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 RELEASE 
from 	Texas Christian.Coalition. 

and. Bexar County Christian Coalition 

FOR IHHEOIATE RELEASE: June 2, 1995 

CONTACT: 	 Shirley Thompson 

Spokesperson 

(210) 680-5569 

Repeal Goals 2000, Return Education Control To Parents and Local 
Communities 

SAN ANTONIO - Shirley Thompson, spokesperson for Christian Coalition 
said, "Goals 2000 is the educational version of The Great Society. We 
don't' need a new' "edu.fare" system. ~e need to get parents involved and 
return education to the control of states and local.communities." 

The Department of Education, created in 1980, now consists of 241 
separate programs, more than 5,000 employees, and a budget of $30 billion. 

The U.S. currently spends approximately $275 billion per year on public 
education. But 10 nations, including Hungary, Taiwan and the former Soviet 
Union, outperform our 13-year-olds in math and science. Less than half of 
federal education dollars reach classrooms for instruction. Additionally, 
scores on the SAT have dropped 75 points since 1960. 

The need for education reform is obvious. But how does the federal 
government respond to this need? By creating mO.re federal programs. Goals 
2000, consisting of the Educate America Act and the Improving America's 
School Act, which re-authorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA). These Acts represent the "educrats solution" to the problem. 

In addition to establishing several new federal bureaucracies, Goals 
2000 authorizes the National Education Standards and Improvement Council 
(NESIC). This council has the authority to certify national education 
standards regarding content and student performance.· The standards are not 
mandatory but states must "voluntarily" develop comparable standards in 
order to. receive a portion of the funds authorized under the ESEA. 

$2.2 million in federal funding from the National Endowment for the 
Humanities and the U.S. Department of Education were spent.to develop the 
national history standards. If These standards are an indication of what 
we can expect, get ready for more drops in scores and performance~ 
Standards developed. for United states History and World History were so 
biased and distorted that. the United States Senate overvhelminglyadopted 
(99 to 1) a resolution condemning the standards and expressing the sense of 
the Senate that NESIC not certify them~ . 

Thompson said, "The first step toward "meaningful" reform will be 
repealing ~oals 2000 followed by eliminating the Department of Education." 
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.. ,Texas Family Resecirc:h Center 
Contact Hold until 9:30 a.m. June 2.1995 
Anne Newman, Director 
210-/681--4311 

Goals 2000 not fami~friendly 

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act requires states to develop an improvement plan that 

includes str~tegies for "parental and community support and involvement." There are two 

things wrong with the role that Goals 2000 has in mind for parents: 

L The "Government Village" concept: Connecting children and their parents to govern­

ment services is federal government's idea of parental involvem~nt. This legislation calls for 

changing the purpose ofschools from education to "one--stop shopping" Centers ofsocial, 

welfare, and health services, including school-based health clinics. 

2', Parental Rights: This legislat~on fails to protect parental rights in the most sensitive area: 

contraceptive distribution, rather it-calls for "parental participation" to "the extent practi­

cal" regarding giviI;tg condoms and pills to minors, 

The "one-stop shopping" concept comes from the idea that "it takes a village to raise a child." 

It sets the stage for the creation ofa financially and psychologically dependent people who are 

upon government. "It doesn't take a costly, government-created village to raise a child; it takes 

a family to raise a child," said Anne Newman, Director, Texas Family Research Center. 

"One-stop shopping"is defined by the Texas Education Agency as "services delivered through 

a single point ofentry, access or referral. For example, families ~y receive a: single 

indentification Card which provides access to food stamps, health services, school nutrition 

. programs, t~portation serviCes, child care, and counseling services." [emphasis added)l This 

sets the stage for a Big-Brother tracking system and Big-Mother government. A key compo­

nent of"one-stop shopping" is health services - this is Joycelyn Elders' school-based clinics 

repackaged and marketed under "education reform." 

Other concerns also raise "red flags," including: 

• There is no free-money. Federal money comes with federal strings. . 

• At this time, Texas is on a "fast track" to get its state "improvement plan" submitted to the 

Department ofEducation. Public hearings are being held, but the parents whose children 

and schools will be affected have little or no knowledge of the hearings or the process. 

• Goals 2000 has been controversial across the nation. Concerns include everything from the 

controversial national history standards to Outcome-Based Education .. 

. I urge parents to heed these and other red warning flags that have caused Mont:ana and 

Virginia to reject Goals 2000. 

1 Family and Community Support: Coordinated Health and Human Services. The Commissioner's Critical Analysis, TEA 
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Goals 2000 Facts 

1.. Goals 2000, passed .by Congress in March 
1994, established anew federal level of bu­
reaucracy, which will act as an un-elected 
national school board:' 

• The National Education Goals Panel 
• National Education Standards and Improve­

ment Council (House voted to abolish) 
• National Skills Standards Board 

2. States that receive Goals 2000 funds must 
develop a state improvement plan that i~­
eludes: 

• A process for developing state content stan­
dards, student performance standards, and 

. assessment standards. (pAO) 

• A process for aligning state or local cur­
ricula, instructional materials and State 
assessments" \\jth standards. (pAO-41) 

• .A process for "developing, selecting or rec­
ommending instructional materials, inel ud­
ing gender equitable and multicultural 
materials." (pA1) Congressman Dick ~ey 
has said this will result in "politically cor­
rect" textbooks and curriculum. 

• A process for training teachers to. provide 
instruction consistent with the standards. 
(p.41-42) 

3. The Goals 2000: Educate America Act re­
quires states to submit an improvement plan 

. to the U.S. Department of Education for ap­
proval. The "plan" must include strategies for 
"parental and community support· and in­
volvement," such as: 

"increasing the access o.f all students 
to. so.cial services, health care, nutritio.n, 
related services, and child care services 

.	and locating such services in schools, 
cooperating with service agencies, commu­
nity-based centers, or other convenient sites to 
designed to provide 'one-stop shopping' for 
parents and students. » (Sec. 306, pg. 42) 

4. Texas is on a Goals 2000 "fast track" to 
get approved as a demonstration state. 

5. Goals 2000 does not protect parental rights 
to consent in regards to co.ntraceptio.n; rather, 

it weakly supports parental participation "to 
the extent practical." 

The Department ofHealth and Human Ser-' 
vices and the Dep"qrtment ofEducation shall 
ensure that all federally funded programs' 
which provide for the distribution of contra­
ceptive devises to unemancipated minors de­
velop procedures to encourage, to the extent 
practical, family participation in. such pro­
grams. (Sec 1018, p~ 151) 

6. Local school districts that receive 'Goals 
2000 funding must also develop an improve­
ment plan, which must: 

. "describe how the local education agency 
will implement specific pro.grams aimed' 
cit ensuring improvements in school readiness' 
and the ability ofstudents to learn effectively 
at all grade levels by identifying the most 
pressing needs facing students and their 
families with regard to. so.cial services, 
health care, nutritio.n, and child care, 
andentering into.partnerships with pub­
lic and private no.npro.fit agencies to. in­
crease theaccess o.fstudents and families 
to' coordinated no.nsectarian services in a 
school setting.or at a nearby site. n (p. 46) 

Since problems related' to teen pregnancy 
are frequently identified as pressing needs, 
this is a license to enter into a partnership 
with service providers such as Planned Par­
enthood. At a public hearing in July 1994, 
Planned Parenthood urged the State Board of 
Education to participate in Goals 2000. 

7. Congress has passed legislation to abolish 
the national standards council. At least one 
reason for this is the controversial national 
history standards - see "The End of History" by 
Lynne V. Cheney, Wall Street Journal; October 20, 
1994. Gary Bauer, President of the Family 
Research Council in Washington, DC, said "If 
we adopt these amnesiac history standards, 
we will succumb to a kind ofnation~ identity 
crisis. We will cease to remember who we are 
and why it matters that there is an America." 
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What OthelS Say about Goals 2000 

"A vote for Goals 2000 is avote for a federal takeover ofAmerica's 
neighborhood schools." 

- Texas 'Congressman Dick Armey 

''1 oppose Goals 2000 because it attaches a number of 'strings' to the 
grant money it offers. These strings are de facto mandates on states and they 
are harmful" 

- William Bennett, .March 2, 1995 
Former Secretary of Education 

"I would treat it about the same wayyou would treat a fox dressed as a 
duck at a duck-family reunion." 

- Lamar AJexander 
Former Secretary of Education 

"HOlY should parents respond to this latest government power grab? 
.Just as they would if they knew their children's school was on fire ..;.. they

, . 

should get them out fast." 
- Cal Thomas, LA. Times Syndicate, April 1994 

" ... 1 am a strong advocate of restoring local control to our local schools, 
1 believe that Goals 2000 works against that purpose ... 1 opposed this legisla- , 
tion when it p~sed. the Senate during the l03rd Congress and'do not support 
it now." 

- United States Senator Phil Gramm 

"National Goals 2000 stresses the 'whole child' approach, addressing the 
personal, social, .emotional, and academic needs of the child." 

- Texas School Counselors Association 
Testimony at the State Board of Education July 1994 

"I am here on behalf ofPlanned Parenthood ofAustin to express my 
support for Goals 2000 legislation." 

-. Mary Reed 
Testimony at the State Board of Education July 1994 

"I support the Goals 2000 in total, as does the membership of the Texas 
FwnilyP~Association." 

- Peggy Romberg, Texas Family Planning Association 
Testimony at the State Board of Education July 1994 
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SETTING .THE RECORD STRAIGHT: 

RESPONDING TO KEY FACTUAL ERRORS AND'ASSERTIONS 


IN THE HERITAGE FOUNDATION BRIEF 'FOR CONGRESS 


This document responds to many of the factual errors and assertions contained in the' 
Heritage Foundation priefing 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, 
Carroll Campbell, and then-Governor Bill Clinton, did not approve any 
standards in 1989. They approved the creation of six National Education 
Goals, 

Error: 	 II 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 Goals Panel has already started to develop standards 
for states.'" . 

Correction: 	 The National Education Goals Panel is ilQt developing standards for the 
states, nor does it have the authority to create standards or to prescribe the 
use of any standards by a stat~, school district, or school. The National 
Education Goals Panel was established by President Bush asa result of the 
President's education summit with the nation's Governors. This 
independent, bipartisan panel has 18 members, nine Democrats and nine 
Republicans. Of the eight governors who are members, five of them (Arne 
Carson of Minnesota, Jim Edgar of Illinois, John Engler of Michigan, Daniel 
Fordice of Mississippi, and Christine Whitman of New Jersey) are 
Republicans. The Goals Panel's primary purpose is to measure the nation's 
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and states' progress toward the National Education Goals and to highlight 
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. II 

Correction: 	 The Goals 20'00 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 advocate~ 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 standards. The standards­

- setting groups have sought broad input of teachers, parents, and members of 
the wider community. They have stimulated a public conversation about 
what Americans expect tq,eir children to know and be able to do. 

Neither the National Standards and Improvement Council (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 of 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. People 
who have concerns about any of the emerging standards should direct them 

. to the groups developing them. 

Error: 	 NESIC "will essentially serve as a 19-member national school board. All 
members will be politically appointed by the President." 
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CO.rrectiO.n: . NESIC will nO.t be a natiO.nal schO.ol bO.ard. It will have no. authority with 
regard to the operatiO.n of state and local educatiO.n. It will have no. . 
authority with regard to federal funding or regulations. The authO.rity 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 apprO.priate; certify opportunity-to-Iearn standards that are 
submitted. No. group O.r state is required to' submit standards to' NESIC and 
no. federal funding is tied to' having standards certified by NESIC. The 
members O.f 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 Goals Panel." 

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

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


, . . 


CO.rrectiO.n: The Goals 2000 Act does not develop or specify. opportunity-to-Iearn 
standards. T~e legislation does provide resources for coalitions of educators, 
state and local officials, and concerned citizens' to develop voluntary national 
standards, and authorizes funds for the development of standards at the state 
level. While states participating in Goals 2000 are required to describe 
standards or strategies for providing all students with an opportunity to 
learn, the standards or strategies are intended to serve as a guide and their 

. implementation is voluntary. . 

