districts will 
coordinate health screenings and services." 

Response: 	 Removing state and local authority to coordinate education with social 
services grossly restricts their ability to decide on the best uses of resources to 
address the needs of their students. Provisions in ESEA encourage greater 
flexibility in enabling state and local educational agencies to work 
collaboratively with other agencies serving students. 

Schools and teachers have to deal with the educational problems that result 
when students' social service needs are not met. Rather than interfering with 
education, school-based and school-linked social service programs can give 
educators a place to turn when they are confronted with student needs that 
they cann.ot, and should not be expected to, meet. 

Similarly, coordinated planning will assist schools in concentrating on their 
primary mission ofeducation, by allowing them to place responsibility for 
addressing social service needs with appropriate programs and agencies instead 
of spreading their own resources thin trying to duplicate existing services. 

Assertion: Cong·ress should "alt.er the formula for granting Chapter 1 money. Funds 
should go to poor students, as originally intended, not to students in the 
districts of powerful Members of Congress." 

Response: The Department agrees that Title I targeting needs to be focused on high­
poverty areas, and it sought greater targeting in its proposal to Congress. 
The Department's formula proposal would have targeted more funding on 
the nation's poorest schQ,ol districts. While it did not achieve the degree of . 
targeting sought, the Department believes that the Title I formula enacted by 
Congress, once fully phased in, will make some strides towards better 
targeting of resources. In particular, the new Targeted Grants formula gives 
greater weight and funding to counties and districts with greater numbers and 

; 
concentrations of poor children. 

Assertion: 	 Congress should "add an effective federal charter schools program that 
maintains state and local flexibility and encourages state charter school 
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Response: 	 There is already an effective federal charter schools provision contained in 
the Improving America's Schools Act (IASA) and the Goals 2000: Educate 
America Act that maintains state and local flexibility and encourages charter 
school reforms. IASA will support the creation of innovative charter schools 
in states where this is authorized by state legislatures. The Goals 2000 Act 
invites state and community leaders to make effective changes in their 
education systems; this obviously. could include charter schools.. Public 
charter schools can be an innovation for improving school and student 
performance, replacing rules-based governance with goals-based 
accountability.. 

Specifically, the federal program authorizes grants for charter schools to 
create challenging curricula, involve teachers in developing distinctive 
programs, and reach out to patents and the community. Public charter 
schools will be released from most regulatory requirements in exchange for 
developing and implementing a plan to achieve better results in student 
learning. 

Assertion: 	 When Congress revises the statute, it should "preserve state and local 
authority over standards for curriculum content and student performance and 
state and local authority over student assessment, including how testing 
results are used by the states and'localities. Congress also should protect state 
and local authority over the resources that states and communities spend on 
education and over school and classroom practices. If 

Response: The federal government exercises no control over the resources that states 
and communities spend on education or over school and classroom practices. 
Indeed, the new legislation recognizes that if federal programs are to be 
effective they must work in tandem with state and local reform efforts. The 
legislation responds to concern that compliance with the rules and regulations 
surrounding federal education programs has often constrained the flexibility 
necessary to achieve improvement. For example, the reliance on nationally­
normed testing in Title I often limited state testing, and consequently 
instruction. The new Title I allows 'states to use their own state assessments 

, that measure performance in attaining the skills and. standards they deem to 
be important. 

, New waiver authority provides states, districts, and s~hools with 
unprecedented .opportunity to operate federal.programs with maximum 
flexibility, when they can show that rules and regulations hinder their, reform 
efforts. 
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The new legislation shifts the emphasis of Tide I accountability away from 
compliance with rules and tracking ~esources towards a results-based system 
founded on assessments of student learning linked to state content and 
performance standards. Expansion of the Title I 'schoolwide option will 
allow schools to use Tide I funds to strengthen teaching and learning for all 
children in a school; it also permits schools to combine federal resources to 
create comprehensive strategies for improving teaching and learning and get 
better results. . 
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The Federal Direct Loan Program 

Assertion: 	 Congress should "eliminate the new direct education lending program" 
because under the Federal Direct Loan Program" "the taxpayer bears all the 
risk. Schools and students should bear great.er responsibilities," so Congress 
should create a "school-financed loan loss reserve fund" because "taxpayers 
would save a signific:ant portion of the funds which now pay for default 
claims.;' 

Response: Default risk is covered in approximately the same way in both the Federal 
Direct Loan and the Guaranteed Student Loan Program (in other words, the 

'risk to taxpayers is similar in both programs). While a school-financed loan 
loss reserve' fund could be created in either program, this would merely shift 
the burden to those schools and ultimately to those borrowers that do not 
default, which is not fair to responsible schools and individuals. 

A better method for reducing taxpayer risk is to reduce the number of high 
default instItutions. The Department has limited defaults by suspending 609 
institutions since 1991 from the student loan programs for persistent, 
excessive default rates. As a result of the efforts of the U.S. Department of 
Education to improve its management of the student aid programs, the " 

,student loan cohort default rate has declined from 22.4 percent in fiscal 'yeap 
1990 to 15 percent in fiscal year 1992. ' 

The Direct Loan Program is one of the best examples of how government is 
able to reinvent existing programs to deliver service at less cost, with less 
bureaucracy, greater simplicity, and improved benefits to citizens. The 
Dir~ct Loan Program and other elements of the Student Loan Reform Act 
will save taxpayers over $4.3 billion through fiscal year 1998-and will save 
students $2 billion-by reforming and eliminating a maze of lenders, guaranty 
agencies, an,d secondary loan markets. Direct Loan Program savings to 
federal taxpayers will increase as the number of postsecondary educiltion 
institutions in the program increases. " 

The Direct Loan Program allows student borrowers to repay their loans ' 
under any of four new, flexible repayment plans, including an income- , 
contingent repayment plan. These plans allow borrowers to tailor their 
repayments to their individual financial circumstances and career goals, 
thereby increasing the likelihood that loans will be paid in full. 

.. 

Assertion: 

Response: 

Congr~ss needs .to place "market pressures into the student loan process." 

While the old student loan system included little competition or 
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· accountability, the Direct Loan Program is a partnership between the public 
and private sectors and relies on the competitive forces of the private sector. 
Private companies are selected through a competitive process to service Direct 
Loans, and their rates are based oil market forces. By comparison, under the 

-guaranteed loan program (Federal Family Education Loan Program), the rates 
charged by banks and guarantors are set by statute rather than through 
competltlon. 

The U.S. Department of Education's·use of competitive contracting for 

Direct Loan servicing and collection is building a much more effective 

part.nership with the private sector than exists under the FFEL Program_ 
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. FROM EMPOWER A.IdERICA 202-833-0388 

Mr. Chainnan and Members oC the Committee: 

I[ is a particular pleasure for us to address this Commu:tce wiw its new naz:ne., new majority 
and new chairman. Thaak. you fOI the opportunity to set forth our views on the federal role 
in education. You have a.a extraordinary opponunity to chmge £he course of history in rhis 
domain. . 

In this Statement we outline a fun.d.aIDeatal t.ransfonuatioll; namdy, reversing .Ihe direction of 
a mighry river that, (or the past ~ny years, _has flowed in the direction of Washlogton. 
D.C. We have long been convinced thal this rivcr ... ofrespoasibility. llUthOri1y and 

accoWltabiliry for American education - should instead flow toward our families. achools, 

communitjes and ~'1.ates. The proposals we sketch in thL' s.tat.anenr, and the principles 011. 

whjch they rest, .are !!ot new for us, foe the p[(:'~1(1eoLI; we hAve se~ed.. or for many more of .• 

our fellow RepuhHcans. What has changed is that it is finally within the capacity of the 

Congress ·10 put them into action. . 


What'l Gone Wrong 

The federal education appar3:W~ illustrat£'.s Wh;u has gollC awry in Washington avec the past 
several dccade.s. The nation.a1 govem.mt'-1lt h.a~ become meddlesome, intruSive and bullying. It 
now im~..dt".8 more than it fo~rs. Mnch of wbat It mand.ares or eocourages is misguided. It 
k..ceps people trom doing wb.a.t they know is right fOI their cb..i..ldren. communities and StilfCS. 

It substitutes the ~.s of distant bure.a.ucraLS for !.he on·site knowledge of parents and 
. reachers. And, particularly in (be last severa.! year.!!, ir has begun to lift from' am 
communitk.s the sense thallhey .are rc:spollsiblc (or the rent".wal and reform of American 
education and to suggest, inst.:.ad. th.;u Washington knows best and is taking ch:u:ge. 

Wcand Pre3ic:ients R.c.a.gan and Buih did aU we wuId 10 reverse !he now, place theemphiU~ .. 
ou suteS and communides. promote fk.UbilHY and choice:; forge a true partnership with the 
governors, end discrimination aga.inst illdividu.; •.b wnhou: preferential treatment tOt any 
group, and lult W.;shL,gton's growing regulatory appaIJrus. But every such effonwu 
rebuffed by the Democr:atic Congress -- now au.!e.d ann abetIed by the Clinton administration 
-- which bas pressed re1entlr.;Ssly in the oppos.jtL~ tiirt",ction, wCoucaged in this endeavor by 
education's m)'Tiad special interest gwups. . 

To anyone who thinks we exaggerate. Wi'!Iewmmt".fui reading the full IP.xtJ of Goals 2000 
and "H:R.6··, the adminisrrarioo's two main t."Aticatioo bills -- parti.culady as these ~ 
finally enacted by the l03ro Congress. F...specially wh('-O they are taU..n in Combination, it 
becomes plain that tbeir <tutbors ~ant to substituce deci.sions made in Washingtonf'or . 
decisions made 'by individual households and ccrnmwlilie.s The)' tranSform what had bc:e.n a 
national movement intO a fedcr,d program. They uc:.aU: new governance stmc:tures and 
regulatory me.c.hani.smS at both national and Slate levels. They use federal fllnding in.a 
deceptive way that is designed ur elidl the behaviors that o~r parts of Ihc IegisWion declare 
to be! "voluntruy··. They throw' obstacles OrllO such promising reform pathways as school 
choice and priv~ man~ement of public schools. They steip lhe bi-paItisan Nattonal 
Assessment GovernIng Board ·of mu<.:n of its iIHlependcnC-e. And they do all r:bis ~ 
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prcu:nding othelWtse, by wrapping themselves in rhetoricoC "helping" l!'.d.ucation and pasting 
friendly-sounding tit1e3 on the cOver (H.R,6.was dubbed the "Improving Am&ica'. Schools 
Act") while. in reality their contentJ were writlCn by and for lobbyists and interest groups to 
whom the Wlls and knowledge of children are not the top priority. 

Federal education polley has bC:.en mOVIng in this direction since:: 1965, It rook. a breather, at 
least within the exc:cutivc branch, betwrnl 1981 and 1992. but the past two years havo seen 
the P~(·up "govemment.a.lism'· of thlt decade unleashed upon the land. For a time we 
supposed mat i( was possibJe to have a national educatlon reform project that worked like a 
true and durable p.utnershlp and did nO[ evolve into another rule-bound federal program. 'J'b.c 
last two years bave pro\'Cll us wrong. In addition to Goal.8 2000 and H.R.6. we have seen the 
executive branch give b1a.nk.et endOrsement to scholarships based on rac.e; take the hear. off 
. mose who would use "diversity" as a criterion for accreditation; propose the ~DODDing of 
stab: l1.SSCSSJl1ent results: and persecute swes that employ te:n·based standards for hi&h Iitbool 
graduation. It's now clear that the federal governmenl will evennWly break. wh.at.eVe.r it 
touches. Rather than tinker around the muglns, therefore, .the time has come for a greal and 
w.orough change. 

A Different Philosophy 

The essential pan o! our proposal is no~ its pa.a:nculaIs but me four principles on which it 
re..'!.t.S. II is these, ~ove all, that we cmumeadrQ the Commiuu's considecafiotL One can 
adjust the deuils ~I follow. Any (;omprebeusive overhaul based on these prindplc:.s. . 
however, will reprcsenr fundamental IcdiIection and an historic accompJisbment, worthy of 
the new Congress. 

First. education in America is the constitutional respOnsIbility of the srates, fU social 
responsibility of commurutic.s, and the moral resporwhllity of families. 

SuoiuJ. ·except when [he civil rigbt~ of indiViduals ale me.n.a.ce.d, the federal government 
3hould n.~."a impede the capacity of families. teaehers, cOlnmwrit:ie.s and stare.s to decide how 
best to providt.: .educ.a.tion to tht'ir children. and should ~\lU nubstitute its judgment for 
tbCI.I'8. 

Third, goals, standacds. aJ;St'_'i..o,;me:nt,. (he dissemination uf informaJion and ideas. a.a.d the 
encouragement of bold innovation arc 1egitimar.e leadenhip and "bully pulpit" activilie& ·of 
national offic.:iili, but they must \always be truly vol~ on the part of Stall:! and 
communities. Nor should federal funds be used as "carrot1" or "sticks" in ways th.aJ: 
.effmivdy dimin.ish state and l.ocaI controL 
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Fou.rth, insofar as the federal government is tnga.g~ at all in [he field of educad.on. it should 
dedlCJlt:e ir.se1l1O (a),fostering family ~asibility and local control; (b) a.ssi.st1n& states [0 

fulfill their respoi1.Sibiliti~ as they see fir; (eJ providing sound statistics, prompt and accurate 
.assessment results 311.d other information; and(d) safeguarding individualJ from illegal 
disCrimination. 

'. 	La the 1,200 or &0 page.! of {he GoalJ 2000 and H.R.6 legootion enacted last year is 
considerable mi..schld that5houId immL"~y be defunded and then repealed. Tea J.ea.dlng 
candidates inclu~: 

L The National Education Standa.rd.s and ltoprovt'..ment Council -- the "nad.oAal achool 
board" that Is so vivid a symbol ot educatiOD wrong-thiak in Washington, and the new sta~ 
panel.ll mandated by Goili 2000.' Our sl.ltes and communities have an me govemme.ots lhey 
need; they don't need new decision-making 6ttW:rurt'.5 c:le5ign.ed in Washington. 

2. ' Federal "certificatIon': of nanon.al and st.Ue education sundards .and fe.d.etal approval 
. of sta..re and focal cdl.lCJ.Stion refonn plAns. ThoSt: controversial ne.w standards sbonld m..ab: 

their owo way through the muk.ctplac.e ()f ideas without any federal "seal of approvaL" ' Nor 
Cdo' federal bure.lW!Xf.tS h4vc any business :;econd-gllf".ssing stale and local priorit:iea tor 5c;hool 

reform. ' . 

3. Prohibitions and disincentives for sta.tcflocal u:::;ring pl0gUUns and accountability 
SYSteal5- Among the most dismaying fe.atl.l.reS of Goals 2000 (and recc:nl actions by the Office 
for Civil Rights) is the effort to discolJI3ge [he very teStS that might actually encourage our 

.studen~ to learn more .- and give parentS and ta.x.paycrs better informa.tioD_ . 

