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Repeal Goals 2000, Retwrn 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 ‘"edufare" system. We 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-oclds 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 more 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
- (ESER) .. 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 overwhelmingly adopted
(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 Goals 2000 followed by eliminating the Department of Education.”
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Texas Family Research Center

Contact: - Holduntil$:30 am. June2,1995 ’
Anne Newman, Director ‘ : , ‘

-210—/681 -4311 |
Goals 2000 not family-friendly

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act requires states to develop an improvement plan that
includes strgfegies for “parental and community support and involvement.” There are two
things wrong with the role that Goals 2000 has in mind for parents: :

1. The “Government Village” concept: Connecting children and their parents to govern-
ment services is federal government’s idea of parental involvement. This legislation calls for
changing the purpose of schools from education to “one-stop shoppmg” centers of socxal
welfare, and health services, including school-based health clinics.

2. Parental Rights: This legislatmn fails to protect parental rights in the most sensitive area:
contraceptive distribution, rather it calls for “parental partmpatmn to “the extent practi-

cal” regardmg giving condoms and pxlls to minors.

The “one-stop shopping” concept comes from the idea that “it takes a wllage to raise a child.”
It sets the stage for the creation of a 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 of enti'y, access or referral. For example, families may receive a single
indentification card which provides access to food stamps, health services, school nutrition
'brogra.ms, tfansportation services, child care, and counseling services.” emphasis added]' This
sets the stage for a Big-Brother tracking s&stem and Big-Mother government. A key compo-
nent of “one-stop shopping” is health services — this is Joycelyn EIders school-based clinics
repackaged and marketed under “educanon 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 of Education. 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 Qutcome-Based Education..

. urge parents to heed these and other red warning flags that have caused Mont;éna and

Virginia to reject Goals 2000.

‘Press Statement

! Family and Community Support: Coordinated Health and Human Services, The Commissioner's Critical Analysis, TEA



Goals 2000 Facts

1. Goals 2000, passed by Congress in March '

1994, established a new federal level of bu-
reaucracy, which will act as an un-elected
national school board:

* The National Education Goals Panel

* National Education Standardsand 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 in-

cludes:

* A process for developing state content stan-
dards, student performance standards, and
_assessment standards. (p.40)

* A process for aligning state or local cur-
ricula, instructional materials and State
assessments” with standards. (p.40-41)

* A process for “developing, selecting or rec-
ommendinginstructional materials, includ-
ing gender equitable and multicultural
materials.” (p.41) Congressman Dick Armey
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 of all students
to social services, health care, nutrition,
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
toconsent inregards to contraception; rather,

it weakly supports parental participation “to
the extent practmal ”

The Department of Health and H uman Ser-
vices and the Department of Education 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 programs aimed
atensuring improvementsin school readiness

‘and the ability of students to learn effectively

at all grade levels by identifying the most

pressing needs facing students and their

families with regard to social services,

health care, nutrition, and child care,

andenteringintopartnerships with pub-

lic and private nonprofit agencies to in-

crease theaccess of students and families
tocoordinated nonsectarian servicesina

school setting or at a nearby site.” (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 of national identity
crisis. We will cease to remember who we are

and why it matters that there is an America.” =
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What Others Say about Goals 2000

“A vote for Goals 2000 is a vote for a federal takeover of America’s
neighborhood schools.” :
- ‘ — Texas Congressman Dick Armey

“T 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.” , , - o
— William Bennett, March 2, 1995

Former Secretazy of Education

“I would treat it about the same way you would treat a fox dressed as a

duck at a duck-famxly reunion.”
— Lamar Alexander

Former Secretary of Education

' i “How 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

«...I am a strong advocate of restoring local control to our local schools,
I believe that Goals 2000 works against that purpose ... I opposed this legisla- .
tion when it passed the Senate during the 103rd Congress and do not support

it now.”
— Umted 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 Assoclahon

Tesnmony at the State Board of Education July 1994

“] am here on behalf of Planned Parenthood of Austin to express my

support for Goals 2000 legislation.”
‘ — Mary Reed

Tesumny at the State Board of Educanon July 1994

- . “Isupport the Goals 2000 in total, as does the membership of the Texas
Famﬂy Planmng Association.”
' - Peggy Romberg, Texas Family Planning Association

Testimony at the State Board of Educanon 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 briefing paper on education for members of Congress. It is intended
to set the record straight by correcting the mistakes.

Error:.

Correction:

Error:

Correction:

Error:

Correction:

CORRECTING FACTUAL ERRORS
The Goals 2000: Educate America Act

Goals 2000 turns "the 1989 stam'}ards approved by Pre51dent Bush ‘and the

" nation's governors into law."

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. :

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

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.

"The National Education Goals Panel has already started to develop standards
for states."

The National Education Goals Panel is not developing standards for the
states, nor does it have the authority to create standards or to prescribe the
use of any standards by a state, school district, or school. The National
Education Goals Panel was established by President Bush as a result of the
President’s education summit with the nation's Governors. This
independent, bipartisan panel has 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 Mississipp1, 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.

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."

The Goals 2000 leglslauon passed with bipartisan support in both houses It
legislatively created eight National Education Goals. The two additional

goals are having well prepared teachers and promoting parents’ involvement
in supporting their children's learning. (The Parent-Teachers Association and

other supporters of parental involvement in education advocated the

inclusion of the latter goal.) The U.S. Department of Education does not
issue any regulations in regard to the National Education Goals.

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

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 their 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.

NESIC "will essentially serve as a 19-member national school board. All
members will be politically appointed by the President.”
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'NESIC will not be a national school board. Tt will have no authérity with

regard to the operation of state and local education. It will have no
authority with regard to federal funding or regulatxons The authority of
NESIC 1s to discuss, review, and, if appropriate, certify content and
performance standards that are submitted to NESIC. It will also discuss,
review, and, if appropriate; certify opportunity-to-learn standards that are
submitted. No group or state is required to submit standards to NESIC and
no federal funding is tied to having standards certified by NESIC. The

- members of NESIC will be appointed by the President from among

individuals nominated by Senate and House leadershlp in Congress and the

Secretary of Education in accordance with the requirements of the.law. The

individuals appomted to NESIC are to be equally divided between the two
political parties.

a——

NESIC "will approve or disapprove all state- -developed plans to meet the
national education goals set by the Education Goals Panel."

'NESIC will not review, approve or disapprove any plans devel oped by states,

local communities, or schools for any federal programs.

The legislation "developed 'opportunity—to—learn" standards" that "specify the
level of 'inputs' schools must reach in order to receive federal funding."

" The Goals 2000 Act does not develop or specify opportunity-to-learn

standards. The 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 thell"

implementation s voluntary.

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

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

This 1s 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 subm1t anything to NESIC to receive -
federal funds under IASA.

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

This is incorrect. In the past, the Secretary of Education appomted
individuals to the National Assessment Governing Board from a list of
individuals recommended by the National Assessment Governing Board.
Under 1ASA, the Secretary w1U receive nominations from a wide range of
organizations, including governors, state leglslators, state boards of educatxon,
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 perspectwes of a variety of stakeholder
groups and does not become a self-perpetuating body '

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

_program.

