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I am sorry I can’t be with you in person today. Technology, we
all agree, is an important part of Education Reform. IC is
caertainly enabling me €o participate with you for this important
meeting., First, let me express my deep appreciation for what you
are doing. I see you as a front~line partner with us to move
education forward in this great country,.

I want ¢¢ express my gratitude to Gordon Ambach, his staff and
your organization., We are most grateful for all of your advice
and support.

hopefully has arrived and is there with you. He will help
respond to gquestions and comments after my prasentation. Ton, as
many of you may know, is one of the finest superintendents in
America. Both he and Mike Smith, who will join you later, will
be sharing additional information on our initiatives.

. My colleague at the U.$, Department of Education, Tom Payzant,

Y have to tell you hoew very proud I am of the team of people who
have agreed to work with me -+« many of them you know and you
have worked with over the years. It iz becsuse of this talented
group and your support that I believe we will be successful as we
work together with yvou to improve education for all of America‘s
children.

I am very appreciative that you and your organization believe
that the Goals 2000: Educate America Act is impartant enough to
make it a primary theme of your mesting.

Rather than go into the details of the GOALS 2000 and our other
legislative propesals, let me briefly share my thoughts on two
topics with vou:

1. Why GOALS 2000 is important; and

2. How we plan to use GOALS 2000 as a new way of deing business
with you.
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Some say I am naive, but I am very confident that together we can
nake a positive difference in education all across Ameyica., The
GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT will provide, for the first time
in our history, an opportunity for all of us to embrace
bipartisan national education goals and to work to establish
challenging standards for all students across this Country. It
connects you and your state, if you want to participate, in a
partnership not only with the federal government, but with other
states. And it does so in a comprehensive way ... and in a
partnership way.

I am convinced that an essential ingredient in sustained,
successful education reform is the creation of a critical mass of
excitement and activity arcund a similar focus -~ the improvenment
of teaching and learning for all children. When GOALS 2040
passes, and if we implement it in a professional, collegial way,
we have the potential makings of such a critical masg., That is
exciting ... and challenging and risky. But it is risk we nust
take for our children’s sakes -~ for public education’s sake ...
for America’s sake.

¥ know you have some concerns abgut amendments added to the GOALS
2000 bill in the House. I too have concerns about soeme of those
amendments., We are working. very hard to make them more
acceptable. However, our legal counsel and the House Committee
report itself indicate that they are not impossible problems to
avercone.

A key to our mutual success is how we will implement GOALS 2000
and other related initiatives. We don’t want to send you a 500-
page rule book from Washington., I am sure that this is the last
thing that Warner needs in Georgia, Tom needs in Kentucky, Ted
needs in Ohio; that Bayxbara Helilson needs in my home state of
South Carolina; ... or that the rest of you need.

We see this Bill -~ with its emphasis on high academic and
oceupational standards and systemic reform -- as providing a
framework for all of the Education Department’s work to come --
reauthorization of ESEA and QERY, schogl-to-work, and safe
schools. :

This is not just a framework for our legislation; it is a
framevork for all of the work of the department. And it means
the department will have to fundamentally change how we

function ~- more customer oriented, more flexible, more
responsive and less rule-oriented -~ just as we are asking
schools, school districts and states to fundamentally change how
they do business.

I know that the State Education Departments in Florida, virginia,
and Minnesota, amonyg others, have been going through this kind of
transformation as part of thelr systemic reform process. I Kknow



it is a gifficult but necessary process, one that is clearly
needed. I hope we can learn from your state efforts as we
procesed with ouy own. GOALS 2000 provides all of us an avenus
for reinventing government -- something the American people are
eagex for.

Mike Cohen -~ with whom many cof you worked when he was asscciateg
with the National Governors? Association and the National
Alliance, along with Tom Payzant, are already heavily involved in
pulling together our implementation strategies. They are

- sensitive to what helps and what hurts state and local reform

efforts. Also, we welcome advice later in this program, and
after your meeting is over, on how to best implement GOALS 2000
to help you move your agenda forward.

We still have a lot to figure out about the implementation
process -- we have been primarily focused on the legislative
process. Howeveyr, as our implementation team begins its work,
sevexral things are clear:

] - : 2 approach to how we work with
states. This is no “ene szze fxts all® aonroaach, The federal
government has a catalytic, not a controlling role when it comes |
to state systemic reform. And there are a variety of approaches
that I know wiil fit the Goals 2000 framework. For example,
Kentucky’s approach, initially driven by a Supreme Court
decision, enacted into a single, comprehensive piece of
legislation which takes on the entire refornm agenda at once,
surely meets the expectations of our Bill. 8o does the ongoing
work in Vermont., Rick Mills has led a grass roots, bottom up
process. They started with an emphasis on setting Vermont’s
education goals, and with building a pioneering appreoach to
student performance assessment. Over time, thelr reform approach
has become more comprehensive and systemic, as they have learned
from their own experience and the experience of other states and
digtricts. <Compared with Kentucky, they have relied relatively
little on legislation. In Vermont, they just de it. Both are
legitimate approaches and they are somewhat different from each
other. However, they both focus on the same enﬁ result --
improving teaahzﬁq and learning.
8e¢anﬁ we g;ak gtates ug_ghere they apre: no state in the midst

an 2 : rt should even think for ones moment
mmm&mmm as a result of Goals
2000, We even have “grandfather® clauses in the legisliation that
address states which have already developed plans, or have
planning processes underway. Any state should be able to use
this Bill to examine what they’ve already got in place and figure
out what their next steps in the process are.

The intent here is to build on what you. have been doing rather
than requiring anyone to reinvent the wheal, start all ocver or
begin from scratch. You can use GOALS 2000 to add components to
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your reform agenda, to expand stakeholder involvement and to move
your agenda to the next level. .

Third, am deternined to make
is a constructive angd helpful 3, =3
understand how hard it is to put the puzzle of education reform
together. We do not intend to have an application that is
founded on detalled forms, checklists, regquirements and
prereguisites. That is not what comprehensive systemic education
change is all about. My impression is that the action plan
submitted to the Department needs te be significantly smaller and
describe what is going to be done and how it is going to be
accomplished. The legislatlion does specify some specific areas
which must be included, but it is up to your state to decide the
substance of the standards. What we want you and your staff
doing is: 1leading, coordinating and faclilitating change
throughout your state.

Finally, we see the inmplementation of GOALS 2000 as a
partnership. It is a partnership between the federal government

and the states, and & partnership within the state itself to
achieve the ends that we all care about ~- challenging acadenmic
and occupational standards, high performance organizations, and
an engaging curriculum and instruction for all students,
Therefore, we will be trying a different approach in the review
process. We are very interested in the NSF systemic reform
program, with its peer review process, relying on educators state
leaders with real experience in this process, and site visits to
discuss and explore reform plans face-to-face. We and you may
convene teams across state lines to confront common concerns in
designing or implementing systemic reform.

This is a complex and fasc¢inating time in leading education.
¥hile money is tighter than ever and the problems are more
complicated, we have a coming together for the first time around
a mutually reinforcing aqen&a. Think of the potential 1f we can
work together.

Hockey shtar Wayne Gretzky, when asked once why he was ong of lce
hockey’s greatest players, responded, YI skate to where the puck
ig going, not to where it is.® It is easy to focus on simple
solutions and guick~fix answers. But, to meet the challenges
posed by a global economy, we must look to where the future is
moving, not remain stuck where we are, We must look to the
future of the next generation and those which will follow, We
must move to where the puck is going and not to where it is.
There is a Japanese saying, "We must learn to smell the future.®
We have the rare oppeortunity to close cut a century and enter a
new millennium by "smelling the future" in education.

Let me conclude, and Tom and I will entertain your comments and
guestions. My staff 'and I look forward to working with you,
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Piscal Yaar 1994 Reguest for the Department of BEducstion
Mr. Cheirman and Members of the Committes:

It 48 a pleseure to be here again and to have thia opportunicy to ‘
testify in support of President Clinton's first budget for the Department of
Education. The last time we met was to diecuss the Fresident’se economic
stimulue supplemental, snd I want to sxpress my psrsonsl appreciation te you,
Hr, Chairman, for your gquick and positive action on that reguast. It i;
unfortunate that the supplemental appropristion bill did not pess, but I

. vanted you to knov how much we appreciare the effeorts of your Coomittes.

R Iovestment in change to reach the National Educetion Gosls ie the thene
of our 1994 budgat: chsnging elementary and secondsry education so that all
srudents have the opportuniry to succassfully couplete s challenging
surydieulum driven by bigh standerds; changing the wuy postsecondary students
receive Federsl aid by phasing ir 2 Direct Loan program: sud changing the way
our ducation syetom deals with high achool youth whe do not plan to sttend &

4~yoar college program by dmproving the school-to-work transition.

Our 1994 budget will dovest in programs thn£ help all children “start
school resdy to learn,” link reform to internstionally competitive academic
stendards vhile helping to ensure that all students bhave the opportunity to
resch those standards, strengthan the transition frow school to work,
restructure the student loan programs to eimplify lown delivery and save

' bilXione of dollars, promote diversity in higher education, and encourags

national eervice among our cltizens.
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To begin moving on these priorities, we sTe regquesting & total of
$30.7 billion for the Department of Education in fiscal yesr 1994. This
includes $24.5 billdon for discreticnary programs, an incresss of $1.3 billjon

or 5.6 percent over the 1993 appropriation, and $6.2 billion for mendatory

ProOgrame .
EELFING AL CHILDRER *S$TART SCHOGL READY 10 LEARN*®

Ve are proposing significent in;roau«a in key early childhood programs
that tearge: at~visk populations snd help reach the Hational Bducation Gosl of
snsuring that *all childran 4{n Amerdcs will start school yvesady te learn." For
axasple, we sre requenting $110 wmillico for Even Start, sn incrwese of
23 percant over 1993, to ellov all States to meke nev avards for this progran

of integvated sariy childheod snd adult sducation,

Our tudget eleo inciudes $256 milliion for the Special Educetion Grants
for Infants and Families progras, an incresse of 20 percent over 193%3. This
vould help Stetes implemant etatevide systems providing esrly intervention
services to young children with diesbilities, and to those at risk of
developmentsl delsys, such as infants prcaazallg sxpossd to 1llegal drugs and
alechol. We dl;o are requesting neaxly §344 million for Special Educstion

Praachool Granta, un incresss of 518 willdion over 1993,

In addition to thesec Department of Educstion invesiments in esrly

childhood educavion, President Clintou's budget would incresse funding for the

Departwent of Hasalth and Humen Services® Hesd Start program by nesrly
50 percsnt, ensure that immunizations are available to every Amarican child,
and move tovard full funding of the Depsrtment of Agriculture's Specisl

Supplomental Food Frogram for Women, Infants, end Children,
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STIMULATIRG STANDARDS-BASED BDUCATION REFORM

Tge centerpince of President Clinton'e-siucation reform programm-and &
critical part of our 1994 request-~is tha Goals 2000: Bducate Americe Act that
we transmitted ¢o the Congress on Aprll 21. Our budget request provides
$420 milidon for Gosle 2000, vhich would put in place & nationsl program to
halp make systemic, bottom-up reform & rexlity 4o all of Americs’s schoolas.
This legisiatvion includes four kay components. ¥iret, it would write the
Nationel Education Goals inte lav and vould suthorize $3 million in 19%4 for e
National Education Goals Panel to monitor snd report on sur progrese toward

achieving the goals,

Second, Goals 2000 would craste s Nationsl Bducstion Standards and

. Improvement Council, which would develop criteria for certifying voluntsry,

;nt;rnaziamally competitive azademic content standards, ss well se agssegsments
e nied to those standards. Tha Council would aleo set criteria for valungﬁry
oyyortunity-:Owlaﬁrn standsrds in such sreas #s professicnal development for
taschars snd the availsbilicy of instructional materisle end <schnologies.
These standards would halp ensure thet al] students have the opportunity to
learn the materisl specified 4n the content scandards. Our 1994 reguest for

the Council and scerivities related to 4o vork s 58 wmillion.

Third, the bill would suthorize $393 millien in 1994 for grante to
sueist States snd compunities in daveloping systenic reform plane, which would
inciude improvements in curriculum, jnstruction, tescher preparatios,

assessmonts, and stratagles for increasing family eand community involvement.

Finslly, Goals 2000 would establish a Fational Skill Standarde Bosrd
comprised of vepreseatatives from business and industry, iader unions,
. sducation snd training providers, and other ralsted groups. This boerd,
funded at 515 milldion in 1994, would jidentify u{aantiul occupationsl skille
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and craste & voluntary eyvatem of standarde, xssesemants, and csrtifizasion
designed to facilivate 1ifslong lsarning and create & highly skilled

vorkforce,

Our 1994 budget request fncludes threes additions] fniriarives that will
complement the Goals 2060 legislation in helping Ststes and localities to

raform thelr schoole and vesch the National Education Goxlwe:

® §75 millidon for » nev Safe Schools Act to belp echool districts devalop
programe ¢ reduce high lavels of crime and wviclence snd snsure that the

school environment is. conducive to learning.

® $15 million for the Department’s contribution toe the Administration’s
proposed multi-sgency, urbsn-rursl i{nicdetive to help integrate

aducation services with cther social esrvices in eslected communitisse.

# 3515 milldon for model teacher profsssicnal development prograss that

contribute to evatemis educatlion reform.

Mr. Chairmen, [ realize it is uniikely that either the Gosls 2000 bill
er the Safe Schoole Act will be enacted before thie Committee mukes its
decisions on the 1994 appropriation. 1 do balisve, hovaver, that both of
these measures will recaive strong bipsrtisen support and will ba approved by
Congress in & very short time. I would bops, therefore, that you vwill provide
contingent appropriations for both propossis in the 1994 sppropriations bhill.
Our reform plan is en smbitious one, snd we would like to begin vgrkiﬁg with
States, school districtm, snd communitiss ss scon a8 possible to bring about

the changes envisioned in these . two bills,
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OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND IMPROVEMENT

An intezral part of ocur overall reform effore, and cvitical to the
Fedsrsl role in providing national leadership to States and commrunities in
carrying cut their reform . initiatives, 4o the Department's Office of
Educstional Research and Improvement. OFERI 4s in & unique position to provide
parents, teschers, sdministrators, ;né policyoskers with the information they
need ro successfully ldak bBigh standardas, State esurriculum framevorks, taemcher
professiconal development,. and sassssments of student perfozrmancze. For this
reason, ve are requesting significant d{ncresses for OERI’s Resssrch,

Statistica, sand Asssssment sctivities.

Ysr Ressarch, cuy reguest of $30.8 million, » 23 percent incresee over

. . 1993, wvould give us pev knowvledge sbour {mproving the sducation of

disadvantaged students. We vould slso wxpend field-initisted resesrch to
R enhance our undaritanding of tasching and learning snd undertske other
activities in support of systemic reforw based on high stendards. Punds would
be used for rasearch to advance the state of tha art in performence sssessment
and for providing technical sesistavce to holp Statss and communities apply
the lessens learned frow resesarch to fmprove their schools. Is sddition, ve

vould begin to foous resesrch at the school level and on vayas ve can help

support teachers in thelr efforts to improve imstruction.