NESIC has the responsibility to discuss, review, and, if appropriate, certify 
voluntary opportunity-to-Iearn standards that may be submitted to it. 
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The Improving America's Schools Act (IASA) 

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 the Improving America's Schools Act 
(IASA). States are not required to submit anything to NESIC to receive . 
federal funds under IASA. 

Error: 	 "The independent National Assessment Go'verning Board will lose its 
independence. In the past, a non..£artisan 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 !fa huge windfall ... for colleges of education, which will 
receive hundreds of millions of dollars in new 'professional development' 
funds under the newly overhauled Eisenhower"P;ofessional 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 percen't under the new legislation. In fact, 
in 1994, before rASA passed, institutions of higher education' received more 
Eisenhower funds than they will receive in 1995 under the new Act. 
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ADDRESSING 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 edu~ation national visibility, 
bringing cabinet-level attention to an issue that most Americans agree is a 
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 conce~ promoting improvements in elementary 
and' secondary schools (e.g., basic skills, safety, higher standards, improve4 
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~iddle- 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 and 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 ed~cate 5 million children and youth 
with disabilities, to help them succeed at the elementary, and 
secondary level and 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 possiQbr be in the large bureaucracy of HEW. 
The Secretary ot Education is immediately accessible to the public and is able 
to concentrate on critical mat.ters in education, especially the leadership role 
of focusing national attention on problems and opportunities for 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 state 
reform experiments are completed." 

Response: Many parent organizations, business groups, and 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 £!-eates 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 century. 

The Goals 2000 legislation incorporates the best features of an accountable 
block grant-providing unprecedented flexibility. 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 rio regulations for the Goals 2000 Act. 

As fQr reducing funding over time, Goals 2000 Act funding is intended as a 
catalyst to assist stat~ efforts in getting ref()rms off the ground and to 

, stimulate improvement systemwide. While some states are on the ieading 
edge of reform, others have yet to begin. ~unds 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: 

. Response: 

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

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 Department is issuing no regulations for the Goals 2000 
Act. Although participation is purely voluntary, 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-learn standards" in Goals 
2000. 

Response: 	 The Goals 2000 Act does not mandate specific opportunity-to-Iearn standards, 
but provides resources to support the development of model standards and 
strategies at the state and nation~levels. The Act does encourage states to 
consider the implementation of standards and strategies for increasing 
learning opportunities to achieve high academic standards for students. 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. They may also draw 
upon voluntary national opportunity-to-Iearn standards to be developed by 
coalitions of state and local officials, educators, parents, students, and business 
leaders funded under Goals 2000. States will not lose federal funds if they 
choose not to use the voluntary national standards, and 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 were not agreed to by the 
,governors. These latter goals regulate' inputs.' The others deal with 
,performance measures." 

Response: 	 Congress, with bipartisan support in both houses, passed the eight National 
Education Goals, and these goals were endorse,d by almost every major 
business, educator, and parent organization that is 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 stl,ldents 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 
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the subject matter and can incorporate challenging standards in instructiori . 
are'equally important to achieving our national goals. 

Assertion: 	 Congress should "eliminate the National Education Standards and 
Improvement Council (NESIC), the National Goals Panel, and the National 
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 education. 
NESIC and the National Skill Standards Board are responsible for reviewing 
and discussing standards that sta~ and organizations Iilll}:: 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 orto 
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 tenus of the Act." 

Response: . First, the application process is minimal. . The Goals 2000 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 ter,ritories have been funded. 

Se~ond, the proposed letter explaining how funds were used would focus 
exclusively on inputs, not on progress toward 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)I 

The Improving America's Schools Act (IASA) 


Assertion: 	 Congress should "repeal all social se~ice 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. II 

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 the Elementary and . 
Secondary Education Act (ESEAlencourage 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 progr~ms can give 
educators a plac~ to turn when they are confronted with student needs that 
they cannot, and should not be expected to, meet. 

Similarly, coordinated planning will assist schools i.n concentrating on their 
primary mission of education, 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: 	 Congress should "alter the formula for granting Chapter 1 money., Funds 
should go to poor students, as originally intended, not to students ~n the 
districts of powerfuf 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 school 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 so'me 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. 
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Assertion:· Congress should "add an effective federal charter schools program thilt 
. maintains state and local flexibility and encourages state charter school 
'reforms." 

Response: There are federal charter schools provisions contained in IASA and the Goals 
2000: Educate America Act that maintain state and local flexibility and 
encourage 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 parents 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 COI1gress 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 thai: states .and communities spend on 
education and over school and classroom practices.'" . 

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 reljance 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 waive~ authority provides states, districts, and schools with 
unprecedented opportunity to operate federal programs with maximum 
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flexibility, when they can show that rules and regulations hinder their reform 
efforts. . 

The new legislation shifts the emphasis of Tide I accountability away from' 
compliance with rules and tracking resources towards a results~based system 
founded on assessments of student learning linked to state content and 
performance standards. Expansion of the Tide I schoolwide option will 
allow schools to use Tide I funds to strengthen teaching and learning for all 
children in a schdol; it also permits schools to combine federal resourc,es to 

create comprehensive strategies for improving teaching and learning and get 
better results. . 

/, 
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The Individuals with Disabilit~es Education Act (IDEA) 

Assertion: 	 Congress should "repeal the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA). IDEA is extremely expensive and redundant in light of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). It creates legal nightmares and 
provides few educational henefits. IDEA is a huge federal mandate which is 
costing the states billions of dollars. Congress ... pays only 8 percent" of 
IDEA costs. ttYet officials stiP have every incentive to declare as many 
children 'disabled' as possible in their area so that they can collect additional 
funding." 

Response: The right of children with disabilities to a free, appropriate, public education 
is grounded in the United StateLConstitution. Prior to the enactment of 
IDEA, one million children with disabilities were excluded entirely from 
public schools. Landmark federal court cases decided before the enactment of 
IDEA established that the responsibility of states and local school districts to 

. educate individuals with disabilities is derived from the Fourteenth 
Amendment of the Constitution. The drafting of IDEA was guided by the 
principles of these court decisions and a recognition of the federal role in 
ensuring that all children with disabilities in the nation be provided the equal 
opportunity that the Constitution guarantees. IDEA articulates for the states. 
a minimum floor of responsibility based on the Constitution. 

The federal government plays a particularly important role in assisting the 
states in meeting their constitutional obligation ·to ensure the education of 
. children with disabilities. In addition to safeguarding the rights of children 
with disabilities and their parents, the federal government supports state 
efforts through fiscal aid to states and through development of the knowledge 
and practices necessary to ensure a free, appropriate education under IDEA. 

In the past twenty years, results for children with· disabilities have improved 
dramatically. Today, one of the basic goals of the law-ensuring that 
children with disabilities are not excluded from school-has been largely 
achieved. Graduation rates are higher. More students are going on to· 

college. Today, 56.8 percent of youth with disabilities are competitively 
employed within five years of leaving school. These educational 
improvements have saved tax money and allowed our society to benefit from 
the talents and productivity of people with disabilities. 

Of course, we ar~ concerned about federal requirements that impose 
unnecessary burdens or that divert resources from the teaching and learning 
of students. Major portions of IDEA will be reviewed by Congress this year. 
This review is an opportunity to review a good law and improve and 
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strengthen it based on 20 years of experience and implementation. The 
Department is reexamining IDEA based on the following principles: 

(1) Enable students with disabilities to benefit from state and local reform 
efforts by aligning IDEA with those efforts. 

(2) Promote high expectations for students with disabilities. 

(3) Address individual student needs in the least restrictive environment. 

(4) Ensure that those who are closest to students-families, teachers, and 
principals-have the knowledge and training they need to work 
effectively with students 2!.d with each other. 

(5) Focus. on teaching and learning to enable states, districts, and schools . 
. to use resources more effectively. 

The bottom line will be improving results for students with disabilities, reducing 
unnecessary burdens for educators and families, and ensuring that all the )ncentives 
in the law are aligned to strengthen the capacity of schools to help students with 
disabilities reach higher standards. 

14 
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The Federal Direct Loan Program 

Assertion: 	 Congress should "eliminate the new dir~ct education lending program" 
because under the Federal Direct Loan Program, "the taxpayer bears ;111 the' 
risk. Schopls and students should bear greater responsibilities," so Congress 
should create a "school-financed loan 16ss reserve fund" because "taxpayers 
would save a significant 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 
d~fault institutions. The Department has limited defaults by eliminating 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 year 
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 
Direct 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, and secondary loan markets. Direcc Loan Program savings to 

federal taxpayers will increase as the number of postsecondary education 
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. 

15 
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Assertion: 	 Congress needs to place "market pressures into the student. loan process." 

Response: 	 While the old student loan system included little competition or 
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 on 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 
competition. 

The U.S. Department of Education's use of competitive contracting for 
Direct Loan servicing and collectjpn is building a much more e~fective 
partnership with the private sector than exists under the Federal Family 
Education Loan Program. 

16 




202 401 0596:#.2 
\ . 7021' 5- 5-95 ; 12: 08 3038300793" 
6Y:Xero x Telecopler • ..~.----~ 

.' . 
, 

'I: 
j 
i 
I. 
iI 
I 

, 

l· 

S~:::::.::=:=~~~ 

Making the Grade 
. ;"; 

What Goals 2000 

Means to Our Schools 


by 

Linda S. Page 




202 401 0596;# 3 3036300793~ 
SENT\,Y:Xerox Telecopier 7021; 5- 5-95; 12:06., 
" 

'\. I 

'. 

Focus on the Family . 

Making. the Grade 

What Goals 2000 Means to Our Schools 


8y 
Linda S. Page 

Malloger of Education Policy 

-- "-"--,--~ 



3038300793'" 202 401 0596;#17 


-.. .'" 

Focus on the Family on·Education 
.1) 
..... ~-. 

Focus on the Family is committed to parental rights and local control as the defining elements of 

educational policy. pJanning. and implementation. The very es.sencc of educational cxccllenc:e relies on 

the recognition of the traditional family as the key social institution of society and the educadon of 

children as both the right and the responsibility of parents. It is essential that local control and parental 

rights guide the discussion of all educational content and school programs. 

Focus on the FamUy Supports these Educati.on Outcomes 

Meaningful parental involvement and genuine decision·making authority in CUJTicuJum. 
instructional rnatcriaJs, and teaching strategies 

Measurable acadenuc results based on setting goals and objectives in basic subjects, 
including math. literature, history. science. music. and an. with an emphasis on core academics­

',. i' -the basics-insrcad of spending the limited available school day on soc.iaI issues which are not 
integral to the academic program 

High stancbuds of success for all students in core ac:ademics as measured by objective 
nationaBy-nonned standardized tests 

Religious freedom in schooJs which allow stUdents to ex.en:ise tbeir religious convictions 
without fear of reprisal. incJuding voluntaty srudent prayer 

Truth in curriculum subject mattel'. not relativism; accurate presentation of traditional 
knowledge, not a "politically correa" presentation of uendy infonnation 

» The teaching of our country's Judeo-Christian religious heritage as pan of the history of our 
. country 

y 	 Character education based· on the virtues of honesty. self-discipline, compassion, 
responsibility, friendship, hard work. courage, perseverance. loyaJty, and f:lith 

Sex education programs based on pre-marital "abstinence only" and moral 
responsibility: progr3.1'T5 which safeguard students from inappropriate mixed gender classes at 

FtN:1J1 Nt ,II, FIIIfti#y 
IS· 
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Who to Contact to Express Your Opinion 


The President 

The 'White House· 

1600 PennsyJvania Avenue, NW 

Washington D.C. 20500 

White House Comment Line: (202) 456-1111 


The Honorable,________ 
U.S. Senate 

Washington, D,C. 20510. 

(Dear Senator ) 


The Honorable ________ 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Washington D.C. 20515 

(Dear Representative ) 


To reach your senator or congressman's Washington D.C. office directly. call the Capitol switchboard 
at (202) 224-3121. You may also locate the phone number of their loqJ office in the 
government section of your telephone directory. 