4. New "gcndet eqwty" program.<>_ The Last thin~ we need is the federal government 

tel.ling America',s 1.5,000 communiries how to tach lit1lc boys and li~ girls about one 

another - Ot mandating how lC.aCh~rs are to handle such matters Nor do we need a new 

"special assistant for gender equity" to enforce such mandates. 


, 
.5. Federal regularion of tlChools' weapons pollcies and sex education. l'hat', why we 
have parenrs. te:.adt.e:rs. principab and school boards. 

6. All references to "opportUnity TO leam~ standards. IJ the e..xpenence of .American 
education these pasnhiny years has LlUght u.s anything, it'll the importa.w;.e of maintaining a 
laser-like focus on sntdent a.chievcrnentaod of cce3rin~ ac.couotahiJiry systems that are ba.sed 
on school results. The te1:.cl1t legisl.1tioD deflects lltIentioo back toward md1 "inputS" as 
spending levels. class size, and dcgre.t'..& con.ferred by colkg~ of education - and invite..s even 
more litigation based on such spunom; gauges whlle di.'iCouraging ~ accountability for " 
schools, reachers and student!. 
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7. DWncentives ror sUItS and locaUt1.es Wt Want [0 try such reforms as vouchers. 
cha.rtu school& and prlvatiuLion. If we are ever to tninsfonn American education. we must 
give families - especially poor familiu - the right to ChOOie dleir chlldrea's schools from 
amoog aU the schools in [bell cornmumtie.s; give communities opportunities (0 czur.e "break 
the lUold schools" lha1 are-nOI regubted to death by the bureaucracy; and invite the priva.te ' 
sector to help int.etesU:d communitie.ll create the best schools in the world. Yet the ICCcnt 
legU1.a.tiOQ pJ..acej obstacle.s in the path of 8lala and communities thaI want to try ,uch fll1n&.s. 
Wlw: SOrt ot cboiceprogram alIO"iVS the -sending" scliool to deny children me right [0 leave? 
The sort en.acttd in H.R.6.· . 

8. E~~n of Davis-Bacon provisions to school construction and renovation. That 
m<:3llS a principal in Mo.line who WaDts to hire a roCLltador to rewire his school for new 
computers must pay the prevailing union wage rather than getIiog (he job done for Ihe lowest 
cost. It's a big (avor for the unions. but no favor at all for schools, efficiency or economy. 

9~ The addition of tWo more n:Uional. goals to the origUul six. Parent involvement and 
tc.a.cher training are· fIne. bUl goals should be llmited to specitic.. measurable re&Ults, such as 
President BUsh aad the Governors (wduding then-govemur Bill Clinton) e:stablished in 
Chatlotl'e.sville. 

to. Weakening the National Assr..s3I'Oent Governing Board. Our bear source of rel..table 
sru.dent achievemcnt :la.t.a lit the national and .¥ta.le levels is the NaJiooal Auesvn.cnl of 
Educational PtOiIF. the in1egricy of whi.c.b depends on me absolute iJldependence and 
complt'.le policy contrOl of its Govt.lniog Board. H.R.6 undermined that board, giving greater 
lntlu.e.n.c.etO education intere.st groups and to a sluggish federal bureaucracy that i.s easily 
po~. . 

Me. ChaillllAtl, hr.rn 1J the heart of OUI proposal for the long term: the Congress should tak:£ 
every slagle activiCy curre~uly housed in the Department of Education arid do one of rhree 
things with u:(a) &eild it home to the sta.tes and communities; (b) entruSt it to anothu fedenU 
agency that Is auired ~ Cilnduct it in hannony with related activities: or (e) aboUsh it on 
grounds th8l the feden! government can no longer afford to ~end money OD programs that 
have outlived their I.l5duln£ss or that can be handled sati.Uaaorily by othas. We will not 
endeavor here "to fill in every. detail or answer ca.ch question that might be ask:f:d about this 
far-fl"..ac.:hing recommendation. but the examples t.h.ar follow indicAte its main festUIes. 

<It .ViruuillyaU major programs assisting element.ll)'/secondary education mould be 
combined Lnto a "btodc" and returned Lo the. llitale.s and commwtitles. This CaD be 

. aa::ompfu~ in several waya: the best. in our judgment. is a "responsibility swap" wbereby 
the State:5 4SSumc full ruporu;ibilir:y for CducatiOD in rerum fot federal assumption of other 
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,burdens now boine by the states; or a. resource base transfer in, wttich: some CtAeral tax is 
reduced by an amoWlt equiyalent to the programs in qUe.stiOQ, \hereby lavinalt CD .state and 
communitit:s to raise and deploy these ceveou,e., as they see fit. A third approach is a no­
strings "block gran'" of federal fund to the States, though we I.ikl: this least because of the 
well-known tendency of block granfl to growst.ri.Dgs as time paues. 

The core of rhis block ace programs under the headings of "education refonn lf (including 
Goals 2000)~ school1mprovement, edu.c.uion (or the disadvantaged. bilin'gual"'el1ut.1l1Urr, a.rtd· 
vocational 8Jld adult educ.uion- appmximatcly S10 billion in all. 1lw me:ms upwards of a 
billion dol.L1.n a year for a big stare lik.e CalifOrnia and about 5200 million for a smaller one 
UJc.e Te~f funds lhat the stare and irs communities would be free to spend it for any ­
cdu.c:alioo.a1 purpose, including such innovaIions a... charter scbool. and vouche.rs. (The 
distribution fonnula caD. retain rhe ~uir:y~~,ou.s f[Seal effects of today, programs.) The 
federal government would no longer define legit.im.a1r: edUC2tlOn reform.. nOt would states and 
communities have to snbmit thciI plans to Washi.ogtoa for approval " 

We will leave it to the budger-and-approprilltiollS process 10 determmc wberher the block 
should l'1lual the sum of its antecedent programs; but we cote that a number of governors 
have made clear thciJ willingness to endure a funding na..duction in celllm for the freedom to 
d~loy the rc:mam.det as, their Stare..1 see tiL We also nOti! that clhninaring the beavy ovethe.ad 
and "middleman""'1'51& of cnrrc:nt CALegorical programs, (at. both fedeta1 and state levels) Will 
concentrate morc resources on teaching and le.uning. ' 

• A block gnnt to lbe ¥tatcs should ilio combine a number oC the smaller highet 
eduCation programs, wirh the exception ot rile main srudent finandaI aid programs. 1bes.e 
deserve serious consttlLUion wifh me governors and per~n.s knowledgcabk: about higher 
education and fina.nce. Today, one uut of two colleg~ srudent.<;; i.o. America has a federal 
gran~ or loan, and helping needy students artcnd ccUcp,c is a iuuional function wonh 
pn:sel'Ving. But these tm'grams are poody managed, needlessly costly, and. full ot , 
ruiddlemen. each of whicb rakes its CUt. In the near term, we rec4.)mmend tranSferring Ihe 
main smd.ent aid programs to a federal agency wir.h greate.r competence in baodUng complex 
financial tn.nsaaioos with millions of indiriduals (md iu coUeding wlW is owed the 
gove.rnment). Atl obviotUt candid.ate is (he Treasury Deparrinent. with its Internal Revenue 
Servia;. Over t:he longe:{ term, additional srudent ;Ltd straregies should be fully explored. 
including devolution to the states and privatization. 

.. sPecial education and reltabiIitation ser:vices abo warranr consultation with the 
governors. This is by fu the Largest ·'wUundt-..d" education mandare, i.e. federal regulations 
require the expenditure by states and localitit:.s of many billions more than the fedttal aid 
provided. It would, therefore, be re.a.clnaable to incorpor.u.e these programs into the main 

, elementary/secondary block: grant. Altt~rnativt".ly, they could become a smaller bloclc grant of 
their own. (Total current va.lJ..Ie: approximately $5.7 hillion.) Or these progranlS could be 
transferred to the Department of Health and Hwnan St:rvices. 
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We wiult to be dear on this point: protection of lbe .:ivil rlghlS of di&a.bled indiViduals would 
remain a federal resporuibility. to be carried ouf by the Justice DepartmeQt.. 

• All civil rights enforcement would move to Ule JUstice Deparuuenl, wiIh 
the admonition that if. be vigorously carried OUt wben discriminatioD against individuals u 
involved, but not used as a tool for grmting-or 'JIithhutdiDg rights~rs on the basis 
of group membership. 

• The, gathering. analyliis and reporting of edu.cation sta.ti.stics would be p~ under tlle. 
Jurisdiction of the National Education Galls Panel. c:onsistin&: of gOvemoCB. legi.slarDrs. ., 
Dlt".mbe.cs of COtIgJ:e5S and' senior officials of the executive branch. Assessment of Sl1J.dent 
ad1ieveme4[ a.E the inteITUltional. national Alld stare levels would become the uzwnblguous 
responsibility of a reh.llbJliuted National Assessnient Governing Board, ~ iIlllltU by 
me Goals Panel' . 

.. , ,A3 noted above, any student aid programs not devolved to me states would move to a 
f15CJll agency such as the Tteaswy Oepartit:umt, while any special ed1lC8lion lind rehabilitation, 
progxams not turned over to the Wllf'.5 would move to the Department of Health and Hwnatl 
Secvices.' 

'\ 

• Indian educahon program.s would be txansfercr:d to the Interior Dcpaltme.o.t.. 

• A .small number of federal progra.m.s d:w assist specialized institwioas (e.g. Ci.al1audet 
College, Howard University) and are now the responsibility of t1u: Education Deparunen[ 
de5erve scrutiny to ~ whether the present subsidy arrangemeats should Continue. Insofar as 
they do, any of a. number o( executive brancb agencies ca.o oversee' fururc IC$OW'Ce lI3n.1tus. 

6lxzLirion 

ihe Education Depo..rtmco.t currently rn.a.n.ages about 250 sepllnlle programs. Perhaps fifty of 
. tha.e nave entirely outlived their usefulness, or 3Upport activincs tbat dJe federal government 
could benefldally stop subliwi.z:ine. or provide marginal aid for activities Ihat are 
fuadamenLilly the responsibility ot others but have been maiar.airu:d as federal "categorical­
prognuna due to the strength of special interest lobbies. Suc:h programs should be aboli8hed. 
O'C -de-fun.ded" and (he savings ~med ro federal-taxpayers. (We estimale these at S2 to J _. 
billion annwilly, Lt!. as much as $15 billion over five years.) We will not heIe providr! a 
complCle List. but illusuative examples include federal technical aWtanc;:e'c:eDtea of several 
k:iI1r1!. regional -educatiuWll labor<ltories." library suppon: programs. literacy progauu foc 
prisonelli. women's cdu.cational equity. law sebool clinical uperience. Olympic schoIacships 
and "star :schools _.. ' 
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Savings would also result from dismantling the ttgulatOry Wrasuuctutt .. including most of 
the costs DC EducaIioG Dcpactmcnt management (about S444 million) and the Nalional . 

. Education Standards and Improvtinent Council. 

Stru.clJlral ImplJca.ti.ons 

Iriasmodl as adoption of our substantive recomme.ndatioos would'leave the Department of 
.Education. with noth.ing rodo. there would be no need to . retain it. 

Allhough any "news" comingoul of our testimony maybe that "tWo fonnereducmoa 
secretaries urge abolition of department they once h~," let us be clear tba.t we did not 
come: 6eforethe Committee ro recommend a Ltbd change or symbolic beheadhig. 

Today's Departmt'.Il1 of Educarionha.s two essential, failings. Fir". it has C()me to C:OJltain bad . 
ideas. h.arinful practices, nce:rlle.ss expenditures, obso~ programs. dysfunaiooal rqulaI:iOIl! 

and the depredations of special interc.sts tb.at care more about the well·being of education's 
"producers" than for irs "colliumers. It ' 

Second, it hu an irresistible aod uncontrollable impulse ro ,tick its nose into areas wbete it 
has no proper b~iness- Most ot wtw It does today is no leSltim~ affair of me federal 
govenunent. The f..ducation Department operaIf'..s from me doeply erroneousbelie.f dW. 
American PACClllJ, rr.acbeN, communities and sta.te.s are too smpid to raise thci.r own 
childIcn, run thCU'~wn schools a.n~' matt! their own da.:i.sions. 

I 

Abolishing the Deparun.e.a[ will accomplish tia:le it lUi med.dlc.~me way. ~ fml!ferre4 
intact to another federal bureaucracy. Indeed. such a shift could even be harmful to the 
ex.tent thar it servt'..s to "hide" those activities rnless viSIble locations. In our vieW, d:u: Wlly to 
thInk about the Education Department is fust in Lenus of what it does, then in rmna of its 
suucmre and status. 

Bec.afule we believe that each of the Deparnnent's activities that is worth preserving in some 
form could bet:Ia bebAndledelsewbere. we see no need for a separate fc4tral education 
agency of any kind. 

" 	
Our purpose is not (0 {educe rhe a...'"te.ntion UUl.t rhe llaciun pays [() educ.a.tiOD. Indeed, ~ere's 
never been a time in our history when edUCallUD was mote unportant - or more in nee.d of a 
compleu: overhaul. \\tltemer one is concerned with developing virtl.le ui the young, preparing 
tomorrow's iduIts (or life in the lnfonnation age. widening the shared COle knowledge base 
of a diverse population, s~Zthening our economic competitiveness or" tnlblin,g poor people 
to move from the' back of the li.c.e to the front we have few -a.~ts of ~ valw;, Ibm 
e:ffa;ti.ve education. 
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~Nuionalleadersh1p~ can be bdptUIln foc:u.Ung people on problems and opportunities. We 
look to the pre.ndent, with the help of an cdllC3lJ.on advisor hoU5ed in the WhJIe House, aad 
to d1e N'.aJ.ional Educmon Goals Panel to ensure that the national project oC cduc.ad.onal 
renewal continues apace. But true 1.eadership means energizing people and communitiea to 
change, not shackling them with mand.ales and regulations - and alling it leadership. Wo do 
oat need a raft ot federal programs. We do not lleeda giant bureaucracy. We do not Deed a 
f~ral depanmenL Wb.aL we need is a national movement. We.are convinced thal me 
prospeclS for such a movement - Afld (orce.a! educational renewal in America - v.ill be far ­
brigh~f when me Congress signals unmistakably and i~voca~ly that responsibility rests 
with teachers and paret1LS. with communities and. stateS, not with federal bureaucrats. 

.) 

~vr."ing the flow of this river u no muJ.l undenaJring. But it would do immeasurable good 
for our children, our sdwols. our comII1unitie5 and our funue. 
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Bennett - I understand that you recently testified in favor of 

abolishing the National Endowment for the Humanities which you once 

headed. Today,· you are testifying in favor of abolishing the 

Department of Education, which you once headed. You're· a real 

, Typhoid Mary. I hope that the people at Empower America don't have 

a long-term lease. 