Cur proposed $60 million for Statistics, or 24 percent over [993, would
help the Depsrtment monitor progress toward the National Bducation Goals by
alloving the National Center for Education Statistics to continue axpanding

snd improving fts collection of dats on the state of American education.

. " Our request vould more then double funding for the National Assessment
of Educaticonal Progress, vhich is the only peationslly representative

sssessment of what our students koov and can do. Our budgat includes
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565 million for national ssgessments in 1994 in reading, his;ory. ;nd sciaence
at grades 4, 8,Ilnd 12; and State-by-State assessments in reading at the same
three grades--the first time that etudents at grade 12_vwould be included in
State assensments. The request alac provides funds for developing future
national and State assessments. The costs of these assessments are groving in
part becauce of the continuiné movement tovard more advanced methodologies,
such as open-ended or perfofmance-bnsed items, vhich are wore difficult and
more expaensive to sdminister than the multiple choice questions used in

earlier tests.

In addition to these activities, our request includes 540 million for
the Fund for Innovation in Education, an incresee of 43 percent for
demonstratione and other projects that have a significant impact around the
country in helping Statee and cosmunities, as part of their Goale 2000 reform

efforts, te implement programs that wvork.
OTHER ELEHERTARY AND SECONDARY.EDUCATIOH PROGRAMS

The Goalse 2000 bill provides the framevork for the deliberations
currently undervay wvithin the Administration and Congress over ths shape of
the upcoming reauthorization of elementary snd secondary education programs.
In preparing our recommendatione to the Congress, ve are focusing in
part;culnr on hov these programs can help ensure that disadvantaged children

have the same opportunities as other students to learn to high standards.

For the most part, our request vould maintain elementary and secondary
programs at their 1993 level pending the ocutcome of resuthorization. One
exception to this genaral rule 1s Chapter 1 Grants to Locel Educational
Agencies, vhich would receive an increase of §374 million, or 6 percent over
1993, to provide additional resources for educational services to more than

6 million diesadvantaged students,
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The budget aleo reflscts the firat step in the three-year phass-out of

© Impact Ald "b" payments cslled for by President Clinton as part of his deficit

reduction plan, These paymanis ars made to local wchool districts for
child:en vhoss parents sither work or live on ¥sdersl property. Becsuse their
pgrent» pay lecal taxes, these children, for the moet part, do not pose a
fipaneial burden on those districtes. A $33 nmdllion incresss for Tmpact Aid
*a" payments reflects the Federal commitment to those districts that are
affected by the presence of students vhose parents both live and vork on

Faderal property.
SPECIAL EDUCATION AND VOCATIORAL REHABILITATION

Our Administration ds commirted to prosoting che agpoverment and
independencs of Awericens with disabilities, In sddition to the incresses
aoted eariier for Preschool Grants ;nﬁ Grants for Infants and Familiss, ve are
requepting nearly $2.2 billion, sn increass of 511l million, foxr the Grants to
States program under the Individuals with Dissbilities Rducstion Aer to help
States provide special educstion and relsted services to slmost 5 aillion

children vith disabilities.

For Vocationsl Rebabilitation State Orant programe, ocur budget provides
eimost $2 billion, & $6) million increass over 1593, to help one million
disabled adulte obtain gsinful smpioyment and lesd more fulfilling lives. And
ve are tequesting significeant increases for Independent Living Centers and for

Technology Assiptance for pereons of all ages with disadbilities.
IMPROVING TRE SCEOOL-~TO-WORK TRANSITIOR
One of President {linton’s highest priorities 18 to address the neseds of

high school youth vho do not plan to sttend s i-year college program, in order

to raduce drop-out rates and help them meke & succeasful tramsition to
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meaningful cecupaticons. For the schovl-tow-vork trscsitionm initistive, our
budget includes $135 million«wmsrched by the aa&n smount At the Department of

Labor--te help develop & nstionvide system of achoole and work-based learming

o

for such youth. We are vorking vith the Department of labor to create a joint
pian thar will develop the capacitiss of States, local communitise,
educational institutions, smpioyers, sand labor organizations to provids

comprehensive programs combining scademic ekills with cccupational training.

Gur Adult Bducation pregrame provide snother reil opportunity in our
efforts to meet the netiooal goal of emeuring thet “"svery sdult Axericsz will
be literate and will poesess the knovlsdge and skille neceseary to compste in
# global economy.” Our budget includee 33186 wmillion for programe undexr the
Adult Educaticn Act to provide basic akills apd high school aquivaiaﬁc& o
training for more thanm 4 millicn adulte.

REFORMING PEDERAL STUDENT ALD PROGRAMS

Our ovaerall goal in bigher education i to ensure that all students have
financisl sccess to postsecondary sducation. Our 1994 budger would build on
the izprovements achiaved in the Bigher Educetion Amendments of 1992 by
restructuring the student aid programs £o Teduce thelir complexity snd
eliminate unpnecessary costs. lack of efficiency in these programs ultimately
rasults in 5 cost burden to highar education in general., Our key propossl in
this sres iv¢ o replace the complicatad snd coetly Federal Family Bducation
Loans systen with s Direct Student Loan program.’ Under this program, yhich
would be phased in completely by the 1997-98 scademic year, institutions wvould
vee Faderal capital sand could, if qualified, originate loans directly to

atudents as part of their overall student aid package.

Direct lending wvould take advantage of lower Pederal borroswing coste and

the elimination of lender subsidies to suve approximetsly $4.3 billion in
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outlays through fiscal year 1998, These savinge would be shared wirh students

beginning in 1997, vhen ve vould reduce the interest rate for borrowvers by

about one-half percent.

For Pell Grante, our request of $6.3 billion would fund avards to more
than 4.7 million students, 342,000 more than in 1993. And ve would maintain
the maximum Pell avard at $2,300. 1 am also pleased that the President has
submjitted an emendment to his 1994 budget fo fund the $2 billion Pell Grant
shortfall. It is our underntnndink that sufficient budget authority is
available to cover the shortfall in 1994, and that this budget amendment would
bhave no ocutlay impact becsuse the shortfall amounts hava alraady bean expended

in previous budget years.

In order to give priority to the Pell CGrant PTOgTam, th; Department's
most need-focused student aild program, ve are raquesting $1.2 billion, a
decrease of $200 million, for the campus-based programs. Hovever, ve alsc are
proposing to allov institutions to transfer funds among these three programs--
Supplemental Educationsl Opportunity Grants, Work-Study, and Perkins Loans--to
best meet student needs. In addition, 10 percent of total campus-based

allocations would be reserved for Work-Study community service programs.

Our budget aleo includes $25 million for the State Postsacondary Review
Program, vhich vas authorized by the Higher Education Amendments of 1992.
This nev program will protect the Foderal student aid investment and the
interests of student consumers by establishing a shared State and Pederal
responsibility for oversight af institutions participating in the student aid

Programs.
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SUPPURTING DIVERSITY IN HIGEER EDUCATIOR

Presfdant Clinton's 1994 budget descnstrates his strong commitment to

diversity in higher sducatiecn by funding three nevly authorized programs that

will help expand postsecoendary apportunitiss for Africen Americans and other

ginority studsnte.

The nev Histovically Black College and Univereiry Capitel Financing
program will idnsure np to $357 million in comastruction bonds to caﬁ:xibut-’ta
the physical improvesent ané scudenie anhancument of colleges thar asre
criticsl to maintaining opportunicy sed divereity in Amesicsn highar
sducation. The $8.5 willion Faculty Developmant program would provide
fellovships to bsccalauraste degree holders and faculty from underrepresented
groupes whe wish to obtadn s doctoral degree or participate in s professional
davalopment progrem. #&nd the nev Imstitute for Intermaticnal Publie Peliey,
funded at $4 willion, would incresss the number of African Americsns and other
underrepresented pinorities &§ international wervice by supporting gradusts
feliowshipe, internshipe, juniar-year-abrosad experiences, and intensive

language training.
FNCOURAGIRG RATIONAL SERVICE

Finally, our prepossls xeflect the Prasident®s suphasis on national
saxvice by axpanding opportunitiss for atudests to return to the community

sone of the banefits they receive from higher educatiom.

For axample, as I indicated nariiet, &% lesst 10 percent of overall
campus-baved program funding would be used for Work-Study community service
jobe, wsuch nae tutoring high school students or p;aviding literacy rraining.
Funding would be doudled to $2.9 million for the Innmovative Projects for

Compunity Service prograz, which supports student volunteers vho work to sslve
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social preblews. And the nev Direct Student Losn system vould offer students
the option of basing loan repayment om income through whet would ba referred
to ss EXCEL Accoupts. This would make it possible for greduntes to accept
lov-paying Jobs of high value to their cammunit%aa without fasr of defaulting
on their student loane., Flexible repayment optious salsxo should help to reduce

student loon defauits.
DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMERT

One of wy highsst priorities ae Secrstary of Education le to make the
Depaviment & model Federal sgency so that (¢ csn effectively carry out its
progras responsibilities and provide the lesdsrship that 1a 40 necessary for

the countyy ss we pursus the National Education Goalws.

T am mure you sve svare that pravicus administrations hsve besn harshly
criticized by the Ganeral Accounting QOffice snd the Department’s own Inspsctoer
Genersl for providing inadequate rescurcas and poor mensgement of Department
programs. I sust tell you that Deputy Sacratary Kunin and I vers both rather
surprissd and diemaysd--vhen we first errived st the Dapartment s fev months
ago~~to discover that ve vare inheriting lerge FPell OGrant shorifalls,
insdequate controls fo prevent student loas defaults, poor facilities for
employess, antiguated computer sud phone sguipment, snd lov morale among wmuch
of the staff. We vill need sdditional funds to contimus proceasing Pell Grant
Applicetions, to contyrel defauvit costs, and £o incresse productivity by
gerting employsss the neceszary tocls to do thelr jobs. And ae this budget

demonstratos, the Deputy Secrecery and I are committed to inproving the day-

‘to~day senngement of the Despartment.

Gur 1994 request for Departmental Management im $437.4 million, an
increane of $47 willion or 12 percent over 1993. This request includes

funding for Program Administration, the Office for Ciwil Rights, and the
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Office of the Inapector General. Thuse costs amount to abour I,S'parctnz of

eur total budger.

In terms of staffipg, our raquset for 1994 is 4,838 full-time squivalest
suployses (PTE) & radociton of 124 froe our 1993 funded celling of 4,960,
This reflects the Department’s implementstion of President Clinron's Executive
Order reducing Federal steff, vhich required a cut of 50 FTE by the end of
1993 and » furcher decrssse of 74 PIE 4n 1994, Despite the ovarall decresse,
ve will be incremsing stafif in the student loan programs. Ws will compensate
for the oversll reductions by reallocaring staff within the agency vhers
peselble, by increasing training to improve staff productivity, by modernising
sgquipwent, mnd by anhancing dats sysatsss., We will sisc participste sctivsly
in Vies President Gore's Raticnal Performsnce Reviaw simed at *reinventing

government .
CORCLUSION

In sussmary, I believe the President’s agenda for improving sducation-~
investing in sarly childhood programs, providing sdditional sasistancs to
dissdventaged students through Chapter 1, halping Statss mn&t_tﬁ& uasde of
studants of all mgas with disabilities, linking reforw to high standards,
strengthening the transition from school to work, restructuring the zzmﬁ&a:
lean programs, and sncoursging national service--is one that all Americans can
support. Luy 1994 budget ragusst provides ¢he rescurces neaded to begin
carrying out that agsnds--and makes the invesiments nesded to ensure that the
Department of Education can sffectively fulfill {ts essentisl role. I bops
you will give the Prasident’s budget for education your full suppore.

Deputy Sscretary Kunin snd I will ba happy to respond to any gquestions

you may have,
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Greetings from Secretary Riley

{ apprecizue the warm reception ] have received from oll of you since sy arrival af the Depariment
on January 215t

Education s anintegrad part of thepresident's evpaomic message and domestic policyagenda, and
a critical conmponent of My desive ta develop this natior’s “human captal, ” We will be working
elosely with the Departmenis of Labor and Health and Human Services ro fulfill this pledge.

As secretary of vducation, Iwill be an advocate for all its employees. By the sans token, Dwill need
your assistanice to make this agency & dynamic force in the Clinton admiristration and io snake sure
we deliver services 1o all of education's siakehodders. This will not bean easy sask, but fanreonfident
thar you, like me, are conmittedo qualiry education for el andexcited by the challenges thatlie ahend
af us.

This newsietier is itended to be Both @ means for my office to consmaticnte with you shoud whal
is happening in U Departiment and for you fo conppunicate with me aul with each vther alwout
important endeavors in which you are involved,

The deputy secrstary and ook forward 1o a cooperative and productive working relationship with
every office in the Departinent,

Richard W. Riley

1
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A Message from
Deputy Secretary Madeleine Kunin

The first weeks on the job have been exciting.
The secretary and | are committed to enabling the
Department 1o become a model of excellenve and
service in the federal govermmeni.

We will need your help. 1 am pleased that the
Secretary has asked me fo axsume responsibility
for management issues i re-inveni government,
including the department's Teial Quality Manage-
ment Initiative. Thave heen asked 1o develop other
strategies 1o inprove how we funclion as a departs
aeat, both internally, and externaily. very much
welcame your Sugpestions in this regurd ond look
Jorward 1o working with the pxisting TOM plan.
ning feams.

My responsibilities will also inchade hnison with
the business comneanity. In addition, the secretary
has asked me 10 have a special focus on croxs-
cutting issues that gifect severad depasinunis,
including nativnal service, scionce and technology,
tapanization, schook-to-work initiatives, and
welfare reform. The president and the scoretary
have focused the Spotlight on coopeeation and
collaboration af every level of goverment,
starting with the shared lestimony before the
Congress of the secretary of labar and the secre-
tary of education. Now it is up to all of us, af every
level, to follow through in order fo achieve our
conunon goni—to inyprove the lves of children and
Jamilies. 1very smech look forward to sharing e
challenge ahead swith you, so thut we can ol look
buck years from now, and say, “Weewihe Depart-
ment of Education—suude « differerce.”

Muadeleine Muay Kunin
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UNITED S8TATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
THE SECRETARY

RICHARD W, IILEY
U.S. SECRETARY OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION

March 27, 1993

I would Iike 10 begin my remarks with a personal story. Many years ago I had just completed
2 years in the Navy as an Officer on 2 mine sweeper, then graduated from law school and joined
my father's law practice in Greenville, South Carolina. [ was energetic and, like all young
people, perfectly prepared to quickly reshape the world to my own vision of the future.

My father, at the time, was the attorney for the Greenville School Board, a position he proudly
held for sixteen years. He looked on with amusement as [ talked on and on about the need for -
instant change. I soon discovered why. For what I remember most about watching my father
as he participated in the many controversial school board meetings of that difficult era was that
"change” did not come easily.

The South, you see, in the years following Brown vs, Board of Education was deeply involved .

in change ... change for the better. But the changes were not easy ... the most important
changes are never ¢asy.

I saw my father and our School Board struggle to respond to changing times; then to even make
change happen; o turn people away from the past; to help people let go of old assumptions and
ways of doing business, Change meant frustration, anger, hot tempers, long meetings and
immense amounts of criticism from all sides. Yet my father and this local School Board -~
different kinds of local leaders of different backgrounds - were commitied to service -- facing
their responsibilities — and the burden of change «- they met "the times" head on.