Not only 1s this incorrect, it is the reverse of the true situation. The
percentage of Eisenhower funds allocated to institutions of higher education

- was reduced from 25 percent to 16 percent under the new legislation. In fact,

in 1994, before IASA passed, institutions of higher education’ recetved more
Eisenhower funds than they will receive in 1995 under the new Act.



- Assertion:

Response:

ADDRESSING FLAWED POLICY POSITIONS 'k
" The Role of the U.S. Department of Education

With regard to the U.S. Department of Education, Congress should "close -
the Department”; its functions should be "reassigned within the federal
governthent,” “transferred to the states," or T’eliminated."

The U:S. Department of Education nges education 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 concern, promoting improvements in elementary
and secondary schools (e.g., basic skills, safety, higher standards, improved -
teaching, better use of technology, parent involvement, school-to-work
transitions), and helping all Students to have access to high-quality education.

The U.S. Department of Education:

*  helps make postsecondary educauon affordable to middle- and low-
income students. -

e 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 1deas about improving education.

X

\X/ithout a federal presence in education:

e at least 6.5 million middle- and low-income students would have

difficulty paying for college.

. almost 6 million dlsadvantaged 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 cheir-
constitutional obligations to educate 5 million children-and youth
with disabilities, to help them succeed at the elementary and
secondary level and pursue postsecondary education and productxve
employment.



. about 4 million adults annually would go without the adult basic
education and literacy programs they need to be more productive and -
successful.

The Department carries out its mission efficiently with a very lean
administrative staff; in fact, the Department currently employs less than 5,000
staff, one-third less than the 7,700 employed by the former Office of
Education and related agencies in the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (HEW). Over the same period that its staff decreased, its budget’
increased by 30 percent in real terms. Only 2 cents of every Department
dollar goes toward administration. Indeed, the Department is more efficient,
- less bureaucratic, and more responsive to local concerns than the former

- Office of Education could possibly be in the large bureaucracy of HEW.

- The Secretary of Education is immediately accessible to the public and is able
to concentrate on critical matters in education, especially the leadership role
of focusing nauonal attention on problems and opportunities for reform.



Assertion: -

Response:

Assertion:

. Response:

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act

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."

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 creates a partnership with states and local
school systems to help our students achieve the high standards they will need

"1if 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 leglslatxon 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 1s issuing no regulations for the Goals 2000 Act.

As for reducing funding over ‘time, Goals 2000 Act funding is intended as a
catalyst to assist state efforts in getting reforms off the ground and to

. stimulate improvement systemwide. While some states are on the leading

edge of reform, others have yet to begin. Funds will supplement state and
local efforts, not finance them in their entirety.

. The Admxmstratxon believes that simply giving money to states without clear

goals or accountability is a poor use of the taxpayers' money.

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 voluncary, over 40 states and
territories are already participating.

bl
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Response:
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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.

Congress should "repeal the . . opportunity-to-learn standards” in Goals
2000. :

The Goals 2000 Act does not mandate specific opportunity-to-learn standards,
but provides resources to support the development of model standards and
strategies at the state and national levels. The Act does encourage states L0
consider the 1mplementatxon 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-learn
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-learn 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-learn standards developed by the states.

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.’ :

Congress, with bipartisan support in both houses, passed the eight National

'Education Goals, and these goals were endorsed 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 students to
reach challenging standards, just as are other goals such as maintaining a safe
and drug-free environment and ensuring that young children are ready for
school. Three decades of research have shown that parent involvement can
make a significant difference in.student ach1evement Teachers who know
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the subject matter and can incorporate challenging standards in instruction .
are-equally important to achieving our national goals.

Congress should "eliminate the National Education Standards and
Improvement Council (NESIC), the National Goals Panel, and the National
Skills Board."

The National Education Goals Panel's primary purpose is to measure the
nation's and states' progress toward meenng 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 states and organizations may submit to them for
national certification, if appropriate.

Just as participation in Goals 2000 itself is voluntary, states that do
participate are free to work with  these three nonfederal bodies or to

completely ignore them—without jeopardizing their Goals 2000 funding, or

any other federal funding. The National Education Goals Panel, predating
the Goals 2000 Act, provides the nation with annual reporting on our
progress in reaching the goals and maintaining the focus on improvement.
Elimination of the National Education Goals Panel would leave national
reporting to federal officials..

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

* First, the application process is minimal. The Goals 2000 state apphcatnon

form 1s just 4 pages long, askmg only 4 questions, and it is processed quickly.
The application asks states to describe how they will go about developing or
enhancing their own approach to education reform with the additional
federal funds. ‘Subsequent reporting is limited to describing the results that
have been achieved in setting standards and improving student performance, .
not how the money was spent. Of the 41 states and 9 territories that have
applied, 40 states and 4 territories have been funded.

Second, 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)/
The Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA)

Congress should "repeal all social service programs Schools should go back
to tcaching and educating students instead of ser‘vmg 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.” ‘

Removmg 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 (ESEA) encourage greater flexibility in enabling
state and local educational agencies to work collaboratively with other
agencies serving students. :

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

Similarly, coordinated planning will assist schools in 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.

Congress should "alter the formula for granting Chapter 1 money. Funds
should go to poor students, as originally intended, not to students in the
districts of powerful Members of Congress.”

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 some strides towards better

targeting of resources. In particular, the new Targeted Grants formula gives

greater weight and funding to counties and districts with greater numbers and
Concentrations of poor children

10
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Congress should "add an effective federal charter schools program that
‘maintains state and local flexibility and encourages state charter school
‘reforms.” ‘

There are federal charter schools provisions contained in IASA and the Goals
2000: Educate America Act that maintain state and local ﬂex1bxhty 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.

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

'a

~ The federal government exercises no control over the resources that states

and communities spend on education or over school and classroom practices.
Indeed, the new legislation recognizes that if federal programs are to be
effective they must work in tandem with state and local reform efforts. The
legislation responds to concern that compliance with the rules and regulations
surrounding federal education programs has often constrained the flexibility

. necessary to achieve improvement. For example, the reliance on nationally-

normed testing in Title | often limited state testing, and consequently -
instruction. The new Title I allows states to use their own state assessments
that measure performance in attaining the skills and standards they deem to

“be important.

New waiver authority provides states, districts, and schools with
unprecedented opporturuty to operate federal programs with maximum

11



flexibility, when they can show that rules and regulations hinder their reform
efforts. ' * '

- The new legislation shifts the emphasis of Title 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 Title I schoolwide option will
allow schools to use Title I funds to strengthen teaching and learning for all
children in a school; it also permits schools to combine federal resources to
create comprehensive strategies for improving teaching and learning and get
better results. : Q ‘

12
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Resporise:

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)

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
prov1des few educational benefits. IDEA is a huge federal mandate which is
costing the states billions of dollars. Congress . . . pays only 8 percent" of
IDEA costs. "Yet officials still have every incentive to declare as many
children 'disabled’ as possible in theu' area so that they can collect additional

funding.”

The right of children with disabilities to a free, appropriate, public education
is grounded in the United States Constitution. 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 respon51b111ty 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

‘prmc1ples 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 producuvity of people with disabilities.

Of course, we are 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

13



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 and with each other.

(5)  Focus.on teaching and leammg to enable states, dlstrlcts, 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_incentives
in the law are aligned to strengthen the capacity of schools to help students with
disabilities reach higher standards. :
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Assertion:

Response:

The Federal Direct Loan Program

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

Default risk is covered in approximately the same way in both the Federal

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

A better method for reducing taxpayer risk is to reduce the number of high
default institutions. The Department has limited defaults by 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 flscal year
1990 to 15 percent in fiscal year 1992.