Alexander - I have read with interest about your activities and 

aspirations to ~ecome President. If you run for President, I 

assume you will run against Bill Clinton . It is Bill Clinton's 
. . 

educational program, particularly GOALS 2000 and the 

reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, that 

is the primary focus of your criticism this morning. Why should we 

take your views this morning as anything other than an opening 

salvo in your partisan political campaign against Bill Clinton?· 

Alexander - You have been widely quotea saying "Cut their pay and 

send them home" in speaking of the Congress. Is this still. your 

view? 

Bennett and Alexander - Your testimony gives the· impression that 

all former Republican Secretaries, of Education are in favor of 

abolishing the Department of Education. However, I would call your 

attention to an article published in the' Richmond Times-Dispatch on 

January 18, 1995 by Terrel Bell, President Reagan's first Secretary 

of Education. In response to the question, "Should Congress 

Abolish, the Federal Department of Education?" Bell responds, "No: 



Department Serves a Vital Role in Education." (Insert article in 

the record.) 

Bennett and Alexander - When the current administration came into 

office .. two years ago there was a two billion dollar shortfall in 

the Pell Grant ·program. This shortfall resulted from the books 

being cooked and from the rosy scenarios that guided your 

management. of the Department. It would seem that your legacy of a 

$2.billion Pell Grant shortfall hardly qualifies you as management
, ' 

experts commenting on how the Department is being run. 

Bennett and Alexander - In GOALS 2000, ESEA and ·other legislative 

initiatives of the Clinton Administration, the Administration 

proposed and Congress adopted unprecedented new waiver authorities 

to give state and local officials substantial new flexibility in 

working with Federal education programs. (Insert in the record 

recent letter from Secretary Riley to the governors outlining this 

new flexibility.) These waiver authorities are aimed at freeing 

schools from burdensome and convoluted Federal regulations. When 

do you think most of these burdensome and convoluted regulations 
• f were adopted? Most of them were adopted durlng your tenures as 

Secretaries of Education. Your criticism of "Washing.ton's growing 

regulatory apparatus" strikes me a somewhat disingenuous. To find· 

the culprits you might look in the mirror. 
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Me. Chairman and Members of the Commirtcc: 

Ie is a partkular plusure fot us to addresS this Commlllcc. with its Dew n.a.m.e, new majority . 
. and new chairman. Thank YOU for the opportunity to set forth oUr views on me federal role 
in education. You have a.Q exuaordinary oppottunity to change £he course of history i.o rhis 
domain. . 

In this suremcllt we: outline a fundameotal uansConuatioa, namely t reversing the direction of 
a migbry river tha.t. for the past t4irty years. _has flowed in the direction ot W.a.sIWJ&ton, 
D.C. We have loag been convinced that this river of responsibility, authorily and 

accountability lor American education . should instead flow toward our families. 8ChooLs, 

communities and litafCS. The ploposals. we sketcb i.e lhi., ~enr, and the prind.p~ CD 


which they ~t. are !lot D.t:.w·(ar us, foe the P(~tdenl~ we tutve served. or for maaymore ot .. 

our feUowRepuhticans. What nos changed 1.3 that it is hnally within the capacity of the 

Congl'e$slo put them into actiOD. . 


What'., Gone Wrong 

The federal education apPUaIllS 
. 

illustntc.s wtw. has go~ IiWT)' in Washington 
. 
over the past 

sevc.n.! dCQ1des. TIle national govetnmt'.m h.a1 become meddlc.'mme, inuwive and buUyiDg. It 
now Unpt'".df'-S more than it fo!\ters. Mtu::b of what It Illandate.s or encourages is misguided. It 
k.ccps people from doing what they kDow is right for their duldrea, communities and states. 
It ~uhstitute5 the ~of distant burea.ucraIS tor the on·site knowledge of parenlll and 
reachers. And.paniculll!ly in the Last several years, ir has begun to lift from oar 
communi~ the seuse thallhey arr:. responsible (or. the rcnt".wal andrdonn of American 
education and to suggest, inst=.a.d, th4l Washington lnows. best and is taking charge. 

Weaod Pre.sidents Rc.!gan and BUlb did all we amId 10 reverse che flow, place the emphu~ 
on suu;s and communities, .promote fkx.ibilu:y and choice; force a true pa.rtn~ahip with the 
governors, end discriminatioQagai.o.st individu.; ..b wnhou: pre(etenti..IJ. ttc.a.cment tOt any 
group, and h.a.lt W.dShi.'1gtDn's growing Iegulawry ;'PP:IIJrus. But every such etfon was 
rebuffed by lh~ Democratic Coogress .:- now a.u.1c.d lnn aberr.ed by the Clinton administration 
-- whicb bas pre.s.sed re.lentl.r.;ssly in the oppo~j Lt~ It irN:tion. GOCouragocf in this eadeavor by 
education's myriad Rpecia1 interestgfOUpS. 

To anyone who thinks 'Nf! e.xaggerare. w~ It:U'>rc:mt".flll reading the full 1I'.x~ of Go.a1a 2000 
and ·;H.R.6". [he a.dministratioo'g ["\NU main t"..dllcation boo -- pa.rticUJ.my as these were 
finally enacted by the .03fd Congress. F..spec.i.illy whl"..Q they ace r.ak:M in combination. it 
becomes plain that fbeir authors ~ant to substiture decisions ma.dein. Washington (or . 
dectsions rolUJe by individual households and ccmmlUlilies. They traJJ.Sfocmwharbad been a 
nariOIUl movement into afedt:rnl program. They ueat.: new guverm.nce stmctures and 
regulalory mf'.£.hanisms uboth ILitiOnaJ and ~ta~. Ievcls,[bc.y ll~ federal nmdiog in a 
deceptive way that is designed to' elU.i.t the behaviors that other pans of the legis.WioD decb.re 
fO be Nyolunt:a.ry··, They throw obst.acles onm such promisitig reform pathways as school 

choice and private ma.n~ement of puhlic sChools. They stnp the bi·partisan NaliDaal 
Asscss.ment GovelurngBoard of rnu<.:h ot its imkpendc.na!. >And they do aU r:bis whiLe 

http:imkpendc.na
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. pretending otherwtse;by wrApping themselves in metoric of "belplng" edw:a1ion aDd pastirig 

(riend1y~sounding titk:3 on tbe cover (H.R.6 wa.I dubbed the. "lDiproYingAmerica', Sc:b.ooIJ 

Act") while in reality theil C4ntents we~ wrincn by and (or lobbyists and interest groups to 

whom the okills and knowledge oC childte4 are not tbe top priority.· . 


Federit education polley has been mOVtng in this directioQ sino; 1965. It wok a bteatber, at 
. least within the cxe.cutivc branch, becween 1981 and 1992, but the past two yeatS hive seen 


che p~t·up "gover:nmentilism" of t1LU. dealde unleashed upon the land. For a time we 

. supposed rbat it was pOSSible to have a national educauon refonnproject tbat worked like a 

true and durable p.umer&hip and did DOl evolve into another rule-bound federal program.. Tho. 

last two ye.ars have provea us wrong. Iaadditionto GoalB 2000 and HJl6. we bave .seeD dlc 


.. executive branch give blank:elend.oraemen~ tn scholarships basedoD rat.c; take tbi: heal off ... 
those who would use "diversity'" as a criterion (or accrediLil.tion; propose t:bo rac:e-uomUug of 
st.at.e as.scssmenl results: and persecute 5WtS tb.u employ te.st·base4 st.and.ards for bi&h Iiidlool 
gr4Wu.ation. It's now \:Ieactha( the federal govemment will evenflLa..lly break wba.r.evec it . 
touchcs. Rather chanlinlcer around the rn..a.rgins, therefore. the uIne has come for a greal and 
worough c.:.hange. . 

A Differelll Philosophy . 

The e.sscnti.a.1 pan or OUI proposal is not its paniculan but tne (our principle$ on wb.ich it 

re..'\LS. It i5 the.se, ~ove all, chat. we cOIllmead [0 the Committee's considcrafioft.. Que cau 

adjust the d.eUils ttJ[ follow. Any comprehensive overhaul based on thcseprindplcs. 

however, will represe.:u fundamenUl n:diIection and an h.istOric a.ccompJlabment. worthy ot 

the new Congress. 


First, education in Am~riC3. 15 the cori.stitu~onal rcspottsIbility of the swes, tM.social 
responsibiliry of comm Hruties, and the: moral respol'Whlliry. of families. 

Sl':cond. ex~p[ when the civil right'> of indiVlduals aU'; tnc.aac.c'..d, the feder.ll government 

sbould f'l(\I~runpede thet;.ap:u:ity of families, t.eac.her:s, cornmuniti.e& and stare.! to decide how 

best to provide education UJ tht"..ir t.:bildrc.n. and should 1U!'IIU Itubstitute its judgment for 

welIJ. 


Third, gow.staada..rds, aJi&.'_'i..'WDe:nt'l, (he dissen:iination of infolmation' and Ideas. aDd the . 

encouragement of bOld innovation j[e kgitimar.c Leadenhip and "bully pulpit" activities of 

national offic.w, but they mM Ialw,ays be uuly voluntary on t.h.e part ot Sta.r£S and 

commuriitics. NOI should federal funds be used as "carrol,ft or "sticks" in wayJ that 

effectively diml.D.ish state and local controL 
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Fourth. insofar as the fefkra1 government is engagerl.u all ill th.e field. o( educatiOD. it should 
dedlc.tte i£Sdt to (a) fostering family ~asibility and local conuol; (b) assistin& state.sto 
fulfill their responsibilities as they see fil; ee) providing 30und swistics, prompt and accurate 
asressmetlt results and other information; and (d) sa.!egUMdiDg individuals from illegal 
discrimination. 

In the 1,200 or so pag~ of the Goals 7.000 and H.R.6 l.egislarion en~ted last year iJ 
colW<ierable Il1isUtid that should immedi&r.ely be ddunded and th.en cepealed. Teo l.eadJ.tlg 
candidates include: 

L The National Education Standards and Improvement Council -~ the "nafioaal school 
board" that is 80 vivid a symbol ot education wrong·thiak in Washington, and the new stare 
panebl manda.taf by Goals 2000. Our sU1.e.s andcocnrouniti.es have all the govemme.nts they 
need; they don't no:d new decis.ion-making st.nu:rureo..5 designed in Washington. 

2. . . Federal "certificanon" of national and sw.e education ~nandatds and federal approval 
of ~ and loc.U cdUC.ll.tion reform plans. Tho~ (;onlrOverual new standards sbowd m..ak:£ 
t.hcir own way through the ma.rk.ccplaCE (If ideas without any fede,al"seal of approval." Nor 
do fedclal bUce.a.w!If1S nave any business second· gilt'.ssj.ng stale and local prioritie& tor &Cbool 
reform_ . .. . 

3. Prohibitions and disincentivC5 forsu.tclloc.a.\ tc)ring plOgUUns and accountability 
SYSt.eu.l.$- Among the most dismaying featlJ..re.'J of Oua13 2000 (and recent actions. by the Office 
for Civil RightS) is the effort to discow'age the very testSthal might actually encourage our 
student"l to learn more -- and give parentS and t.u.paycrs better information. 

4. New "gendet equity" program.'\. The La.st thin~ we need is the federal government 

telling America's 15,000 communities how to tach [i!!le hoys and little. girls abow. one· 

anoLber - or maodlrin& how teachers arc to handle such matters Nor do we need a new 

"speci.a.t 83SlStant for gender equity" to en!ortC such mandates. 


~. Federal regula.rion of t!Chools' weapons polkies and sex educ.ation_ Th.a.t', wby we 
have parents. teachers, principab and school board!. 

6. All references La "opport1.Laity to leam- standards. If the eJlperience of American 
·eduCa.tiOD these pasr Iltiny years has twght w anYthing, iC, the imporwu:e of mainrainin..g a 
iasec-like (0CUi on 8mdent :u:hi.evetnc.lt and or i.:ce.arin~ accoUDtahiJiry syS't.em5 that are based 
on school results. The ro:ent legisLilioQ dc!lects l!tI.entioo bad: toward sw;h "inputs- as 

. spending levels. e;J..asssize, and dcgret'.8 conferred by wlkges of educatiOQ - and invite.s even 
more litigation based on such spurious gaoges while dL-;couraging tnI.C acalW1tabllity for 

. schooLs, teachers and students. 

) . 

http:u:hi.evetnc.lt
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7. Oisincennve.'J-(or states and localltles that want',to fry such reforms as voUchers. 
charta achoola and pdvaW:.a.tion. IT we are ever to transfonn American education, 'we must 
give familic.s- especially poor families - the right to choose tbeit chl1dreo"s sc:hoola from 
among aU the schools in tbeu commumtie.s; give commWlities opportunities [0 create "break 
the: mold schools" ,lhat are nor regulated to death by the bureaucracy; and invite the priva.r.e 
sector to belp intereSted communities create the best scboob in the world. Yet ~ recent 
legUlitiOQ p1al::es obstacles in the path of StaLes and commUDitles thaI want to try web rhhlg.s. 
Wh.u ~lt of cboice program aUO'Wsthe -sending" .school to deny children me right to l.c4ve? 
The sort enacted in H.R.6. 

8. Extensioo of D.a.vi.s-Bac.on provisions to school coo.slruCtion and renovation. That 

means a princip.u in Mol.in.e wbo wants to b.ire a coOltaCtor to rewire his school for new , 

computer! must pay the prevailing union wage rather thaa geai.og the job done for tb.e lowest 

cost. I1"j a. big (avor for the unions. but no favor-at all lor schoo~. etfideoq or eco~omy. 


9_ The addition of two more aa.tional goals to tbe 0ri.giJW six. Pareot involvement and 

teacher training Ire fU'l.e. bw goals should be limited 10 specUic. measnrabl.e re&Ults, sUch as 

Pf"elident Bush aad the Governors (LCc1uding theI.l-govemor' Bill Ointoo) C3tablished in 

Charlotre.sville. 


, lO.Wcak.ening the Narional Asst'..s:sment Governing Board. Our bear source of rciJable 
student .achievement J.a.ta IU. the national and lIotale levels i", the NaJiooal Asseswcnl of 
Educational Pro~. 'the ·i.nJi!grity of whic.b depends on me aOsolu~ iOdependeru:e and , 
complae policy control of its ac\'Clning Board. H.R_6 undermined thar board, giving grcaJu 
infl1..lot'!llL% to education interest: group.! and to a sluggish federal bureaucracy that is, easily 
polit:icized. ' ' 

Mrc ChaiI~, hl:~ i~ t11e heart of OUI proposal for the long term: the CODgress &bould tak:e 
e:vei:y single actiVity aureo.dy boused ill the Depa.rtment of Education and do one of mree 
Otings wilh it: (a) send it home to the states a.ad communities; (b) 'etlUUSt it to anotbu fcden1 ' 
agency that Is aolted :::) conduct ir in b..annonywith related attiviti~; or (e) abolish it on 
grounds thaL the f~ral government can no longer afford to spend lIloney on programs that 
have outlived their usefu.In.es.s or thaI can be bandled .!WUfactorily by otb.ct3. We Will. not 
endeavor here to fill in every detail or answer e.ach questilJIl that might be asked about this 
fa.c:.rt'..a.crung recommend31i9D, bur the examples tlw follow inctic.ate its main fe:atwes. 