Greenville School Board persevered because they looked far down the road, at an America that
was yet to come. And, so they acted.

As I flew across the country to come here, I reflected that the challenge of change for school
board members is not very different today than it was thirty-odd years ago — or gven ten years
ago when A Nation At Risk was released. Change 1s still difficult and unsettling. Change is
still long meetings and the capacity to endure immense amounts of criticism from all sides. In
the brief two months that 1 have been Secrstary of Education, I too have had controversial
decisions to make. That is the nature of public service in our democracy.

So 1 want to begin my remarks by thanking you board members, superintendents, and members
of education family for your continuing commitment to the young people of this nation. For
your perseverance, your energy and yes -~ your idealism. President Clinton speaks often and
urgently about the need for national service for the young people of this country. I believe

400 MARYLAND AVE., 5W. WASHINGTON, B.C. 202020100
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_strongly in his message. We need to hamess the positive energy of our young people in our

communities.

But | also know that each of you is performing your own form of national service. Quigtly,
often with little or no pay, keeping long hours, with hardly any rewards for being involved in
the bedrock of local democracy. So I thank you. Your work is of immense value to this nation.

And your work is of immense value to me as President Clinton’s new Secretary of Eéﬁcazion.
I have been in my position a litile more than two months, I cannot say that I have broken the
gridieck in Washington, But I do know this, to move forward -~ to break the gridlock - 1 need
your help,

I assure you - all the wisdom of this country is not centered around the Washington Monument.
The inovement to reform our nation’s schools cannot happen without you, America’s school
board members, local educators, and parents. You are needed, valued and have a significant
role to play in the ongoing educational reform movement.-

1 have come here, then, 1o speak to you about our direction -~ to talk to you about the principles
that will guide us - so that we can work beiter together,

I want w begin by stating the three overarching principles of the Clinton Administration.

First, we will focus our attention on the core of education ~ improving teaching and learning,
This is our central purpose, the sum and essence of what we want to achieve. ‘I‘ea::hmg and
fearming.

We cannot allow ourselves 1o be distracted, to get caught up in every new solution and every
silver bullet of the moment. ] believe strongly in reform, but systemic reform. We have a great
need for putting all the pieces together in education renewal focused on teaching and learning.
This is where I will focus my attention,

Our second principle is opportunity and responsibility.  In education this translates into
establishing standards which chalienge all students. High standards, world-class standards, and
then the coupling of these standards with new and betier opportunities 5o that students can
actually achieve them.

We Americans have a tendency to put out reports that define laudable national goals. They get
enormous amounts of attention, there is a great ballyhoo in the press, and then the news moves

. on, But you know and | know that these géals can never be achieved if we do not translate them

in schools ang for students.

Standards are not only for the chosen few or the “talented tenth” but for all of our young people,

‘regardless of their economic background, Some folks say that setting high goals and standards

is unfair to the disadvantaged who have not had a fair chance in education. Benjamin Mays, a
close friend of Martin Luther King, Jr., once wrotz 1o young people that the “greatest tragedy
in life is not failing 1o reach your goals -- the greatest tragedy is having no goals at all.”™ In my



own state, [ have seen how the commitment to high standards not only raised expectations, but
led us to make the reforms necessary to achieve those standards.

QOur third principle is partnership, to include every segment of our society in the purpose of
education, If there is any single flaw in the school reform movement, it is the tendency to push
some people oul, to assume that reform is driven from the top down, by national experts. |
think otherwise.” Invite everybody to be involved. For I assure you, “there is no comer on the
wisdom market when it comes to education.

Let us recognize this great fact. Our nation is going through 2 startling, profound and at times
traumatic period of restructuring. Qur economy is changing. Qur population is becoming more
diverse, Millions of new immigrants are entering the work force. Where we live — who we
are — how we work - even how we learn - are all in flux.

In this period of change, there is a great need for all of us 1o accept the reality that we have to
go in new directions and build new partnerships to get things done. That is what the American
people mean when they say to us — break the gridlock.,

So I am strong for partnerships: 1 have yet {o see a bureaucratic “turf™ fight, at any level of
government, go anything to help a child grow and learn. We will seek, therefore, to reduce the
fragmentation that currently plagues federal education programs, to reduce the isolation between
preschool, elementary, secondary and higher education. In addition, we will build links between
the myriad nember of other federal programs mg children. 1-am very interested in the
thinking behind NSBA's "Link wp for Leaming.” .

These three principles - teaching and leaming -- higher standards for all children -- and 3
commitment to parinership -- are at the core of President Clinton’s commitment to a new “ethic
of learning” in America. Now, what does that mean in real terms at the federal level? In the
specific, we have six reforms in mind.

The first will soon be introduced by President Clinton. It is called the Goals 2000 Educaie
America Act. This is our Jead bill, our effort to foster systemic education reform ail across
America, working with you, local educators, community leaders, state leaders, and members of
Congress. Let me run through some of the essential components of this legislation.

At the national level Goals 2000 will set in formal federal policy the National Education Goals
and establish a bipartisan National Goals Panel. This panel will give us the national report card
on the progress we are making toward achieving these national education goals.

It will also develop a national consensus on what constitutes international competitive standards;
and provide a voluntary way for states and local wmmamz}a& to certify that their standards are
similar to0 those used by the best in the world.

At the state and Tocal level, Goals 2000 will inject an infusion of federal funding and just as
importantly, a new infusion of flexibility from federal rules. Goals 2000 will initiate a
substantial grants program to help states and local communities:



* develop systemic, comprehensive "action plans” topwvidé educational opportunities zl;at
will encourage all students to perform at challenging academic and/or occupational levels,

. If the “action plans” are sufficiently ambitious, states and schoo! districts will be given
flexibility to use federal education money in the most effective and coordinated manner
that is possible to focus on the whole child for the whole day and beyond ... to reach for
challenging standards.

® These systemic action plans will very likely differ from school district to school district
and that's just fine, However, the major focus would be on improving teaching,
learming, standards, assessments, professional development, management, lcadership,
technology, parental and community support.

This legislation initiative is a landmark bill. It has been almost ten years since the Nation At
Risk report was released.  Yet, this will be the first major federal education legislation designed
to help put our nation “on the move" to reach world-class standards rather than being gridlocked
in & Nation at Risk.

This landmark Jegisiation will set the framework for other icgmiatmn and efforts at long term
reform. They include:

o e we e e wn

* a reavthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Educazwzz Asz such pwgrams a3
Chapter | along with Titlé VII and so forth, with special attention to flexibility and to
reducing the fragmentation of many existing federal education programs;

. Designing a framework for a school-to-work transition/youth apprenticeship program in R
America is so important. (Let us remember that the vast majority of our young people,
75% still go directly into the work force and may never finish four years of college.);

4 New early childhood development opportunities to insure that every child is ready for
first grade. The President’s Economic Package includes about $5 billion for these
initiatives as a first down payment;

L Revamping the Office of Education Research and Improvement, our Department's R&D
arm of which, I am sad {o say, most of you have never heard. We want to make this
office more useful and practical.. Our research has to have a real re:lauunsh:p to
improving education in our districts, schools, and classrooms; and

. A national service ;:«wgzam that allows a student to trade community service for the
repayment of student Joans -- and streamiine options for student aid to make college more
affordable and accessible.

In addition to these long-term investments, we want to give school districts immediate help this
summer. The President's Economic Package includes a half billion dollars in Chapter 1 Summer
Schools, a half billion dollars for Summer Head Start, and 81 billion for summer jobs with an
educational component, If Congress supports the President’s stimulus package, I urge you to
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use this money creatively, makc summer school and yaath jobs more than just passing out the
same old "ditto si';esm :

I want to close now with a few remarks about the ongoing effort to reform our nation's school
sysiem. In the last twenty vears, as we all know, there has been an intense and growing effont
o reform our nation’s school system.

As a Governor, 1 gave g great deal of attention, like the President, to these initiatives. In-the

. early 1980°s we saw America’s business leadership become involved with 2 series of penetrating

national reporis. In the lader part of the 80°s this reform movement took a new turn with a

. special emphasis on schoot site management.

. Allin ixii, there has been an enormous amount of new energy invested in improving our schools,

We have had top down reform and we have had bottom-up reform,

But in all this effort 1o reform our schools there has often been missing pieces. Among the
missing links is the vital middle. And that missing part has been the full inclusion in thus
process of

reform of America’s school board members, supennwnd::ms and all of our local educators.

I am struck, thcrcforr by a recent report called *Governing Public Schools® put out by the
Institute for Educational Leadership. In this report they note that the "crucial and unique role”
school boards can play in reforming our school systems is that of the vital link in making sure
that systemic reform actually happens.” The school board, and here I quote:

"is the only entity which can ensure that various cémponeats of restructuring are linked
coherently and do not become merely disjointed projects. To do this, :i'ie schooi board 3
consistent message to the entire school system must be that restructuring is s 1

and not just an experiment.”

I believe you are up to the cha.i}engca The four goals adopled by your Board of Governors last
year of - vision - structure - accountability - and your role as 2 primary advocate for
children and public schools in the community — are goals that 1 surely endorse.

I urge you to bend to the task. Be open to change. Communicate your ideas to us. Recognize
that the continuing involvement of local, state, and Congressional political Ieaders, your new
U.S. Department of Education, the business community and the intense concern of parents are
forces for change that are yours to hamess.

As advocates for children, build coalitions with other children’s services. Make your "Link up
for Leamning” program a reality in every school system in this nation. Above all, recognize that
the process of restructuring simply translate.s into breaking the gndlock‘ - of moving forward

together.

1 do not believe your job will be easy. The lack of financing, the growing tension between
generations, the continuing class stratification of our society, the poverty of so many of our



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

PUIBLIC AFFAIRS

{Contact: Jonn Bertak, 401-1576)

Statement by
Secretary Richard W. Riley
Secretary of Education
on the

Goals 2000: Educate Anmerics Aot

April 21, 1993 .

I am today announcing that the President will soon transmit to
Congress the education reforn bill entitled GOALS 208003 EDUCATE
AMERICA ACT. The purpose of the GUALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT is
to forge a new partnership in American education to, over the long
term, achieve world-class teaching and learning.

No one will disagree that our educational system must be improved.
GOALS 2000 raises expectations through high standards for all
students and schools, and encourages state and local school reform
to make those high expectations and standards a rsality. Students
and schools will work harder and smarter if they are given the
challenge and the opportunity. Harder work will ke nesded and

expected hut it must be in the context of guality instruction and
challenging curriculunm.

We need high standards. In an international marketplace and an
information century, countries mesting worlde-class standards will
have the edge. This bill will help to establish internationally
competitive standards so communities and states can, if they wish,

gauge their curriculum and instruction against those that are world
class.

We need school reform. Comprehensive, systemic, and sustained
reform is the Xkey to improving schools and student performance.
GOALS 2000 will aid bottom-up state and local school reform,
increase aceountability for results while reducing red tape. It
will give parents, educators, business, labor, citizens and policy
makers an incentive and new apportunities to redesign education to
help many more students meet challenging standards.

This bill is part of three lavger themes of the Clinten presidency.
The first is change. During the campaign, the President offered

the nation a change from the past, a challenge to the status guo.
This bill will encourage fundamental reform in schools and schoel
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systems throughout the country.

The secend is opportunity and responsibility. During the campaign,
Bill Clinton offered the nation a New Covenant based on increased
opportunity and responsibility. By improving both quality and
equality in education nationwide, GOAL8 200¢ will increase
opportunity for all students. By setiing internationally
conpetitive standards, GOALS 2000 will  make schools wmere
responsible for improving results for all students.

And third, and perhaps most important, is the economy. During the
campaign, President Clinten said that, once elected, he would focus
on the eceonomy like a Ylager bean.® By encouraging educativnal
reform across America, GOALS 2000 will help create a high-skill,
high-wage workforce that is the best in the world.

To achieve these objectives, the President’s bill containg the
following primary components:

First, it encourages state and local comprehensive reform that is
pottom-itp, long term, and system<wide with $393 million in federal
funds. These reform efforts will be guided by lessonz learned in
the state and local reforms of the 1880's and early 189%0‘s. They
may include challenging curriculum cvandards that cover what

students should know and be able to do, better assessments, and

better opportunities for students to meet high standards.

The reforms will alse focus on such things as inproved professiosnal
development for teachers, increased parental and community
involvement, increased flexibility from burdensome regulations, and
improved management strategles such as site-based nanagement,
performance~based accountability and performance incentives.

Broad-based state and local processes will be used to engage
parents, citizens, business leaders and education professiconals in
developing the state and local reform actions.

‘To help state angd local reform efforts, the bill formally

establishes in law the existing National Education Goals Panel and
Natiopal Education Goals. It alsc c¢reates a new National
Educational Standayds and Inprovement Council.

Together, the <Council and the Goals Panel, with the help of
national standard-setting organizations, will establish voluntary
national standards that are internationally competitive. The
Council will then be able to certify as world-class those standards
and assessments that are voluntarily submitted by states. The
National Education Guals Panel Wwill continue to monitor and report
on progress toward the six Hational Education Goals.

Finally, to strengthen and improve the hond between education and
employment, a Naticonal Workforce Standards Board will be
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established to identify essential occupational and workforce skills
and create & system of standards, assesspents and certification.
This will establish life~long learning pathways for youth and
adults,

Ten years ago, "A Nation At Risk* was released, warning of ug of
serious failings in our schools. GUALS 2008 is a first step toward
turning a nation at risk into a nation on the move. It provides a
framework of partnerships, goals and challenging standards for
cther Administration initiatives. Substantial investments in early
childhood educational development, redesigning of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act and the Office of Educational Research
and Improvement during reauthorization, and a new schogl-to~work
transition bill - are other important parts of an overall school

improvement strategy.

A solid education for everyone ig, of course, good for its own sake
... but it is alsze an economic imperative jin today’s world
marketplace, and a social imperative for a vibrant demccracy. If
we don‘t meet the challenges before ug, we will Fface an
nnaceeptable future for our children and our country. The GOALS
2000 EDUCATE AMERICA ACT is & firgst step toward an acceptable,
brighter future for America’s students.

| 2 3 |
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Statement by:
Secretary of EBducation
Richard W. Riley

before the
{1,5. Benate Committese on
iabor and Human Rescurces

May 4, 1983

Chairman EKennedy, Senator Kasgebaum, menbers of the committiee:
Thank you for giving me an additional opportunity today to discuss
the President’s education reform bill, the GOALS 2000: EDUCATE
AMERICA AQT. : .

Lagt time I was with you we talked conceptually about the
legislation. Since then we have rscaived advice and suggestions
from all types of individuals and organizations ... and from many
of you aB well. Based on those copments, we attempted {0
strengthean the legislation.

Increasingly, our students are growing up in a world in which what
they can earn depends upon what they ¢an learn. In this
technological age and international marketplace, communities,
states and countries that better prepare nmore of their students
will have the edge ~- the Jobs and the quality of life for which
they hoepe.

Unfortunately, too many of our astudents in America receive a
watered down curriculum. And for far too many of our students, we
have low axpectations. Many other countries against which we
compate for jobs expect all ¢f their students to take challenging
academic and/or occupational course work.

We cannot afford to leave any student behind. Students must know
well a variety of subjecta -- from chemistry and forsign languages
to geometyy and the arta and from English and geocgraphy to history.
Many =nmore students must be competent in both agademic and
occupational areas as the world becomes smaller and more immediate.