The Direct Loan Program is one of the best examples of how government 1s
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. Direct 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 hkellhood that loans will be paid in full

15
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Assertion:

Response:

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

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 collection is building a much more effective
partnership with the privare sector than exists under the Federal Family
Education Loan Program.

16
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Focus on the Family on Education

Focus on the Family is committed to parental rights and local control as the defining elements of
educational policy, planning, and implementation. The very essence of educational excellence relies on
. the recognition of the traditional family as the key social institution of society and the education of
children as both the right and the responsibility of parents. It is essential that local control and parental
nghts guide the discussion of all educational content and schoo} programs. ]

Focus on the Family ‘Supports these Education Outcomes

» Meaningful parental involvement and genume decision-making authority in cumculum.
instructional mategials, and teaching strategies

> Measurable academic results based on selting goals and objectives in basic subjects,
including math, Jiterature, history, science, music, and art with an emphasis on core academics-
-the basics—instead of spending the limited available school day on social issues which are not
integral to the acadcrmc program 4

>  High standards of success for all students in core academics as measured by objective
nationally-normed standardized tests

> Religious freedom in schools which allow students to exercise their religious convictions
‘ without fear of reprisal, including voluntary student prayer

> Truth in curriculum subject matter, not relativism; accurate presentation of traditional
knowledge, not 2 "politically correct” presentation of trendy information

» The teaching of our country’s Judeo-Christian rehgmus heritage as pant of the history of our
. country .

»  Character education based on the virtues of honesty, self-discipline, compassion,
' responsibility, friendship, hard work, courage, perseverance, loyalty, and faith

> Sex education programs based on pre-marital 'abstinence only" and ‘moral ‘
responsibility; programs which safeguard students from inappropriate mixed gender classes at

Fo?uros the Family
15
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Who to Contact to Express Your Opinion

The President

The White House'

1600 Pennsylvania 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 céngnessman‘s Washington D.C. office directly, call the Capitol switchboard
at (202) 224-312]1. You may also locate the phone number of their local office in the

government section of your telephone dm:ctory

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

To obtain copies of senate legislative bills, write to the Senate Documenl Room at the Han Office
Building, Room B04, Washington, D.C. 20510 (limit six items per letter).

For information on the status of pending legislation, call the Legislative Information Line at (202) 225-
1772,

-

~ To contact your state representatives, govemor, state superintendent of schools, or local school district
~ office (for school board members), see the government pages of your local telephone directory.

Fpeus on the Fnsdly’
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The Eight National Goals of the Goals 2000 Program

1. By the year 2000, all children in America will start school “ready to leamn.”

By the year 2000, the high school gradua:ion rate will increase to at least 90 percent.

)

3. By the year 2000, American students will leave grades four, eight, and twelve having
demonstrated competency in challenging subject matter, including English, mathematics,
science, history, and geography; and every school in America will ensure that all students learn
to use their minds well, so they may be prepared for responsible cmzznshxp further leammg
and productive employment in our modem economy.

4. By the year 2000, the nation's teaching force will have access to programs for the continued
: improvement of their professional skills and the opportunity to acquire the knowledge and
skills needed to mstruct and prepare all Amnerican students for the next century.

5. By t}ze year 2000 U.S. students will be first in the world -in science and mathemnatics
achievement,

6. By the year 2000, every adult American will be literate and will possess the knowledge and
skills necessary to compete in a global economy and exercise the rights and respormbﬂmes of

citizenship.

7 7. By the year 2000, every school in America wil be free of drugs and violence and will offer 2
e dxsczphned environment conducive to learning,

8. By the year 2000, every school and home will engage in parterships that will increase pa:cmal
involvement and participation in promoting the social, emotional, and acadernic gromh of

children.

To the casual reader, these goals thight seem innocuous. However, they signal a drastic shift
in the roles of both government and families, with govemmem claiming the right to

'partnership’ in the raising of our children.
-- Cathy Duffy, National Center for Home Educanen

Focus on the ?mily
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Sample Questions Parents Should Ask Local School District
Administrators | | a4

1 'Has our state accepted GOéh 2000 planning 'mémy? Why did wé ?ocept it?

2. Whete are we in the process? Ask fo; §peciﬁcs.

3. What is oﬁr school disti-icft doing to impiemcm Goals 20007 | B |
4. Where can I‘ get copies of our state's goals or standards? _ ' .
5. How can I get on the state’s standards committec?

6. What kinds of testing are being proposed at the state level to measure progress toward ‘
achieving the standards? Will parents be permitted to comment on the testing process" Who
will ﬁnaﬂy decide what kind of test will be used? o

"7 What kind of testing is planned for use at our district level? May I view cépies?

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

9. How can | be involved in making decisions about new programs, materials and tests? Is a
review panel in place?

Fucus on the chfly
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9. Treat teachers and administrators with courtesy 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 Center for History in the Schools
10880 Wilshire Boulevard Suite 761

Los Angeles, CA 900244108

Phone -- (310) 8254702

Fax — (310) 825-4723

The cost is $29.95

Focut on the Fumily
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What's a Fami]yt To Do?

Families can do a great deal. Start by not giving up! Firﬁt. you can write to your state legislators and
ask them to refuse to participate jn Goals 2000. Next, write to your congressional répresentatives and
ask them to repeal Goals 2000 and Improving America’s School Act (the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act) in favor of block grants to states. Also, write to your state legislators to find out
exactly what is being done in your state to implemerit the Schookto-Work law. Take steps to ensure A
that the quality of your children's education is not sacrificed as the requirements 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 vital and urgent.

Here are some additional ways in which families can work to trinimize the intrusion of fedéral
requiremnents into their children's schooling. |

Become anﬁ remain continuously well-informed about school curricula and materiéls.
~ Know what your children are being taught.

-
€

2. Become actively involved in school activities 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 loca) level. :

4. Stay in regular contact with your child's teacher and principal. Develop a meaningful
relationship with them so they can clearly see that your driving interest is the welfare of

your child.

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

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

7. Become well informed about the education beliefs and voting record of legislators and
- communicate regularly, succinctly, and po!itely with them. Be sure to vote.

8. Ask questions until you are satisfied that your ch.\]dren are being taught what you believe
they should be learning.

Fugus oin the Family
o
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of key historical events, and subjects pertaining to special interest groups. The result is that the

standards fail to honor the commonalties that have made our country great: the noble heritage of our

governmental institutions and laws; the world-envied success 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 2000 is the only provision in this legislation that offers parents safeguards for their
children's education. This section requires schools to "allow” parents to inspect a wide range of
instructional materials, such as teachers' manuals, videos, and psychological tests. Furthermore,
schools are not to force students to reveal family income, psychological problems, or political
affiliation. Such minimal safeguards, while offering little comfort, are essential for maintaining a small

degree of parental contro) in areas of values. Parents must be diligent in uging all available avenues to -

st

protect their children.

Foeur on the Fomily
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How Will My Local Schools Change?