.. VirtUauy aUwajor programs assisting c1emcnurylsecondal:y tducar.ioa should be 

combined into t. -blade" and ret:umed to the: ~t.IJ.U:.J and communitie.s: 'This caD be 

accomplished in several ways: the best,' in our judgment, is a "responsibility swap" wbereby 

the St:l1.e3 a.ssw:nc full reaporu;.ibilit:y for education in rerum for federal assumption, of other 

http:St:l1.e3
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burdens now borne by ,the stalei; or a. resource base trsn~er in which some (ederal tax is 
reduced by in woant equi'f'aie.nt to the programs in questlon. lbeJl!by lcannait to state and' 
c.ommunitie.s to' nlise and deploy the$e reveoue! as they see fit. A tb.U'd approach ii a 00-­

Btrings "block granl" of federal fund rn the Slatt!5. though we ~ this least because of the 
well-known ten.~cy.o( block grants to grow st.ri.ags as time pwcs. 

The core of lbis bl~ ace programs under the headings of "education reform" (incIudin, 
Cow 2O(X}); scbool1mprovement. education [or the disadvantaged. bili.ngu.al"ellutal1Urr, an.d­
vocational and adult educ.ar::ion - appmximately S 10 billion in all. th.u means upwards of a 
billion do1l.a.rl a yeu for i. big,5tale l.ike Ca1i.fomia andabow: S200 million tor a smaller ooc 
like Tenncssoe; funds thai the State and iucommunines would be frEe CD spend it for any -, 
educational purpose, includiDg SUdl innovaJions a.'\ charter. scbools and voucb.e.ts. (The 
disniburion fonnula an rcta.in the oquhy-c.onsc.,OU5 fLScal etfedS of today', programs~) Tbc 
federal government would 00 Iongec define legitimate edUcation reform. nor would stalt.S and 
communities have CDsubmitt.bcU plans m WashUlgtoQ for approvaL ' 

, ' 

, ' 

We will leave it to the budger-and-approprWioas process to detertD.LDC whe.th.er thc block. 
&bowd t'!liu.al the sum ,of its antecedalt programs. but we OUle that. oumber of govemors 
have made clcaC ,thCiI willingness. to endUfe oil fundiag no..du.ction in rerum for the freedom to 
deploy the remainder as their sUlte.'1 see fiL We also no~ t.h.lt1 eliaiinating the heavy ovecbea.d 
and "middkmaa" ~st& of CtlrTent ca.tegorica.l programs (al both fedetal and stile levels) Will 
concentrate more resources on tuching and learning. 

• A block gnntto lhe !;tat.cs should also combine a number of me smaller b.igbet 
education programs, With the e:xce:ptiott of the main' s(UtU:n1 fi.oam..ial aid pfDgnlDS. The.se 
deserve serious consu1l.a.tionwith me governors and persons knowledgca.b~ about higher , 
education and finance. Today. one out of two college srud~nL.c;. iJ1 Atr:teric.a has a federal 
uant or Joan, and helpulg ~y students arrc.od ccllcgc i.& a national fu.DctiOIl worth 
p~g. But lhe.se progtic1s are poody managed. needlessly costly, and full of , 
midc.Ueaien. each of whicb 'tak.es its cut. In the, neM term. we recommend transferring the 
main stUdent aid programs to a federal agency wit.h gre.:ucr competenee in baMUng complex 
fio.!ncW aB..asactioos with millions of i.odiriduals (.1Jld ill coUecti.tlg whal is owed the 
government). 'An obvious C3.0did.ate is the'Treasury Depamnent. with itsIo.rernal R.e\ten.ue 
Service. Over the lonter term. additiunal s.ude.nt ;.ud suar.egies should be fully explored, ' 
including devolution 10 the staLeS and privaliz.ation. ' 

• SPectal education and rehabilitatioo secvices ablo Wa.mullconmltatiOIl with the 
govt:mors. 1"hiJ is by' (at the largest "unfundt-A" education mandate, I.e. federal reJUlations 
require the e~Qditure by states aad Ioc.alit.ic.s of many billions more than the federal aid 
provided. It would, theEtlfore, be re.:uoaable to incorporate these programs i.D!o the m:am 
elementary/secondary blockgranL Alterowvdy. they could become a smaJ.tCr bloclc grant of 
their own. (Total current vSlu.e: approximately S5, 7 billion _) Or these progranlJ could be 
tnnsf.e..rred to ~Department of Hca.lth and Hwnan Se;rvic:.es. 

http:Se;rvic:.es
http:s.ude.nt
http:R.e\ten.ue
http:t'!liu.al
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http:voucb.e.ts
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We want [0 be dear 0·0 this point: protection of tbe c;ivil rightS of di&a.b1.ed iadividuals ~ould 
remain a federal re3ponsibility. to be carried oul by the Ju.stU:e Depa.rtmeQL . 

• AU civil rights enforcement would move (0 Ule Iustic:z Depaztment,· wiJ:b. 

the admonitioQ tb.u it be vigorously carried OUI wben discrimination agatost individuals is 

involved, but not used as a. tool for gra.ating-ur 9Iti.Cbhutd.itl( rigbts-amt'bcm:fits on the basis 

of group rn.em.bership. . 

• Thegam.erlng. an.alysis and reporting of edw:ation swistics wou1c1 be p1ace4 under the 
Jurisdiction of rhe National Educa.tionGoats Panel, consisting ot govemora~ IegislarDts. " 
mf".mbers of Congress and senior officials of tb.t: executi."C branch. Assessment of 5tUdem 
ac.b..i.eveme.tll at the it1u:m.arion.a1. aa.tional Atld staI.e. levels would bec;ome the \I.UD1biguous 
~nQbi1ity of a rehabilitated Nanonal.As.se.ssmeot Governing Board, ~ in DJI.'U by 
me Goa.l.s Panel 

• Nt DOled above. &Oy 
. 

StUdent aid programs not devolved to me Stilte8 
. 

would move to a 
f1SUlagency sucb ll!I [be Tteasury Department, while any !pecial education &.ad rehabilitation 

. programs not turned ove: to t.b£ su..tr..swould move [0 the Oepa.ron.etlt of Health and Human 
~rvices. 

, . . 


Indian education programs would be tuosferred to the lnterior Depanmeut. 


• A sma.ll number of federal programs rt..at usist. sped.ali.ze:d iD-Uitnttoa.s (e.g. G.a1taud.et 

College. Ho~ Univct'S'ity) and are now the responsibility of tbt: F..dUCalioD Depuunem 

de.:s,crve scrutiny to ~. whether the present lubsidy arrangements ibould conlinoe. I.asofat as 

they do. my of II number of executive br.inCh Il&encies can oversee future rc:sourre trandc:tS. 


Abo/iOon . 

1'he £dUCa.ti.OD Department currently ro..a..n.a.ges about 250 sepWll1e prognuns. Pcrhap. fifty of 

th.c:!c have entirely ourUvedmeir usdulne1S. 0: lUpport activiCles that die federal govemmezu 


. could beneficially SlOp subliidizine. or pco1Jidc macghiaJ. aid for activities tba.t ale 

fuodamelually the respon3ibility of oth~tS but have been maintained as (edetaI "categorical­
programa due to the strength of speciAl interest lobbies. Such programs should be abolished 
Of "d,e-.fu.ru1ed" .and .he uvings ~mo:1 to fed.eruUJtpayers. (We utimate these at S2 to J . 
billion annually, i.e. as much as Sl5 billion over five yean.) We wdl not heR: provide II 
cOmplete Ii&t.. but illustrative examples include federal teclloica.l assistanCE c;eotea ot several 
kinch, regional -educatiuxW. tabor"wries." library support programs, litency prognms for 
prisoners, women's educational equity. l.1.w s.c:boot clinical experience. Olympic scholaGhips 
and "star !oChools" 

http:dUCa.ti.OD
http:G.a1taud.et
http:it1u:m.arion.a1
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Savin&s would also r~ult from dismantling the regulatory infrasUucture, including moSt of 
the costs of Educa1ior. Dqwtmcnt management (.bout S444 million) Illd the National 
Education Statldards and Improvement Council. 

Stru.cturalllirplicatUJlU 

Inasmnch as adoption of our subsuative recommendations would leave the Department of 
Education with nothing to do. mere would be no need to ret.aia it. . 

Although any "news" coming out of our testimony may be thal "two fonner education 
SOCR:ta.tieS urge abolition of department they once h~." let US be cle.ac lba.t we. did not 

. come 6efore the Committee to fecQTDll1end a l.ahel change or symbolic behea.dbig. 

Today'8. Departmt".tU of Edu.carioQ bas two essential failings. Firu. it has come to c.ontain bad 
ideas, JwmCul practices, Q~e.ss apc.tJditu.rc.s. obsoJ.cu: progr:uns, dysflJllCtiocaI reeuI.ations 
and th.edepredations of special int.erc:.sts that care more about lhe'wt!ll·being of educ.ati.on's 
"producers" than for irs ·"coa&amers." 

. Second •. it hal an irresistible and uncoDtrOllable impulse to 'tick Us DOse into llIeas wbe.tc it 
has no proper busines.~. Most of wtt.u It does today i~ 110 1egttim~ affair of die federal 
government. 'The! F~uc8tion Department operatf'-S from the deeply ~o~us bdief mat 
American p.lreots. tr.acbeo, communities and SI'..8U.S ate [00 stUpid to raise tbci.r ow:a 
childIc.a. run thar4WT1 schools and make thcir own dct:isiona. 

Abolish.ing the Depar..me.ac will accomplish ijwe if ttl med.c1lc.~me way. ~ tml!fi:rred 
intact to another federal bureaucracy. Indeed. such a shift could even be harmful to tfle 
extel1t dulr it serves to "hide" those activities In tess viSIble lOcations. In our view, tb&: way {() 
thiok aboul me Education Depactmcnt is filst in tenus of whIt it doe.s. then in cerm.s of i1s 
5trucmre and status. 

Becau.sc we belleye tl"..at each of the Oepanment's ~tivitics tha! is worth preserring in some 
fann could better be hAAdled elsewhert:. we $.!;C' no need for a sepatate fcd.u&l cdu.cati.on 
ageacy of any kind. 

Our purpose is not (0 1~ (he ~'tention tlUl' the Jl..:uiun rays to edUCll.tion. In.deed. mere's 
never been a time in \lut history wb.c.n educa.tlun was !DOle unportlD.t - oemore in Deaf ofa 
complete overhaul. \"''hemet one ~ct)ncem~ 10Vilh developing vinue iD the young, preparing 
tomorrow' Ii adultS (or life w' (be infonnarion age, widenlng the shared COle knOwledge base
of a diverse population. strcnr;themng our economic c{)mpetitiveness or ena.bliDg poor people 
to move from. the back of the line to the front. we. have few a..~ts ot &reatu v.aIue than . 

. t:ffec;;;tive. education. 

~ .. 

. > 
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"Nationallea.der&bJp" can be belpful in focusing people on probkma and opportuniEia. We 
look to the President, with the help of an ed:w=u:tOA advisor hoWled. in tb£ WbJle House, and 
to me N'aJional Education Goals Paoel to tl'lSW'e that the national project of educldonaJ. 
renewal continues apace. But true leadeDhip means energizing people and communiae. to 

. change. not !.h.ackling them with mand.ales and regulations - and c.allia.g it 1eadedhip. Wo do 
OO[ aeed a raft ot Ceder.!! programs. We do not need a giant bi.u'eaucr.lCy. We do not Deed • 
(t!dt!ral department. 'W'IW'we need is a nalional movcmeQt. We ~ conviDcr.d tb.a& cbe 
prospects for sucll a movement - and for real educ.ational renewal in America':'" will be rir 
brigh~r when the Cangres.s signals unmisrakably and irrevocably that responsibility rests 
with te3Chers and parentS. witb communities and staleS, not with federal bureaucrats. 

Revr."in& the flow of this river i4 no sm.ill undertaking. But it would do iinmeasurablc good 
" 

(or our cbildren. our schools. our commun.iti.e& ao.d our tunue. 
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':,',.); This is not a presidential record., This is' used as art admini'strative 

. marker by the:,\\TilWim J. Clil1toh)?residentialtibrtlry Staff. 
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This m~~ker identifies the place of a pup~i~ation. 
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NOTE TO MIKE COHEN 

Attached, as Mike Smith requested, is our draft response to the Hudson Institute 
polemic on the Administration's record on reform..The Hudson Institute report is also 
attached. 

~ 
Val Plisko 

Attachments 

cc: 	 Mike Smith 
Alan Ginsburg 



FIRST ROUGH DRAFT 

September 13, 1994 


The Hudson Institute has just published Looking Back, Thinking Ahead: American School 
Reform 1993-1995, a report by agroup cochaired'by Chester E. Finll, Jr. and Diane Ravitch. 

Rather thaIr "sour grapes", this may be a case of "sour apples" as this pamphlet by a group led 
by two former Reagan-Bush political appointees offers a critique of major school reform. 
Beyond its polemics, this election-time pamphlet includes numerous inaccuracies. Some are 
noted below . 

• ASS~R1'JON: "How is it that so much energy and expense are going into the enterprise of 
school reform, yet we have so little to show for it? ... we find backsliding on key matters, 
opportunities missed, and mischief made. " (p, 3) "We award 1993-94 in education a "C+ ", a 
mark that traditionally suggests tolerable effort (assuming no grade inflation, but lackluster 
results. (Those who have come to view the liB" as average should be even less content with our 
appraisal.)" (p. 22). 

FACT: Les,s thantwo years after taking office, this Administration's accomplishments in 
education include major legislative illitiatives already been passed by Congress. These include: 

*THE GOAl,S 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT : Major components include: 
* Adoption, of the National Education Goals: Congress recognizes the goals 
developed by President Bush and the Governors, with parent participation and 
ongoing teacher development included as additional goals essential to obtaining 
quality education for all students. 
* State and Local Reform: Support for state and local efforts to develop 
worldclass content and performance standards, as well as high quality curriculum 
and assessment aligned with standards. 
* Education Standards: Support for national development of voluntary content 
and performance standards in both academic and vocational and opportunity to 
learn standards that can offer guidance for state and local efforts. 