If we do not meet the challenges, we face, as futurists say, an
unacceptable future for many of today’s children and their
communities. The GOALS 2000y EDUCATE AMERICA ACT is about taking
a first step to make an acceptable, brightat future for America’s
children and youth,

Several weeks ago, we released the math results from the 1892
National Assessment of Educational Progress. While progress was

i
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wade from 18590 to 1992, far too few students reached the higher
performance lavels; and, the gap in performance between students of
different racial/ethnic groups remains unacceptably large. It did
appear, however, that students who took more difficult courses, did
more homework and watched less television performed better on the
NAEP exam. Early signs are that the more challenging =math
standards and curriculunm reccmmended by the nation’s math teachers
will make a positive difference in student performance.

The National Education Goals focus on the need to challenge and

help all children, regardlaess of their circumstances, meet high
standards. That’s why putting the Goals and the bipartisan Goals

Panel in formal Federal policy to report on progress is so
ipportant and is part of this GOALS 20060: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT
legislation. To achieve these goals will require a fundamental

overhaul of our education system. Partnerships will be needed
between our schools and parents, educaters, community groups,

social and health agencies, business, higher aducation and early

childhood services.

"At the Federal lavel, we can best help by supporting local and

ftate reformers and motivating, leading and providing information
and incentive money for State and local communities that are
locking for ways to improve, The GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT
iz about change. It is designed to sxpand the use of challenging
curricula, instruction, and assessments gesred ¢to world-class
gtandards ... and do that for ali students. N

The GOALS 2000: BDUCATE AMERICA ACT will help to identify voluntary

internationally competitive standards, Studies often report that
American students don‘t do as wall as students in other
industrialized countries. Yet, currently we have no way to provide
sducators, parents, students or policy makers throughout our nation
with information about the content and rigor that students in othear
countries study and to match this information to our own American
expectations for atudents. Students, teachers, parents,
communities and States can use these voluntary standards developed
by the National Education Standards and Improvement Council to
judge theiyr own performance.

Similarly, we don’t have information available about what
constitutes intermationally competitive eopportunity-to-learn
standards. Through the QOALS 2000 ACT, veoluntary exemplary
opportunity~to-learn standards will be identified in essential
areas related directly to teaching and learning such as the guality
and availability of curricula and paterials and professional
developrent of teachers to deliver this higher content. This
information will be made available by the ‘National Education
Standards and Improvement Council. Again, how can we conpete
internaticnally if we don’t know what we are competing against?
GOALS 2000 will give us that veluntary information.
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Let me discuss briefly opportunity-to-learn. In the 1960’s and
183737’s most emphasis in edycation was on inputs and counting
gquantity. In the 1980’8, there was a growing interest in results
and guality. In ny own state of South Carolina, our education
reforms probably had a greater results orientation than almost any
state in the Nation. Yet we, like this lsogislation, didn’t ignore
the essentials of teaching and learning -- such as preparation of
teachers to teach toughey content.

The existence of standards alone will not change our schools., The
GOALS 2000 legislation will challenge every State and community to
develop comprehensive action plang to overhaul their schools so
that every student and every school can reach these challenging
standards. It will activate the forces of reform which must occur
in clasarcoms, schools, school districts, colleges and local and
State governments. It will help sustain broad-based, grassroots
efforts of parents, educators, business, lakor, and citizens all to
provide every student the opportunity to reach thesze standards.

These changes should not be just for change’s sake, bubl to achieve
greater levels of skills and learning for all students ... levels
that are internationally competitive in academic and occupational
areas. Students and schools will work harder and smarter if they
are given the challenge and the opportunity.

The GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT builds on lessons learnsd from
incal and State sducation reforp afforts of the past 10~13 years.
Unfortunately, these reform efforts bave baeen disconnected and
often not sustained, But, these efforts have taught us that
education reforms are mors likely to work if they:

. are acaprehanéiva and systemic =~ pieceg fit together like a
puzzie;

» focus on challenging curriculuzm and better instruction for all
students, to help pany more students to reach higher
standarda;

* provide teachers and principals with new profesgiconal

development opportunities, to deliver the challenging content
and work with diverse student populations; )

. inveolve more educators, parents, communities and business with
school improvement efforts;

. are lang ters -~ phased in over 5-7 years;

. have State assistance to encourage bottomw-up local classroom

innovation and school aite planning;

. have accountabpility based on results; and
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\. . provide for greater flexibility %o encourage innovation and

------

new ways of organizing the school day and vear.

The local and State improvement plans under GOALS 2000 will begin -
to address changes that best meet each school’s, community’s and
State’s unigque c¢circumstances. Almost 54% of the funds authorized
for this Act in 19%4 ($3%3 or $420 million) are dedicated to these
local and state purposes.

GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA is only a first step, but a oritical
first step to start America down the road to renewal in education.
We need major new investments in early childhood and infant and
national health as the President has proposed. The Elementary and
Secondary Education Act and Office of Education Research and
Improvenrent need to be reauthorized. We in the department, like
you, are reviewing and ree-evaluating every part of the ESEA and
OERI to revitalize these important programs to holp disadvantaged
schools reach challenging standards. We need to have & new schooel-
to-work transition, youth apprenticeship program.

In addition, I understand that Secretary Reich will provide you
with more detalled information, should you need it, regarding the
National Skill Standards Board in this legislation. As you know,
the United S$tates ~~ unigque among cur competitors -~ lacks a formal
system for developing and disseminating occupational skill
standards,

This bill does not force a cne-size-fits-all approach to sducation
reform on states and communities. The standards and guidelines in
this legislation are voluntary but they invite the re-invention of
schools to help more students meet challenging standards. The
actual reforms must come from the bottom up, It is the local
communities and states -~ the businesses, c¢itizens, parents,
teachers and studentsg w«w that will make reform work.

It has baen ten vears and eight days since the report entitled
Risk was released. We have learned much about education

‘reform Sinéé then. It is time to apply these new lessons across

this land. The GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT will help do that.

Tha‘ahallﬁnqa for us to lead and to act here in Washington is
great. The challenge for educaters, parents, students and the
public all across America to revztalzza and reinvent our schools is
great.

In ¢losing ... we talk a lot about the Year 2000 as if when we
arrive there, our goals will be met ... without our having done
anything to reach them. It is time to pravida national leadeyship
to invigorate school reform across America focused on high
standards. The GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT is an honest first
step to make this happen. We need your guick attention to move it
forward., The c¢lock is ticking for all of us.
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White this report is the produd of the menthers of the ndependert Review Punel, many argenizations and
individuoks contribusted to the fian produd. Siaft ot Policy Studies Assariates, specificafly, Brenda Turnbuff,
Meg Somunesteld, Janie Fuskhauser, and Mithoe! Rubenstein were of grest assistance. Brendo and Meg,
working in cooperalion with ponel member Resmsey Sefden ond o ommitten of [RP members, were
responsible for the numerous drofts end the fino! pf&éﬁd, The process was mode immeasurebly sesier
beceurse of « st serve that WS dav%}é@eé by Eva Baker dred stoff of UCLA. Without &, the final report
wostd st be but an eaty dofs

Staff of the Planning and Evoluation Service (PESH of the Department of Education assisted and worked
with us ot every siep. They also grociously aceepted our recommendations on impresing evoluntion plans,
¢ process that should result in improved evaluation studies and better information for policymakers ond
pradifioners. Thanks gees to Alon Ginsburg, Director of PES, but espacially to Vol Plisko, Dirartor of the
division of elemeninry ond secondary educotion in PES, ond Joanne Bogart and Fais Peok of hue offite.
They have been fireless in support of the panel and met every raquest with grace, goad bumor, and, above
all, professionafism. Each of them embodies what is best ahout public service, and each deserves spedd

commatadation,
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INDEPENDENT REVIEW PANEL

(hatympn Wdhiom Goodling Chatrman James fefferds

(ammities on Pacotion end Workfoee Commitize on Heolth, Fducntion, Loboy, ond Pemions
135, House of Representatives 5. Sengie

Washington, BC 20515 Woshingon, 0C 20510

Dear Cheirmen Goodling end Chairman Jeffords:

-

In the 1994 reguthorization of the Eementery end Secondary Edwcetion Aet, BL 103-382, {ongress colled
for the treation of o panel of researchers, policymukers, and other interasted parties fo odvise the U5,
Departress of Education on the evaluation of progrems awthorized under thot stote. in fnct, ponek were
tefled for in two sections of the law. For the purpases of orgarieetion and dosity these two paneks were
tombined into ¢ single body known s the Independent Review Panel.

While the cuthorizing statute treoting the ponel does not require o rapart, the panat wos unanimess in
wonfing to take this opporiunity fo express ifs own views on o number of topics expressly related 1o the
fortheoming renuthurization of B5EA, especiolly Title L

By design, this veport does nod comtein ony origingl evaluotion or reseorch data. Thot is the province of
the reports issued by the Depariment of Education, entiled Promising Results, (ontimusing Challenges: The
Fined i’eg&d of the Kationel Assesserent of Title 1 and Federo! Edueation Legilation Enocted in 1994 An

lemmniation and impad. Rather, the ponel hos chosen bath o express ik own inferpre-
totion of the deta mi 2& raise issues and corcerns that, by their very nature, ware not indoded it the eval-
wation reparis,

O of vur impartant funciions is ta serve, both 1o the 8&;}3{28%&3? of Education and the Congress, o5 en
expar group advising on the qualities of good evoluation, the limitotions of what con be done and a ol
fective consciance of the need for odequoate funding of evaluotion and resemch in these inporiunt srems
of education.

We urge the reoder fo examine the dola conteied in the two separate reporss issued by the Deporiment
of Edueation o5 o guide te the issues roised hersin, os well o5 for o fuller understanding of whot evalun-
fio dato is avoiloble and whet informetion will be fartheoming.

Finolly, there are many, many people who made the wark of the IRP possible. Bather then enumeeate
them here, we have chosen fo devole o sepurate page far thuse acknowledgments. The panel joiss me in
thanking all of them for their work and their dedication to this report.

Sincerely,

{istopher 1. {ross
Chaismen, Indepondent Review Ponel and

Prasident, {oundl for Bosic Education

For further infarmation, sontact Christapher Cress
Coauncll for Basic Educaiing
319 F Streei, NW, Sudie S48
Wisbigpton, 1 20683152
ek 3823047487 Fax: (GU20R47-5a047



INDEPENDENT REVIEW PANEL REPORT

Infroduction and Summary

n #hvs finok report to {ongress, the Independent Review Ponel discosses retent cromplishments ond tonfinuing fsues
ire the federol rele in belping stetes and localities improve X-12 edusation. The nonportison, congressionally man.
doted ponel’s members ore state aad bcdd edurtors, resenrdhers, ond other dfizers rommitied ki poviding he
{ongress and the nofion with the best possible information about the implementution of majer Tedere! logisdetion in
elementory ond serondery eduction, induding Tale |, other programs in the Hementary und Secendury Eduretion
Aet of 1965, und the Goals 2000: Educate America A7l Since 1995, we hove met 15 times os @ grovr ond devoted
hundreds, if not Hhomsands, of hours to advising the U5, Depariment of Education on e design, implementation,
and sequencing of evoluofion stedies.

We write in response fo Promising Resulls, Continuing Challonges: The Finod Report of the Rotionol Asessment
of Title £ as mondated in: the Improving Americe’s Schosks Act 14547, BL 103-382, S, 1501, & the

ont is *. . glonned, reviewed, and conduded in consuliation with a independent panel of cesenrchers, Stote
. ractitiners, local prociitioners, ond mhﬁ.nppmpﬁam indiidvak.” Our ponel vhs fullils the dhorge in Sertion

14701 of the low, which requires the Sesretary of Edutotions 1o “appoint an independent paned fn reviow the plon for
[on evaluation addressing all the ather progroms end provisions undes IASAL o odvise the Secretary on such aval
uation’s progress, ond 1o commend, if the panef so wishes, an the final report.” Titis report focuses on Title 4,

Qur purpose here is not fo report the implementation and results of Title | and offer programs under the fmproving
America’s Sthools Ad. That is the role of the Deportment of Education. Instead, we offer our perspersive ood guid.
ance on the Bepartment’s report, in accordance with our Jegislative mandate,

Qur report fukes as its storting paint the Depariment’s evidence on the acodemic achiavement of Americon schosl:
difdren, in porticelar children From Jow.income families. While same progrese hus beeo mode in raising iheir
achsevement, much more needs o be done. We therefore befieve this s o proper areo for continued nufionat inlee-
est gad support. We next divuss He current Federsd role in supparting the improvement of efementary and secondory

eduration. Bosed on this recent spcord, we highlight the folfowing condusions and recommendatinns, whith we
befieve wil continve fo advance the trucol gook of edutational improvement ond equity, These ore orgonized inte
six renteol themes, whith are further developed in the comcinder of the report.




Equity and Adequacy in Resource Allocation

Titte § phoys 1 trutial, but necessarity supplementot, rofe in supporting efforts to improve achieverent amang poo
children and to move ofl studeats toword challenging stondurds, Tirle | doffars (representing an overage of $613 per
student par year) da not come dlose to dlosing the reseurce gap heiween sich and poor schosks. Ssates and lacolifies,
which pay for more than 90 percent of the cost of elementory ond secondory eduration, mist be primesily respon-
sible for closing the gop, but have faifed ta do so.  However, te improvs the effectiveness of Tile |, we eacommend
the followirmg:

s Wesirangly endorse targeting of funds an schook with bigh groportions of poor students. In oddifion, we |
recorsmend that the targeled geosts outhorized by (ongress in 1994, but never funded, be appropricted in ’
the next funding cpde.

«  We recommend that Tile | be {ully tunded, which would increose the appropriotion from approximotely
58 bifion o about S74 bikion, nccording to the Congressiond) Research Service. Although this gool i
ombitious, we must remember the the sevarest problems facing Ameritan edusatinn ore those surraunding
the edycstion of the mast disadvantoged children in our sodety. Tirle {is the lorgest ond most carelully
turgsied infervention ovadable fo help states and locol schaal districts oddrecs the educationnl needs of
disodvantoged childen, &s g nation, we shoold therefore commit susselves fo providing the Jevel of Title ]
resourees neaded to moke g difference in thelr schooks,

«  Since the inception of Ttls |, e puriicipetion of mivate shool children hos been quided by the prindples of
providing direct benefits 1o the dhild ond public tusteeship of the doflors. We continue to endorse these
prindighe. Wo urge pubfic school ofticak fo ottend carelully to thals respensibility in selecting studenss for
posticination ond i consulting with private school officiaks about how privote stheed students will be served
under Tils L Tile } rogroms Jace renl asts in orennping or this service delivery, ond we swppert the
rontinaed ovailubity of funds veder Ttle o defroy those tnts,

o FHally we urge oreful moniloring of the ellocation of funds and the pravicion of servites For athes special
pepulotions served by Tirle b students with nlied English profidency and those who are migiuni, Native
Asmerican, and neglecied or delinguent

High Academic Standards for All Children
/ \

States ore off 4o oo axcelent dunt developing high viondards, bet they need morg technical egsistance and other
sesouress fo build ther capedty to furmulots, review, and reline thelr stondards.