To obtain copies of legislation from the U.S. House of Representatives, call the House Decurrent 
Room at (202) 225-3456. 

To obtain copies of senate legislat;ve bills. write to the Senate Document Room· at the Han Office 
Building. Room ~04. Washington. D.C. 20510 (limit siX items per letter). 

For infonnation on the status of pending legislation. call the Legislative Inforniation Line at (202) 225­
1772. 

To contact your state representatives, governor, Slate superintendent ofschools. or local school district 
office (for school board members). see the go.vemment pages of your local telephone directory. 
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The Eight National Goals of the Goals 2000 Program 

..... .\ 
1. .By the year 2000, all children in America will stan school "ready to learn." 

2. 	 By the year 2000. the high'sehool graduation rate will increase to at !cast 90 perCent 

3. 	 By the year 2000, A.merica.n stUdents will leave grades four. eight. and twelve baving 
dem:lIlstraled competency in chaJJcnging subject malter, including Eugliah. malbematics, 
science, history. and geographY; and every schooJ in America will ensure that all stUdents learn 
to use their minds well. so they may be prepared for responsible citizenship. further lcaming. 
and productive employment in our modem economy. 

4. 	 By the year 2000. the nation's teaching force will have access to programs for the continu¢ 
improvement of rheir professional skills and the opportUnity to acquire the knowledge and 
skills needed. to instruct and prepare aU .An:mican students for the next century. . 

5.. 	 Bylhe year 2000, U.S. students will be first in the world·in science and mathematics" 
ach.ievcn:ent. 

6. 	 By tM year 2000, every adult American will be literale and will possess the knowledge and 
skills necessary to compete in a global economy and exerdse the rights and responsibilities of 
citizenship. 

''f') 	 7. By the year"200(J•. every schoOl in America will be free of drugs and violence and will offer a 
~.,~ .. disciplined enviro~nt conducive to learning. 

8. 	 By the year 2000. every school and home will enpge in pannerships that wiD increase parental 
invoJve~nt and panicipation in promoting me social.. emotional. and academic growth of 
children. 

To the casual reader, r.hcse goals might seem iMOCUOUS. However. chey signal a drastic shift 
in the 	roles of both government and families. with government claiming the right to 
'partnership' in the raising of our children. 

" 	 -- Cathy Duffy, National Cenler for Home Education . 

.~" 


--_ .. __ .•.. 
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Sample Questions Parents Should Ask Local Schoo] District 


Administrators 


'Has; our .state accepted Goals 2000 planning money? Why did we accept it? 

2. Where are we in the process? Ask for specifics. 

3. What is our school district doing to implement Goals 2(x)o? 

4. Where can I get copies of our state's goals or standards? 

5. How can I get on the state's standards committee? 

, 6. 	 What kinds of testing are being proposed at the stale level to measure progress toward 
achieving the standards? Will parents be ~rmiued to COIJ1J'I'Km( on the testing process? Who 
will Mally decide what kind of test will be used? 

... ' 7. What kind of testing is planned for use at our district level? May I view copies? 

8. 	 How will education under Goals 2000 be different than it was before? How do we know that 
the new progr~ will work better than what we are doing now? 

9. 	 How can 1 be involved in ma.king decisions about new programs. materials and rests? Is a 
reviewpaneJ in place? 

, ' 

I 
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9. 	 Treat teachers and administrators with c:ounesy and respect. They will more likely respond 
sympathetically and supportively to your concerns. 

10. 	 To order your own copy of the revealing National History Standards contact: 

National Genter for History in the Schools 
10880 Wilshire Boulevard Suite 761 

Los Angeles. CA 90024-4108 

Phone - (310) 8254702 

Fax - (310) 825-4723 

The cost is $29.95 

F/I/:lLf tllllhlt Flllllily 
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What's a Family To Do? 


Families can do a great deal Start by not giving up! First, you can write to your state legislators and 

ask them to refuse to participate in Goals 2000. Next. write to your congressional representatives and 

ask them to repeal Goals 2000 and Improving America's School Act (the Elementaryand Secondary 

Education Act) in favor of block grants to states. Also, write to your stateJegisJators to fwd out 

exactly what is being done in your state to implement the SchooJ-to-Work Jaw. Take steps to el"!Sure 

that the quality of your children's education is not sacrificed as the requirem:nts of this law are 

implemented. (To obtain copies of the National History Standards legislation, write to the address that 

appears on the next page.) These steps are both vitaJ and urgent 

Here are some additional ways, in wh.ich families can work to minimize lheintrUSion of federal 

requirements into their children's schooling. 

1. 	 Become and 'remaDl continuously well-informed about school curricula and materials. 
Know what your children are being taught. 

2.' 	Become actively involved in school activiries that relate to your key' areas of, concern. 
Show you care. 

3. 	 Participate in school government and work to strengthen local control. It is a given that 
local needs can best be identified at the locaJ level. 

4. 	 Stay in regula: contact with your child's teacher and princjpal. Develop a mearUngfuJ 
relationship WJth. them so they can clearly see that your driving inten:.st is the welfare of 
your child. 

5. 	 .Review your children's school assignmentS with them. Talk to your children about their 
assigWnts. activities. and specific aspects of their school day. 

6. 	 Attend school board meetin&s and become knowledgeable about school district policies . 
.Find out what the complaint and input procedures are for your specific. areas of concern.. 

7. 	 Become weU informed about the educaljon beliefs and voting record' of legislators and 
communlcate regularly. succinctly. .and politely with them Be sure to vote. 

8. 	 A.sk questions until you are s:uisfied thaI your children are being taught what you believe 
they should be learning. 

, ' 
!. 

i' 
!,

F",;...nJit IIIe FQMiIy 
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of key historicaJ events. and subjects pertaining tospec:iaJ interest groups. The resuJt is that the 

standards fail to honor the commonalties thal have made our country greal: the noble heritage of our 
,.....:~. 

govenunental institutions and laws;· the world--envied suc~ of our economy; .and the critical role of 

religion and the traditional family. Instead, they emphasize the real or perceived wrongs done by 

America as a nation, 

Do Parents Have Any Rights Left? 

Title X of Goals 2(x)() is the· onJy provision in this legisJ81ion that offen. parents safeguards for their 

children's education. This section requires schools to "allow" parents to inspect a wide range of 

insuuctional materials.. such as teachers' manuals. videos. and psychological testS. Furthenmre. 
schools are not to force students to reveal family inco~. psychological problems. or political 

affiliation. Such minimal safeguards. while offering little comfort. are essential for maintaining a small 

degree of parental control in areas of values. Parents must be diligent in using all available avenues to , 

protect their children. i. 

F«IL' IJII dill Flllftily 
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How Will My Local SchooJs Change? 


When Goals 2000 is ful1y implemented, the impact on textbooks. course work, testing. and teacher 

[raining prograrm wi]) be profound. Not only will· textbooks be written with rhe nationa] goals as a 

guide. but accreditation programs, standarciized[ests, and other classroom materials must adhere to 

these national goals as well. Consider three examples: sex education, the "Parents as Teachers" 

provision (Section 402 (2) (1), and history instruction. 

Sex education Goals 2000 opCns wide the door to school-based health clinics and the: entire liberal 

sex-ed agenda Social service agencies and special interest groups will have easier access [0 our school 

children when these services are offered at school. 


"Parents as Teacherslt provision This component will allow for government interference in the lives 


of families of "at risk" children. Since government program officers will decide which children are "at 

risk." the potential danger to parentS who are judged to be "politically incorrect" is grave and real. 

Children who are required to attend church against . their will could be classified "at risk" and the 

parents could be dealt with accordingly. 

History instruction One of the J1X)st frightening examples of the potential for damage became clear , 
with the release of the proposed history standards. Ahhough the United States His(ory· Standards 

document states· that ". . . knowledge of history is the precondition of political intelligence."1 the 

standards also state, "All pistoricaJ study involves selection and ordering of information in light of 

general ideas and values."l Whose ideas? Whose values? TIle answer to those questions quickly 

becomes clear in an exploration of the content of the new History Standards. . 

Samples abound of the warped revision of history proPosed for Our students. Consider the complete 

omission of American heroes such as Robert E. Lee, Thomas Edison. Albert Einstein. and Daniel 

·'Web$ter;'white McCatthy and McCarthyism an: mentioned 19 ti.mr:s and the Ku Klux Klan. 17 times, 

The Korean War is allotted two sentences while the Vietnam War receives two pages. 

These standards reconfigure the importance of various people and events either by excessive emphasis 

or omis.ion. In so doing. they attempt to condition $tUdents' thin.king with poli(jcally-correct treatment 

I Nntional Hislory Siandnrds. 1994. p. I. 

t lbid, p. 3. 


Focus. Oft lit, F.",lily 
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education. ~ educational approach produces human rooots. individuals only capable of perfonning 

particular tasks, rather than the thinking, creative, fruitful humans God created us to be. 

Wby Should We Be Concerned about "Opportunity To Learn" 


Standards? 


The "Opportunity to Learn" section of Goals 2(x)() asks all states to assess whether every child in the 

state has an equal opponunity to Jearn. The hope of the supponers of this biD is that if aU students have 

equal opponunities to learn in every way, they will succeed in achieving national education goals. This 

includes addressing wherher all students have equal access to the same quantity and quality. of 

technology, facilities. insuuctional materials. teachers who are competent and take advantage of 

ongoing professional deveJopment, 'and "other factors that the Council deems appropriate" (Section 

213 (G}). What are these other "factors"'] Research overwhelmingly sh()ws that the family makes the 

most significant contnbution to a child's educational attainment. Given this fact, will the Council seek 

to regulale families that have opposing educational philosophies "if it deems appropriate"? The 

implications this raises are very serious. 

How Win These Goals Be Tested? 
With the increased emphasis on national goals and standards. it is logical to believe that the National 

Center for Educ2tion Statistics (the office in the Dep~nt of Education responsibJeJor teSting at the 
. . 

national level ) will pJay an increasingly imponant role. Under Goals 2000. states are required to 

develop their own state-wide te.sling systems to evaluate their progress toward achievelMnt of state 

standards. Since all studentS are expected (0 succeed under Goals 2000. and the content is to be 

challenging. these state-wide testing programs will bear close scrutiny. 

In addition, the School-to..Work law, provides for tracking the success of selected students over a 

period of years to determine w~[herthe education program is successful. This will mean testing and 

monitoring students through more careful records than has been legislated in the past. This raises . . 
questions about respect for family privacy. 

FiJcll.' tHllhr Family 
7 
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How Win the National Education Standards and Improvement Council 

(NESIC) Function? 

If the National Education Standards and Irnprov~ment Council is finally appointed as provided for by 

Goals 2000, it will serve as a national schoo) board and will cenify educational content standards on a 

national level. Since special interest groups clearly have major influence on who is appointed to key 

policy and power JXlsitions in education. this appointed board will more than likely be controlled by the 

liberal education lobby. The most alarming aspect of this council is the enonnous power it will wield 

over what is taught in our schools and how students are tested. 

What is the National Goals Panel? 

The mandate of the National Goals PaneJ is to act as the "supreme coun" of education. It wiD have the 

authority for final approval of national content standards. national student performance standards. and 

national opportunity-to-Jearn standards. This panel will also certify state academic and job-skills 

standards. This new bureaucracy is likely to create - not solve - new problems wimaut improving the 

quality of education for our children. Concerns of local comrmlliities and parents will more easily be 

ignored with the center of concro! so far removed irom the local Jevel. 

What Is the National Skills Standards Board? 