*THE IMPROVING AMERICA'S SCHOOLS ACT: Passed with large bipartisan 
majorities in both chambers of Congress, tllis legi1!lation is Rew i-R 1€lgi81a~tye eeMerenC'e 
aR(~ eXFl€:ctea t6 l,e signed int:e lav9' By tR€l eQd of the year Putting the $11 billion federal 
investment in K-12 education to work to ensure quality education opportunities for all 
students, it will: 

* Align federal education programs with state and local reform. 
* Target resources to communities and schools where the needs are greatest. 
* Support intensive and sustained teacher training to help ensure that all 
teachers have the skills they need to help all students learn to high standards. 
* Expand efforts to make schools safe and drug free through comprehensive, 
community-based approaches. ' 



* Provide greater flexibility through· Departmental authority to 'waive federal 
procedural requirements in return for in1proved educational outcomes: 
* Upgrade technical assistance to school systems, consolidating efforts to ensure 
schools have ready access to what works in education to improve education for all 
students. 

* THE SCHOOL;.TO-WORK OPPORTUNITIES ACT. This statute is now putting in , 
place a system to ensure that American students leave school with the knowledge, skills 
and experience necessary to gain productive employment and participate in further 
education. Closely aligned with Goals 2000, it works to create a standim.is-driven system 
in every state, helping schools and workplaces to work in partnership. The joint 
school-to-work team of the Departments ofLabor and Education has already been able to 
provide development grants to every state in the nation and award competitive state and 
local implementation implication grants. 

* DIRECT STUDENT LOANS AND INCOME·CONTINGENT STUDENT LOANS. 
Keeping higher education affordable to both young people and the nation is vital. The 
Administration's direct student loan program, simplifies access to student loans for young 
people and colleges while cutting cuts. By having postsecondary unsteadiness lending 
federal funds directly, it is expected to save taxpayers $1.5 (?) billion a year. In 
addition, this legislation creates income-contingent repayment plans for very low income 
students which result in more affordable monthly payments. These are star~ing to provide 
all students with access to high quality . postsecondary education regardless of the students 
financial situation. ' 

Other Initiatives: Parent participation in their children's education is one of the best predictors 
of student pe'rformance. Secretary Riley has launched the Strong Families, Strong Schools 
initiative working closely with civiC groups, churches, businesses, the Parente; and Teachers 
Associations, and others in the broad education community to increase the level and effectiveness 
of parent involvement in their children's education. This includes participation in nationally 
broadcast "town meetings", publication of brochures on "Summer Home Learning Recipes for 
Parents and 'Children" and other activities. 

In sum, the first two years of this Administration have already witnessed major transformations 
of national education policy to work systematically to use ensure high quality education, 
opportunities for all students: 
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• ASSERTION: The Bush proposal, "America 2000" is held out as the benchmark for reform, 
and contrasted with progress over the past two years: "The events described below, however, 
suggest that-jor all the talk--many have weak knees when it comes time to proceed up the rocky 
path that must be scaled if we are to truly demand more from our students and our schools. " (p. 

6) 

FACT: The Bush proposal failure shows that it is clearly not a'model to emulate. The Bush 
proposal did not provide any guidance on how to link the public's desire for improvement with 
effective strategies for change. The notion of allowing each community to work it out on its own 
served as a rationale for providing little substantive help and followup .. It is unclear how many 
communities made a real commitment to attaining the goals, or merely for throwing a big 
kickoff. There was no way to tell because there was no systematic followup on the progress of 
the AmeriCa 2000 communities. The proposal relied heavily on proposed isolated "lighthouse 
schools" to change educationaJpractice across the nation--despite more than a third of a century 
of evidence that such fragmented and isolated demonstrations approaches are inadequate. There 
was a similar lack of follow up within the Department of Education. There was no attempt to link 
the Bush proposal to federal programs to encourage local people to use local, state and federal 
resources in tandem for reform. . 

Bush "America 2000" proposal was perceived by many outside and within the Department as a 
political campaign. For example, the idea of "A +" awards was launched two months before a 
national election which enabled Bush political appointees to crisscross the nation giving out 
awards:- If results count, the·authors should note thatthe Bush Administration was unable to 
convince Congress of the relevance of its proposals: the Bush legislation to inlplement its 
proposals was killed by Republican OlJposition. Clearly it was not what works . 

• ASSERTION: "Goals 2000 has received a lukewarm receptionjrom some states which seem 
to be /fesitating for several reasons." (p.22) 

FACT: From coast to coast there has generally been a broad positive response. Goals 2000 was 

passed by Congress on March 31 of this year with broad bipartisan support by a vote of k) ~ 


[NUMBER]. RegQlatisftg for State partieipatieft ift CaRls 6QQQ })rogra:Q.u mere issued [IH,TE]. ~ 

By September 9th applications had been received from 34 states--this includes states that include 

many of our nation's students (e.g. California, Colorado, Connecticut, lllinois, Kansas, Florida, 

Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania) from Maine to Hawaii, from 

North Dakota to Florida. [Most other states] are in the process of developing and submitting 

applications to participate in Goals 2000. 


Debate is fundamental to democracy and to effective reform. That is why a major goal of Goals 

2000 is to stimulate debate and action at state and local levels across the nation. As the pamphlet 

notes, Goals 2000 has succeeded in this regard as well. Goals 2000 builds on the strengths of 

ongoing participation through our nation's democratic processes. 
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eAs'SERTION: "Etamining the pa.st year. we find that education policymakers at all 
levels have gotten fuzzy and ambivalent about high academic standards, even as some have 
strengthened the instruments of change. " (p. 4), and "Congress dropped important elements of the 
"goals-standards-accountability" reform paradigm, notably any meaningful testing system. -. 
(Moreover, t~sts developed with Goals 2000 money cannot be used by states and localities for 
"high stakes II purposes such as high school graduation. " (p. 7) 

~ 

FACT: The authors have their facts wrong. As the law they are criticizing states clearly, the 
prohibition on use of tests developed with Goals 2000 money in Section 220 applies only for 5 
years and applies only. to tests developed with funds authorized under that section. The law says: 
"A State assessment developed and evaluated with funds under this section may not be used for 
decisions about individual students relating to program placement, promotion or retention. 
graduation or employment for a period of 5 years from the date of enactment of this Act If. 
Assessments developed with federal funds under this section can be used after that period--and 
assessments developed with local, state or private funds, or with funds from other Federal 
sources can be used at any time. " 

The five year provision reflects the high priority the statute puts on real reform rather than just 
a quick fix. It helps ensure that taxpayer dollars work for not just more the same off the shelf 
"color in the bubble" tests but rather to use federal fundS to encourage development of better 
quality tests, that effectively use new testing technologies and that are better linked.to curriculum 
and instruction to help ensure that all students learn to high standards. 

In another 'section not mentioned by'the pamphlet which'deals with the National Education 
Standards and Improvement Council, Sect,ion 213 requires that assessments that will be certified 
by the Council, "will not be used to make decisions regarding graduation, grade promotion, or 
retention of students for a period of 5 years from the date of enactment of this Act. .. " Again this 
applies only to assessments certified by the Council and applies for only five years: 

Nothing in the statute or.in Departmental actions prevent the use of other tests for high stakes 
purposes. Indeed, high stakes test'!' have long been used in our nation's schools and businesses 
and will continue to be. 

Why go sloW in these two Goals 2000 provisions? Obtaining high quality in testing demands 
time and attention to complex and significant details. Experiences with testing problems' mount; 
from NAGB's problems setting.sound achievement standards for NAEP, to California's heated 
debates over appropriate items to include in assessment~ to the significant teclmical problems with 
the Califorriia assessment syste~ identified in the recent Cronbach study. The 5 year phase-in 
provides time to fine tune assessments and ensure that they are effectively aligned with 
curriculum and' i~truction. 

The authors are inconsistent, urging a quick fix in one place, lamenting the consequences of 
premature action in others. In their discussion of outcome-based education they say that bad 
implementation of reforms has 'sometimes resulted in muddled designs and conu'oversial 
implementation which they fear threatens to undermine reform that focuses on results. and 
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accountability. Similarly, a rush to test could readily make mistakes which undermine continued 
'reform. 

.. ASSERTION: "As part of Ohio's 1987 educationrejorm package, tize state created a . 
new set of tests to ascertain whether graduating seniors had ill. least minimum competency in 
reading, writing, math and citizenship....Now the Education Department's Office for Civil Rights 
(OCR) is investigating OHIO's test to determine whether it violates the Civil R.ights Act of 1964. 

.	[We believe] that the Department ofEducation is hypocritical when, on the one hand it promotes 
high academic standards through Goals 2000 while, on the other hand, investigating Ohio for 
actually employing such standards in ways that might alter the behavior of teachers a!ld learners. 
The OCR -investigation also smacks of the pernicious notion that expectations should be 
manipulated so that the "impact "of standards. will be exactly the same for all demographic 
siJ,bgroups.... We agree with the congressmen's observation 'This situation raises' serious questions 
about the feasibility of standards and assessment efforts in all states and taisesthe question of 
whether or not the Department will allow. (!!JY. highstakes.:standards and assessment provisions to 
ever be implemented" (pp. 7-9) '.' , 

FACT: The authors note that two months after the civil right~ complaint was logged the 
. proportion of white students passing the test grew by five percent and the proportion of black 

students passing the test grew by ten percent. Since it seems unlikely that what high school 
students really knew about'basic academic skills grew by so much in a period of two months, the 
authors' own example nicely highlights questions of how reliable, valid, and robust those tests' 
are in measuring what students really know. Given the very seriol,ls consequences of ' 
llongraduation for students,schools, aild the community, America doe.s riot want measureme·nt 
error and t~st;.coaching to be mistaken for learning. ' 

The authors should know better 'by this time. As [Chair] of the National Assessment Governing 
Board for NAEP,. Chester Finn oversaw the Board~s development of standard setting in math. A 
study by the US Government's General Accounting Office (GAO) titled Educational Achievement· 
Standards: NAGB's Approach Yield's Misleading Interpretations determined that: "We . 
recommend that the question of how to set and interpret performance standards be reopened 
andthll.t shllctures and procedures for governing the assessment be reviewed to ensure that 
policies are technically sound as well as responsive to constituent interests." GAO concluded 
that modifications of accept~d methods by the Board headed by Finn ."left panelists' indi,'wual 
views--not informed consensus--as the basis for NAGB's standards" . America must do better. 

It is only fair to. ensure tJ:1at high stakes tests are technically accurate--it is good education policy, 
it is good civifright<;, it is economically ~fficient, and it is demanding effective use of taxpayer' 
dollars. The OCR, investigation helps ensure that high stakes testing is done in ways consistent 
with testing guidelines developed' by the nation's professional assessment organizations and with 
our nation's laws, As for the· pamphlet's rhetoriCal questioning of whether the Department will. 
allow high stakes stangards and assessments to ever be implemented: the fact is that high stakes 
standards and assessments are already used in a very large number of schools and businesses. 
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• 	 ASSERTION: "National 'opportunity to learn' (i.e. input) standards are coming back in 
new garb and, probably with sharp teeth and talons. II (p. 7). "Perhaps most importantly, 
'opportunity to learn' standards pose a sizable legal scare... .it is anyone's guess (and will 
doubtless be the courts' final call) what states are buying into when they hitch th,eir wagons to the 
new "opportunity to learn" standards II (p. 22). 

FACT: Thls is another instance' of the pamphlet misrepresenting what is clearly stated in the 
law. Whatever "standards" may exist on paper, the fact is that students cannot be expected. to 
meet high standards in chemistry, calculus or other areas if they haven't been exposed to the 
curriculum and instruction needed to learn those subjects. This pamphlet's advocacy of high 
stakes tests with no attention to whether students have had an opportunity to learn those materials 
is an invitation to playa pointless blame game. That is a s\lre invitation to fail in education 
reform. 

Opportunity to learn standards, as provided for by Goals 2000 are not input standards. They not 
counts of warm bodies in classrooms and number of textbooks and number of windows in a 
classroom, but rather identify how the available resources are put together to achieve learning. 
Some schools may spend a lot and have lush facilities and still fail to effectively educate children; 
some schools run on a shoe string effectively educate all their children. Opportunity to learn 
focuses on what is being done to heJp students learn, not on bean counts. 

Section 213 of the Goals 2000 Act deals with the development of national education standards. It 
specifies that standard development process and certification by NESIC and approved by NEGP 
is purely voluntary (Sec 213 (b)]. It also specifies that the Council may certify voluntary national 
opportunity to learn standards only if "such standards are sufficiently general to be used by any 
State without restricting State and local control of curriculum and prerogatives regarding 
instructional methods to be employed". Moreover Sec 213 specifies: 

(1) UNCONDITIONED STATE PARTICIPATION.--No State shall be required to obtain 

certification of standards or assessments developed under subsection (b) (d)or (f) of this 

section or to participate in programs under title III of this Act, as a condition of 

participating in any Federal education program under this or any other Act. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION. --Nothing in this Act shall be construed to create a legally 
enforceable right for any person against a State, local educational agency or school based .. 
on a standard or assessment certified by the Councilor the criteria developed by the 
Council for such certification. 

These protections are augmented by requirements for PUbl.Ie. hearings across the country and wide ~t ~J 
, . 

"';P.consultation before establishing national standards, publication for ,public comment of any' ,., 
proposed criteria (Sec 216), the council must provide public access to proceedings, a .p. 
requii:ement that certified standards be regularly renewed, and other protections. ..' . 

.. ASSERTION: "Contracting brings Marketplace Discipline to the Public Sector" "Many 
school systems have long contracted with private firmv for ancillary services, but the 'out­
sourcing' trend gained considerable visibility ill 1992 when Baltimore s,igned a contract with 

6 




Educational Alternatives Inc. (EAr) to ,nanage one middle school and eight eleTnentary schools in 
that city .. :. The Baltimore data are mixed a'nd the other ventures are too recent to show results .... 
(Not only are the EAI..,naintained schools in Baltimore said to be clean and in good repair for the 
first time in years, but rnany of that city's 'regular' public s~hools are now reported to be tidier 
as their custodians awaken to the possibility that their jobs could be in jeopa,:dy" (pp. 16-17). 

FACT: While private providers may be heJpful under some circumstances, shifting from public 
.. institutions to private firms is not a panacea. Again the authors are inconsistent. The pamphlet 

begins by saying that results are everything, but in championing EAI it focuses only on inputs 
and how they are organized. The Baltiinore contract has served as a showcase for EAI's efforts 
to manage public schools. A study of EAI schools in Baltimore by AFT reported that the 
certified teacher-to-pupil ratio has increased substantially, and the number of special education 
teachers was reduced as the for-profit-business systematically dismantled the special education 
program and placed special education students in regular classrooms without necessary support 
services. 

':. 

While the pamphl/~t's authors will undoubtedly counter that the AFT was bic:).sed by the interests 
of their member teachers, an Arthur Anderson accounting firm audit revealed that EAI made at 
least $2.6 million in profits while cutting staff, increasing class. sizes and reducing services. EAI 
spent $2.4 million on such needed items as paint, air conditioning and new windows--however 
the money for these inlprovement~ reduced the amount of money ayailable for classroom 
instruction. An analysis of EAI expend·itures shows that these staff cuts financed corporate 
overhead and increased expenditures for facilities. EAI initially received as much as $500 per 
student more than other schools-- and now stands to get a $2 million windfall for 1994 and 
subsequent years. EAI was unable to account for some $400,000 in Chapter 1 remedial 
education funds. [Isn't there court action pending in this?1 

• ASSERTION: "the education establishment has largely succeeded in preserving its stone wall 
around traditional forms of 'public' schooling . ... The problem arises when it is equated with a 
uniform, rule-bound, bureaucratic, government monopoly, staffed solely by government employees 
and more attuned to their interests than to the well-being of its consumers"( pp. 12-13), The 
pamphlet goes on to describe state and local developments in the area of charter schools, 
contracting for services, and vouchers. 