*  Wo eiourage the portidpation of externol erganizations in reviewing und validuting state standards and
pisessments. We believe the federnl government should confinue to sty out of the business of rating siate
standards, a5 is cosnsly regeired under federol low,



Both the public and the private sedors need to direct more resources to cursiculum development and imple-
mentation, so that as states translate their standards into curriculum fromeworks, the fromeworks will be suf-
ficiently detailed and complete ta be useful to classroom teachers and other educators.

Assessment, Accountability, and Support for Improvement

* Increased attenfion hes been ploced of afl levels of govemment on holding schools and districs—ond even federal
ogenties—accountable for resulis. We find this ottention to results appropriate and desirable, but we stress thet it must

be bosed on legitimate and coherent eriteria, adequate support for improvement, and appropricte authority, if it is ta be

effedtive. To strengthen Title Vs occountability provisions, we recommend the following: .

We strongly endorse the low's insistence on holding schools and districts occountable for heving the some
thallenging standords for low-income students s they have for other students. This should include giving
Title | students atcess to a rich curriculum in oll subject areas, nol just reading and mathematics.

We encourge Tile | policy to reinforce and strengthen state systems of accountability. Tile | should push
states to hold all schools—-not just Title | schook—accountable for improved achievement, either through
their own accountability system or through the Tille | system, whichever sefs o higher standord.

States should be using tests that ore aligned with state standards and the content of classroom insteudtion.

To moximize public engagemen with Shese issues, Tifle | should encourage stotes to engage in a brood public
diclogue abou! the criterio and processes involved in assessment and accountobility.

Research and effective evoluation in educefion are seriously underfunded. The budget for federally
supported research, evaluation, and technical assistonce should increase substantinlly,

Quality of Instructional Staff

As in every other ospect of educofion, the quality of teachers ond other staff is proving to be crucial 1o the effer-

tiveness of Title |. To meet this important area of need in Title |, we recommend the following:

Because high-poverty schools need and deserve the best tenchers, states and districts should be required to
ensure that teachers and inslructional afdes in high-poverty schoaks be ot least as qualified as those in
non-Title 1 schools.

Greater investment in both preservice feacher education and high-quality professional development for
teachers is vitally needed.




»  (ongress should not dltow districts to spend federc! funds 1o hire poraprofessiandls to provide instruction, since
they generslly lock adequea training for that rofs. Congrass should begin 1o phuse out districs’ s
of prreprofessionsls in This Hnstruction oltogether during the nexd resuthorization. Meonwhile, districs should
bio encournged fo use poraprofessionnls in noninstrudional reles, and they ore to be commended tor placing
Iangungmﬁnor‘rw‘pmprefessiunuh in dassraoas with high concanteatives of students with liemited peoticency
in English.

$chaol, Family, and Community Parinershi;ps

The directions sst for Tille 1 % 1994 eeflected un understanding of the importance of fostering strang portnerships
apmong schools, families, and ommunities. To build on this effor, we suggest the following:

o e recommend Fhat siefee, distrints, and schosks moke the necassary investments in stolf, progrome, and
sulugtions 1o fully implement Title I's mandates for comprahensive and ongoing schaol, lnoily, ond
sammunity portnseships f6 promats sheden? sucoms. We recommend redirectig atfention away from the
confusing ond often mechonicol term of "schoul-parent compott” tg durify the imporiance of establishing
deor pedicies, plonned progroms, snd wsehul evoluosions of schoal, family, and community: portnerships.

Research and Evaluation

Wi bocome of too oware of the scostity of resourses for reseoreh and evodntion in edutofion o we prepured this
repett. The researdh, information, ond evakudion bose wos inadeguate o responsibly advise Congress on the issues
uddressed in this end the Depariment of Education's reports: Perfinent studies wers loo few and morginally funded,

and the brooder research base thot could be used wus spare. This is in morked somtrast to levels of supnar far such
rasearch and evaluation in other sectots.

»  (ongress should sef oside £.5 percent of Tils Hunds, Iwlf for evaluotion and half for reseorch ond
dovefopment, This would moke $40 miflion gvailable for such alfors—g rsasonuble omounti—compared
1 the 55 million currently being spent.

*  Evulgntion arlivities should induds dongitudinal studies of Title | that mecsure the echisvement of
parficipating students over fime and in weys that deverming effecss. They should efso include studies
dusigned to inform practice sarly in the next reensthosization pedod.

*  Funding & oke neaded for research and development efforts that idemily effertive practies and refine
madal progrem: for wider imglementution.

We remain generdlly supportive of the plilosophy and provisions of the 1994 requtharization, which cimed to hold
off dhildren and off schools to the same chullenging stondords. 1t would be premature 1u change the low’s key provi-
sions now, hefors there has been time fer implementation and foll avalucticn. Mony of the sutcomes of early Imple-
mentasion look posifive. Butin the hiture, edurators und palicymokers must attend to the depth ond quolity of fmple-
it
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I. What is the federal role in elementary and seccnd :
.Whut is the continuing need for this role? .

Historically, public education in the United Siates hos been & decentralized sysiens, with stutes possessing e primory
constitutionol responsibility for th provision of elementary ond serandory aducofin. Bus since the neion’s scfisst
ézz?s, the Federal government hus wlso played o eritical rols, recognizing that an educoted citizenry is essential 1o
mointaining o demoeatic government and promating the comman good,

Indeed, ths fedural role in public education s not new, but dotes ok 1o the 18th contury. & ey o 1785, the
Longress of the (onledarotion srouraged the expansion of public schook into the new western serritarizs by wetling
eside fond for their support. Under the Lond Ordinance Ad of 1785, ¥t divided the Narthwest Tersitory info fown
ships, with one section & every fowndsp set aside far the suppars of public sducation, and in the Northwas
Ordinonce of 1787 it declored H'm‘t schooks should *forever be encoursged ”

in 1847, Congress ereated the Beporiment of Education, loter renomed the Burequ of Eduaman to colfecs gnd pub-

tsh educotional dote, sl to work with Totes ond disticts fo standardize dato. 1t also sought 1o identify promising
" educations! pracices and share this iformorion with siotes and schooks. After the Civl Wor, Congress alsa required

that off new siates admitted 10 the Union provide free, nomsedimion, public schooks.

I fiw 201h century, the federol guvermment offered sumport for vocntional training for high sched students, The
ith-Hughes Act of 1917 end the Gearge-Borden Ad of 1946 forrsed o the ;stmm of teuining in ogriceure,
dusfry, and bore econamizs.

Fedarad involverment in K12 wducation grew substantinlly in the years after Werld Wor b, and !hs 1o amﬁaé feam
ene of entouraging the genosal expansion of public educofion o one of supporfing innovation, improvement, and
equity, Sinea then, the federel sovernment hios invested in elomentery and setondory education in ereas of prass-
" ing notiond] intersss, motivoted by suategic concems ohow nationa! defense, economic prosperity, end saciul well-
being. 1t wos 2 notione! defemse concern—poor nutrition wmong World War  droftees—ihat prompled the
Congrass fo esinblich the nofione! schoot hench progrom. After the loundh of Spummik, Feors thed Russiun sclentific
sxperiise wight tramlate inte miiary dominante lod to the psage of the Hotiona! Defence Furotion Ant, an offont
to improve Americon mathematics and science imstrugtin. The Highar Flucotion Ad in 1984 and the Humentory-
Secondory Education Adt of 1965 established the brood sutfines of what & in place loday. In oddition 1o fegidative
wctbon, thie federal colu in edvcation lso hos induded an importunt judicief component. Mest notably, in 1954, the
Supreme Ceert’s historit decision in Srown v. Boord of Fucation paved the way for desegregation of the nefisn’s

schaals,

Faderol edutation oid hus provided siotes, distrits, ond schooks with extra resources lo improve education. Although
foeed and stots funds pay for move than 90 percent of the tont of elementory and sscondary educotion, federsl
mansy it the United States—unlike i oifver ations——is 8 significant surce of discretionnry funds ot con ntour.
age greater innovesion, B cars be the ol tht eckes the gears aperate more efficiently and sfectively for off st
dents, Similarly, research supported by fedetal funds can contribiste b inmavation in pradice and improvement i

¢




Championing eqully i o fundementol dimension of the Tederal sole in the catlon’s schools.  Aenong the ways the
faderal government hos sought to do se is by targeting sstistance to seledied groups with spetial needs, such as poor
dhildren and children with disaléfifies. Indeed, the largest fedoral sffort in X-12 education is Tile 1 of the Elementary
o Secondory Edueation Art (known os Chapter 1 from 1981 1o 1994), whith providas additianal resourees 1o’
schools with krge concenratians of students from low.-income familias to help raise their academic performence.
This $8 hilion program represents more than 40 percent of fl federal aid to elementery and secondary education,
ond our repor focuses purtitulgr citention en i,

Trends in Reading and Mothematies Achievement

#s we examing Tle  and the Tederal role 4t &s Impartont o tamider thirs in the brocder tontext of sludent adhieve.
ment ond the sociol condiiors n which children five. Precisely becasse edocation K so impartant in this notion, ifs
titizens enguge in heoted public debtes over the condition of eduration and how well or poorly our students are
parfarming. As ¢ paned, we hove corefully reviewed the evidence n on effort o offer o bolunced assessment of the
currend stote of student achievement and the circomstances of educaiionolly disudvantoged children. We have sele-
&4 1970 s o starfing point for comporison, becouse if coincides with the eacly implemestatian of the confemparary
Fedacal role {tha Flementary nnd Secondory Education Act was passed in 1963) snd with the incepficn of o coesis-
ten? *ource of dato on student achisvement {the Natione! Assessment of Educasional Progress, which meosuses how
Americo's studeats ore performing in the core subjects, began in 1989}, We look of overoll ochievament rends nat
s evidence of the elfectiveness of the feders! role in K-17 educotion~—wiich & o minor biflverxe on adiievement
compored with $he mere acféve stote ond locet coles—bef to ground our assessment in o deor understonding of the
strengths and wenknasses of the Amesicon sduction system, o '

The averoll picturs of student achisvement todoy is @ somewhut sneouraging ane; en average, today's schooldild-
ran hove mads gins in mothematics and are holding steady o may be improving in reoding, Student scores on
the Hationad Assessment of Educotionnl Progress {HAEP) indicets thot mathemotics achievanten has increased
steadily i grodes 4, §, und 17 since 1370, while reading performante has remuined lorgely stahle since the early
19765 ond Emprfwzé modestly i 1998, Wihile this is encouraging, it is certainly aw cuuse for celebration,

In the subjest of reading, it s not thot children ure reading poorlywindesd, in intemationcl wompnrisons of read-
ing achievement, American students hiave fored quite well The 1998 NAEP reading ussesameant hos olsa brought
hopeful news. Netionofly, reading achievenont improved since 1994, perticdlarly amang gh graders ond Jower
pestorming students in 41 and 8% grades. However, the incremses in 4 and 121 groders’ vernge scores repre-
senied mo et guin over the gvercge seores of thelr counterpork n 1997, At the wme Bine, exprcintions hove
wxreased about how wall taday’s thildren must read fo sucsed in on incensingly complex end competifive job
markel, Although we we sncouraged by the rerent impraverients, American students’ reuding achievemem s1iB
remuins imadeguute: 38 percent of 4h graders, 26 percent of gth graders, and 25 pereent of 2th woders veud
below the “basic” lovel, us meosured by the 1998 NAEP recding assessment.  Wa ore also desply concerned fhet
the gop i reoding achisvement betwsen students From low-poverty ond high-poverty sthuols widened between
1588 god 1996



matics achievement For oll ages {3, 13-, and 17-year-okds}, and the gup between poor and nonpoar s oke dimin-
ishing. The mathematies niiavement of students in the Highest-poverty schools rose consideraldy between 1992
and 19%6—us  did for studenss overclluincrensing by 1} points. * But this & no touse for omplacenty, The
avernge mothematis achievement of $veor-alds in high poverty schools sill Tulk behind thelr peers in bow-pover-
ty schools. Morsover, Americon students’ performante in methemutic B ol met infernotionally compatitive, and
while they con selve basik prablems well, they have trouble tackliog mor ndvonced moterinl, In compurisong with
ather nafians, U.5. 4 graders perform of o7 afiove the intenational avernge in mathematics, But shis odvanioge
quickly deteriorates: U S, mididie«chool udents Jng holind thelr pesrs From ather countried in mothematics* By
the end of high school, U5, students rank aexd to Jost in advanced morhemotics, aczocding 3o the Third Internationc
Hathemolics end Science Study JHMSS) !

.In mathematits, here have heen some hearienig developmants. There b bien o gensral uprerd rend in moth-

{n & more encouraging nofe, Tollawing on the heeks of the curriculor veformy of the 19805, the percentuge of st
denis completing dhoflznging coursework hes intreesed, aoress off income fevels. Between 1982 and 3994, the per-
tentoge of high school graduntes ioking the courses recommended in 4 Notion af Risk increased from 14 percent fu
50 percern, (The 1963 report recammended 1hiat students toke 4 yenrs of English, 3 of sucinl studies, 3 of scisnes,
el 3 of mothematics.) Stedents ore not just ink‘ing more tourses, birt they are taking more bighlevel dosses. The per.
centage of ol high school areduates who have fuken upper-level mathemetics courses hos intreased steadily and can-
siderahly since 1982, with particlarly dromatic increuses omong minarity studenss. For exumple, the proporfien of

sreentage of Notive American high schoe! groduates toking gesmetry, increasing from 33 tn 60 percent, *

‘la(k high school graduates who hove loken geomelry nearly doubled, fuiping from 29 i 58 percent, o did the

Why the Achievement Gap Exists

Over the pest thres decades, much hos changed in the broader sodiety in which schools edutate children. I portic-
ulay, poverty rates should be of particor cancern f2 &5 os educators ond polinanckers hecause children under 13
make up a significant proportion of the peor—ohout 40 percent—even though they represent only obout o guar.
ter of the popedotion.” Thirty veors ago, In 1970, 15.1 percent of childran lived beluw the poverty level, Thut rots
reflacied o substuntinl deceanse in child poverty that took place duving the previous decode, down fram 0 769 per-
cent vole i 1960, But during the 1970, the child poverty rofe 1038 agoie, reaching 223 percont in 1983, The
poverly tate for dildren has remained igh in the yaurs since then, fuctuoting betwaen 19 and 27 persent. I
1997, the most recent yoar for which dofo ore ovalloble, the rate was 19.9 pestent. ™ Paverty obo affecss certel
radial and sthnic populations mere then others: Black and Hispanit thildren are disproportionately fkely fo b poor,
more thon twice o5 Blely os ore white thildren™

Ve e posticdurdy tonterned sbuyt the relofionship between poverty and studer othievement, not because we
think the federn! government Shodld essume the mojor cesponsibility for educating poor children, but becouss the
edueotiona] sotcess of poor thikdren should be the business of states, localities, and schools, with Federnl vssistunce,

& gehievemer gop hetwees paor ond nonpoor students end between white and minority students i not tngvituble,
bt reflects many kinds of inequity in educational opportunity, ™
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The effect of poverty both on student oehievement ond o occess to edigationad resaurces bos hoen well docoment-
ed and sesms fo stem from o host of fociors. Beginning in the earky years, kow-income and minorty children hove
disproportinnately fess ascess to preschool. I elsmentary ond secondry schoal, law-income ond minosity students
ofs mors likely to ofiend schaols with high eoncentrafions of paverty, o fudter that contributes very strangly to lower
achievemaent. Low-income students have higher rates of mobikty, which st may depress achievement in dechining
sthock-both for those who sty and For those who move owey. ¥