When Goals 2000 is fully implemented, the impact on textbooks, course work, testing, and teacher
training programs will be profound. Not only will textbooks be written with the national goals as a
guide, but accreditation programs, standardized tests, 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) (J), and history instruction. -

Sex education Goals 2000 opens wide the door 1o school-based health clinics and the entire Liberal

sex-ed agenda. Social service agencies and special interest groups will have easier access to our school
children when these services are offered at school.

"Parents as Teachers" 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 most frightening examples of the potential for damage became clear
with the release of the proposed history standards. Ahh'ough the United States History Standards
documnent states that ". . . knowledge of history is the precondition of political intelligence,” the
standards also state, “All historical study invoives selection and ordering of information in light of
general ideas and values.” Whose ideas? Whose values? The 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 Arnerican heroes such as Robert E. Lee, Thomas Edison, Albert Einstein. and Daniel

" Webster, while McCarthy and McCarthyism are mentioned 19 times 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 omission. In so doing, they atternpt to concition Students’ thinking with pblidca.lly—correct treatrment

' National History Standards. 1994, p. 1.
E .
1bid, p. 3.

Focus on the Fumily
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education. This educational approach produces hurnan robofs. individuals only capable of performing

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

Why Should We Be Concerned about ”Opportumty To Learn"
' Standards? |

The "Opportunity to Leamn" Section of Goals 2000 asks all states to assess whether every child in the
state has an equal opportunity to learn. The hope of the supporters of this bill is that if all students have
equal opportunities to learn in every way, they will succeed in achieving national education goals. This
includes addressing whether all students have equal access to the same quantity and quality. of
technology, facilities, instructional materials, teachers who are competent and take advantage of
ongoing professional development, and "other factors that the Council deems appropriate™ (Section
213 {G)). What are these other “factors™ Research overwhelmingly shows that the family makes the
most significant contribution to a child’s educational attainment. Given this fact, will the Council seek

~to regulate families that have opposing educational phﬂosophzcs “if it deems appropriate™? The

implications this raises are very serious.

How Will These Goals Be Tested"

With the increased emphasis on national goals and standards, it is logxcai to believe that the National
Center for Education Statistics (the office in the Department of Education responsible for testing at the

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

develop their own state-wide testing systems to evaluate their progress toward achievernent of state
standards. Since all students are expected to succeed under Goals 2000. and the content is o 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 whether the education program is successful. This will mean testing and
momtonng students through more careful records than has been legislated m the past This raises
questions about respect for family privacy.

Focus on the Fonmily
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How Will the National Educdtion Standards and Impravement Council
(NESIC) Function?

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

Goals 2000, it will serve as a national school board and will cemfy educational content standards on a
national level. Since special interest groups clcarly have major influence on who is appointed to key
policy and power positions 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 enormous 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 Panel is to act as the “supreme court” of education. It will have the
authority for final approval of national content standards, national student performance standards, and
national opportunity-to-learn standards. This pane] will also certify state academic and job-skills
standards. This new bureaucracy is likely to create — not solve — new problems without improving the
quality of education for our children. Concemns of local communities and parents will more easily be
ignored with the center of control 5o far removed from the local level.

" What Is the National Skills Standards Board?

The National Skills Standards Board will decide what "prospective emp]oyees" (our children) need 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 wil define what skill accomplishments are required for that
certification.. Schools, and, in turn, businesses, will be expected to adopt these standards in order (o
remain consistent with govemmem guidelines. Students will be expected to aclucve these standards in

order to be certified by the govemmm for many dreas of employment. In cssencc our chﬂdren will be
trained to work in jobs that government “futurists” have determined will be in demand in the next

century.  The problem is that our children will be gaining skills and not a well-rounded liberal

Fucis on the Fumily
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Even though the language of Goals 2000 is replete with voluntary provisions and the language of
flexibility, it is clear that state standards must still reflect the national standards in order to receive either
Goals 2000 or Improving America’s Schools Act funding. Of additional concem to parents is that
sore of the provisions of the law could open the door to powerful ncw 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 for a de facto shift in control away from local school districts and
parents and places that framework under the authority of several new federal and state bureaucracies.

A detailed analysis of the law reveals that, in many cases, political appointees will replace dedicated
parents, excellent teachers, and a canng community in setting key educational goals and evaluation
standards at the local level.- These new education-related bureaucracies will have the power to define .
the future of American education by setting the structure and guidelines by which states and local
districts will have to abide. If carried to the 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 National Goals Panel

> the National Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC)

> the National Skills Standards Board
Even though federa! education officials claim that local involvernent will be entirely "voluntary,” that
seems highly unlikely once millions of dollars in federal funds are funneled 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 a-historical observation that federal control follows federal
money, and there is no evidence that the situation will be different this time.

Foeus on the Fumily
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Even though we want all students to succeed, success will-have 10 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. If students are to reach "challenging academic standards” (which they are
far from attaining at this point), what will have to change? Does this explain why there is a new
ermphasis on values and attitudes instead of on knowledge, facts and information? Also, the “good deal
of flexibility” needed to implement the Goals 2000 requirements places an.enormous amount of power
in the hands of people who have the authority to decide what, how, why, and when states can be
flexible in their educational programs. We should return to what parents want; emphasis on core

academic knowledge.

How can a state commit to a "reasonable chance of success” for every student unless the standards are
lowered or changed? What new component can be incorporated into the educational systemrto
achjeve the goals that huge monetary increases and an increased emphasis on educational issues for the
past ten years have not been able to attain?

The pervasive philosophy expressed in ensuring that all children will succeed in school is actually more
a statement of lowering standards and political comectness than one promoting high academic
standards. Since we know that all children are not the same, either in abilities or interests, the
underlying implication is that educational standards will be lowered in order o assure the success of all
students -— even though the law calls this raising standards. ‘ :

The unrelenting emmphasis on preparing students for citizenship and the workplace based on futurists'
views of the world is not based in reality. No one knew the Berlin Wall would fall — even the day
before it happened -— so how can a futurist know what students should be trained to know and do to
succeed in a world we haven't expenienced? While it is true that technology is rapidly increasing, and
our children should be prepared to compete in a highly technological world, relying an crystal balls and
a utopian ideal as the basis for educational goals places the education of our children on very shaky
ground. Instead, we should be holding students 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 conirol under Goals 2000 has to work within the standards defined by each staie and as
recommended in federal law. Parental involvement, the eighth of the National Goals established by
Goals 2000, emnphasizes 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.

Focux on the Fumily
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. What is Goals 20007

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act, signed into law on March 31, 1994 by President Clinton, is the
centerpiece of a three-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
Opportunities bill. These bills further remove genuine local control over the education of students and
diminish the importance of the family in making educational decisions about their children. Local
contro] of education is part of our American heritage and the increasing federal and state "voluntary"
goals, guidelines, and thmsivc' mandates are seriously eroding this right. '

The Goals 2000 education reform package puts mto place an organizational structure that will
dramatically change education in this country for the worse. The Improving America’s Schools Act
which was signed into law on October 20, 1994, strengthens the key provisions of the Goals 2000

| legislation and essentially negates their “voluntary” nature. The School-to-Work Opportunities law
(S1361) provides funding.and encouragement for partnerships among the federal government,

businesses, and schools. These institutions are to work together to determine future work force nesds
and to make recommendations about how students should be trained in school to prepare to work in -
the future economic environment. Still under discussion are requirements that a student pass tests
regarding their "positive work attitude” and their "ability to work well in a group,™ a clear movement
toward the testing of attitudes and values in the classroom.