FACT: The pamphlet's authors have missed some of the most inlportant changes which are 
happening at tlleFederallevel Goals 2000 and the Improving America's Schools Act which 
reauthorizes ESEA put high priority on flexibility to achieve educational excellence. For the first 
time ever, the ESEA reauthorization includes a major provision for waiver of major edllcatiort 
statutes and regulations to allow schools flexibility to meet high standards. In addition, the 
reauthorization includes a major demonstration program for charter schools and creates a 
demonstration program authority under Title;! to encourage innovation in this largest elementary 
and secondary education program. 
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.. ASSERTION: The pamphlet also attacks linkages among Federal education programs 
"Considerable new mischief may lie, ahead. Buried in this round of ESEA changes are all sorts of 

intricate ties beMeen the conditions 'attached to federal funds provided through these programs 

and the 'standards' envisioned in Goals 2000... We anticipate a painful pincer action as the Mo 

measures begin to operate in tandem. "(p. 21Y ,"', , ' "/,....t-
FACT: It is far better, to ~a~e the.se federal progranls ?perating in tandem with state and lo,cal (!j cr Y' 

reform efforts rather than m Isolatlon as was the pract1ce for most programs under the last . ~~F" 

Administration. StUdy after study has identified the fragmentation of government programs that '\ ~ 


are intended to adciress common problems as as?u~ce of prog~am ineffic~e~cy, ?nre.au~ratic. (j V"- ~ 

bloat, and a waste of taxpayer money. A top pnonty of the Clmton Adm1ll1stranon IS mcreasmg , }/S..\" 

the efficiency and cutting the cost of government while making a change for the better. The ~y 


pamphlet notes the many links between Goals 2000 ahd the reauthorized, ESEA. The emerging J" t...J 

network is far broader and more robust than they indicate--it includes links in the school-to-' \ 11\" 

work initiative, in pending welfare reform and job 'training legislation, proposals fot the (~;,lf"' 

reauthorization of vocational education and in' emerging, postsecondary education priorities all \J ?" 

aimed toward enabling AmeriCan student<; to attain world class standards. Rather than cr . 

substituting rhetoric for action, systemic education reform as outlined in Goals 2000 and other 

legislation works smarter to ensure education opportunity for every child to learn to high 

standards for educational excellence . 


.. AS.SERTION: "Perhaps most worrisome, thrve1)1 idea of goals-based school. reform has been 

"federalized", leaving staies, communities,'teachers, and parents with a diminished sense of 

obligatioli to solve,their own problems." and "The new federal councils, once appointe(/ and 

staffed, may well make plenty of mischief; it appears that they will consist largely of interest 

group representatives. " (p. 7) 


FACT: Again, the authors are incopsistent as well as being wrong about the facts. These 

reforms network parents, teachers, schools, districts, states and the Federal government, drawing, 

on their many and diverse strengths to create a learning system to improve education for every 

child in every school. Rather than being "federal" as the pamphlet's authors state, the National 

Education Goals Panel and th.e National Education Standards and Improvement Council created 

by 'Goals 2000 are explicitly national in character--inc1uding active participation not only by 

national and state governments, but ensuring full participation by parents, educators, business and 

others in the broad education community that might not be fully heard in a narrower "federal" 

structure. At each stage in the process, extensive and ongoing community participation is 


'encouraged. For example, Goals 2000 adds the national goal that, "By the year 2000 every 
school will promote partnerships that will increase parental involvement and participation in 
promoting the social, emotional and academic growth of children". While the authors dismiss 
provisions for parent participation, participation of businesses, developing the ability of teachers 
to effectively teach to high standards for all students, as II interest group representation. ", we 
believe that wide and ongoing participation at all levels is critical to real reform. In short, 
Goals 2000 and related legislation empowers states, communities, teachers and parents to work 
together to change schools for the better. 
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Hudson'Institute 
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, U.S. SCHOOLS: 
"SCHIZOPHRENIC ON STANDARDS" 

SAYS NEW HUDSON REPORT 

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

Septem,ber 7, 1994, Washington, DC. The Educational Excellen~e Network 

(EEN) of Hudson Institute released its report, "Looking Back, Thinking Ahead: 

American School. Reform 1993-1995" today, detailing what's blazing 'or blocking 

the road to reform of American primary and secondary schooling. 

The report points to a developing "schizophrenia on standards" as a major barrier 
. to progress in improving'·'U.S. sChools. Asa resul,t, the potential positive impact of 

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

law eight educationgqals aimed to create "world class standards" for student' 

achievement -- is likely to be undermined at both the sta'te and national levels, 

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

minimum competency tests for high school graduation on grounds that the exams 

are biased as an example of this schizophrenia. The EEN 'report quotes from a' 

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

'concernover the investigation: 

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

standards and assessmentefforis in all states and raises the question of whether 
" 

or not the Department L't'f/1 allow any high stakes standards and assessment· 

provisions to ever be implemented, " 


, '. 

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

Hudson Institute's John M.dlin Fellow Chester E. Finri, Jr. "We should never 

.accept the notion that standards and expectations should be lower ,tor some 

groups than for others, 'or thc:lt different results on a test mean the test should be 

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

l'icllll:IU l<;illl1 ('ellter 
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According to the report,' the past year in Americaneduc9tio~ earned only a ,"C+ ;" 
but "the average is not as significant as the specific component parts," according 
to Finn. Six notable developments discussed in the report are: ,(1) the enpctment 
of Goals 2000; (2) the Ohio Civil rights challenge; (3) the national backlash, 

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

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

, vouchers. 

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

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

Secretarie~ of Education. Lamar Alexander and Bill Ben'nett. together with almost 

, 50 of the most respected names in American education. Quotes from EPC' 

members. appear throughout the report . 

.	'The EEN has helped launch the national excellence movement by continually 

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

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

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

battle is only half won. We must continue to insist on real standards. consistently 

applied, and we must relentlessly seeko.ut ways to improve the delivery of 

educational' services." 

The Educa'tlonal Excellence Network was founded in 1981 by Ravitch and Finn to 

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

need for the reform of American education. EEN became a part of Hudson 

Institute in 1992 and ~s directed by Res'earch Feilow Carol D'Amico. 

Founded i.n 1961 by the late Herman Kahn, Hudson Institute .helps shape the 


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

. , 	 . 

cultural trends critical to the success of U.s.: public po!!.cy and business today and 
into the 21 st century. 
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Introduction 


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

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

as the new school year opens. 
As we review 1993-94 in American primary/secondary 

education, the most that can be said is that acollple of good 
things happened and several encouraging trends were ap­
parent. At the same tim~, we find backsliding on key 
matters,opportunities missed, 'and mischief made. 

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

• 	 Standards (what do we expect American 
children to know and be able to do by the 
time they finish high school?): and 



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

Examining the past year, we find that education policy makers at all 
levels have gotten fuzzy and ambivalent about high academic standards, 
even as some have strengthened the instruments of change. But why, it 
is fair to ask, improve the means of transportation if one is vague about 
one's destination? 

Looking ahead, opportunities abound, but wiIl decision-makers take 
the risks, avoid the pitfalls, and stick to their guns in the face of tough 
and sometimes nasty resistance? Would that we had more confidence in 
thei r resolve . 

. In the interest of focus and brevity, we've been selective in this 
report, omitting topics (such as early childhood education) that some 
EPC members had hoped to see here and neglecting some worrisome 
developments (such as the College Board's decision to "re-center" the 
SAT scores) that we could not fully examine. Nor have we said anything 
about the continuing "culture wars" and welfare policy struggles that 
have such great bearing on the lives ofchildren and the content of their 
education. Still, we hope that you will find this report informative and. 
useful, sometimes controversial, perhaps a touch alarming. And if 
you're not already a memberofthe Educational Excellence Network, we 
invite you to join. Information can be found on the last page of this 
publication. 

Chester E. Finn, Jr. 
Co-Chair 
Education Policy Committee 

-.-- ­

Diane Ravitch 
Co-Chair 
Education Policy Committee 
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Part 1: Where We're Going 

Schizophrenia on Standards 


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

The third and perhaps most important of the national 
goals states that, by the year 2000, all children will "leave 
grades four, eight, and twelve having demonstrated compe­
tency in challenging subject matter including English, math­
ematics, science, history, and geography." Toward this end, 
President Bush and Education Secretary Lamar Alexander 
developed the "America 2000" strategy, including "world 
class standards" for student achievement and high-caliber 
examinations to monitor progress. 

Since that time, the notion of "world class standards" 
has been widely discussed. Washington funded seven sub­
ject-specific standard-setting groups (and several more 
have obtained private resources). State-level efforts to 
create standards and assessments are widespread, and local 
initiatives ofthis kind are growing more common. Some of 
the design teams supported by the New American Schools 
Development Corporation are honing their own sets of 
standards. The American Federation of Teachers recently 
compiled an international collection of 12th grade exit 
exams in biology, the first in a series of publications 
designed to inform American standard-setting efforts. 
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Test-makers and publishers continue to develop currk~la skeptical senators, and, at one point, the personal 
and assessment instruments intended to propel American,' intervention of President Clinton, many worrisome Let's befair. 

The worst part 
of Goals 2000 
is what 
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didll't do. No 
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rigo ro liS 

academic 
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teaclter. No Gl 
Bill for Kids so 
that poor 
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best schools for 
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Lamar 
Alexander 
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students to greater levels of achievement. features were dropped or softened. No lIew 
Sofar. so good. The events described below. howev~r, :,' Today, Goals 2000 looks like little more than(a) a program of this 

suggest that-For all the talk-many have weak kne:es codification of national education goals, (b) several magllitllde has 
i'when it comes time to proceed up the rocky path that m~st. " I 

new (or more permanent) structures for encouraging ever mmwged 
to approvebe scaled iF we are truly to demand more from our and monitoring the nation's progress toward 
state pllll1S tlrisstudents and our schools. those goals. and (c) a medium-sized new federal 
qllickly.grant program which-at its outset, anyway-the 

Ted Sanders
Department ofEducation is administering in a low-key 


fashion. 

The News: Goals 2000 Enacted into Law Yet the measure's shortcomings are profound: Goals 2000 


. The passage ofGoals 2000 marked what the Clinton' Congress dropped important elements of the ::s.<;als­ provides a 

Administration and some others hope will be a new era of standards-accountability" reform paradigm, notably false sense of 


seCll ri ty to tile
nationwide education reform activity"catalyzed by a stron­ anymei:imngfiin~g system. (Moreover, tests devel­
lIatioll tilat ger federal role and parallel-the word "systemic" is often oped with Goals 2000 money cannot be used by states 
somehow all is

used-actions by states and localities. I and localities for "high stakes" purposes such as high 
/lOW well. Tile 

Goals 2000 codifies eight education goals-the six school graduation.) The new federal councils, once message is 
developed post-Charlottesville and a brace of new ones appointed and staffed, may well make plenty of mis­

U Let's wait 
touting professional development for teachers and parental chief; it appears that they will consist largely of interest wllil Goals 
involvement in schools. ·The legislation also creates two 'group representatives. National "opportunity to 2000 lias Iime 
new federal' boards charged with establishing national learn" (i.e., input) standards are coming back in new before we'act 
academic and skill standards and with certifying sta~e garb. and, probably, with sharp teeth and talons. And any more." 

st.mdards and assessments. The act says that acceptance of in return for their crumb of federal aid, states and Jeanne Allen 

standards is voluntary at the state and local levels. localities are apt ·to have to jump through ever-
Goals 200D also authorizes funds for states and locali­ more hoops. Malll rural 

ties to help underwrite various reform efforts (standards Nobody familiar with the history of federal educa- statc~ ilre eage/; 
and assessments, to be sure, but also professional develop­ tion programs could reasonably expect Washington to to accept th~ 
ment, parental and community involvement, dropout pre­ resist the temptation to add ever-more conditions and Goals 2000 
vention, etc.). Those funds flow upon Education Depart­ requirements to these monies. Perhaps most worri- fUlIds IIlld to 
ment approval of statellocal "improvement plans." Ap­ some, the very idea of goals-based school reform has follow direc­
proximately $90 million was allocated for this purpose in been "federalized" leaving states communities teach- tives perlaill­
,1994. The fiscal '95 figure will be around $390 million. ers; and parents ~ith a diminished sense of obligation in:? to it..Top­

. I 
, to solve their own problems. down edlct.s are{matllelllil 1/1' ,

Our View: Jury is Out on Goals 2000 tilese slates, 
Pitchers of ink were poured over this measure, but they Ileed 

during its prolonged stay on Capitol Hill, particularly alld ,vallt 
when it passed through legislative stages of a kind that The News: Office for Civil Rights Challenges Ohio tile federal 
often lead to considerable mischief (stages such as Exams flllldillg, 
committee rnarkupsand political negotiations). Thanks, As part of Ohio's 1987 education reform package, Joan Grady 

however, to articulate critics, steadfast governors, the state created a new set of tests to ascertain whether 
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graduating seniors had at least minimum competency 
reading, writing, math, and citizenship. To give stude ••,,,>,.,, 

ample time to prepare for these assessments (which , 
pegged to approximately an eighth-grade curriculum), ac~~' 
tuallinkage of diploma to tests was deferred until 1994.1 

Now the Education Department's Office for Ci~il 
Rights (OCR) is investigating Ohio's test to determirie 
whether it violates the Civil Rights Act of 1964. It seems a 
complaint was logged when approximately 90 percent of 
white students had passed all four parts of the test as ¥ 
March I, when 80 percent of black students had passed: 
(Students who fail the first time may retake the exam many 
times, over several years, and they can receive supplemental 
instruction to assist them in passing.) Two months later, the 
number of white studentspassing had risen to 95 percent 
and the total of successful black students had increased 
to nearly 90 percent. Complainants to OCR earlier had 
filed, a lawsuit that an Ohio Federal District Court 
disposed of in a decision which left intact the tests and' 
graduation standard. The agency continues its investigation 
nonetheless. 

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

Our View: Clinton Administration' Talks Out 
of Both Sides of Its Mouth 

In May, fourteen members of the U.S. House of 
Representatives wrote to Education Secretary Richard 
Riley to raise concerns and questions about OCR's 
action. They argued-rightly, we believe-that th~ 
Department of Education is hypocritical when, on the 
one hand, it promotes high academic standards through 
Goals 2000 while, on the other hand, investigating Ohio 
for actually employing such standards in ways that 
might alter-the behavior of teachers and learners. The 
OCR investigation also smacks ofthe pernicious notion 
that expectations should be manipulated so that the 
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"impact" of standards will be exactly the same for all 

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

"This situation raises serious questions about the fea­
sibiH.ty ofstandards and assessment efforts in all states 
and raises the question of whether or not the Depart­
ment will allow any high stakes standards and assess­
ment provisions to ever be implemented." 