The National Skills Standards Board will decide what "prospective employees" (our children) neec.t to 

know before they enter the work force. By the end of 1995. this board proposes to identify Occupation 

"clusters." Government certification will be required to find work within these clusters. and the 

National Skills Standards Board will define whaI skill accomp)jshinents are required for thal 

certifica.tion.. Schools. and. in tum. businesses, will be expected to adopt these standards in order [0 

remain consistent with government guidelines. Students will be expected to achieve these standards in 

order to be certified by the government for many areas of emplo)"ll"Cn(. In essence, our children will be 

[rained to work in jobs that government "futurists" have determined will be in demand in the nex.t 
. ­

century. - The problem is that our c~dren will be gaining skills and' not· a well·roundedliberaJ 

FtlC ... Y Ute tJuo FIUIli/y 
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Even though the Janguage of Goals 2000 is replete with voluntary provisions and the language of 

t1exibility. it is clear that state standards must still reflect the national standards in order to receive ei[her 

Goals 2000 or Improving America's Schools Act funding. Of additional concern to parents is that 

some of the provisions of the law could open the door to powerful new lobbies, social service agencies. 

and other entities which can potentially remove children further from parental influence, and authority 

within the context of the education program. 

How Will Goals 2000 Differ From Our Current Education System? 

Goals 2000 creates the framework lor a de facto shift in control away from local schoo) districts and 

parents and places that· framework under the authority of several new federal and state bureaucra.c:ies'. 

A detailed analysis of the law reveals that, in many cases, political appointees will replace dedicated 

parents, excellent teachers, and a caring community in setting key educational goals and evaluation 
, . 

standards at the local level., These new education-related ~racies will have the power to define . 

the furore of American education by sening 'the structure and guidelines by which· states and local 

districts will have to abide. If carried to rhe ultimate possibilities. parents will have little to say about 

what they want their children to be taught and what values are presented in their child's education. 

Being in favor of genuine local control and meaningful parental involVement means respecting the 

parent's right to choose any school-public, private or 'religious-which they feel will best suit their 

child. 

How Will This Happen? 

Goals 2000 establishes three new centers of federal power: 

> the Nationai Goals Panel 

,. the National Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIe) 

)0 the NationaJSkiDs Standards Board 

Even !.hough federal education officials claim that local involvement will be entirely "voluntary," that 

Seems highly unlikely once millions of doUars in federal funds are fuMCleci into the system through 

Goals 2000 and ImproVing America's Schools Act (Elementary and ·Secondary Education Act). The 

reality is that 79 percent of Improving America's Schools Act funding is tied directly to whether 

localities comply with Goals 2000. It is ahistoricaJ observation that federal control follows federal 

money, and rhere is no evidence that the situation will be different this time. o
'---;:" 
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Even though we want all students [0 succeed. success will' have to be redefined and the standards 


adjusted under Goals 2000. just as they were when the levels on the S.A.T. test were revised,. in order 


for "all students" to succeed. IistudentS are to reach "chaI.lenging academic standards" (which they are 

far from attaining at this point), what will have to change? Does this expIam why there is a new 


emphasis on values and attitudes instead of on knowJectge. facts and information? Also. the "good deal' 


of flexibility" needed to implement the Goals 2(x)() requirements p1aces an.enonnous amount of power 


in the hands of pe.opJe who have the authority to decide what, how, why, and when stares can be 


tlexible in their educationaJ programs. We should return to what parents want; emphasis on core 


academic knowledge. 


How can a state conunit [0 a "reasonable chance of success" for every student unless [he standards are 


lowered or changed? What new componeJ'!t· can be incorporated into ~e educational sYSlcnr to 


achieve the goals that huge monetat)' increases and an increased emphasis on educational issues for the 


past ten years have not been able to attain? 


The pervasive philosophy expressed inemuring that all children will succeed in school is actuaJJy more 
I, 


a statement of lowering .standards and political correctness than one promoting high academic 


standards. Since we know that aU children are not the ~ either in abilities or interests. the 


underlying implication is UiaI educational standards wiD be lowered in order to assure the success of~ 


srudents -- even though the Jaw calls this raising standards. 


The unrelenting emphasis on preparing students for citizenship and the workplace based, on futurists' 


views of the world is not based in reaJity. No one .knew the Berlin Wall would faJ) - even the day 


before it happened -- so how can a futurist know what students should be trained to Icnow and do to 


su~ceed in a world we .haven'[ experienced? While it is tru~ that technology is rapidly increasing, and 


our children should be prepared to coinpele in a highly technoJogical world.. relying onc:rystaJ balls and 


a utopian ideal as the basis for educational goals places the education of OUf children on very shaky 


ground. Instead, we should be holding studenrs and teachers accountable for learning core academics 


which will help them be better equipped to live in whatever kind of world they find themselves. 


Local con[fol under Gqals 2000 has to work within the standards dermed by each state and as 


recommended in federaJ Jaw. ParentaJ in~olvement, the eighth of the NationaJ Goals established by 


Goals 2000. emphasizes the importance of the role of parents, but nowhere is the moSt important kind 


of parental involvement supported --- their right to decide what and how their children will be taught. 


FoellI' (NIl lh# F_ily 
<I 
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, What is Goals 2000? 

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act, signed into law on March 31, 1994 by President Clineon, is the 

centerpiece of a thJ'ee..part legislative package which also includes Improving America's Schools Act 

(re-authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act), and the School-to-Work 

OpportUni[jes bill. These biDs funher remove genuine local control over the education of stUdents and 

diminish the importance of the family. in making educational decisions about their children. Local 

control of education is part of our A.merican heritage and the increa.smg federal and state "voluntary" 

goals, guidelines. and obtrusive ITWldates are seriously eroding this right. 

The Goals 20Cl0 education reform package putS inro place an organizational s(fuCture that wiD 

dramatically change education in this country for the worse. The Improving America's Schools Act 

which was signed into Jaw on October 20, ]994, strengthens the key provisions of the Goals 2000 

legis1ation and essentially negates their "voluntary" nature. The School-ro-Work Opportunities law 

(51361) provides funding. and encouragement for partnerships among the federal government, 

businesses. and schools. These institutions are to work together to determine future work force needs 

and to make recommendations about how studentssbouJd be trained in school to prepare to work in 

the future economic environment. Still under discussion are requirements thal a student pass tests 

, _ __., regarding their "positive worle attitude" and their "ability to work weD in a group. fl. a clear movement 

l:.::'\ toward the testing of attitudes and values in the classroom. 

.What Is Troubling about Goals 2000? 

Even though much of the language in 'these. Jaws sounds positive and harmless on the surface. a closer 

Jook reveals lhal they serve to strengthen the top-down strUcture of education even though they use 

[he language of local control. This could significantly impact the rights of families in matters relating to 

[r.: eduC'~tion of their children. 

. According to a Goals 2000 document published by the United Slates Depanment of Education in 

February 1995. "The main requirements of the law are that: (1) these approaches be aimed at helping 

all students reach challenging academic slandards set by each state; . (2) [hese approaches have a 

reasonable chance of success; (3) th'lI there' is a significant commitment within the state [0 

implementing them: .and, (4) that they provide for a good deal of Jocal flexibility." 

(~\ 


~..:.) 


F..,,·us nil ,IIf FIIm;I, 
J 
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.~~ 	 Christian Coalition Presents 
The Contract With The 'American 
Family 

Introduction 
In the 1994 midterm electiors, the American people elected the first 
Republican Congress in 40 years in what was the largest transfer of power 
from a minority party to a majority party in the twentieth century. The message 

. of the election was clear: the American people want lower taxes, less 
government, strong families, protection of innocent human life, and traditional , 
values. I 

, . 

The 104th Congress devoted its first hundred days to the Contract with 
America, including a' Balanced Budget Amendment, tax relief for families, 
welfare reform, and term li:Qlits. Christian Coalition enthusiastically supported 
the Contract and launched one of the most extensive grassroots campaigns in 
its history to support the Contract's passage. The Coalition will continue this 
effort as the Contract mpve~ through the Senate. 

The problems our nation faqes are not all fiscal in nature. The American 
people are increasingly concerned about the coarsening of the culture, the 

I 	 . 

breakup of the family, and adecline in civility. A recent Los Angeles Times 
poll reported that 53 percen~ of Americans believe the moral problems facing 
our country are more impoI1ant than the economic problems. J Other survey 
data indicates that 80 percent of Americans believe there is a problem of, , 

declining morality within o$" nation.2 
. " 

The 	Contract with the Ame,:ican Fam ily is a bold agenda for Congress 
intended to strengthen famiVes and restore common--sense values. The , , 
Contract represents a valuaole contribution to a congressional agenda beyond, 
the 	fITst hundred days. Thesb provisions are the ten suggestions, not the Ten 
Commandments. There is np deadline or specified time period during which 
they are to be enacted. But Congress would be well advised to act with all due 
and deliberate speed. The provisions in the Contract enjoy support from 60 to . 
. 90 percent of the American ;people. 



I 

'.. 	 These items do not represent the pro-family movement's entire agenda.·There 
are many other prominent pro-family organizations that will work on many 
other issues .. women in combat, welfare refonn, budget policy .. in the months 
ahead. This contract is designed to be the flrst w()rd, not the last word, in 
developing a bold and incre~ental start to strengthening the family and 
restoring values. 

Restoring Religious Equality 
A constitutional ~mendment to protect the 
religious libertiesiof Americans in public places. 

I 

With each passing year, people of faith grow increasingly distressed by the 
hostility of public institutions toward religious expression. Public interest law 
fmus dedicated to preserving religious liberties receive thousands of calls every 
yearon issues pertaining to the rights 

I 
of students in public schools. 

.. 

, 

Examples of hostility toward religious values and those who hold them abound. 
In Nevada, an elementary sc~ool student chosen to sing a solo in the school's 
Christmas pageant was forbidden from singing "The First Noel" because of its 
religious overtones.3 At a p~blic elementary school in Rhode Island; the 
principal announced shortly 1;->efore the beginning of a Christmas concert that he 
had censored all of the pageant's songs.4 A Scarsdale, New York school 
board banned all religious celebrations from schools, although parties with 
non-holiday themes were still pennitted.According to the Catholic League for 

I 	 . 

Religious and Civil Rights, ~e ban included tldisplays or exQibits, such as 
wreaths, garlands, caroling ru).d menorahs that appear to promote or give 
approval to religious matters,;" as well as "candy canes, bells, holiday music, and 
Hanukkah or Christmas parti¢s and concerts."5 Teachers in New Jersey were 
told to avoid references to Easter, including jelly beans and the colors purple 
and yellow. I 	 . 

Children have been told they icann~t read the Bible during silent reading time.6 
In one school, a little girl waS told there was a problem with the book she chose 
to read to her class .. it mentioned "God" four times. 7 

! 

I 	 . 

This anti~religious bigotry is ~ot confined to the classroom. Nativity scenes are 
now barred from federal post;offlces,8 and from the lawns ofpublic buildings 
unless accompanied by a non+religious display such as Santa Claus. Some 



,~ 	 courthouses are prohibited frorP displaying the Ten Commandments (despite 
the fact that they are chiseled into the walls of the United States Supreme 
Court). And landlords have been sued by the state for discrimination because 
they refused to rent to unmarr(ed couples for religious reasons.9 

I 

i 

This h9stility toward faith is t~e result of 30 years of confusing and often 
quixotic jurisprudence in esta~lishment clause cases. The Supreme Court's 
application of the three-pronged "Lemon test," first developed in Lemon v. 
Kurtzman (1971),JO has become so tortuous that some court decisions allow· 
states to lend textbooks, but n,ot movie projectors, maps, or laboratory 
equipment to parochial schoo,ls; to supply guidance counseling services outside 
of parochial schools, such as mobile units, but not within the schools; and to 
provide bus services to and from parochial schools, but not for school field 
trips.J J justice Scalia, who like many has argued for ending the use of this . 
confusing. test, has likened it to "some ghoul in a late-night horror movie that 
repeatedly sits up in its grave and shuffles abroad, after being repeatedly killed 
and buried-" J2 

Despite such rollbacks in rel~gious rights, the American public consistently 
supports freedom of religious expression in the public square. An April 1994 
Wirthlin poll indicates that r~instating voluntary school prayer not only 

. continues to receive overwhelming support (78 percent of Americans), but it 
also enjoys support across a:broad spectrum of Americans: 7~ percent of 
African Americans and 80 percent of whites support school prayer; 85 percent 
of low income and 71 percent of high income Americans support school 
prayer; and 65 percent of nqn-Christians and between 80 and 94 percent of 
Christians support school p~ayer. . 