—

Generalty, students in poor districhs fack insiructionnd sesourees.  Mothemotics and science elasses with high conzen-
trofions of minority students are more ahten sgught by underqualifisd teochers; dusses in high-poverty hools ms
lso more aften taught by onderqualified teachess™ 1n additivn, poor studunts have less acess to technology: Public
sthools with 0 Jorge proportion of poor childsen wete bess Ehely thun others to be conviedted to the faternet,

Lack of orcess to resources and quakified taachers poses addifions! hallenges, given thot todoy's schiools or eds-
wiing on incremsingly diverse populotion, Traeigration hos fueled ensofment growth, espaciolly f stotes such os
California, Flodda, New York, and Taxes, reating new chollanges for schosls. Bet mon-native-Englich-pecking stu-
dents fark odequets aecess 1o fongunge-suppart progroms that enobde them ta keep pace with their English-speck-
ing peors. According to the mast recent dote gvallable from the Office For Givil Rights, 2.6 nallion studends hove been
ientified us being in need of programs for Ermited-English-proficient {1EF} students in 1994, bt anly 2.3 million
studests weve actually enrsfied is 16P programs thut yess.” School districts ore scrambling to hive enough bifingusl
teachers end grovide the resoutces necessary o meef the needs of this new influx 1 shudents, while programs sers.
iny American indian stdents must find weys to conned effectively fo the clivral buckgrounds and eseds of their
students,

Once in schood, different stodents are teught different things, und gre beld to different —and for low-income and
minasity siudents, often lawesstandards. * Although there hove been improvements, low-incume high school stu-
dents ors lass likely to bo enralled in calloge-prepasatory coursewark, g5 ore Alrkan American and Ltin joth.
graders.” In confrast, @ figorous mothemoties currictom improves wores for off sudents.™  Grading systems sl
riflect fower expacictions: A grde of "A" in a high-poverty school often is equivelent Jo 5 " in o low-poverty
sthook when memsured exfernafly on standardized fesic™

In u sotiety thot i demanding higher skifls of i ciffzens, student achiovement & siilf simply nof where i hovid bs,
The situation is evan worse in schoals with leege concentrations of lowcincome students. Gespits sanm dlasing of the
achisvoment gap in seme subfects und grodes, the achisvement of stedents from high-poverty schocks remains 100
ow, and 580t Fulls well shert of netional and stole gooks. e must rofse sxpectotions for all children, doing evervs
thing we cur fo ensure that vo chidd folls bebind. Whils the Tifle | progroem tannat dose the achievement gap by
Hsedl, it con saeve o o powerlul lever for chanige in partnership with diteicts and stofes thot are committed o rois-
ing the achievement of bow-income students. I stote and loced ceform efferts sre weok we cannot expect to see the
gap those; but if stute and forol efiorss ore more ombitivus, then the fundieg Title § grovides can Tacilitose these
afforts, und we can comonably sxped mare crbitious reslts.

W i e pen
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The oo ocus of fhis ressort, like the Deparimeat's reort, is an the operations and effects of the programs amend-
#d or newly nutherized in 1994, Tha? year was an importont one in the history of postwer federel aigil!o gleman-
tary and sacondury sducotion, for it sow o shift toword different ideas abous educationof improvement and ways the
federed government could hest support stotes and school districts, We describe those idess here.

The 1594 kws built on the momentum of o reform movement thet had heen gothering strength i the sfates und
sehol districts over the previous decode. During the 1950, the publicofion of the groundbreaking report 4 Hafion
af Risk and vn “education summit”—a) which Prosidant Bush aed the nofion’s govemors forged comman ground

. oround o sel of nutionol education goak-——tkasched off o new wave of schoad refarm focused on begher stendard:,
o movement with activity of she locol, state, and federsd levels, Mony stotes enucied legisiotion containing cndé-

. ious statements obout what they experted studums to knaw and be oble to do. They olsw began te put account-
ability systems in pluce to shine & <potlight s faifing schools und, eventuadly, 12 impose sunctions o those schodls.
President Bush's America 2000 progrom supported stases” and dicirictc’ sy work on standords and accountebility.
This wark continued in the Cinsen edministration undsr the auspices of the Gosk 2080 inifigtive.

) .M‘Iha sume fime that polieymukers wantsd to suppart the refarmy inflitives toking shape acress the country, they
thso wanted fo wove owuy from old idsus obout she federal role that might be hindering some dhildren’s bl
pueticipution in school improvement, A contral contern In the 1994 reouthorization of the Hementary ond
Secondory Education Act wos shet the very presence of seporate, ategorical progroms could contribute fo diminished
expectations for the dililren poriiciputing in these progroms-—sspedinlly for low-intome children, Ths, during the
1994 reouthorizotion, new legisiotive langunge emphesized stole ond local poficies thet wadd roise sfondurds ond
improve imstruction for ol studesis bt espaciolly for those shudents torgefed by federed oid proproms. Stafes ond
districts would be held excountuble for resuls bul in return would eceive grecter Tlexibilty. These dunges
rapracented & complete averboul of the Strucwre ond squirements of the Tl L progrum. The progromss purpise, o
stuted n the ko, wis e "1 enble sthook fo grovide epportunifies Tor dildran served 1o coguire B knowlede
nnd skifls contnined in the challenging stot content shindords and fo meet the chaflsnging viate parformonce
standards developed for ol children”

This new policy fromework wes referenvad In st progroms, bt arieulnted mos? strongly in the Tle | program. For
the first tima, the Tile | luw now cxplicitly siutes thot diedvontaged ciildren shauld he held fo the some gendards o
sihor dhildron, and i fles axcouniallily fo these rmsalfs, aking stotes o treate consaquences for sehagds tht fafl fo rofse
the academic perimonie of dildren particpoting in the Tle 1 program. These amendierts significantly rnised the
stakas for Tle 1, which was origholly designed in 1963 1o help schooks meet the reeds of disudventoged chldren
.%g praviding additioncl Tunding to disiricts with Jurge sumbers of children from poor fumifies, '

el



Beginaing in the 1970 and wnfinuing info the 1983, policymokers hod focused more attaction on whether the test
scores of children morticipesing in Tele | wers inrensing. Conflidting evidenca emerged on this paint. Under tha Bile |
Fyahiction ond Regorting System loumched i the mid-1970s, sintes did report going by parfitipating students,
However, faderally funded dudies of File t and Chapter 1, indhafing Sustoining Effecis in the 19705 cnd Praspecss
ins the 1990k, shawed Hatls or no progress in dosing the ehievement gap through the zarly 1o mid-19%0s, To be
surg, these studies could nat messure hew the perticipating (hildren would have performed had they not received
itk € or Chapter | services in the first place. 1t & centainly possible that the achievement gap might hove widened
farther n the abuencs of tha services ond resourses provided by the program. Hevertholass, the cludins did roke
imporion questions abovt whether porticpating children hod bensfited encugh from the progrom. These quesfions
finger, although in fadt the condhsions of these siudies do not epply 1o the current version of Tatle |, which ks b
siantially ditterent from the sardior Jegusdntion

' Thos, Tils { needed 10 be redirected i 1994 Iu be more effextive in mpraving the oehievement of poor children,
Hoving ohsarved that o promising movement Tor school improvement wes gathering steam in Hre stoles, and con-
finuing 1o identify shoriramings in the existing federnl peograms, Congress enacted and Presient Clinton signed leg-
ishotion designed to bring Tederolly supported services nder the umbrelfo of chollenging stote siandords for cantent
and studen? performonte. This approuch woald ensute i‘zigh expediations for nlf stedents, including those Hving in
poverty, and Federol oid would support the waek of states ond Sisiritts Ir spgroding instruttion fo meet the stan-
dards. The legudation secognized thet stutes and diirics would need fime v ofign their policies in support of stu-
dent achieverent {sex Figure )],

Now, however, s o rousonoblz fane tu begin looking o their prograss,

Timaline for Title § Accountability
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and what remains to be done?

As we have seen, the 1994 legistation ploced lorge and compliceted dholfenges bafare the nution’s schocls end the
governnenls thut suppont them. The Deportment of Education hos reporied the progress made in overcoming these
challenges and the areus in which & belioves more wark needs to be done, We offer bere our own comments on the
propress so Tor observed in implomeniafion and 20 the importont wark uf policy nd praciice that stil lies ahead.

—_—

i whosls nre going to bring ofl stiudents to the level of performonce that tomoraw’s world will demand, then sdls, -
school disirics, dlotes, the ledars! government, and the edurotion profession will off hove to moke progress o six
mutually reistorcing domalng:

1. Resources must e turgered appeaprisfely, and equity For specinl student populafions misst be ot the forefront of
palicy toncern,

2. Standunds st provide the scotfolding for o chollenging curriculum thot & aecessitie to off slﬁdenfs,

3. Assessments ond oountebility must pissh the education system loward improvement while suppart and technicnl
ascistance hulld the cystom’s copocity 1o improve.

4, The tenchers nnd other adultc who work with students must possest bigh lavels of dilk and knowledge,

5. Schoolks, schoed districts, and siales must develop, implement, gnd melaiel comprebe:ive progroms of shid,
family, and community parinerships lo gel pareats invebved in dhildren's educotion in ways Thot promets sfudent
Sueeess,

5. Well-supported reseurch and evaluation must inform palicy und proctice.

Nons of this is svsy 10 accomalish, neverthelets, o of it is condistent with the Framework and expectations of current
federal low,

W endorse the walinued pursuit of the fromework for wducutionsl improvement set forth in the 1994 legicintion,
with some eavkinns tu reflect whot hes been learned in the pout five vears of implementation, Drawing on the
Bepartmant’s raperts and et cwn professional sxperionte, omr more pecdlic tommants and recommendntions
foltow,

Equity and Adequacy in Resource Allocation

& senteol prindinle of the federal role in educotion is ifs focus an students in high-poverty schooks and ather studenis
with distindlive nesds, Wa strongly endorse his bocus, und we wont to highligh? it in eur comments and racommen-
dutions.

The Qepartmant’s repocts to Congress show thot Tile { funds confinus 1o be targeted on schaoks with bigh pragortions
of studants fiving i pavarly, ond that the 1994 amundments hove, if anything, sirengthened this turgafing. Becouse
we o7t irpuled by the inequity in oversl educetions! resounes avpiloble fo students Biving in diHerent stonomic
.timmmnm, 0% desurifed in on eorlier section of this report, we helieve thal this torgsting of federd] doflors i

rucial.




The 1994 amenvdments required that distics serve o bigh-poverty schools [at least 75 pescent poverty student popu-
letions} before sarving other schooks. The incroose in funding going i high-povesty schools can be attribivted o this sew
requirerverd gad cka i ths intretsed sppsoprictions for concerdration granks under Title £ The low ok required o shift
from county to dissrict ollontions in order 1o updets paverty counts qud imguve torgefing fo diirics. Howaver, the
impoct of this change hes beer mitigated by o ok hovmbess” ploced on groses for el yeor 19990 congressionol
policy tho santrodicts the eorlier chomge i the Jow, und one with which we disogres. Fioclly, we commend she increme
in totcantation gromts ond recomeseend spproprioting more funds thraugh these grants.

Ws oko recommend incremsing the funds oppropristed for the Title { program os on effective maans of torgeting
maore aid fo disadvantaged students, Although Tile § appropriotions huve increasad im recont yeurs, they tapresent
¢ shrinking proportion of federal funding for elementory and secondary eduation. In 1994, Tl | received
S7 biffion o year while other elementory and secondary peograms received 54 hillion; Tisle | currently reseives
88 billion ormeally while other elementory and secondnry programs raceive S11 bilken. This meuns that Tife s |
now getiing o smolter shave o federel Funds than it did five yews oge. In addifion, Ttle § &5 nat Fully funded,
Keearding 1o estimotes provided by the Congressionat Reseerch Service, funding Title | Part A Baskc Geants 10 the
maximom wount authorized would require o 524.3 Bion cppropristion.  Corrently, Title | s anfy one-third
funded, ot S8 biflion 0 yeor® Ws recommend Hhat Tile | bs Fully funded.

4 1998 study by the 0.5, Genernl Accounting G#ice (GAO) found thet federal dolfars hove been more effertively
torgeted on poor students then state ond locok dollors, The GAL study found thet federnl funds provide an average
of on odditioncd $4.73 per poor student for every 51 in federal K12 educafion fending, while state funds provided
anly a0 oddifionol SB.62. Anather study found tht the porest districts etuolly receive less state and locd Fonds
than the wealthiest distsicts. Diswricts in the highest-paventy quands, which educate 25 percent of the notion's stu-
dents and 49 percent of s poor dhildren, seceive 43 percent of federal funds and 49 percent of Titke | funds but
wrly 23 percent of stote und Jocol funds. But districts in the wenlthing gusriile, which okio educte 25 porcest of
the aution’s students bui ondy 7 percant of is poor children, racsive 11 percent of federed funds, 7 percent of Tle
1 funds, end 38 parcen) of state ond fozat funds, *

Thize, Ttle | is o affarfive weans of providing extra Finenciol resources 5 odéress the problems of dkadvontiged
children, more targeted to that purpose than most siote ond loced aid, Yat, Tals Fis shrinking in its share of feder
ol financiel resourees for educfion. Hotionol aftention hos turned ehewhare, whils Yhe problems of the megt
dindvantogsd in our society huve not gone awy, As hoted ekewhers in ous report, one-fihth of Americon thildren
ars drom poor Tomibes; ond the groups with the Bighedt concentrotion of poverty are generclly Fhe ones experiendng the
mast growth in the population. For thet remson clone, we must intensify our aftenfion fo meefing ther needs, 1f
Title | were Tunded Tully, the hundrads of thousonds of students in need whe ors aot served now could be served,
Schoul distrigts covld improve the intensity of their affurds, professionaf development could be improved, ond more
funding could be gvatiohle for purentel involvement.

We cuution that Title § funds~-cursently omounsing fo an averoge schael flocation of 5613 per lowincome srudent
per year even in the highest-poventy schools —<qnnot ully choso the spending gop between diskricts. Annwal dis-
trict spending ranges from 53,347 to 312,475 per pupil in tis country® We weonld therefore not want policymok-
ars of The publiz to give Title | olt the cradit or blame for the rends in poor children's ochizvement. Sutes ond lotsl-
itigs, which pay for mors thon 90 percent of the vast of elementary and secondory education, most be mainly
responsible for closing e gop.
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Equity issues arise not anly in connection with family poverty but alsa with regerd to children’s linguistic and cul-
turol backgrounds. The burgeoning population of English-language !eurners‘poses important policy challenges.
These children are now participating more fully and equitably in Title | services, thanks to a policy chonge in the
1994 amendments that removed previous restrictions on services to children with limited English proficiency.
According to the Department’s Title | report, the program now serves 2 million students with limited English pro-
fiiency, We wish we could comment on evaluation findings abou? the services they ore now receiving under
" Title }—or, for that matter, under the Bilinguol Education Ad—bu! unfortunately such evaluation, which is
funded by the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs, hos not been fully integroted into
the National Assessment of Title | and other reporting of the Planning and Evaluotion Service. By contrast, the
National Assessment has done a good job of assessing services to migran) studenis and is to be commended for

infegroting this analysis into its overall reporting.