What Is Troubling about Goals 2000?

Even though much of the language in these laws sounds positive and harmless on the surface, a closer
Jook reveals that they serve to strengthen the top-down structure of education even though they use
the language of local control. This could significantly impact the rights of families in marters relating to
the education of their children.

" According to a Goals 2000 document published by the United States Department of Educarion in

February 1995, "The main requirements of the law are that: (1) these approaches be aimed at helping
all students reach challenging academic standards set by each state; (2) these approaches have a
reasonable chance of success;  (3) that there is a significant commitment within the state to
implementing them: . and, (4) that they provide for a good deal of local flexibility.”

Fuoxcus on the Fumily
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Christian Coalition Presents
The Contract Wlth The Amerlcan
| Farmly |

' Introduc’tiﬂon

In the 1994 midterm elections, 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. x

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 limits. 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 moves through the Senate.

The problems our nation faces are not all fiscal in nature. The American
people are increasingly concerned about the coarsening of the culture, the
breakup of the family, and a decline in civility. A recent Los Angeles Times
poll reported that 53 percent of Americans believe the moral problems facing
our country are more unportant than the economic problems./ Other survey
data indicates that 80 percent of Americans believe there is a problem of
declining morahty within our nation.2

The Contract with the Amerzcan Family is a bold agenda for Congress
intended to strengthen famlhes and restore common-sense values. The
Contract represents a valuable contribution to a congressional agenda beyond
the first hundred days. These provisions are the ten suggestions, not the Ten
Commandments. There is no 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.
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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 reform, budget policy - in the months
ahead. This contract is designed to be the first word, not the last word, in
developing a bold and mcremental start to strengthenmg the family and
restoring values.

Restorlng Rellglous Equalnty

A constitutional amendment to protect the
religious libertiesiof Americans in public places.

With each passing year, people of faith grow increasingly distressed by the
~hostility of public institutions toward religious expressmn Public interest law
firms dedicated to preservmg religious liberties receive thousands of calls every
year on issues pertaining to the rights of students in pubhc schools.

Examples of hostility toward_ religious values and those who hold them abound.
In Nevada, an elementary school 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 public elementary school in Rhode Island, the
principal announced shortly before 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 Stlll permitted. According to the Catholic League for
Religious and Civil Rights, the ban included "displays or exhibits, such as
wreaths, garlands, caroling and menorahs that appear to promote or give
approval to religious matters," as well as "candy canes, bells, holiday music, and
Hanukkah or Christmas parties and concerts."5 Teachers in New Jersey were
told to avoid references to Easter including jelly beans and the colors purple
and yellow. ' :

Children have been told ‘they ifc_annat read the Bible during silent readiﬁg 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 mentloned "God" four times. 7 |

ThlS antl-rehglous bigotry is not confined to the classroom. Nativity scenes are
now barred from federal post offices,8 and from the lawns of public bulldmgs
unless accompanied by a non:religious display such as Santa Claus. Some
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courthouses are prohlblted from 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 unman*i;ed couples for religious reasons.9

This hostility toward faith is the result of 30 years of confusing and often
quixotic jurisprudence in estabhshment clause cases. The Supreme Court's
application of the three-pronged "Lemon test," first developed in Lemon v.
Kurtzman (1971),/0 has become so tortuous that some court decisions allow -
states to lend textbooks, but nfot movie projectors, maps, or laboratory

- equipment to parochial schools; 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.// 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 bemg repeatedly killed
and buried-"/2 | |

i

Despite such rollbacks in religious rights, the American public consistently

supports freedom of religious expression in the public square. An April 1994

- Wirthlin poll indicates that reinstating 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: 79 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 non-Christians and between 80 and 94 percent of
Christians support school prayer. | |

The Religious Equality Am"endment would not restore compulsory, sectarian
prayer or Bible-reading dictated by government officials. Instead, we seek a
balanced approach that allows voluntary, student and citizen-initiated free
speech in non-compulsory settings such as courthouse lawns, high school
graduation ceremonies, and sports events.

A survey by the Luntz Research Company found that 78 percent of all
Americans support a Rehglous ‘Equality Amendment. We urge the 104th
Congress to pass an amendment that not only protects the nghts of students,
but the religious liberties of all Americans.

Returnmg Educatlon Control to the



Local Level

Transfer funding of the federal Department of
Education to famrhes and local school boards.

The need for educatron reform is plainly evident if one considers the trends of
recent decades. SAT scores have dropped by more than 75 pornts since 1960.
13 Ten nations outperform U.S. 13-year-olds in math and science tests. /4
And as education performance drops, the level of school violence in our
schools is on the rise. The dramatic 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 had taken a weapon to school during the past
month. /5 There are 250,000 crimes committed on school property each year.

Parents are distressed over the failure of schools to teach children basic skills
of reading, writing, and arlthmetlc Too often, sex education emphasizes
contraception and condom use rather than abstinence and self-control.
Homosexuality is promoted as an acceptable alternative lifestyle.
Outcome-based education (OBE) supplants basic skills. Psychological
counseling takes place W1thout parental involvement or notification./6 Christian
Coalition members believe schools should reinforce rather than undermine the
values taught in homes, churches and synagogues. |

Parental involvement and local control is the most pressmg need in education
today. A current report by the U.S. Department of Education, "Strong Families,
Strong Schools,” corroborates the fact that parental involvement in children's
education results in higher, student performance./7 Many local and state
reform initiatives focus on| mcreasmg parental rights and participation in their
children's educa‘uon

Despite this trend at the local level, 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).19

Christian Coalition seeks to return greater power and control over our
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children's education to parents and local communities. This reform begins by
transferring much of the fundmg for the U.S. Department of Education to
families and local school boards and applying the remainder to deficit
reductlon ,

The U.S. currently spends approx1mate1y $275 billion per year on pubhc

- education.20 Yet student performance and educational achievement do not
reflect this financial investment. As Time magazine recently noted, "The U.S.
spends a greater percentage’ of its gross national product on education (7.5
percent) than any other country 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 Soviet Union."2/ Less than half of federal education
dollars reach classrooms for instruction. 22

Increased spendmg is not the answer. In fact the 10 states ranking hlghest in

education performance do not top per-pupil expenditures.23 Rather, the

answer lies in eliminating bureaucracies, administrative costs, and federal
restrictions that prevent effectlve reform at the local level.

Since the time of its creation in 1980, the 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 and more than 5,000 employees.25 Moreover,
federal control over education has dramatically increased, ultimately
culminating with the 1994 passage of Goals 2000 and H.R. 6, the Improvmg |
America's Schools Act. -

Goals 2000 established several new federal bureaucracies, including the

- National Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC), which many
view as equivalent to a national school board. NESIC has powerful authority to
certify national education standards regarding educational content and student
performance. Although thesc 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 Goals 2000, many people predicted it would lead to the
establishment of "politically-correct" national education standards, resulting in
the introduction of outcome-based education (OBE) on a national scale
Verification of this predlctlon came quickly.