The Religious EqualitY Arn!endment would not restore compulsory, sectarian 
prayer or Bible-reading dictated by government officials. In~tead, we seek a 
balanced approach that allQws voluntary, stude,nt and citizen-initiated free 
speech in non-compulsory settings such as courthouse lawns, high school 
graduation ceremonies, an<;l sports events. 

A survey by the Luntz Res'earch Company found that 78 percent of all , , 

Americans support a 'Religious Equality Amendment. We urge the 104th 
. Congress to pass an amen4ment that not only protects the rights of students, 
but the religious liberties cif all Americans. 

Returning Edtication Control to the 



,~ Local Level 

Transfer funding of the feder~l Department of 

Education to familtes and local school boards. 


I 

The need for education refonri is plainly evident if one considers the trends of 
recent decades~ SAT scores have dropped by more than 75 points since 1,960. 
13 Ten nations outperform U.S. 13-year-olds in math and science tests. 14 
And as education performance drops, the level of school violence in our 
schools is on the rise. The draPtatic increase in shootings and violence-related 
injuries occurring in our nation's schools is well-known. Because of the 
prevalence of weapons, many American students are greeted with metal 
detectors when they arrive for school in the morning. In 1992, 10 percent of 
tenth-graders admitted they ~ad taken a weapon to school during the past 
month. 15 There are 250,000 :crimescommitted on school property each year. 

I 

I , 

Parents are distressed over tHe failure of schools to teach children basic skills , 

of reading, writing, and arithmetic. Too often, sex education emphasizes 
contraception and condom u~e rather than abstinence and self-control. 
Homosexuality is promoted ,'as an acceptable alternative lifestyle. ' 
Outcome-based education (OBE) supplants basic skills. Psychological , 
counselirig"take:splace without parental involvement or notification.16 Christian 

I 

Coalition members believe Schools should reinforce rather than undermine the 
values taught in homes, ch~rches and synagogues. 

, 
I 

Parental involvement and 19cal control is the most pressing need in education 
today. A current report by the U.S. Department of Education, "Strong Families, 
Strong Schools," corrobor~tes the fact that parental involvement in children's 
education results in higher,:student performance.17 Many local and state 
reform initiatives focus oni increasing parental rights and participation in their 
children's education. ; 

Despite this trend at the ldcallevel, the federal government has done little to 
advance these initiatives. In 1993 and 1994, Congress tightened the federal 
choke hold on local schools by passing Goals 2000, the Educate America Act 
18 and the Improving America's Schools Act, which re~authorized the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). J9 

Christian Coalition seeks; 
, 

to return greater power and control over our 
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children's education to pareI).ts and local communities. This reform begins by 
,~ 	 transferring much of the funding for the U.S. Department of Education to 

families and local school boards, and applyingthe remainder to deficit 
reduction. . , 

I 

The U.S. currently spends approximately $275 billion per year on public 
education.20 Yet studentperfonnance and educational achievement do not 
reflect this financial investment. As Time magazine recently noted, "The U.S. 
spends a greater percentage Iof its gross national product on education (7.5 

I 

percent) than any other couq.try except Israel, and yet is out-performed in math 
and science among 13-year~olds by more than 10 nations, including Hungary, 
Taiwan and the former Sovi;et Union."21 Less than half of federal education 

I 	 . 

dollars reach classrooms forinstruction.22 

Increased spending is not the answer. In fact, the 10 states ranking highest in 
education performance do nbt top per-pupil expenditures.23 Rather, the 
answer lies in eliminating b':lreaucracies, administrative costs, and federal 
restrictions that prevent effe'ctive reform at ,the local level. 

, 

Since the time of its creation in 1980, f:he U.S. Department of Education has 
grown in magnitude to the point that it now consists of 241 separate programs; 
a budget of $30 billion,24 attd more than 5~000 employees.25 Moreover, 
federal control over educati?n has dnimatically increased, ultimately .' 
culminating with the 1994 passage of Goals 2000 and H.R. 6, the Improving 
America's Schools Act. I 

Goals 2000 established several new federal bur~aucracies, including the 
. National Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC), which many 
view as equivalent to a nati6nal school board. NESIC has powerful authority to 
certify national education standards regarding educational content and student 
performance. Although these standards are not binding on states, they do have 
national stature, and states have to "voluntarily" develop comparable standards 
in order to receive a portion of the billions of dollars in federal funding 
authorized under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 

When Congress passed Go~ls 2000, many people predicted it would lead to the 
establishment of "politically-correct" national education standards, resulting in 
the introduction of outcom~-based education (OBE) on a national scale. 
Verification of this predicti?n came quickly. 

, 

With 1994's release of natiqnal history standards, developed with $2.2 million in 
i 
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- , 

federal funding from the National Endo\\t111ent for the Humanities and the U.S. 
\. -Department of Education, it b~came obvious that national education standards 

would not be objective.26 Criticism of the biased and distorted views prevalent 
in both sets of standards .. the National Standards for United States History, as 

- well as the National Standards for World History - was widespread. Criticism 
of the U.S. History standards included the fact that the United States 
Constitution was never mentioned in any of the 3 I standards, and was 
relegated to the supporting materials;27 the establishment of the National 
Organization of Women and Sierra Club were viewed as notable events, but 
not the first assembling ofthe~ United States Congress;28 and according to one 
reviewer, the material revealeq only one quotation from a congressional leader, 
and that was Tip O'Neill callihg Ronald Reagan "a cheerleader for selfishness." 
29 The World History stand~ds drew widespread criticism also, particularly 
for their anti-Western bias.30: 

The bias in these standards was so grave that the United States Senate 
overwhelmingly adopted (99 :to I) a resolution condemning the standards and 
expressing the sense of the Senate that NESIC not certify them.3} 
Nevertheless, 10,000 copies' 9f these standards already have been mailed to 
school administrators and- others throughout the nation.32 These national 
standards undennine parental involvement and local control of education. 

The time to return federal edpcation control to parents and local communities 
through elimination of the Up.ited States Department of Education is long 
overdue, and a good first step would include repealing Goals 2000 legislation. 

, 

Promoting School Choice 
i 

Enactment ,of legislation that will enhance 

parents' choice of schools for their children. 


I 

School choice initiatives are sweeping the nation like wildfrre. Sixty-two 
percent of Americans favor ~choice among public schools, and 50 percent favor 

_	vouchers. 33 School choice iegislation was either introduced or pending in 34 
states in 1993.34 These initIatives take a nUlnber offonns, including voucher 
programs, tax credits and charter schools. , 

Voucher programs provide ;monetary assistance to parents for use at the 
school of their choice. Tuition tax credits achieve the same goal of school 

I, 	 .•' 
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choice, and are preferred by some conununities. Charter schools are a creative 
f," new initiative through which ~states charter and fund alternative schools 

, I 	 ' 

designed to meet the needs of a diverse student population. Other local 
, I , 

initiatives include the privatization 
I, 

of public schools, such as in Baltimore, 
, 

Maryland and Hartford, Connecticut. As parents and local cominunities strive 
to reform our country's educational system, the federal government must do 
more to assist these efforts. ! 

I 
, 

One possible example of fed¢ral school choice legislation is S. 618, the 
Coats-Lieberman Low-incon!te School Choice Demonstration Act This 
legislation would establish up to, 20 demonstration projects that would provide 
fmancial assistance to 10w-i.Qcome parents to help them send their children to 
the school of their choice, w~ether public or private. The legislation requires an 
evaluation of the effectiveness of this demonstration initiative in order to 
provide obje,ctive document~tion of the merits of school choice. With almost 
half of high school students ~n inner city schools failing to gradu<ite,35 , 
educational reform for low-income parents in these cities is becoming 
increasingly urgent. 

We urge the swift passage of school choice legislation such as S. 618 during 
the 104th Corigress as a means of promoting school choice for parents. We 
believe passage of this bill V{ill spur grassroots efforts to refoim education and 
give parents greater choice if! selecting the best school fortheir children. 

, ,,~.:,1·': : , . 

Protecting Parental Rights 
, 	 I 

I 
I 

Enactment of a Parental Rights Act and defeat 

of the U.N. Conv~ntion on, the Rights of the 
Child. I 

i 
The United States Constitution does not expli~itly set forth protections for 
parental rights, but a long lip.e of court cases have held that the United States 
Constitution protects the right of parents to control the upbringing of their 
children. The rights of parettts, however, are under increasing assault in 
modem day society.: ' 	 , 

I 	 ' 

For example, state officials ;removed an eighth-grade girl from her home 
because she objected to the:ground rules (regarding use of drugs, curfew 



hours, etc.) her parents had set.~6 One mother's child was removed from her 
home because the mother refused to continue to take her first-grade child to 
therapy lessons for hyperactivi~y.37 And in 1992, a San Diego grand jury found 
that 35 to 70 percent of the county's foster children "never should have been 
removed from their par~ntal homes." 38 

, 

Enactment of a Parental RightS 
, 

Act will ensure that parental rights are not 
violated and ensure that paren~s have the foremost duty and responsibility to 
direct the upbringing of their children. Representatives Steve Largent (R-OK) 
and Mike Parker (D-MS) in the House, and Senators Charles Grassley (R-IA) 
and Howell Heflin (D-AL) in ;the Senate, are drafting a parental rights act to . 
address this critical problem. While language is still being finalized, the authors 
intend that the Parental Righ~ Act of 1995 ""ill clarify that "the 'right of parents 
to direct the upbringing of their children," includes overseeing their children's 
education, health care, discipline, and religious training. Moreover, it requires 
that any governmental interfe1rence in the parent-child relationship be justified 
by "clear and convincing evidence" that it "is, essential to accomplish a 
compelling governmental interest" and that it is applied in "the least restrictive 
means" possible. : 

The threat to the rights of Arherica's parents is very real, as the movement to 
ratify the U.N. Convention on the Rights of the Child exemplifies. The 
Convention on the Rights o( the Child is a human rights treaty adopted in 1989 
by the General Asserrlbly of the United Nations. It has not been ratified in the 
United States. In the past, ~e United States has not supported the treaty due to 
concerns that it may concede jurisdiction over United States citizens to an 
international body and interp.ational court.39 

I 

Christian Coalition oppose~ the treaty because it interferes with the 
parent-child relationship, threatens the sovereignty of U.S. law, and elevates as 
"rights" such dubious prOVIsions as access to television and mass media. The 
following are som~ of the examples of the absolute rights given to children 
through this treaty: ' i 

., 

• 	 liN0 child shall be subj~cted to arbitrary or unlawful interference with his or 
her privacy, family, home or correspondence - The child has the right to the 
protection of the law against such interference or attacks." 40 ' 

I 	 . 
I 	 . 

• 	 "The child shall have the right to freedom of expression; this right shall. 
include freedom to seek, receive and impart infonnation and ideas of all 
kinds, regardless offrontiers, either orally, in writing or in print, in the form 
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of art, or through any other ine~ia of the child's choice."41 
i 

• 	 With respect to the right of ~he child to freedonl of association or peaceful ' 
assembly, "[n]orestrictions;may be placed on the exercise of these rights 
other than those imposed in confonnity with the law and which are 
necessary in a democratic society in the interests ofnational security or 
public safety, public order, 'the protection of public health or morals or the 
protection of the rights and: freedoms of others." 42 

Under the treaty, parents could well lose their right to prevent their child from 
I 

associating with disreputable individuals such as delinquents, or receiving . 
literature or gaining access to bass media communication(including films and 
television) that is not age-appropriate. 