We note, too, that the federul responsibility for Indian students has not been well me1, Resenrch information about

these students is locking, and progroms hove not consistently addressed these students’ serious needs.

Still another aspect of equity s the pariicipation of students atiending private schoaks, including religious schools. We
continve to endorse the principles that guide their porficipation in Title I: providing direct benefits to the child, ond
requiring public trusteeship of the dollors. Recent data show a decine in the number of private school students
served. ® We recommend that public school officiaks fulfll their legal responsibilities to identify eligible private
school children. They also must consult with private sthool officials about how those children will be served.
Reversing an earlier detision, the Supreme Courl's rufing in Agostini v. Feffon in 1997 now permis service delivery
in religious schools under specified conditions. However, some private schools still lack the space 1o provide these
services, and o5 a resuht, local Title | programs face such costs as the rental or purchose of trailers or transportation
to olternative sites. We support the continued availability of special, set-aside Title | funds to defray these costs, cur-

rentfy known os "capital expenses.”

Thus, equity and adequacy in resources have many dimensions. We are parficularly concerned with the federal role
in improving education for children wha five in poverty, but we olso urge continued atfenticn fo oll the populations
of students for whom existing educational conditions foll short of what they need and deserve.

High Academic Standards for All Children

The inifiation of o movemen <alling for dear and high stondards in America’s dassrooms has been a significant mile-
stone, and the mandatory inclusion of the nation's most disadvantaged students in that movement has been anoth-
er. For the first fime, fedesal low now stipulates that oll children, induding those served by Title |, must be held to
the same challenging standards, although: leaving states the freedom to define those standards. Already some sig-
nificant progress has been made. With federal support and encourogement, substantial and increasing numbers of
states and districts ore defining and adopting standards, and beginning to insist thot they apply 1o oll students.
Almost every state hos adopted confens standords. Some big-city school systems have mode a vigoraus comemitment

to raising standards ond improving student achievement.
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The standunds movement is not without its chaflenges, however. Although the states hove gonerafly succeeded o
developing confent standurds, the quality of these stondards is unsven. n cerent yeors, severat independent ansly-
sers of state content stonduards huve been condurcted by such diverse groups as the Fordham Foundation, the Amerken
Federation of Teachers, and the Caundil for Basic Fducation. Thelr eofings differ considerchly—a state’s standards
might eatn an & from ane group and o { from ansther, ond they wee different criteria to judge the standards, but
the one thing they do agres on is that state standords ase of varying quolity and veryiag fevels of specificty.

{ine reason for the divergent condusions i the lack of o dear comensus on whot comsiitvtes good Sondmds,
Differences exist o5 to haw spaclic or generol stendards shoudd be ond how often they need updating. Seriows dis-
agreements ol exist over what content should be indluded and what sheuld be omitied. There is, hiowaver, some
research that addresses of least o port of what good conteat stondards should be. They should hove the forca of low
hehind them and be explich in destribing the desired content, based on prevaling noims and expertise, ond ogess-
able. As the field of siandards development motures, mors camsensus around qualities suh o8 these moy emerge.
What is dearly nesded—and is developing in the states—is the copatity lo formulote, revies, ondd refine standords.
Stotes are stll sruggling with the questions of whot constitutes good sfandards and how ta align ther with assess
ments, and they need more high-quubty techeical assistance and ofher resgurces in these endesors,

nother imporiant srey of need Is the frandlption of stondects info cusriculor Fromeworky that are sulficienily
dotled end complete to guids toacking proviice. This &5 an orea in whick copority oppears to be fefling shert of
what Is neaded, Stutes, diswicts, ond professional eeganizations mugt bring more resoerces 1o bear on conicular
development and dlossroom imglementation.

Ditterent insritutions hove different roles fo ploy in the stondards movement. By dow, the U.5. Department of
Fducation ton only approve the process by which sighes have developed their standords, nof the stondards them-
sebvps, Reflecring Pk ool consiruing, the Department’s reports fo the Cangress mevely report how many states
hove sondurds and shufiously ovoid conument on the pedity of those skandords. The external orgonizations thel
have bagun Io evoluole ond rate stundurds are under no sch constraint, however, ond we welcome their parficipo-
tin in the movement. Their work should confinue 1o support that of the stotes, whith continue to play the eentral
role. We encourage the totes %o cantinue developing their tapacity o articulote challenging standards, and we
wogren thot the Federul government should stoy out of the business of evalunting the quality of standards.
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Assessment, Accountability, and Support for Improvement

.;‘é‘ler the initisl develapment of stonderds, stotes and schosl districts must address the whels domain of essessment
und accountabity-—smeasuring achievement of standards; setting high but attuinable performanes expectations for
students and scheals; communicating with teadbers, parents, ond siudenk shaw standords: ond holding schooks
atcountoble for rosulls. These tasks ae difficult ones, ond states need techue! mssistonce in carrying them out,
They have oo needed Texibility s thelr timelines. Although the 1994 Jow toffed on states to sel performante san-
dards For stedents and then devedop ossessments uligned with them, many stafes hove acually preferred to begin
with the essessments god then define performoncs stundords in selatian 1o the new pxsesments. The Deperiment
of Education has shown the proper fexibilty in ollowing stotes %o $olhoe thit different sequense we dte this m o
geod example of the woy muny ugenties huve hod to leorn from expedienc in the new terrom of educotional
reform, )

Increosed atention has been placed ot off Ievels of gevermnent on hoding sthocks end asstrics actounihle for
resulls, This dimute of heightened interest i vcountobility bos prompied pulicymokers to grapple mure intensely
with how 10 help foling schoob transform themselves into high-gederming argonizations—and what 1o do i,
despite extensive intervention, they continue to stagnote. We won! o emphasize thet atcountabifify con only be con-
sidered 1 success when it opplies equelly 1o ull disteiess, schoeks, and studests, induding the Title | population thot
hus been neglsesed oo offen in the pext. Wo also observe thet aecountohility mest emerge from 0 public dislogus
iny which our communities have o chones fo ortitulote deor expectations for the sduational system.

.{zmm luw requires that evary sthool ond district receiving Titla | funds demonsteate that if hes mode “adequate
yearly prograss” teward the gool of enabling shedents to meat chullenging shote peebomance stundords. 1 the clale
his its swm accountabifity systesm, i emust apply the soms raquirements 1o Title [ and son-Tile § schosls. Thus the
law ases far movement toward the some set of stundurd ond the same chollenging comicatom for off children in o
stufe, and i mandates the sume centehifity structure for ol schools.

Ve befiove thut poor students should have sreess fo rich instruction in off subletts, not just what & needed to meet
miimum akgectations in reading ond mathemetics,  &s states develap stondords and olign assessiments in other
subietts hosides reuding und methematics, we sxpect them 1o hold both Title 1 nd non-Tisle | studenis 1o the some
thoflenging stondards, However, we believe the! the fiming and implementation of this kroodaning of ccountebil-
ity info uther sublect arens should be Jels up fo stotes and districss.

¥ ok balieve thot it is mappropriote to use only the bell curve of nem-refesenced test siores 1 mensore and
seport stadant progress, States should be using tests that are insiructionnly sensftive and geared 1o thelr own deor-
by defined standards of performunce.

Mareover, despits the law’s intention of hrirging Tile { stedents under the sume fromework af school und distrid
aceaurubility thet anforces high axpectotions for ofl students, the Depariment’s roperis show thet states con and do
camsired twg different accountobility systems. Although a recent study of stde implamentation of federel programs
.mmé 3 siales reporing that they hove the same sicountability system For the siate o5 for Titke |, other states have
fifferent sccountubility protedures, aad that leads fo configion. One study of loal ond siate scountability sysiems
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in threa states ond two <ities fognd that some Title § sehonks were identified as in need of improvement by the stote
bt iof by the Tide ] system, ond some wese ientifiod by Title | but nat by the stule. Another study in 17 districts
found two systers of work in most of them. As the Deportment’s Hofional Assesument of Tile { nates, “There & some
temsion hetween the hwe, and some confusion over implemantation of the Trle | requiraments.”

To nddress this peoblem, we retres i the Wew that federal lows ore intemled fo support dots improverent efforts,
Because the stule’s own sysem of accountobility commands so much ehiestion from schools ond distrizts, we encaur-
age Title | policy to reinforcs tha state system while sirengthening  # passible. Becouse children are il served by
sepernte systers of accauntobikly, e [ provisions should pesh dotes o hold ofl schools—not just Titke | schoglsmm
amm@s either through their awn ociountobiity svstem or the Titke | system, whichever sefs the izw higher. We
giso think stufes shiould be encouraged 2 seek externol peer review sud validation of thelr oscessments, profiden-
ty leveks, and gccouniability indices, and to encouroge & brood public dislogue within the stute abous standurds end
assesments, The hoses for he construction of on secounteldlity index and the cut scores used b ssinklich different
profidency Jevels should be mode public

Suppart for tontinuous improvement remuing vitally Jmportant, ond the Departmant’s evidence suggusts that the
seed for high-guslity sechnicol ossistonce comsiderably outstrips the sopply. Stotes should foke responsibility for
buiding their distrints’ and schaals’ copatity to meet the demonds of arcountabifity systems. The budget for feder.
olly supparted lechaicol aesistanics shuuld Encrense. A variety of mechanisms for defivering vssistance ain fill the
varying neads of different stutes and localties: the key poi here s that aerauntability by ifself will ot couse schooks
fo improva, batause professions! knowledge und skill are st os imporlont a5 motfiemtion,

Einally, we turs 1o the subject of the nrcountobiity of federal ogenties and state und face! schoof systems for results,
This reputhesization of ESEA poses dificul trode-offs between seeking grenter arcountebility of federal uyendies for
program oulomes under the Sovernment Performanxe and Results Ad (GPRA} whilte simuioneeusly expanding the
Fd-Flex Topisiation fo give states most aperatione decision-making for those progroms. The central questien, #
swoms s us, &, How ton fhe Depurtment of Fducation be acauntuble to Congrass or results if it does not kova deci-
sisnmaking ond eversight cesponsibility For how programs are implemested of the slote ond bead loveli?

Stets and Isenl educntion agsacies already hove vorying degrees of lofitude shous how they carry ul netional shier-
fives in their wwn refore plons. The Sube ond Drug-Frep Schaok gnd Communitins st {Title ¥ and (onovntive
Educotien Pragram Stratagies (Title V43 give them the mast Hexibility. The revisions fa Tile {in 1994 enhoned ctate
and local Haibility by nuihesizing graater use of schoobwide programs, by loasening ofigibility in torgeted oxistante
schaok, by granting waivers, and by permitting comsofidofion of administeative funds.

Faxikility in ond of iiself wifl net produca better resulls, espacially when the autherity fo moke dedsians rasides of
the state and Jecol lavels, while o federsl ogency & held arcountobls. However, lexitelity 1an work if il uhimately
is finked o the accountabifity of state ond local school systeens for results,



EU R T,

Quality of Instructional Staff

.Smra ond Joco! education ogenties enjoy ¢ great deet of diseretion in decisions obout ths educatianal services thet
. they support with federe! hunds, consistant with this aetisw’s decentralized system of educmions! governance.
Howover, one issus in the quality of educational services desarves, spedal paficy aitention brom o levels, inchuding
the federal government. she skl of instruciiona! sioff in the mation’s schook in geners] ond in high-poveny shuooks

in particde,

We beliove that children in Bigh-poverty schogls deserve the hesi-troined, best-puid feachers we can provide,
fitead, mony of these childdren ore being tught by untrained vides without o college diploma, samething et would
be Intolerable in more advantaged school systems.  Research documents the effect over tims of taachers” pregara-
tion on sludent ochievement,  Simply pu, studens who bove more highly frained feorhers gartorm botter
Furtheemore, the less additianal support and envichment students receive oniside of the daxsroom, the greater effixt
thelr teacher’s butkground has on thelr achievament.

The conceniration of less well ioined teachers in high noverty schook & o major contributar to faw student achieve
ment in these sthoels, We recommend requiring stotes and districss 1o sosure thet the qualifications of teachers and
tides i Bh-poverty Title | schoos including type of ficense/tedtificare and plocement it major/minnr fields} ba o
good s huise of the best teachers in their states.

.Tha definition of seacher quality shauld taka inta account more thon just subject mater ond pedagogical knowledge.

Knowing one’s siudents, induding their languoge ond auithwral background, ond being abls io address o variety of
reeds sepresent o higher stondard for teocher qually. Professionl support nesds to ovtompany accountdiliy,
Graater wasiment is necossary In high-quality profossiono] devalopment for teachers tht & aligned with the new
sinte and Jocol standords,  This investment shauld be lorger o the sirutegios should be more effettivemthon
most stotes aad districts hovo boen willing fo provide in the peet.

Secretury of Educaiion Richord Riley soid in his Stote of Educetion eddress on February 16, 1999, that 1o child
should be tought by an ungqualified teacher” Ye! thovsands of educationally dissdvontaged students are being
tought by Titte 1-gid oides who bove anly o high sthed diglomo. Acrmrding to the Fallow-tp School Survey for the
199798 schaal veor, Tl | emploved 75,393 oides ond 74 854 tenchers. The schookeids progroms in higher pover-
1y schools wsed move aifes {43,380} thon tecchers (40,880}, wiile torgeted auistoma schooks emiplaved sightly
fawer aidas 133,013) then teochers (33,784). Overol), oy 25 porcant of Thie | oides hove eomed o bochelor’s
degees, while noorly ol {98 parcent} heve completed bigh school. The satio of nides fo teachers in Title fin the 1997
98 school yoor i approximotely the same as 31 was in Chapter 1 schools in the 1990-9] schaol year.

Promasing Results, Continuing (hallenges: The Final Repaet of the Notions! Assasment of Tife £ notes et soropestes.
sionak, or dlassraom aides, arg often nssigned responsiislities ot are more approprinte for teachers, and obout e
thirds of preprofessionsls reported thet they hod received foss thon two days of fraining sinte the end of the previons

.{zmlm Moy parcpeofessionsls lodk the necessary education background to parform the teaching dutias thod they
ars owsigned when schook are sherdaffed,

17




oAt 1 -
AT A ST '
R
POLAE DCRINY

. T
il
[ H i
P P
M SRS e

upplemental fending 1o stotes eud dishics, 3 cannal coniral whether they mssign high-
high-poverty whoak, axept in e coxe of those stofl members Supparted by federol unds, 11 ok con
Runde, in occordance with the best ove g¢ shout whol works i professional development,

e mud improve gl phoses of tsachers’ curesr developmant, hrom tewher praservies education 1o teacher vttt
ment and professional devalopment, o tho! tsadhers i high-paverty Tife {schodls are us good s oy wthers i thew
sicie. Indead, os we enfer o now milkeanium, all teachers must be prepared fo instruct students In chellenging b
ject matter in an enviranment characiarized by bigh standoeds. they will need excellent, ongoing prolessional dovel-
opment so that they con continually refine and shorpen their skifl.  Should the Congress fully Fund Tide | o we
recomimiend, we believe this erena-—recrulfing, training, and supporsing good terchess in the action’s highed joverty
sthoals——would be the best use for new federal dolfors. At the same fime, the Congress should nol spend fadera!
funds on the use of paraprolessionals for instruction hecouse they genesally lack high-quality ssairdng for that role,
and should begin fo phose out the use of puraprofessionals in instruction nhiegether during the next resuthorizesion,
The only sxeaption fo tis should be wsing cides 10 assist insuction where mony of the students ore from nan-
English-longuoge or minarity cdtural hackgrounds,

School, Family, and Community Px:rmer;hips

Extasssios reseorch and axemplory procize huve shown whot consitules & compizhantive pragrom of schael, fomi-
b, ond community parinerships. This is acknowledged in the Mationa! Assessment of Tile | We agree with the
Departmaent’s recommendations for needed improvements in porinerchin efforts, induding the goel for distritts 1o
coordinate and integrate the many family and community lnvideemant initiotives in various federdl, stote, and foral
programs, and fo improve fhe woy pogress ore evalamied. But we would go forsher: We urge the Deportment fo
encaurage and enahle stefes, disticts, and schook #o folfill the iment of the fow fo estoblich ond moinfoin wmpre-
hensive programs of school, famly, and community pertnershipe.