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

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

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

ginia rescinded the Commonwealth' sdraft 

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

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

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

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

communities.) 
• 	 Heated political and legislative battles 

about "OBE" were fought from Ohio to 
California, Colorado to Pennsylvania. 

Educatiollal Excellence Network 
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Our View: OBE Was Hijacked 
As long ago as the first "Coleman Report," in 1966, 

serious education reformers have seen that money and 
kindred school inputs are no satisfactory proxy for 
pupil achievement and other desired educational re­
sults. The results that matter >most, of course, are the 
knowledge and skills actually acquired by. students. 

That sensible impulse helped give rise to the 1989 
Charlottesville "summit" and to the national education 
goals that followed. It has impelled governors and 
legislatures throughout the land, as well as many local 
districts and individual schools, to proclaim that they 
would no longer jUclge schools by what goes in but, 
rather, by what emerges. Instead of regulating schools 
through compliance with burdensome rules and proce­
dures, pOlicymake>rs would· focus on goals, standards, 
and accountability forresults-liberating professional 
educators to achieve these results as they saw fit, and 
liberating families to select the schools that suited them 
from among an array ofoptions. All this led, in turn, to 
numerous efforts to spell out precisely what results 
were sought, how these would be measured and re­
ported, and what accountability mechanisms would 
attach to their attainment or non-attainment. 

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

The result, in many places, was a laundry list of 
outcomes that are skimpy on--even contemptuous 
of-such skills and knowledge but replete with atti­
tudes, social relationships, and ideological positions. 

American School Reform /993 - /995 

(This type of approach has been referred to as "Trans­
formational" OBE.) Many of these "outcomes" 
were-and remain-inappropriate, offensive. and 
even sacrilegious tomany Americans. A~d such results 
are even more burdensol1)e when achieving them is 
made compulsory and inescapable throughout the 
public (and sometimes private) schools of an entire 
community or state. 
. The upshot has been an intense political backlash 

against the very idea of outcomes-based education. The 
critics are justified in many respects. Unfortunately, an 
awfully important baby could go down the drain with 
the OBE bath water, and the country could find itself 
returning to an era when "inputs," services, and inten­
tions are the main gauge of educational quality and 
performance. (For more information on this subject, 
see "Outcome-Based Education: Miracle Cure 
or Plague," by Bruno V. Manno, Hudsoll Briefing 
Paper No. 165.) 
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Part 2: Getting There From Here 

Cracks in the Education 

In "Reinventing Public Education," a lucid and 
tant new Rand study, Paul Hill wri'tes as follows: 

Two theses are central to this report. (I) The seeds 
of today' s disappointments were sown when edu­
cation reformers of the 19th century defined a 
public school as an institution financed, owned, I 
and managed by a local agency ofgovernment; and 
(2) public management of education has created a 
governance systemdivorced from public needs and 
democratic change, a system incapab Ie of renewi ng 
itself. 
Justas the idea ofgauging quality by results ratherthan 

"inputs" has begun to shape policy and discourse ab~ut 
education, so too can we glimpse signs ofa new conception 
of "public" education, 

With ample cause, policymakers at all levels are grow­
ing more concerned about efficiency, effectiveness, and 
consumer satisfaction. From national efforts to "reinv~nt 
govemment" to state and local actions to "privatize" pub~ic 
services from garbage collection to prison management, 
there are bountiful examples of ways the publicsector;is 
attempting to borrow some of the conditions and incentiv¢'s 
of the private 'market.'J ' 

Although such efforts can be found in numerous do­
mains of local, state, and federal activity, the education 
establ ishment has largely succeeded in preserving its stone 
wall around traditional forms of "public" schooling. De­
fenders of those forms stress the word "public," to evoke 
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_ patriotism, goodness, and the American Way. Indeed, the 
word itself is swell. The problem arises when it is equated 
with a uniform, rule-bound, bureaucratic, government 
monopoly staffed solely by government employees and 
more attuned to their interests than to the well-being of its 
consumers. 
: Fortunately, we're seeing the early signs of a fresh 
definition'of"public" education,one having more todo with 
who is served rather than who provides the service, Last 
year we saw several dramatic efforts to transform the ways 
public education is organized and delivered. 

The three most notable and promising attempts at 
"reinvention" are the nationwide surge in "charter school" 
legislation, renewed attempts to foster school choice, and 
experiments of communities in contracting with private 
providers for education services. 

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

Minnesota, advanced rapidly in 1993 and 1994, Charter 
school legislation has now passed in adozen states. Bills are 
pending in almost as many others. Although these measures 
vary considerably (and none has made it unscathed through 
the legislative gantlet), all allow for the creation of new 
public schools that are more!Jr less self-governing; created 
and managed by diverse groups and entities; largely freed 
from regulatory constraint and bureaucratic oversight: held 
accountable for results; and chosen by their students (or 

, , parents) rather than populated via involuntary assignment. 
The process ofchartering a school is complex, and key 

elements differ from state to state: the types of charter 
applicants allowed, the composition of the char~er-granting 
bodies, the degree of residual regulation, etc. Teacher 
unions' opposition to the charter school movement has 
generally been intense. Unions (and sometimes school 
boards and administrators) have lobbied for greater regula­
tion of such schools, for their inclusion within collective 
bargaining agreements, and for tight caps on the total 
number of charter schools. 

In Michigan (which recently enacted one of the farthest 
reaching charter laws), a regional director of the Michigan 
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Education Association warned the president of Saginaw 
Valley State University that the union would take action if 
the university authorized "unplanned, uncontrolled charter 
schools ... without the input ofeducators and administra­
tors." He threatened to encourage union members who are 
Saginaw Valley graduates to stop donating to the univer­
sity; to stop union teachers from participating in teacher 
training or graduate courses at the university; and to 
encourage local superintendents and school boards to end 
their involvement with university programs. A spokesman 
for Governor John Engler, a strong backer of the charter 
school legislation, denounced these threats as "goon squad 
tactics." 

Our View: Charter Strategy Has Promise; Laws 
Continue to Improve 

The virulence with which elements ofthe establish­
ment have reacted to the charter school movement 
underscores our hunch that the states are onto some­
thing here. But the main promise ofthis reform 'strategy 
rests in its potential to go beyond a limited number of 
"demonstration sites" and to foster marketplace dy­
namics within the public education system by increas­
ing and dramatically diversifying the "supply side" of 
the school reform equation. 

The charter strategy is not without risk, however. 
Not all charter schools are created equal or have the 
potential to achieve desired effects. The existence ofa 
charterdoesn't mean thatchildren attending that school 
will inevitably learn more or that whatthey learn will be 
worth knowing. Moreover, several states have enacted 
charter statutes that are so burdensome to comply with 
that few (sometimes none) have bothered. (One critic 
terms these "fake charter school laws".) Georgia, for. 
example, places so many obstacles before charter start­
ers that nobody has even applied in the Peach State. 
California's charter law caps the total number of 
charter schools at 100, hardly enough to. have signifi­
cant impact on the state's 8,O{X) schools. 

Other states, such as Wisconsin and Kansas, re­
quire charter schools to be authorized by local school 
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boards, which may not welcome the competition the 
charter schools are designed to foster. Indeed. the kinds 
ofboards that charter applicants are likely to be keenest 
to get out from under are the very kind least apt to okay 
the application. (Joe Nathan and James Y sseldyke, who 
are monitoring the Minnesota charter schools, wrote 
that empowering local schools to approve or disap­
prove charter requests is "like giving The New York 
Times the power to decide whether 1I1e Wall Street 
Journal can be sold in New York City.") 

Several jurisdictions have addressed this problem 
by permitting charter school organizers to appeal to the 
state level. In Massachusetts, charters are ollly granted 

the state, a practice that has created its own prob­
lems. (For example. it is more difficult for charter 
school operators to find buildings in which to place 
their schools, because the charter law makes no provi­
sion for capital costs and irked districts have been 
reluctant to volunteer their facilities.) 

Although charter schools are no panacea, we are, 
optimistic about their promise as a reform strategy. The 
latest states to pass laws have learned from those that 
preceded them, and the newer legislation (such as in 
Michigan and Arizona) has generally been bolder and 
more "liberating." We hope that even more dramatic 
results will follow once charter school operators show 
that such liberation permits true innovation, and once 
parents get into the habit of choosing among schools 
that aren't all essentially identical. 

The News: More School Districts Contract 
for Services 

Although private management ofpublic schools seemed 
farfetched only a couple of years ago, today a 
number of school systems are either experimenting with 
such arrangements or considering doing so. Not only are 
school districts finding it easier and cheaper to contract for 
janitorial, bus, and cafeteria services, but they are also 
discovering the benefits of using outside contractors to 
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. provide educational services and, in certain cases, devise more options through which public education 
the management of entire schools. Some of the can accomplish its work, and it can incorporate innova­
new "charter" schools are making similar arrangements. tions and efficiencies that have eluded the traditional Across 

Many school systems have long contracted with private system. Moreover, these innovations can help put desir­America, a 

new generatioll firms for ancillary services, but the "out-sourcing" trend able pressure on other schools to reform themselves, 
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gained considerable visibility in 1992 when Baltimore 
signed a contract with Educational Alternatives, Inc. (EAI) 
to manage one middle school and eight elementary schools 
in that city. 

This past year, private management has begun to 
spread, despite continuing opposition by teachers' unions. 
In Minneapolis. for example, the new school "superinten­
dent" is a private firm; instead of hiring a traditional public 
school administrator, the school board contracted with 
Public Strategies, Inc. to manage the district. The Edison 
Project expects to operate public schools in Ohio, Florida, 
Kansas, Hawaii, Michigan, Texas, Massachusetts, Cali­
fornia, and Colorado. Hartford, Connecticut, and Pinckney, 
Michigan, are working out arrangements with EAI to 
manage tf:Jeirentire systems. Washington, D.C., hired Syl­
van Leaning, Inc. to provide remedial instruction to high 
school seniors who read below the 9th grade level. (In 
Baltimore, Sylvan runs part of the Chapter I program, a 
federal initiative to provide additional instruction to 
children from disadvantaged backgrounds.) Berlitz 
is handling foreign language instruction in several public 
school s. Charlotte-Mecklenburg superintendentJohn Mur­
phy has signaled his intention to invite bidders to' manage 
some ofthe district's schools, Likewise, in Indianapolis the 
mayor and school superintendent have held discussions 
with private firms about operating some of that city's 
schools. 

Our View: Contracting Brings Marketplace 
Discipline to the Public Sector 

Let us quickly acknowledge that the jury is still out 
on whether student achievement rises when public 
schools are privately managed. The Baltimore data are 
mixed, and the other ventures are too recent to show 
results. But the innovation holds great promise. The 
private sector has the flexibility and imagination to 
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Like charter schools, experiments with private private sectors. 
management of public schools have been vigorously Ramon 
resisted by the usual entrenched interests, In the District Cortines 

of Columbia, for example, Superintendent Franklin 
Smith had hoped to turn over ten to fifteen ofhis worst-
performing schools to private management beginning 
in 1994. Smith asserted that the "Band-Aid solutions 
we have used in the past have not worked. It is time to 
find more innovative measures-now, while public 
education can still be saved." 

His proposal would have faced anycontractorwith 
a mighty challenge-and a great opportunity. Bu't the 
moment passed. Smith's plan was tabled, in no small 
part because of racial politics that may have been 
stirred by a furious teachers' union. In response to plans 
by Education Alternatives, Inc., one opponent 
said, "With 89.9 percent of the school student body 
African American, why would we bring in rich 
white folks who don' t havea~y credentials in educating 
anybody?" Another opponent said, "Outside 
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contractors have no concern for the way of life in the 
District." 

According to the 1994 Kids Count Data Book, 
published by the Annie .E. Casey Foundation, the 
District ofColumbia has the highest U.S. rates of low 
birth-weight babies, infant mortality, child deaths, 
births to single teens,juvenile violent crime arrests, teen 
violent deaths, and children in single-parent families. 
We wonder what aspects of the D.C. "way of life" the 
opponents of private management are so keen 
to preserve. 

The News: Vouchers Have Mixed Year; Advocates 
Ulldaullted 

Although public support for school choice has been 
steadily growing, political initiatives that would allow 
parents to choose their children's schools had ups and 
downs in 1993 and 1994. The two most significant initia­ I, 
tives took place in Puerto Rico and California. There were 
photo-finishes in both the Arizona and Connecticut state 
legislatures, as reform bills that included provisions for 
school choice went down by narrow defeats in both states. 
The Pennsylvania, Georgia, and Kansas legislatures also 
considered, but did not enact, choice legislation during the 
past year. 

Puerto Rico 
In September 1993, Puerto Rico Governor Pedro Rosello 

signed a law creating the second publicly funded K-12 
voucher program applying to U.S. citizens. The Puerto 
Rico program makes school vouchers available to families 
with annual incomes below $18,000. These $ I ,500 vouch­
ers can be used at either public or private institutions. 
including church-affiliated private schools. High school 
students can also use their vouchers to enroll in uni versity 
courses. (The major difference between this program and 
the nation's other publ icly funded voucher program is that 
in the Milwaukee program the vouchers are limited to 
nonsectarian schools.) The Puerto Rico program is funded 
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with $10 million in revenue raised through pri vatization 
of the island's telephone company. If students choose to 
use their vouchers in public schools, the vouchers 
provide additional resources to those schools, supplement­
ing funds that the commonwealth already provides for 
each pupil. 

In April, a San Juan Superior Court judge declared 
portions of the program invalid, holding that Puerto Rico's 
constitution bars the transfer of public money to private 
schools, religious or otherwise. That ruling has been ap­
pealed to the Puerto Rican Supreme Court, where it is 
currently pending. Meanwhile, the lower court 's injunction 
against the program has been lifted for the time being, 
meaning that the program will continue at least through the 
1994-95 school year. 

California 
Last fall, California voters defeated Proposition 174, 

an ambitious ballot referendum that would have 
provided parents statewide with vouchers worth at 
least half the cost of educating a child in a California 
public school. These would have been redeemable at 
public or private schools. The initiative failed by a 
71 to 29 percent margin. 

Analysts have offered various explanations for the 
initiative's stark failure: it did not make allowances for 
disadvantaged students and those with special needs; not 
enough controls were placed on participating schools; there 
was weak support for the initiative in the suburbs, where 
voters were disinclined to threaten the perceived quality of 
their ex isting schools with an influx of inner-city students. 
Other analysts credit well-financed media campaigns by 
opponents of the initiati ve. . 