With 1994's release of natlonal history standards, developed with $2.2 million in
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federal funding from the National Endowment for the Humanities and the U.S.
Department of Education, it became obvious that national education standards
would not be objective.26 CI’IthlSm 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 31 standards, and was
relegated to the supporting materials;27 the establishment of the National
Organization of Women and Slerra Club were viewed as notable events, but
not the first assembling of the United States Congress;28 and according to one
reviewer, the material revealed only one quotatlon from a congressional leader,
and that was Tip O'Neill callmg Ronald Reagan "a cheerleader for selfishness."
29 The World History standards drew widespread criticism also particularly
for thelr anti-Western bias.3 0

The bias in these standards was so grave that the United States Senate .
overwhelmingly adopted (99to 1) a resolution condemning the standards and
expressing the sense of the Senate that NESIC not certify them.3/
Nevertheless, 10,000 copies of these standards already have been mailed to
school administrators and others throughout the nation.32 These national
standards undermine parental involvement and local control of education.

The time to return federal educat1on control to parents and local communities
through elimination of the Umted States Department of Education is long
overdue, and a good first step would include repealing Goals 2000 legislation.

Promoting School Choice

Enactment of le glslatlon that will enhance
parents' choice of schools for their children.

School choice initiatives are sweeping the nation like wildfire. Sixty-two
percent of Americans favor ch01ce among public schools, and 50 percent favor
.vouchers.33 School choice leg1slat10n was either introduced or pending in 34
states in 1993.34 These initiatives take a number of forms, 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
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choice, and are preferred by some communities. Charter schools are a creative
~new initiative through which states charter and fund alternative schools
designed to meet the needs of a diverse student population. Other local
initiatives include the pnvauzatmn of public schools, such as in Baltimore,
Maryland and Hartford, Connecticut. As parents and local communities strive
to reform our country's educational system, the federal government must do
more to assist these efforts. | |

- One possible example of federal school choice legislation is S. 618, the
Coats-Lieberman Low-income School Choice Demonstration Act. This
legislation would establish up to 20 demonstration projects that would provide
financial assistance to low-income parents to help them send their children to
the school of their choice, whether public or private. The legislation requires an
evaluation of the effectiveness of this demonstration initiative in order to
provide objective documentation of the merits of school choice. With almost
half of high school students in inner city schools failing to graduate, 35
educational reform for low-mcome parents in these cities is becoming
increasingly urgent. |

We urge the swift passage of school choice legislation such as S. 618 during
the 104th Congress as a means of promoting school choice for parents. We
believe passage of this bill will spur grassroots efforts to reform education and
give parents greater ch01ce m selectlng the best school for their chlldren

Protecting Parental Rights

Enactment of a Parental Rights Act and defeat
of the U.N. Conventlon on the Rights of the
Chid. =

|
The United States Constitution does not explicitly set forth protections for
parental rights, but a long line 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 parents, however are under increasing assault in
modern day society.

For example, state officials fremoved 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.36 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 hyperactivity.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 parental hOmes "38

Enactment of a Parental nghts Act will ensure that parental rights are not
violated and ensure that parents 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 Rights Act of 1995 will 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 interference in the parent-child relationship be justified
by "clear and convincing evidence" that it "is essential to accomplish a
compelhng governmental interest” and that it is applied in "the least restrictive
means" possible. ‘ - - |

The threat to the rlghts of America'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 of the Child is a human rights treaty adopted in 1989
by the General Assembly of the United Nations. It has not been ratified in the
United States. In the past, the United States has not supported the treaty due to
concerns that it may concede jurisdiction over United States citizens to an
international body and mternatlonal court.39

- Christian Coalition opposes the treaty because it interferes with the
parent-chlld 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 some of the examples of the absolute rights glven to chlldren

through this treaty:

e "No child shall be subjected to afbitra’ry or unlawful interference with his or
her privacy, family, home or correspondence - The child has the right to the
protection of the law agamst such interference or attacks "40 '

e "The child shall have the rlght to freedom of expression; this nght shall
include freedom to seek, receive and impart information and ideas of all
kinds, regardless of frontiers, either orally, in writing or in print, in the form
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of art, or through any other media of the child's choice."4/

e With respect to the right of the child to freedom of association or peaceful -
assembly, "[n]o restrictions may be placed on the exercise of these rights
other than those imposed in conformity with the law and which are
necessary in a democratic soc1ety in the interests of national security or
public safety, public order, the protection of public health or morals or the
protectlon of the rights and freedoms of others."42

Under the treaty, parents could well lose their right to prevent their child from
associating with disreputable individuals such as delinquents, or receiving
literature or gaining access to mass media communication (mcludmg films and
television) that is not age- approprtate

Pursuant to the treaty, a Comrmttee on the Rights of the Child has been
established to review reports from nations regarding their progress in
implementing the treaty. The committee has urged that in the area of sex
education, parents be required 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 his/her opinion."43

The committee's concern about 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 Umted States
Senate would be in the best interests of American parents.

Family-F rlendly 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 treatment that homemakers receive under the
Internal Revenue Service Code with respect to saving for retirement.

It has been said that the intact family is the most successful Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare ever conceived. Yet the federal government,
through the tax code, has pumshed families for working, saving, and staying
together. The Contract with the American Family addresses not only the
cultural pressures on families, but the financial pressures as well.

1. Tax relief fo~r familifes with children.



[n 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 four dollars to Washington. When state and local
taxes are added, the average family of four pays 38 percent of its entire

income in taxes, more than it spends on such essent1als as housmg, clothing
and food. | -

Christian Coalition's top :legislative 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 value $8,000 to $10 000 per dependent child.

Christian Coalition also supports in concept a flat or flattened tax (with a
generous personal exemption for chlldren) as an ultimate goal to simplify
the tax code, reward work and savings, and reduce the crushing tax burden
on families. ‘

2. Eliminate the marriage penalty.

Under current law, many. married couples pay more in taxes than they
would if they remained single because their combined income puts them
into a higher tax bracket. On April 5, 1995, as part of the American Dream

- Restoration Act, the House 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 time when family breakups are so.common, the Senate should pass this
legislation to encourage marriage and ease the burden on families trying to
form and stay together. -

3. The Mothers and Homemak‘ers Rights Act.

The Contract with the Amerzcan Family calls for the enactment of
legislation such as the HutChISOH-MlkulSkl Individual Retirement Account

- equity bill (S. 287), whleh will allow homemakers to contribute up to $2,000
annually toward an IRA, thereby prov1dmg equitable treatment to spouses
who work at home.

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
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of a single-income mamed couple, the couple can only contribute up to.
$2,250 per year toward retirement through an IRA, with the homemaker's
contribution limited to $25 0. This inequity in the tax code reflects a
disrespect for the valuable'role of the homemaker in our society. Christian
Coalition urges Congress to remedy this injustice by amending the tax code
to allow homemakers to contnbute 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.

Restoring Respect for Human Life

Protecting the ri ghts of states that do not fund
abortion, protecting innocent human life by
placing real limits on late-term abortions, and
ending funds to orgamzatlons that promote and
perform abortions. |

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

The foundation of all our rlghts as Americans - to speech, assembly, and
religious expression - are all built upon the right to life. The genius of the
American idea is that every person is endowed by his Creator with certain
inalienable rights, the first 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 infirm, and the unborn. We
support constitutional and statutory protection for the unbom child. Our ultimate
goal is to establish the humamty of the unbom child and to see a day when
every child is safe in their rnother s womb.