Pursuant to the treaty, a Corruhittee on the Rights of the Child has been 
established to review reports from nations regarding their progress in 
implementing the treaty. rhe ,committee has urged that in the area of sex 
education, parents be require9 to give the opinion of the child equal weight. The 
committee warned that "the possibility for parents in England and Wales to 
withdraw their children from :parts of the sex education programmes in 
schools" undermines "the right of the child to express hislher opinion."43 

I 
j 

The committee's concern abqut soliciting children's views prior to "exclusion 
from school" should be of particular concern to parents who educate their 
children at home. It is clear that rejection of this treaty by the United States 
Senate would be in the best mterests of American parents. 

Family.;.Friendly Tax Relief 
Reduce the tax burden on ~the American family, eliminate the marriage 
penalty, and pass the Mothers and Homemakers' Rights Act to 
remedy the unequal treatJ;nent that homemakers receive under the 
Internal Revenue Service ~ode with respect ,to saving for retirement. 

It has been said that the int~ct family is the most successful Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare ever conceived. Yet the federal govenunent, 
through the tax code, has pUnished families for working, saving, and staying 

I 

together. The Contract with the American Family addresses not only the 
cultural pressures on famil~es, but the fmancial pressures ~s well. 

I 

1. 	Tax relief for families with children. 



I 

In 1950 the average family of four in America paid just 2 percent of its 
" 	 adjusted gross income in:federal income taxes. Today that same family 

sends one out of every fqur dollars to Washington. When state and local 
taxes are added, the aver~ge family offour pays 38 percent of its entire 
income in taxes, more thF it spends on such essentials as housing, clothing 
and food. .. i .. 

I.. 	 . 

Christian Coalition's top ~egislative priority since 1993 has been tax relief for 
. America's hard-working families. We strongly favor the $500 tax credit for 
children that has been passed by the House and awaits action in the Senate. 
Our long-term goal 'is to restore the standard 'deduction for children to its 
inflation-adjusted 1946 v:alue: $8,000 to $10,000 per dependent child. 

I 	 . 

Christian Coalition also ~upports in concept a flat or flattened tax (with a 
generous personal exemption for children) as an ultimate goal to simplify 

I . 

the tax code, reward work and savings, and reduce the crushing tax burden 
on families. 

I 

2. Eliminate the marriage penalty. 

Under current law, many: married couples pay more in taxes than they 
would if they remained smgle because their combined income puts them 
into a higher tax bracket.: On April 5, 1995, as part of the American Dream 
Restoration Act, the Hou~e of Representatives voted to restore tax fairness 
for married couples. H.R~ 1215 makes married couples eligible for a tax 
rebate of up to $145 if their tax liability goes up as a result of being married. 
In a tinle when' family breakups are so ,common, the Senate should pass this 
legislation t9 encourage marriage and ease the burden on families trying to 
form and stay together., . 

3. The Mothers and Homemakers Rights Act. 
, 
I. 	 ' 

The Contract with the American Family calls for the enactment of 
legislation such as the H*tchison-Mikulski Individual Retirement Account 
equity bill (S. 287), which will allow homemakers to contribute up to $2,000 
annually toward an IRA,: thereby providing equitable treatment to spouses 
who work at home. I 

I 

The Internal Revenue Code currently allows a double-income married 
couple to contribute up to ,$4,000 per year toward retirement by allowing 
them to contribute up to $2,000 each toward an IRA. However, in the case 

! 



I 
. I 

of a single-income marrie4 couple, the couple can only contribute up to, 
$2,250 per year toward ret,ttement through an IRA, with the homemaker's 
contribution limited to $250. This inequity in the tax code reflects a 
disrespect for the valuable:role of the homemaker in our society. Christian 
Coalition urges Congress fo remedy this injustice by amending the tax code 
to allow homemakers to c9ntribute equally up to $2,000 annually toward an 

. IRA. This could provide an increase of up to $150,000 in savings for a 
,couple after 30 years.44 Furthermore, because the value of families 'never 
decreases, the contribution amount should be indexed to inflation. 

I . 

Restoring Respect for Human Life 
! 

Protecting the rignts of states that do not fund 
abortion, protectmg innocent human life by 
placing real limits; on late-term abortions, and 
ending funds to organizations that promote and 

I 

perform abortions:. 
I 

In speaking to the National Prayer Breakfast in 1994,. Mother Teresa delivered 
an eloquent and stirring defepse of the rights of innocent human life. "The 
greatest destroyer of peace today is abortion;" Mother Teresa of Calcutta said 
at the National Prayer Breaktast in February 1994. "It is a war against the 
child, a direct killing of the innocent child." 45 

The foundation of all our rigbts as Americans - to speech, assembly, and 
religious expression .. are aU built upon the right to life. The genius of the 
American idea is that every person is endowed by his Creator with c,ertain 
inalienable rights, the frrst of which is the right to life. , . 

Christian Coalition seeks by all lawful and non-violent means to protect 
innocent human life for the disabled, the elderly, the infmn, and the unborn. We 
support constitutional and statutory protection for the unborn child. Our ultimate 
goal is to establish the humaruty of the unborn child and to see a day when 

I . 

every child is safe in their mother's womb.. 
I 

We urge Congress to take the following action as a begirullng toward that end.. 
. I 

1. Real limits on late-term abortions by providing legal protection to 
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children in the latter months of pr~gnancy and ending the practice of 
"partial-birth abortions. ':' 

, 

Most Americans would be Ishocked to learn about the methods that are 
used in late-term abortions: in America today. These methods have reached 
the point to where a fully formed child can be completely delivered alive, 
with the exception of the child's head, and then the abortionist is free to end 

I 	 .. 

the child's life. This "parti~l-birth abortion" procedure is also known as 
"dilation and extraction," or D&X, in whi~h forceps are used to remove 
second and third-trimesteribabies, with only the head remaining inside the 
uterus. The child's life is tJ:ten enc:ied, and the dead child is delivered.46 '. ., 
Most tragic of all is the fact that the majority of these babies are alive until 
the end of the proceeding.f7 Indeed, virtually all of the victims are beyond 
the 24th week of pregnancy, and many can survive outside the womb. 

I 

It is difficult to estimate the number of partial-birth abortions performed, 
because abortion statistics: in general are unreliable. The Alan Guttrnacher 
Institute, a research group: affiliated with Planned Parenthood, estimates 
that about 10 percent of a~ortions occur in the second or third trimester. 
One abortionist who specializes in D&X procedures testified in ~ 992 that he 
had performed 700 ofthe~.48 . 

, 	 i 

I 


Establishing real limits on late-term abortions is one of the most important 
steps Congress can take t~ protect innocent human life. A child has a better 
than 50-percent chance of survival outside its mother's womb at 26 weeks. 
49 But the D&X technique has been used on children up to 40 weeks 
gestation, which is a full-term pregnancy.50 One physician experienced in 
this procedure admitted to having mixed feelitigs on its morality: 

"I do have moral compunctions. And if I see a case that's later, like after 20 
weeks where it frankly is: a child to me, I really agonize over it because the 
potential is so imminentl:y there. 1 think, 'Gee, it's too bad that this child 
couldn't be adopted. If'51 I 

We call on'the t'04th Corigress to enact restrictions on late-term abortions 
and end the practice of D&X abortion. Children at any stage of pregnancy 
should not be subject to this cruel and inhumane form of death, but such 
treatment of those who c'an clearly survive outside the mother's womb is 
particularly cruel. ' 
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I " 

2. Protect the rights of states that do not wish to use taxpayer funds 
to take innocent humanllife. 

I . 

In 1993 Congress re-authorized the Hyde Amendment, in effect since 1977, 
with rape and incest exceptions. Christian Coalition believes taxpayer funds 
should only be used to pay for an abortion when the mother's life is in 
dariger. : 

• I 

. I 

The Clinton administration issued a new interpretation of the Hyde 
Amendment, and rather than permitting states to use Medicaid dollars to 
fund abortion in rape and;incest cases, it requires them to do so. This 
,created havoc in the state~ because 30 states prohibited public funding of 
abortion, with the life of the mother being the sole exception. Another six 
states had reporting requirements for abortions due to rape and incest 
which were invalidated uilder this new directive. As a result, many states 
are now involved in litigation over this issue and seven states are facing 
administrative enforcement proceedings which could ultimately result in the 
termination of federal Medicaid funding to the state. Moreover, as a result 
of litigation, two state constitutional provisions have been invalidated and 
now the states are require1 to pay for abort~on for any reason, with state 
funds. Enacting legislation to clarify the congressional intent behind the 

I 

Hyde amendment and to protect states' rights in this area is a matter of 
urgency for the 104th COllgress. 

" I 

, 

The Coalition urges Congress to adopt the IstooklExxon Amendment that 
would protect the rights of the citizens of states that do not use taxpayer 
funds to take human life. i , 

3. End taxpayer subsidies to organizations that promote and 
perform abortions. : 

We call for an end to fede~al funding for organizations that promote and 
perform abortions. This includes an end to funding for international family 
planning organizations that promote and perform ~bortions.. 

Christian Coalition, along;with numerous American taxpayers, believes that 
abortion is the taking of irinocent human life and that tax dollars should not 
be used to promote it. Yet~ organizations that receive funding under Title X 
are required to counsel an9 refer young adolescents on' abortion. This 
implicitly sends the message to these youngsters that abortion" is an , 
acceptable method of family planning. 

I 



i 

The merits of continued ; funding of the Title X program have long been 
questioned. It is estimated that one-third of the clients served through Title 
X funding are teen-ager~.52 And yet, during the course of the 25 years of 
Title X's existence, the qut-of-wedlock birth rate among girls aged 15-19 
has increased 100 percent, the abortion rate for teens has more than 
doubled, and sexually tr~nsmitted diseases among teens also have 
increased. 53 Today, one~out of every four sexually experienced teen-agers 
becomes infected with a :sexually transmitted disease annually.54 

i . 

Family planning expenditures for all ages under Medicaid now approximate 
$252 million annually,5~ and the annual appropriation to the Title X family 
planning program is noW; $193 million, 56 one-third ofwhich is expended on . 
adolescents. The time is long overdue for the United States Congress to 
eliminate funding for such programs. 

Similarly, the American (axpayer should not be forced to fund international 
family planning organizations that promote abortion overseas. The United 
States contributed $50 million to the United Nations Population Fund 
(UNFP A) alone for this year,57 despite its involvement in China's coercive 
population-control progr~ that includes forced abortions.58 Amnesty 
International USA recently outlined some of the reports con1ingout of 
China regarding the method used to enforce its "one-child" policy: 

, , 

[D]etainees were beaten ~d tortured to accelerate the payment of fines. 

Some were reportedly hung upside down, others received electric shocks 


. on their tongue with elec~c batons or live wires-


One man who could not ~ear to see his wife tortured in a cell for days 
attempted to sell their chi~dren in Beijing- other women PTegnant eight or 
nine months were given - ',against .their will ~ injections to induce 
miscarriages.59. . : 

In fiscal year'1993, the Unite~ States contributed at least $580 million toward 
world family planning programs.60 Any of this money that is contributed to 
organizations that encourage br perform abortions should be eliminated. 
Moreover, the entire budget ~hould be reviewed to determine the success of 
the program to ensure that, li~e Title X, we are not subsidizing failed programs. 

Encouraging Support of Private Charities 
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Enactment of legistation to enhance 
. I 

c.ontributions to priJVate charities. as a first step 

toward transforming the bureaucratic welfare 

state into a system'pf private and faith-based 


• '. .compaSSIon. 
A 1994 report by the National i Center for Policy Analysis details the growing 
evidence that private sector ch;arities do a better job than government "of 
getting prompt aid to those who need it most, encouraging self-sufficiency and 
self-reliance, preserving the family unit and using resources [more] efficiently." 

I 

61 According to the same report, "94 percent of all shelters for the homeless in 
the U.S. are operated by private sector organizations."62 Studies have shown 
that "as many as 80 percent oflow-inconle people tuin to the private sector 
frrst when facing a crisis." 63 !. 