There's nosinglecompellingexplanation. In any case, . 
proponents are expected to regroup and make another 
attempt to enact a voucher program, perhaps redesigned or 
limited to a specific geographic area ordemographic group. 
Exit polls revealed that more than half of those opposed to 
Proposition 174 would have supported a different school 
choice initiative, whereas only 18 percent of Californians 
are altogether opposed to the concept of choice. 
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Our View: Parents Want Choice and Will Get It 
Eventually 

Threaten the status quo with death, and it may 
accept partial dismemberment. This may explain why 
those with vested interests in the current education 
system have gone along-sometimes grudgingly-with 
limited waivers of regulations, experiments with di­
verse innovative programs, charter schemes, "con­
trolled" choice plans, and other partial measures. While 
such initiatives are often worthy in their own right and 
do confer additional choices on a limited number of 
students, they do little to alter underlying assumptions 
or power relationships within the system. The idea-of 
giving parents the ability tochoose where they want to 
send their children to school is rooted in American 
democratic principles. And it promises to turn our 
current education system on its head, by forcing schools 
to become responsive-and accountable-to the stu­
dents, parents, and society they purport to serve. 

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

On the whole, choice advocates are encouraged by 
recent developments. Public school choice programs in 
their various forms-including the more radical "char­
ter" approach-are flourishing. As for vouchers, de­
spite last year's setbacks, 1995 could be a banner year. 
The recent near-misses in Arizona, Connecticut, Kan­
sas, Georgia, and Michigan will probably lead to 
reconsideration in those jurisdictions. Watch for a 
dramatic voucher-and-more education reform initia­
tive in Jersey City, where Mayor (and EPC member) 
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Bret Schundler rode into office on a strong choice 
platform. In Pennsylvania, where a statewide voucher 
plan came close to enactment in 1991, proponents are 
gearing up for a second run. In Milwaukee, there will 
probably be a new push to include religious schools in 
that city's voucher program. 

As for the legal challenge in Puerto Rico, it was not 
unexpected and is not a lethal blow to the voucher 
movement. (In Milwaukee, a similar lawsuit was filed 
and won, but the program was upheld on appeal.) If 
Puerto Rico's program survives, it may well boost 
efforts to enact similar plans elsewhere. If the lower 
court's ruling is ultimately upheld (as many observers 
expect), this could dampen other states' efforts. But 
some Constitutional ex perts believe that U.S. Supreme 
Court decisions over the last decade concerning aid to 
religious schools indicate that a majority ofthejustices 
would hold that religiously neutral assistance to school­
children is constitutional. (In truth, four decades of 
confused and confusingjurisprudence in this area have 
sown uncertainty on all sides.) 

Meanwhile, eleven privately funded voucher pro­
grams have been established in the U.S., starting with 
the well-known CHOICE Charitable Trust program 
begun in Indianapolis by Golden Rule Insurance. These 
programs, which provide scholarships to students from 
low-income families to attend the school oftheir choice­
and typically require some level ofco-payment by their 
parents-are all oversubscribed. More than a few of 
their beneficiaries are now advocates for changes in 
public policy. 
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Part 3: Looking Ahead 


We award 1993-94 in education a "C+," a mark that 
traditionally suggests tolerable effort (assuming no grade 

but lackluster results. (Those who have come to' 
view the "B" as average should beeven less content with our 

.) . 
Goals 2000 has received a lukewarm reception from 

some states, wh ich seem to be hesiiati ng for se veral reasons. 
As noted in the "Outcomes Backlash" section, there is 
strong, organized opposition to outcome-based education, 
especially the "transformational" kind. These critics fight 
Goals 2000 for the same reasons. Some states seem reluc­
tant to mount a sizable and potentially fractious effort to 
obtain their portion while funding levels are so low. Perhaps 
most importantly, "opportunity to learn" standards pose a 
sizable legal scare. Just as the decade-long wave of school 
finance equalization lawsuits has swept across the states, it 
is anyone's guess (and will doubtless be the courts' final 

what states are buying into when they hi~ch their 
wagons to new "opportunity to learn" standards. 

Private-sector providers of education while 
full of long-term potential, face immense challenges in 
cracking one of the world's largest and toughest monopo­
lies. Present suppliers have an enormous advantage, and the 
inertia-cum-complacency among consumers is such that 
effecti ve competition is hard to mount. New ideas take time 
to gain hold; results are slow to arrive; doomsday prophets 
and nay-sayers are always ready to criticize; suppliers may 
not respond to new methods of organization; and profits 
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may be thin. Of all the methods of reforming American 
education, the notion'of contracting out for services now 
appears second only to vouchers in the fierceness ofestab­
lishment resistance; Given such opposition, we will be 
watching closely to see whether these start-up firms will be 
able to maintain the momentum they have gained during the 
past several years. 

There are three other importa'nt items to watch in the 
upcoming year: 

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

is back at it, now putting the final touches on its reauthori­
zation ofthe massive Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act (ESEA), the primary source of federal aid to U.S. 

schools. A Senate-House conference committee will 
meet to resolve numerous differences between the versions 
passed by the two chambers. As with the crime and health­
care bills, this measure is so bulky (more than a thousand 
pages) and complex that few have read it all, practically 
nobody can explain how its many parts work in relation to 
one another, and those making decisions about it must 
depend on input from staff and interest groups. which in 
turn focus only on the portions that affect them. 

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

. pincer action as the two measures begin to operate in 
tandem. 

Anotherominous consequence ofESEA may be emas­
culation ofthe independent governing board that for the past 

. six years has set policy for the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), and the transfer of those 
decisions to political appointees and bureaucrats at the 
Education Department. NAEP is the nation's primary 

Educational Excellence Network 

Does 
still 

idea call lIIake 
it 
the 
educatioll 
ga II tlet 
n:asOIltlbly 
erect, iI/tact, 
and akill 

.	to its 
origilltll slzape? 

Mitch 
Pearlstein 

22 23 



... 

.. 
~ source of reliable data on student achievement, and the 

quality, timeliness, and credibility of those data have ben­
efited greatly from its broad-based, twenty-three-member 
panel that includes governors, legislators, parents,.business 
leaders, school board members, teachers, principals, and 
superintendents. Although the Senate-passed version of 
ESEA retains that board in its present form, the House 
version removes most of its authority. Ironically, the main 
reason a few House members and stafr"aides want to weaken 
the panel is because it has insisted on reporting NAEP 
results in relation to standards, asking how well American 
youngsters are achieving in relation to how they oughtto be 
doing. 

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

abolished the local property taxes as the primary means of 
funding public education. This dramatic step responded­
among other things-to mounting concern over spending 
differences between poor and rich school districts. Later 
legislation increased and partly equalized school spending 
in Michigan and established a new funding mechanism 
based on state sales and cigarette taxes. No sooner had 

. Michigan decoupled property taxes from local schools than 
other states began to consider doing likewise. (Legislators 
in Wisconsin, Rhode Island, Vermont, South Carolina, 
New Jersey, Minnesota, and Illinois have reportedly been 
exploring the Michigan approach.) 

There is reason for states to pause before making such 
a leap. Though there was legitimate concern in Michigan 
about gross district-to-district funding inequities, and al­
though school ing is certainly not free, as long as results are 
what matter most-as we believe-it's reasonable to focus 
on what is being achieved with the money that's spent. 
While certain reform strategies may require increased fund­
ing (a longer school year, new technology, etc.), more 
money can also yield glitzy, eXfraneous programs that have 
very little to do with standards, effective instruction, and 
accountability. Changed funding methods may also cause 
other problems. Once taxpayers' money "goes' to Lansing," 
it loses its intimate association with their kids, their 
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neighbors' kids, and the teachers in the school down the 
street. As payments for education become indirect and 
distant, more of a "state problem," support for education 
could actually shrivel. California provides some evidence to 
suggest that this concern is no red herring. 

Annenberg Grants 
Last year, philanthropist Walter Annenberg pledged a 

generous $500 million to support school reform. The first 
installment of his gift went to three groups involved in 
national projects-the Coalition of Essential Schools. the 
New American Schools Development Corporation, and the 
Education Commission of the States. Another sizable por­
tion is expected to be parceled out to reformers in big cities. 
We are delighted to see Ambassador Annenberg' s extraor­
dinary largesse targeted to the cause ofelementary/second­
ary education renewal. The challenge for the various projects 
that receive this support is to stick to their reform guns. Too 
often we've seen. promising ideas get watered down in 
committee, diluted by "stakeholder" interests, tempered by 
fashion and political correctness, or compromised to serve 
too many masters. If that happens, one critic warns, "Mr. 
Annenberg will discover that he has only fed a light lunch 
to the bureaucratic beast of the public school monopoly." 
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THE EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE NElWORK 

The Network's origins date to 1981-nearly two years 
before the nation was declared "at risk" by the National 
Commission on Excellence in Education-when Chester E. 
Finn, Jr., and Diane Ravitch realized that something was 
sorely amiss in American education and, with a number of 
Iike-minded colleagues, resol ved to do something about it. 

They observed that most youngsters were not learning 
nearly enough; that many of those entering college aJld the 
workforce were ill-prepared; that key achievement i'ndica­
tors (such as SAT scores and National Assessment results) 
had been declining fofat least a decade; that the stunning 
economic success ofother countries usually had much to do 
with the rigor of their education systems; and that quality 
and standards were sorely lacking through most of Ameri­
can K-12 schooling. 

What to do? First, get the ideas right and get timely 
information into the hands of those who need it. The 
Network's founders agreed on a clear, strong statement of 
principles they believe should guide the renewal ofAmeri~ 
can education. They began a monthly publication called 
Network News & Views. Over the years. the Network also 
undertook a numberofspecial projects and studies, yielding 
half a dozen books and reports, During this time, its 
membership grew to about 2,000--a mix of education 
practitioners, scholars, policymakers,journalists, analysts, 
parents, and activists, 
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THE EDUCATION POLICY COMMITTEE 

The recently formed Education Policy Committee (EPC) 
is rooted in the Educational Excellence Network's old 
National Advisory Committee. Today's EPC advises the 
Network's leadership, staff, and parent Hudson Institute on 
priorities for Network activities: publications, research 
projects, policy analyses, special briefings, issue identifica­

etc. Perhaps more imp.ortantly, it is also a proactive 
group that engages directly in the battleofideasnow taking 
place in American education. 

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

The Education Policy Committee was established to 
rebut antiquated ideas. advance the Network's precepts, 
and carry the bannerfor educational excellence. It's not a 
political force; it doesn't endorse candidates or lobby for 
bills. It's a battalion in the war of ideas. Consisting of 
visible, vocal, respected reformers-including two fonner 
U.S. secretaries ofeducation, state-level pioneers, profes­
sional educators, distinguished scholars, critics, and advo­
cates-the EPC will make a reasoned, forceful case fortrue 
education reform. Through speeches, testimony, media 
appearances, timely articles, incisive reports, articulate 
recommendations, and forceful commentary, the EPC and 
its members will function as the Network's "strike force." 

EPC members will take public positions on key issues 
facing American education; offer advice ~o policymakers 
and the public; put forth "white papers," reports, and 
recommendations (this being the first such); and employ a 
variety of mechanisms and media to make themselves heard 
and enhance the impact of their ideas. 
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EDUCATION POLICY COMMITfEE 

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

Joseph Adelson. Professor of Psychology, University of Michigan 

Lamar Alexander. rormer U.S. Secretary of Education; Senior 
Fellow. Hudson Institute 

Jeanne Allen. President, Cenler for Education Reform 

Leslye Arsht,* President, Goals 2000 Coalition 

James K. lIaker. Chairman of the Board and CEO, Arvin Indus­

tries, Ille. 

Stephen H. Balch. President and Executive Director, National 

Association of Sefwlars 

.Jim Bencivenga, President, Hull Council for Business and 

Clllttlral Developlllellt 

William.l. Bennett. Former U.s. Secretary of Education; Co­
Director, Empower America 

Clint Bolick. Vice President and Director of Litigation, Institute 

for JustiCe 

Samuel Brunelli, Executive Director, American Legislative 

Exchange Coullcil 

Linda Chavez, John M. Olin Fellow, Center for the New American 
CWlllllllllity, MallhallQII·lnstit!lle 

Saul Coopennan, President, Ready Foundation 

Ramon Cortines. Chancellor. New York City Public SeflOols 

Edwin Delattre, Dean of the School of Education. Boston 

University 

Denis P. Doyle, Senior Research Fellow. Hudson Instilllte 

Pierre du Pont IV. Former Go~ernor of Delaware; Partner, 
Richards, Lay tall. and Finger 

C. Emily Feistritzer, President. National Center for Education 

John Fund. Editorial Page Writer. The Wall Street Journal 

Nathan Glazer. Professor of Education and Sociology Emeritus. 
Harvard University 

Stephen Goldsmith. Mayor. Illdianapolis. Indiana 

:.toan Grady, Senior Program Director, Mid·Contillent Regional 
r;ducation Laboratory 

Bill Honig.* Professor, School of Education. San Francisco State 

Ullil'ersit)' 

Wade F. Horn. Director, National Fatherhood Initiati~'e 

William J. Hume. Chairman of the Board, Basic. American. Inc. 

David Kearns, .Chairman. New Americal/ Schools Developmellt 
Corporatioll 

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

Leo Klagholz. Commissioner. Nell' Jersey State Department of 
Education 

Byron S. Lamm. Executive Director, State Policy Network 

Rick C. Lavis. former Co·Chairman. Arizolla Business Leaders for 
Educatioll 

Rob Melnick. Director. Morrison Illstilllle for Public Policy 

William Moloney. Superintendent, Calvert COl/lily Public 
Schools. Marylalld 

John Murphy, Superintendent, Charlotte-Mecklenbllrg Schools. 
North Carolina 

Joseph Murphy, Department and Chair of Education. Vanderbilt 
University 

Grover Norquist. President, Americans for Tax Reform 

Paul H. O'Neill. Chairman and CEO. Aluminum Company of 
America 

Lawrence C. Patrick, Jr.• Member of the Detroit Board of 
Education: Partner. Jaffe, Raitt, Heller alld Weiss 

Mitchell B. Pearlstein. President. Cel/ter of the America/! 
Experiment 

Elizabeth Rohatyn, Vice President. Felix and Elizabeth RolllltYIl 
Foundation 

Ted Sanders, Superintendent of Publie Instruction. State of Ohio 

Bret Schundler. Mayor, Jersey City, New Jersey 

Donald M. Stewart,* President, The College Board 

Abigail Thernstrom. Adjunct Professor. School of Educalion. 
Boston University 

Herbert J. Walberg. Research Professor of Education, Ulliversity 
of Illinois at Clricago 

Robert L. Woodson, President, Natiollal Center for Neighborhood 
Enterprise 

*Except those indicated by an asterisk, members of the Education 
Policy Committee concur with the substance of this ·report. but not 
necessarily with its exact words, which were written by EEN staff and 
EPC co·chairs. Quotations attributed to individuals are, of course, the 
words of those individuals. 
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