We urge Congress to take the following action as a beginning toward that end. |

1. Real limits on late-term abortions by providinlg legal protection to
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Achlldren in the latter months of pregnancy and endmg the practice of
"partial-birth abortions."’ -

Most Americans would befshocked 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 chﬂd's head, and then the abortionist is free to end
the child's life. This "partlal birth abortion" procedure is also known as
"dilation and extraction,” or D&X, in which forceps are used to remove
second and third-trimesterébabies, with only the head remaining inside the
uterus. The child's life is then ended, and the dead child is delivered.46

Most tragic of all is the faet that the majority of these babies are alive until
the end of the proceeding.47 Indeed, virtually all of the victims are beyond
the 24th week of pregnancfy, and many can survive outside the womb.

It is difficult to estimate the number of partial-birth abortions performed,
because abortion StatISthS in general are unreliable. The Alan Guttmacher
Institute, a research group affiliated with Planned Parenthood, estimates
that about 10 percent of abortions occur in the second or third trimester.

One abortionist who spemahzes in D&X procedures testified in 1992 that he
had performed 700 of them 48

Establishing real limits on late-term abortions is one of the most important
steps Congress can take to 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.30 One physician experienced in
this procedure admltted to having mixed feehngs on its morality:

"I do have moral compunctlons 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 unmmently there. I think, 'Gee, it's too bad that this chlld
couldn't be adopted."' 51,

We call on the 104th Congress 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 can clearly survive outside the mother's womb is
particularly cruel.

[
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2. Protect the rights of states that do not wish to use taxpayer funds
to take mnocent human life. « :

In 1993 Congress re- authorlzed the Hyde Amendment, in effect since 1977,
. with rape and incest exceptlons Christian Coalition believes taxpayer funds

should only be used to pay for an abortlon when the mother's life is in
danger.

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 states 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 under 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 required to pay for abortion for any reason, with state
funds. Enacting legislation to clarify the congressional intent behind the
Hyde amendment and to protect states' rights in this area is a matter of
urgency for the 104th Congress

The Coalition urges Congress to adopt the Istook/Exxon Amendment that
would protect the rights of the citizens of states that do not use taxpayer
funds to take human life. |

~ 3. End taxpayer SubSldleS to orgamzatlons that promote and
perform abortions. ; |

We call for an end to fede‘ral funding for organizations that promote and
perform abortions. This includes an end to funding for international family

planning organizations that promote and perform abortions.

Christian Coalition, along with numerous American taxpayers, beheves that
abortion is the taking of innocent 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 and refer young adolescents on abortion. This
implicitly sends the message to these youngsters that abortion is an. -
acceptable method of family planning. |



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-agers.52 And yet, during the course of the 25 years of
Title X's existence, the out-of-wedlock birth rate among girls aged 15-19
has increased 100 percent, the abortion rate for teens has more than
doubled, and sexually transmitted diseases among teens also have
increased.J3 Today, one:out of every four sexually experienced teen-agers
becomes infected with a 'sexually transmitted disease annually.54

Family planmng expend1tures for all ages under Medicaid now approximate
$252 million annually,55 and the annual appropriation to the Title X family
planning program is now: $193 million,56 one-third of which is expended on .
adolescents. The time is long overdue for the United States Congress to
eliminate funding for such programs.

Sumlarly, the American taxpayer 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
(UNFPA) alone for this year,57 despite its involvement in China's coercive
population-control program that includes forced abortions.58 Amnesty
International USA recently outlined some of the reports coming out of
China regarding the method used to enforce its "one-child" policy:

" [D]etainees were beaten and tortured to accelerate the payment of fines.
Some were reportedly hung upside down, others received electnc shocks
~on their tongue with electrlc batons or live wires-

One man who could not bear to see his wife tortured in a cell for days
attempted to sell their children in Beijing- other women pregnant eight or
nine months were given - against their will - injections to induce
miscarriages.J9 ’

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

Encouraging Support of Private Charities
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Enactment of le gislgation to enhance
contributions to private charities as a first step
toward transforming the bureaucratic welfare
state into a system of private and falth based
compassion.

A 1994 report by the National Center for Policy Analysis details the growing
evidence that private sector charities 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."
61 According to the same report "94 percent of all shelters for the homeless in
the U.S. are operated by pnvate sector organizations."62 Studies have shown
that "as many as 80 percent of low-income people turn to the private sector
first when facing a crisis."63 |

In light of this ev1dence as well as the growing evidence of the failure of
government programs to dlscourage welfare dependency, the federal

- government should take steps to encourage donations to private charities Wthh
serve the needy. |

In their Contract with America, House Repubhcans have enacted the most
dramatic and sweeping welfare reform in decades. By turning welfare
spending over to the states m the form of block grants, this reform will
encourage innovation at the local level, promoting work and personal
responsibility. |

The Contract with the American F amily 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 Army and other pnvate charities, millions of Americans will be able
to provide compassionate assistance to those in need without sending more tax
~dollars to a failed, dlscredlted bureaucratic welfare state.

Many citizens are not as genereus in their contributions to private charitable
organizations these days because they already are overtaxed. However, if
given the choice between havmg their tax dollars subsidize government welfare
programs or subsidize pnvate charitable programs, many would prefer to
designate the money to a private charity of their choice. Christian Coalition
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o urges the Umted States Congress to enact legislation to give taxpayers this

opportunity.

| |
One possible means to do so would be to allow individuals to designate on their
income tax returns a limited amount of their taxes to qualified private charities.
Another would be to create pilot programs through federal welfare block

grants that earmark funding to ‘encourage charitable giving and assistance to
needy individuals through charities and religious organizations. For every dollar
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 that is allocated to poverty programs,” thereby
increasing competition. This will not only change government, it will change our
~citizenry's pattern of thmkmg - people will once again feel more of a civic duty
toward their fellow man.

In the words of Acton Instituté head Father Robert A. Sirico, "[G]Jovernment
has no monopoly on compassion. Indeed, government is compassion's least
able practitioner." Through a private charity check-off or other means, the
104th Cong-ress can replace the welfare state with a culture of caring.

Restricting Porno graphy

Protectmg chlldren from exposure to
pornography on the Internet and cable
television, and from the sexual explorcatlon of

child pornographers.

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

Pornography, both soft core and hard core, is freely avallable on the
Internet to virtually anyone 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 available free and can be accessed wnh a few clicks of a
computer button. |
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Christian Coalition urges Congress to enact legislation to protect children
from being exposed to pornography on the Internet. Criminal law should be
amended to prohibit distribution of, or making available, any pornography,
soft core or hard, to children, and to prohibit dlstnbutlon of obscene hard
core pomography to adults

2. Enactment of leglslatlon to require cable television compames to
completely block the v1deo and audlo on pornography channels to
non-subscribers. |

!

Many children thro'ughout,5 the country are exposed to pomography, 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 responsibility should be on the cable compames to help
parents keep pornography: out of their homes. Cable companies should not
be allowed to transmit pomography to non-subscribers. We urge Congress
to require cable television companies to completely block the video and
audio on pornography channels to non-subscribers.

3. Amending the federal?child pornography law to make illegal the
possession of any child pjornography.

Sexual exploitation of children through child pornography continues tobe 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" 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 videotapes 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 1llegal the possessmn of any
child pomography A

Pr1vat1zmg the Arts



The National Endowment for the Arts, National
Endowment for the Humanities, Corporation for
Public Broadcastlng, and Legal Services
Corporation should become voluntary
organizations funded through private
contributions.