In light of this evidence, as well as the growing evidence of the failure of 
I 

government programs to discpurage welfare dependency, the federal 
government should take step~ to encourage donations to private charities which 
serve the needy.' ; 

I 

In their Contract with Ameri~a, House Republicans have enacted the most 
dramatic and sweeping welfare reform in decades. By turning welfare 
spending over to the states in 

I 

the form 
• 

of block grants, this reform will 
I . 

encourage innovation at the local level, promoting work and personal 
responsibility. : 

I 

The Contract with the American Family takes the next step. We propose 
unleashing the charitable capacity of the American people by providing private, 
non-governmental solutions ;to the problems of the underclass. Through the 
Salvation Anny and other pnvate charities, millions of Americans will be able 
to provide compassionate as!sistance to those in need without sending.more tax 

. dollars to a failed, discredited bureaucratic welfare state. . 

Many citizens are not as generous in their contributions to private charitable 
organizations these days because they already are overtaxed. However, if 
given the choice between h~ving their tax dollars subsidize government welfare 

I . 

programs or subsidize private charitable programs, many would prefer to 
designate the money to a pnvate charity of their choice. Christian Coalition 

i 



, 
I 	 , 

. 	 urges the United States Congr~ss to enact legislation to give taxpayers this 
opportunity. ' 

t 
I 

One possible means to do so would be to allow individuals to designate on their 
income tax returns a limited a~ount of their taxes to qualified private charities. 
Another would be to create pilpt programs through federal welfare block 
grants that earmark funding to lencourage charitable giving and assistance to 
needy individuals through charities and religious organizations. For every dollar 

I 

the taxpayer designates toward a private charity, the federal welfare funding to 
that taxpayer's state would be equally reduced.64 As a result, "private charities 
would compete on an equal footing with government welfare programs for the . 
portion of the federal budget tilat is allocated to poverty programs," therebY' 
increasing competition. This will not only change government, it will change our 

, citizenry's pattern of thinking;. people will once again feel more of a civic duty 
toward their fellow man. : ' 

I 	 . 

In the words of Acton Institute head Father Robert A. Sirico, "[G]overnment 
has no monopoly on compassion. Indeed, government is compassion's least 
able practitioner." Through a private charity check-off or other means, the 
l04th Congress can replace tl)e welfare state with a culture of caring. 

Restricting Pornography 

Protecting children 
I 

from exposure to 

pornography on tHe Internet and cable 

television, and fro;m'the' sexual exploitation of 


I 	 ' 

child pornographers. 
, 

1. Enactment of legislation to protect children from being exposed 
to pornography on the Internet. 

I . 
I 

Pornography, both soft core and hard core, is freely available on the 
Internet to virtually anyop.e with a home computer. Several magazines post 
pornographic images that can be viewed by anyone, including children, for 
free. There are also numerous sites on the Internet where hard core 
pornography depicting a ·variety of explicit sexual acts, even rape scenes 
and bestiality, are availa~le free and can be accessed with a few clicks of a 
computer button. ' ' 
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Christian Coalition urges ~ongress to enact legislation to protect children 
from being exposed to pornography on the Internet. Criminal law should be . 
amended to prohibit distril?ution of, or making available, any pornography, 
soft core or hard, to children, and to prohibit distribution of obscene hard 
core pornography to adult$. . 

2. Enactment of legislation to require cable television companies to 

completely block the video and audio on pornography channels to 


'b .non-subscrl ers. :I . ' .. 
I 
I 

Many children throughout: the country are exposed to pornography, often 
hard core, on cable television because of incomplete scrambling of the 
signal on pornography channels. Cable companies have asserted that it is 
the parents' responsibility to guard their children. Christian Coalition 
believes. that the responsiqility should be on the cable companies to help 
parents keep pornography: out of their homes. Cable companies should not 
be allowed to transmit porinography to' non-subscribers. We urge Congress 
to require cable television' companies to completely block the video and 
audio on pornography channels to non-subscribers.. 

I , 

3. Amending the federal' child pornography law to make illegal the· 

possession of any child pornography. 


, 
Sexual exploitation of chiJdren through child pornography continues to be a 
major problem in society.! Possession of child pornography should be a . 
crime. President Reagan proposed such a law in 1988, hoping that those 
with collections of child pornography would destroy them for fear of federal 
prosecution. In an 11th hour compromise on the bill, however, a conference 
committee of House and Senate members changed the Reagan bill to 
criminalize only the possession of "three or more II items of child' . 
pornography, videos, magazines, etc. Thus, federal law sanctions the 
possession of some child pornography - less than three pieces. A person 
with two hour-long video,tapes depicting the rape of a child cannot be 
charged with a federal crime, yet a person with three photos depicting a 

. child in a lascivious poseican. Christian Coalition urges that the federal child 
pornography law should be amended. to make illegal the possession of any 
child pornography. 

i 

Privatizing the' Arts 




The National Endowment for the Arts, National 
Endowment for th~ Humanities, Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting, and Legal Services 

I • 

Corporation should become ,voluntary 

organizations fun4ed through private 

contributions. 


Christian Coalition urges the :privatization 'of theNational Endowment for the 
Arts (NEA) because we do n9t view such funding as a proper· role for the 
United States Government. The issue is not whether the arts should receive 
funding, but rather which entity should do so - the government or the private 
sector. : ' 

Through its grant selection process, the nea acts as an arbiter of art and places 
its endorsement or "seal of approval" on certain works. This federal imprimatur 
is as important to artists as is:the funding which accompanies the grant. And 

I 

yet, as William Bennett pointed out during his testimony calling for elimination 
. I 

of the nea, this role of arbiter; itself should be questioned, as well as the "seal of 
approval" which gives the "official blessing - the blessing of the people of the 
United States - to things both worthy and horrible."65 This federal 
endorsement is particularly objectionable when it applies to obscenity, 

, pornography, or attacks on religion. 

Despite repeated attempts by: the United States Congress to place 
common-sense restrictions ott federal funding of the arts, nea dollars continue 
to go toward controversial works that denigrate the religious'beliefs and moral 
values of mainstream Americans.66 William Donohue, president of the 
Catholic League for Religio~s and Civil Rights, has joined the call for 
de-funding the nea, stating: I~We, as Catholics, have rights too, and among them 
is the right not to be defamed, and this is especially true when defamation is 
funded, with government money." 

I . 
I . 

At a time of fiscal restraint ahd budget austerity, cultural agencies cannot 
expect to be exempt from th~ broader realities of declining federal spending. 
Americans spend more than $7 billion annually on the arts; only $173 million is 
derived from federal funding. The privatization of the nea into a voluntary, 
charitable organization would unleash the creative capacity of the American 
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people and de-politicize one of the most controversial agencies in recent years. 
It is an idea whose time has cpme. 

! 
The National Endowment for:the Humanities (NEH) also would be improved 
by privatization. Lynne Cheney, the neh Chainnan from 1986 to 1992, testified 
in January in support of endiQ.g federal funding for the agency. During her 
testimony she explained, "Th~ humanities - like the arts ... have become highly 
politicized. Many academics and artists now see their purpose not as revealing 
truth or beauty, but as achieving social and political transformation. 
Government should not be funding thos.e whose main interest is promoting an 
agenda. "67 The controversial! national history standards, which neh funding 
assisted in bringing into exist~nce, are one such example.68 

William Bennett cites another example of the neh's use of taxpayer dollars: 
"[T]he neh provides funding for the Modem Language Association (MLA) ... 
'Their annual convention attr~cts over 10,000 professors and students and 
reveals the type of agenda th4t neh grants make possible. Past panels include 
such topics as 'Lesbian Tongues Untied;' 'Henry James and Queer 

-Performativity;' [and] 'Status ;ofGender and Feminism in Queer Theory;' ... "69 It 
is clear that at a time when 24 percent of the average American family's 
budget goes to the federal government in taxes, we can -find a better use for 
these tax dollars than through continued funding of the neh. 

- , , 

The Corporation for Public ~roadcasting (CPB) is another entity that should 
rely on private funding. Federal subsidies to the Public Broadcasting Service 
cost taxpayers $350 million ~ year, an example of transfer payments from the­
middle-class to the well-to-do. 

,­

Children Television WorkshQP, producer of "Sesame Street," reaps more than 
_$100 million in licensing fees annually. Its chief executive officer earns 

- I 

$647,000 annually in salary and benefits. A rate card sent out by Washington, 
D.C. pbs affiliate WETA in 1992 noted that the average net worth of its 
contributors was $627,000; dne in eight was a millionaire; one in seven owned 
a wine cellar; one in three had been to Europe in the- previous three years. 

Would privatization cause the death-knell of public broadcasting? Hardly. 
Private and corporate contrib,utions already make up the vast majority of public 
broadcasting's revenue. Onl)1 14 percent ofthe Public Broadcasting Service's 
(PBS) budget comes from th~ federal government, and only 3 percent of the 
National Public Radio's (NPR) budget is composed of federal funds. 

, 
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Lastly, the Legal Services Corporation (LSC) is a federally chartered 
corporation established to provide legal assistance to the poor. It received an 
appropriation of $415 million! for FY 1995. What many Americans don't realize 
is that divorce proceedings are a high priority for many legal services grantees. 
70 The LSC alone paid for 2io,000 divorces iri 1990, at an estimated cost to 
taxpayers of $50 million. Y e~, as study after study has revealed, divorce is not 
helping our nation's poor break out of poverty. Rather, as historian Barbara 
Dafoe Whitehead has pointe<I out: "Children in single-parent families are six 
times as likely to be poor. Twenty-wo percent of children in one-parent 
families will experience poverty during childhood for seven years or more, as 
compared with only wo percent of children in two-parent families." 71 
Therefore, an agency that wp.s established to help ameliorate poverty is instead 
fostering it through its fin~ting of divorce actions. . 

Christian Coalition urges Cpngress to privatize all four entities, the NEA, NEH, 
CPB, and LSC, and tum them into organizations funded through private 
contributions. 

Crime Victim: Restitution 
I 

I 

Funds given to states to build prisons should 
I ' 

encourage work~ study, and drug testing' 
requirements for prisoners 'in state correctional 
facilities, as well as requiring restitution to 
victims. subseqU;ent to release. 

I 

Today's prisons are not designed either to punish convicts or provide justice to 
victims. In Pennsylvani~ 

I 

felons can receive in-cell cable TV. 72 At a facility in 
Fallsburg, New York, ou;tdoor weig~t training areas feature televisions 
prisoners can view as th~y work out. 73 Hard labor has been replaced in many 
prisons with recreationa~ activities. ' 

I 

. Christian Coalition urges Congress to enact legislation that will encourage 
states to instill work and study requirements for prisoners. More than one 
million inmates are imprisoned in our country's correctional facilities - 919,143 
in state prisons and 93,708 in federal prisons. 74 Although a majority of 
institutions have acaderhic programs, many prisoners do not participate in them. 



75 In fact, a 1990 census fouI)d that "[a]pproximately 570,000 inmates, 
accounting for two-thirds or Ipore of both sexes in State and Federal facilities, 
were not participating in any i'academic activities." Moreover, about a third of 
the prison population had no ,work assignment, and 25 percent of the population 
was idle - meaning prisonersineither worked nor participated in an academic 
program. 76 

, 

An estimated 70 percent of ihmates in U.S. prisons are functionally illiterate. 
Without the ability to read and write, these individuals are unable to find work 
outside prison, a contributing factor giving the United States one of the highest 
prison recidivism rates in the Western world. Literacy programs - many of 
which can be provided by pHvate charities and prison ministries at low cost ­
will give prisoners hope an4 give society a better chance to absorb former 
inmates upon their release. ; . 

I 

Moreover, with one out of four American households victimized by crime each 
year, as well as more than 700,000 days of hospitalization resulting from 
crime-related injuries, victim restitution is very necessary. 77 Requiring an 
offender to make restitution to the victim will not only force the offender to 
confront the consequences:ofhis actions, but also compensate the victim 
monetarily. i 

Christian Coalition urges Congress to remedy this by conditioning the receipt of 
federal prison construction funding by the states on enactment of work and 
study requirements. Moreover,. we urge that restitution to victims subsequent to 
release also. be required. I 

Conclusion 
, 

! 