Christian Coalition urges the privatization of the National Endowment for the
Arts (NEA) because we do not 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 entlty 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
yet, as William Bennett pomted out during his testimony calling for elimination
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 applles to obscenity,

- pornography, or attacks on rellglon

Despite repeated attempts by the United States Congress to place
common-sense restrictions on 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 Religious and Civil Rights, has joined the call for
de-funding the nea, stating: "We, as Catholics, have rights too, and among them
is the right not to be defamed, and this is espec1a11y true when defamation is
funded with government money

At a time of fiscal restraint and budget austenty, cultural agencies cannot
expect to be exempt from the 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 agenc1es in recent years
[t is an idea whose time has come

- The National Endowment forgthe Humanities (NEH) also would be improved
by privatization. Lynne Cheney, the neh Chairman from 1986 to 1992, testified
in January in support of ending federal funding for the agency. During her
testimony she explained, "The 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 those whose main interest is promoting an
agenda."67 The controversmll national history standards, which neh funding
assisted in bringing into ex1stence 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 Modern Language Association (MLA) -
‘Their annual convention attracts over 10,000 professors and students and
reveals the type of agenda that neh grants make possible. Past panels include
such topics as 'Lesbian Tongues Untied;' 'Henry James and Queer
Performativity;' [and] 'Status ;of Gender 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 Broadcasting (CPB) is another entity that should

rely on private funding,. Federal subsidies to the Public Broadcasting Service

cost taxpayers $350 million a year, an example of transfer payments from the
middle-class to the well-to-do

Children Television Workshop, producer of "Sesame Street,” reaps more than
- $100 million in licensing fees annually. Its chief executive officer earns
$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; one 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 prlvatlzatlon cause the death-knell of public broadcasting? Hardly.
Private and corporate contributions already make up the vast majority of public
broadcasting's revenue. Only 14 percent of the Public Broadcasting Service's
(PBS) budget comes from the 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 prov1de legal assistance to the poor. It received an -
approprlatlon of $415 million for FY 1995. What many Americans don't realize
is that divorce proceedings aqe a high priority for many legal services grantees.
70 The LSC alone paid for 210,000 divorces ini 1990, at an estimated cost to
taxpayers of $50 million. Yet, 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 pointed out: "Children in single-parent families are six
times as likely to be poor. Twenty-two percent of children in one-parent
families will experience poverty during childhood for seven years or more, as
compared with only two percent of children in two-parent families." 7/
Therefore, an agency that was established to help amehorate poverty is instead
fostering it through its ﬁnancmg of divorce actions,

Christian Coalition urges Congress to privatize all four entities, the NEA, NEH,
CPB, and LSC, and turn them into orgamzatlons funded through private
contributions.

Crime Victimf Restitution

“Funds glven to states to build pr1sons should
encourage work; study, and drug testing
requirements for prlsoners in state correctional
facilities, as well as requiring restitution to
victims subsequent to release.

Today's prisons are not de51gned either to punish convicts or provide justice to
victims. In Pennsylvama, felons can receive in-cell cable TV.72 At a facility in
F allsburg, New York, outdoor weight training areas feature televisions
pnsoners can view as they work out.73 Hard labor has been replaced in many
prisons with recreatlonal act1v1t1es

~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 acadefnic programs, many prisoners do not participate in them.
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75 In fact, a 1990 census found that "[a]pproximately 570,000 inmates,
accounting for two-thirds or more of both sexes in State and Federal facilities,
were not participating in any academic activities." Moreover, about a third of
the prison p0pulation had no work assignment, and 25 percent of the population
was idle - meaning pnsoners neither worked nor participated in an academic
program. 76

An estimated 70 percent of mmates in U. S prisons are functlonally 1lhterate

~ Without the ability to read and write, these individuals are unable to find work
outside prison, a contrlbutmg factor giving the United States one of the highest
prison recidivism rates in the Western world. theracy programs - many of
which can be provided by pnvate charities and prison ministries at low cost -
will give prisoners hope and give society a better chance to absorb former
inmates upon their release.

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 ‘'of his actions, but also compensate the v1ct1m
monetarily.

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 requlred

:
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Conclusion

The Contract with the Arrfzerican Family is the first word, not the last word,
on a cultural agenda for the 104th Congress during the post-100-day period.
The ideas included in this. document are suggestions, not demands, and are
designed to be a help, not a hindrance, to Members of Congress as they seek
to fulfill their mandate for dramatic change .

Christian Coalition welq_omes the support of Republicans and Democrats alike
as it seeks passage of the items in this bold legislative agenda. There is no
specified deadline on actlng on the Contract. The Coalition and its grassroots
members will work on behalf of these mainstream proposals in this Congress
and in as many subsequent sessions of Congress as necessary to secure



passage.

The Contract with the American Family emerged from a survey of Christian
Coalition members and supporters conducted in March and April, 1995. It has
been improved during the drafting process by extensive polling and focus
groups and 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 sev;e:ral have already been passed by committee.

' The American people now have 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 Family, the
nation now has an agenda with broad support that addresses time-honored
values and cultural issues for the 104th Congress and beyond.
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Why do we need a Federal Department of Education?

L 4

Education needs a strong national voice. Anything less than a cabinet level position
would undermine the importance of education on the national agenda.

Acts as a focus for research and information on education in America. For example,
ERIC serves 500,000 each year 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, theamounrof students in post-secondary educatlon

" quadrupled.

- From 1970 to 1990, minority enrollments in hlgher education have increased by 600%.

Provides assistance to.10 n‘ulhon disadvantaged students who have problems readmg
and writifig o)
Builds partnerships with states and commumtles to raise academic standards. This is
done with the Goals 2000 program without i 1mposmg 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 of programs.

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 pr.eparatlon.“ The
emphasis on cognitive and social development in schools would not be in the mission

. of the 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 efﬁcxently camed
out. The School-to-Work program is an excellent example of this.

Freshmen

-

Ehrmnatmg 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 of working 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 educatlonal 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
of 2% 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 expendltures (e.g., band uniforms or '
building mamtenance)

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.
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EDUCATION AND TRAINING

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

The Departments of Educatlon and Labor should not be merged
because: »

1)

2)

3)

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.

Education and training are not the same thing, and their

purposes are best served if the distinction is preserved.

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 miggions of the Departments of Education and Labortare
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. 1In
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 popﬁlations 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 not ED’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 institutiohs and settings across the
country. '

All of our major international competitors have separate
Departments, Ministries, or Councils of Education (and amoéng 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.8. departments would merge
two organizations with very different missions and would
symbolically de-emphasize the importance of education at a time
when educational improvement is critical for the United States.

2) There is a fundamental difference between educétion and

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

Training, on the other hand is nto 1nstruct so as to make
proficient or qualified. ni 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, and qualities
like responsibility and mutual 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 8chool-to-Work area, 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 dupllcatlve and
coordlnatlng others that are related--can result in increased
efficiency and effectiveness. (0Of 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 merge the two Departments, on the other hand, could
create a megabureaucracy that would actually decrease
accountability and efficiency.

o 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.
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. 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 distract 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 sample 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’s progress in this central area.