I 

The Contract with the American Family is the ftrst word, not the last word, 
on a cultural agenda for the 104th Congress during the post-IOO-day period. 
The ideas included in this·document are suggestions, not demands, and are 
designed to be a help, nqt a hindrance, to Members of Congress as they seek 
to fulfill their mandate f9r dramatic change. 

Christian Coalition wel~omes the support of Republicans and Democrats alike 
as it seeks passage ofthb items in this hold legislative agenda. There is no 
specified deadline on ac'ting on the Contract. The Coalition and its grassroots 
members will work on behalf of these mainstream proposals in this Congress 
and in as many subseqqent sessions of Congress ~ necessary to secure 



passage. , 
i . 

The Contract with the American Family emerged from a survey of Christian 
Coalition members and sUPP9rters conducted in March and April, 1995. It has 
been improved during the dr~fting process by extensive polling and focus 
groups arid consultations with members of Congress and their staffs. Each item 
in the Contract enjoys support from between 60 and 90 percent of the 
American people. More than half of the items in the Contract already have 
legislative sponsors, and several have already been passed by committee. 

I 

The American people now ~ave a Congress that is receptive to their desire for 
religious liberty, stronger families, lower taxes, local control 'of education, and 
tougher laws against crime. :With the Contract with the American F amily, the 
nation now has an agenda with broad support that aadresses time-honored 
values and cultural issues for the 104th Congress and beyond. 

! 
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Robert Rodriguez, (center) undercover AIT Igent..-ho tried to get bosses to call off the 
Waco Ra id. was made scapegoal. He is now the firsl agenl to ever sue the BAlF. In this 
pholr). laken by Bob Owen. run in Soldier of Fonune', June issue, Rodriguez is escorted 

inlo the Branch Davidian's tria l in San Anlonio by case agent Davy Aguilera Ind an 
unidentified agenl who reportedly sal in Ihe preS! seelion with. burp gun under his coat. 

With billions of dollars in lawsuits pending againslthe BAIT over Waco, who hid a mOlive 
to destroy most of the evidence Ibout Wleo being held II the Federal Building in OKC? 

Order Now! 
Help us bring this Important story to the attention of the American people! 

Read about the Justice Department Official's A ffid I\"It that Implicates Janet 
Reno In the planning for this hideous crime! Hrlp us break the 'trangle hold of 

the Major Media on the minds of our fellow citizens. 
Buy copies of this Edition of The Free American and distribute them far and 

wide! 
You need to read the story which will accompany these shocklnll pictures! 

Your friends, family, co-workers and neighbors need to read an of the Informa­
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Why do we need a Federal Department of Education? . 
• 	 Education needs a strong national voice. Anything less than a cabinet level position 

would undermine the importance ofeducation 'on the national agenda. 
• 	 Acts as a focus for research and information on ~ducation in America. For example, 

ERIC serves 500,000 each yea,r as a database for the latest education research. 
• 	 Ensures equitable access to education for all students. This is a vital function and 

must be monitored at the national level. 
• Promotes greater access to higher education: 

- 70% of student financial aid comes from the Federal government. 

- Between 1958 and 1990, the~ofstudents in post-secondary education 


. quadrupled. . . . 
- From 1970 to 1990, minority enrollments in higher education have increased by 600%. 
• 	 Provid~~ assistance to. 1 0 million disadvantaged students who have problems rea~ 

and wnmfg' ~";) ~ 
• 	 Builds partnerships with states and communities to raise academic standards. This is 

done with the Goals 2000 program without imposing a single regulation on state and 
local governments. . 

Gunderson 
• 	 No proof that a massive reorganization would be cost-efficient. The proposed $60 

million/year in cost reduction (ED's share) would be offset by increased costs from 
dislocation and disruption ofprograms. 

• 	 By unifying education programs, the Department has already reduced its workforce a 
third even though its client population has increased..No more reduction in workforce 
is likely without cutting programs. 

• 	 Educational goals would be marginalized in favor of "workforce preparati()n." The 
emphasis on cognitive and social development iri schools would not be in the mission 
ofthe merged Department. . 

• 	 The two Departments have conflicting missions. Labor is concerned with workers. in. 
the workplace. ED is concerned with students in the classrooms. Labor is primarily a 
regulatory agency. ED has developed a de-regulatory culture, and promotes flexibility 
in the use of its funds. . 

• 	 Any coordination necessary between Labor and ED is already being efficiently carried 
out. The School-to-Work program is an excellent example of this. 

Freshmen 
•. 	Eliminatfng the Department would inefficiently scatter education programs across six 

agencies, creating havoc and inefficiency that is not currently present. One agency 
should be held accountable for the education programs. 

• 	 Splitting up the programs among six agencies also makes it more difficult on our 
clients, the states and localities that benefit from our services. They will have to 
construct new procedures for dealing with six agencies instead ofworking with the 
one agency they are used to now. 

• 	 The block grants proposed have no mechanism for accountability. How can we be 
sure taxpayers get their money spent on educational needs? 
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Why has staffing and S&E increased since we took over:? 
• 	 The new Direct Student Loan program accounts for the increase in the S&E budget: 

with DSL, . it's a 25% increase -- but if we don't include DSL, it's a 2% increase. 
• 

Block grants 
• 	 They don't save any money. The Department already functions at administrative costs 

of2% of the budget. The only way they could save money is to cut education 
programs. 

• 	 No focus or accountability in block grants. Instead of targeting educational needs, the 
money could go towards non-educational expenditures (e.g., band uniforms or 
building maintenance). 

• 	 Professional development is the first thing to go in school budgeting, due to the lack of 
immediate measurable outcomes. Without money specifically targeted for professional 
development, its role in school reform will be negligible. 



EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

Why shouldn't the Departments of Education and Labor be 
merged? 

The Departments of Education and Labor should not be merged 
because: 

1) 	 Their missions are different. ED's mission is education; DOL 
focuses on a variety of worker issues including workplace 
safety, unemployment compensation, and training, mainly for 
adults. The vast majority of the staff and budget of Labor 
has nothing to do with education. Mine-safety inspectors and 
elementary schools have nothing in common. . 

2) 	 Education and training are not the same thing, and their 
purposes are best served if the distinction is preserved. 

3) 	 In the search for efficiency and effectiveness, merging the 
two Departments would be counterproductive by making a mega­
bureaucracy with most functions unrelated. 

These three reasons are discussed separately below·. 

1) 	 The missions of the Departments of Education and Labor are 
very different and both very important. 

In the arena of training, where there is commonality, education and 
training policy and programs should be closely coordinated. In 
fact, the Administration itself has moved in this direction through 
its School-to-Work initiative and in the Administration's new 
proposals for youth and adult workforce training. 

However, most of what the Department of Labor does is unrelated to 
training. 

• 	 For example, of DOL's $34 billion budget, only about $7 
billion is for the administration of employment and training 
programs. 

• 	 Two-thirds of DOL's budget goes to unemployment insurance, 
pensions and other programs totally unrelated to education and 
training. 

• 	 Of DOL's 17,000 staff, less than 2,000 work on employment and 
training issues. The remainder work on worker health and 
safety, enforcement of minimum wage and hour laws, laws 
relating to conditions in and changing needs of the workplace, 
labor statistics, and income-maintenance programs mentioned 
above. 



The Department of Education's goals and the populations it serves 
are far broader than those of workplace training. 

The main mission of'the Department of Education is to ensure 
educational excellence and equity. Department priorities 
focus on building a solid base of academics and other 
knowledge and skills for learners of all ages. While of 
course this should improve worker performance in the long run, 
training in narrow workplace skills is notED's mission. 

Of ED's $31 billion budget, by far the biggest expenditures 
are for programs to improve access and achievement among 
educationally ·disadvantaged populations from the primary 
through the postsecondary levels. The Department focuses on 
students in educational institutions and settings across the 
country. ' 

All of our major international competitors have separate 
Departments, Ministries, or Councils of Education (and among all 
developed nations, to our knowledge only Australia has combined the 
functions of Labor and Education; the consolidation was, accompanied 
by a substantial budget increase, not a reduction). ' 

In summary, consolidation of the two u.s. departments would merge 
two organizations with very different missions and would 
symbolically de-emphasize the importance of education ata time 
when educational improvement is critical for the united states. 

2) 	 There is a fundamental difference between education and 
training. 

Education is defined as the development of a person's knowledge, 
skill, mind, and character. It involves expanding the mind; in 
essence,. education is learning to learn. Education is a foundation 
not only for work, but for all aspects of life. 

Training, on the other hand is 'lito instruct so as to make 
proficient or qualified.,,1 Training prepares a person for a 
specific job. 

Not only are education and training not the same thing, in some 
cases they may conflict. 

• 	 For example, an employer may have an immediate need for 
someone trained as a machine tool operator. Because education 
and training are expensive, there is a strong short-term 
incentive to train as narrowly and quickly as possible. Yet 
in the long run, the best employee--the one who helps the 
employer increase productivity, the one who eventually becomes 
an excellent team leader and idea generator--may well be the 

1 Webster's New World Dictionary of the American Language 



person who learned·to analyze problems and communicate with 
others through a sound and broad basic education, not the 
person with the ability to run the machine according to the 
training manual. Merging education and training will make it 
more likely that the short-term incentives will win out over 
the longer term good of both the economy and the individual. 

Through education, we promote human development as well as economic 
development. In a democratic society, our purpose in investing in 
education goes beyond the need to turn out productive workers. 
societies can instill in their citizens certain facts and skills so 
that they can be economically productive--but that isn't our vision 
of a good society or an educated citizenry. Through education, we 
believe we can foster personal growth, creativity, anq qualities 
like responsibility and mu~ual respect that are required for a 
democratic society and self-sufficiency. 

3) 	 Consolidating all of education and labor programs in one 
Department likely would produce limited savings, if any, and 
would decrease efficiency and effectiveness. 

You don't need to create a mega-Department to integrate overlapping 
programs or to coordinate programs with related purposes when most 
of the functions are unrelated (e.g., OSHA enforcement in Labor vs. 
research on how to improve student math achievement in Education). 
Integration and coordination are underway. 

• 	 In the few areas where ED and DOL programs are closely related 
today, such as in the School-to-Workarea, we are already 
coordinating very closely and effectively. 

• 	 Further~ as part· of the GI Bill for America's Workers, the 
Administration has proposed integrating some 70 programs into 
a few flexible state grants for education and training for 
youth and adults, with very close coordination between the two 
federal agencies and their partners in states and communities 
around the country. . 

• 	 We believe that examining all programs for effectiveness~­
integrating or eliminating those that are duplicative and 
coordinating others that are related--can result in increased 
efficiency and effectiveness. (Of course, many of the 
programs on the GAO list·are widely recognized not to be 
"training" programs and not to be duplicative; for example, 
Even Start family literacy and the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit.) 

. 	 . 

The proposal to m~rge the two Departments, on the o~her hand, could 
create a megabureaucracy that would actually decrease 
accountability and efficiency. ' 

• 	 Bigger isn't necessarily better. For a time, Education was an 
office within a larger department. This was not an efficient 
arrangement and involved more employees. 



The country has more of a focus on education with a separate 
Cabinet-level agency. Since 1980, the National Education 
Goals have been adopted and the country has narrowed the gap 
between minority and majority student achievement. Test 
scores are generally up, and dropout rates are down. Citizens 
across the country have become increasingly aware of the need 
to improve education in America. 

Massive reorganization would distrac~ attention from the important 
task of improving education. There is considerable enthusiasm and 
energy in states, communities, and schools today to make 
educational improvements and to take advantage of the resources of 
reform consistent with Goals 2000, ESEA, and the School-to-Work 
Opportunities Act. For example, in a sampl~ of 8 states, 4 times 
as many communities applied for Goals 2000 funds to build local 
partnerships and start school reforms as there is money available. 
Reorganizing today at the federal level could well set back the 
clock in all of those areas. Maintaining a spotlight on education 
will facilitate the countrY'sprogr~ss in this central area. 