Gne mojor emphasis of the 1994 Title | legislotion is for schools to get off famlics involved o their children’s ode-
tafion, and o mebilize fomily and community support and ressurces for students and for schook, The leqislation
requires evary school receiving Title | Tunds to strive to crente one sthool comrmunity that includes all families, and
get fomikies iavalved in helping students suctend in school. Thase emphases were designed to corredt earlier prae.
tieas that sepotated perents of children receiving Chagter 1/Title | services frem other porents in the school, and 1o
chalienga sthodk 1o select fomily invalvement adivities fhet would specificolly contribute to students’ academic suc-
cess. We strongly endorse the infent of the 1994 legislotion, but more mus! ba done o build stote, distid, and

sthused copacity o inploment purpesell and comprehansive parsrship progrooms.

Although some sthaols have meds progress In the intended direcions, most slementary, middle, and high schools
setsiving Title | fonds have not raceived adevunte guidoncs in how 1o develop entping progroms of school, family,
and community pertnerships. Part of the prablem hos heon on overemphads on the fesn "schookparent compad,”
which is interpreted in some places o ¢ braad policy und plon, but in mest ploces ik marely ¢ machanicol pledge o
ogreament signed by parens pramising thelr isvelvement. Ores signed, # & offen Hlad awey ond forgotien.
Because of a lack of comsistency in delintiions for fhe term “eompod,” duin coflecied on compodts are not inter-
pretable, and do nat accurately or ade;;wiely ndicata either the progress mods by Tiie | schools in meeting the
mandudz for productive parfrership pragroms ot the problems they fuce in doing s,
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The Department's cepirt poinis out tha importance of six mojor types of involvement ™ ficked 10 school #mprove-

.wal gonks Far student learning, nnd o few odivilies thot such pragromes shoudd foke, Wil hoesver, take more
thon o piecemen! uppronch of adding i activity or that for Title | schaaks fo get parerts and the commonity involved
efteciively ond eyuliobly In producive ways. ¥ wil require building the copucity of lenders in states, districs, and
sehook I undossiand, plon, implement, ond evoluate progroms of portnership of oll policy leveh ™

Ths regeires sttes ond disirics to erganize offices with edequate stoff ond mare renlistic budgets for eppropriste
Braining, disemination, progrom development, ond evaluation aetivities, ond with o ghilosophy of fudfitoting and
supporling aff schools in developing their site-hased programs of schaal, family, und community portnerships. The
wrrent set-aside of ) percent of Title | budgets in districts receiving $500,000 o more in Title | funding is not ode-
quate For supporting distrierlovel nad school-levef staft and progeam costs that are nesded in full paringrship pro-
geoms. We recommend thas siates, disirizts, and schools sef realistic budgets for devaloping and maintaining these
pragrams.,

Doz ore nceded on Hhe eflecive mphtmenistion ond resslls of plonned progroms ond speciic oaivifies that got
famifies involved in thekr children's eduction,

In comprehensive programs of porineeships, teschers, pdministrators, purents, community mersbers, anid spesied
staff, including sl § aides, speciol sdocation feaders, and others ossocioted with fomily involvement {nurses, Ebrar-
ians, schoo! secretories) work together us o feam to plan and implement goakorented nvelvement wctisities every
ear. It is imperufive o fake u teum opproach, Teachers ore important members of this teum in order fo persuade
.}:ﬂiﬁe‘sm purticipue in such getivities os undersionding repert cords and improvitg grades, monitering homework,
and working with tsechers i porent-fsacher-student conferences ond other legrmingraloted activities. Becouse
teathars are key portiiponts & wragrams of porinership, we do mot bovor recommendations thet suggest porentsl
invelvement be the respomibility of Tile 1 oides. Such an apnepach estoblishes M@& beodership ond fotks the
shared investments seeded to orpuniza, implement, evalucte, and moinfain o progroms of pornerships, When ode-
cators, parents, and others plon ond wark fagether on off tfypes of porinership artivities, shook hove foller ond
stranger progroms tot come doser 1o reolizing the 1994 Title ! legiclufive intent,

Research and Evaluation

This report, like the Department’s repocs, is bused on incomplete knowledge. Because the full implementotion of
the 1994 bows bas ye! Jo occar, il i 100 early to expect muth direct evidence ohout the impact of shase federal pro-
grams on studesls’ educational ssccess. [nisial clues dend they are aaby clues) an be Found in e sacent HAIP dato
ard in thase states und distids thet moved most rapidly to implement the reforms far Tille | raquinsd in IS8, That
svidence is provided in the Depurtment’s reporss. The picure is one of modest easly surcess in ealsing adievement
and nurcowing the gop in fest scores essodiuted with student poverty, bul The evidence & nst ot compelling. Thewe
sorly rends ond indicstors wil have o bs monitored corelully oves time, ond mure evidence must be gotheed from
sites that hove moved more shewdy in rusponss to federcl policy. Morsover, the federal geverament providss oo
Qemm of fanding for elementary aud secondary education, and this small Raandel confribution must wark in the
wdext of brooder socistel, professions, and pkiey frends,




Thus, both bevowse implementation of the lows under our purview is sccurring showly ood becowse the lows them.
<ebves cannot be she dominont influence on achievement, qarent national daty should not necessarily be token os
evidencs of the impact of federo] lows. Insteod, more fime should be given for implementotion, ond more tightly
foewsed evaluotion ond ressarch must provide the bodks for condusions abeet ot

We olso note that F the Cangress had uppropeivted Jerger sums Tor evaluotion, we would know mare about the
results of the programs. # is difficll enough to condud longitudinal studies within « Tive-yoar pariod of o program
that is s1ill being implemented; moreavex, the enfire National Assessment of Titfe § was significontfy deloyed by fund-
ing problems.  We find it unacceptoble thof as o nution we spend hundreds of bilkions of doflars on education, but
do not lund the reseorch and evalustion necessery 1o assess the effeds of thut investment, Tile | iRistrates this
. problem. The nafion spends severdl billion dolfors each yeor on the Tifle | program, but since reauthorizotion the
budge: for evaluation hos averaged ool $5 million a year, ‘

During the next reauthorization, we recommend o sel-exide of 8.5 percent of peogrom funds, Fiaff of whish should
be offatted for evaluation and the other bolf for research and development, I evoluotion, we believe ¥ will be
imperative for the Deparirment of Education 16 support shudies that msess more definitively the uchievement of st-
denks purticipoting in Tl 1. Alihough we recognize the difficuliies of identifying suifable comporisen groups, we
think that mere saphisticated research and evaluction Strategies ton better copiure e eHecis of Tilfe | thon the tech-
siues we have used to date. We olso tige that more parficipating Students and sdools be followed over time; such
fongitudinol desigas can effer the best evidence of progrom effecs. The ancent Longiudinel Evaluation of Scheel
{honge und Performonce hns provided some anatyses of s firs tw yeers of defa in the finaf report of the Notional
Assessment. We commend the Deporiment for moving quickly i the analysis und refeose of these early duto, but
we toylion ot mose duko, onolyzed with more time for thoughtful serutiny, will be needed before this shady offers

dhenr auswars.

fith regard to evatuution, we would akse Fe to see some studies dusigned spacificlly te generate findings o5 opid-
by s possible for practical applicosien. Too afien, evaluation fonses exclusively on arriving of summative judgments
ubout overall program success or failure, neglecting its formative rule in the effedive mvesiment of funds ond

improvemen of services,

Patred with the set-aside for evnluntion, an equal sum for reseordh ond development is needed ta identify effedive
pradies in the field, To build on theory, ond to refine model programs Tor wider implementation. The demand for
“hest pructices” is increusing, ond the knowledge bose needs fo keep pute. & significant invesiment In research and
davelopment & the best foundution for the dromefic improvements i edhication thot off the nation’s dhildron need

and deserve,
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. IV. Conclusion

We commend the Department on its evaluation work in the two reports, Promising Results, Continving Challenges:
The Final Report of the National Assessment of Title | ond Federal Education legisfaf;'on Enodted in 1994: An
Evalugtion of Implementation and Impodt. |n reflecting on the findings in these reports, we believe tha the feder-
al government must reaffirm its dual commitment fo equity and excellence in any new elementory and secondary
education legislotion that it enacts, Given the existing udlievemenl‘ gap .nnd the difficult conditions in which many
poor children live, it will not be easy to ensuse that all children can meet the challenging standards being established
by states and districts. Continued federal support for schools with many children from low-income families will be
essential for all children to learn ot high levels. While this aid cannot dlose the achievement gap by itself, it can
enhance and catolyze im;rovements in those Histriﬁs and states that have mode o vigorous commitment fo raise the
ochievemen’ of low-income students. We support the provisions of the 1994 lows. Although we siil quk the dato
we need 1o judge the full impact of the significant policy shitts of 1994, we believe the framework set forth in the
1994 legislation is a good starting point. This report of the Independent Review Pane! offers recommendations for
thunges needed, based on what has been learned over the past five yeors, in order to ensure thot measurable

progress will be made in the next authorization period.
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THE SECRETARY

Remarks Prepared For
Richard w. Riley
- U.8. Secretary of Education

Signing of Goals 2000: Educate America Act
San Diego, California
Friday, Thursday, March 31, 1994

Thank you so much Hillary, My. President, ladies and gentlemen.
it is a pleasure to be here in San Diego and at the Zamorane Fine
Arts Academy for this historic oscaszion -- the President's
signing into law the Goals 2000 Educate America Act. Teoday, .
America, as a nation, ig getting serious about education.

Goals 2000 represents the culmination of years of hard work by
many individuals committed to turning around and rebuilding this
Nation's education fortunes ... and to creating a comprehensive
approach te education that will improve learning at every level -
- from early childhood to adulthood. It is a law that will help
to ensure that every student can learn to high standards and
receive a challenging, world~class education ... a law that
begins to change "A Nation At Risk®” with a rising tide of
mediocrity to ®A Nation On The Move® driven by high academic and
occupational standards for all children.

when Mary Bicouvaris, 1989 National Teacher of the ¥Ysar, was
asked if she thought the standards were too high, she replied,
"Not tos high for a great nation!®

Geals 2000 is traly another nail in the coffin of the legislative
gridleck that existed until this Administration came inteo office,
We are now on the brink of change where we can, in one common
effort, lift American sducation to a new level of excellence. To
do this, we must make new connections between parents and their
ehildren -- between schools and new models of excellence -~
between our schools and the larger community -~ between children
and learning.

Mr. President, this law has been a long time in coming ... and
you have been there every step of the way. You were committed to
reforming your state’s schools when you were Governsr of
Arkansas. And you were there in Charlottesville as the leader of
the National Governor's Association, working with President Bush
to create the NHational Education Goals which we turn intoe law
today. You were there aggressively working with members of
Congress to get this bill passed in a bipartisan way ... and you
are here now placing your signature on the completed document.

400 MARTLAND AVE.. §.% WASHINCTON, D .0 H0202-0100
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Bill Clinton the candidate campaigned as an educational reformer.
Bill Clinton, the President is an education reformer. With the
enactment ¢f this law, we have taken a giant step toward
reinventing education and reforming our schools.

Last year Congress approved the President's proposal for National
Service and also approved our efforts to create a new direct
lendinglprogram to make higher education more affordable.

Today, the President will sign this GOALS 2000 legislation which
includes two other acts that we attached -- the first federal
commitment to ending violence in our schools with the enactment
of the Safe Schools Act -~ and which also reauthorizes and
reforms our important Office of Educational Research and
Improvement (QERI). -

In the months ahead Congress will approve reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, complete work on the
President's School-to-Work initiative, provide new funding for
Drug Free Schools and take up reauthorization of the very
important Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.

And Goals 2000 provides the framework into which these laws will
fit. It will encourage and challenge local communities to use
their own ingenuity and creativity in creating new and improved
methods of teaching and learning ... it will help to generate
enthusiasm in ‘schools and states throughout this Nation. It will
create and expand thousands ¢f community based reform efforts,
each working for the .betterment of our educational system,
allowing every school and every student to be the very best they
can be. '

As I have travelled throughout our Nation, visiting schools and
meeting with parents, students and teachers, I have had the
opportunity to see many models of excellence in education. And I
know, Mr. President, that you have seen them as well.

- strong teams of principals, parents and teachers making
their schools safe again and engaging their students in
solving problems without violent conflict.

-— after school programs run by community groups and local
museums to teach computer skills.

- grandparents working in schools and helping children to read
and understand real literature.

-- teams of teachers redesigning their math programs to meet
the new tough math standards.

- junior high students using algebra, a second language, and
art as if they were second nature.
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--  tech-prep students learning physics through hands-on
_ experiences in schoel~to-work programs.

And this is what Goals 2000 will help bring about ~- and take
these good ideas to scale. It will allow us to encourage local
school reform without getting in the way of the wonderful things
that {in certain schools) are already taking place .. so that
every child can receive a world-class education and learn to high
standards.

‘ﬁaw, some people say that high standards are not for all

children. "We can't expect very wmuch from then,® they say. I
ta;l‘them-that the surest and fastest way to create an angry,
violent, 19-year~ocld dropoul is to give that younyg person a
wataered-down curriculum frop first grade on. By doing that, we
are telling these children that they aren't good encugh, So why
ghould they even try. If we aim high, the young pecple of this
country will stretch their minds and make the effort., _All
children can learn to high standards.

I am sure that President Clinton will thank many whe helped make
passage of this bill a reality. Let me just say words of thanks
broadly to the business-education-parent coalition that helped

pass this important legislation. Without these groups, numerous

"individuals and the rest of my harvd-working staff at the

Department of Education, passage of this all~important
legislation would not have been possible.

And while we are talking about commitment to excellence and to
getting to this point in sducation reform, let me say how
critical it is that we have a leader who understands and
appreciates the impertance of education to our future ... the
links between education, high standards, equality, health care,
safety, and dobs for the people of our Nation ... a President who
knows that whether the goal is reducing crime, or lowvering the
number of unved mothers, or reducing uneaployment even further
.+« the primary soclution is increased educational capabilities.

Through his words and his actions, our President has inspired
this nation to strive for wmore ... to take on new challenges ...
ro reach into the future, so that we can be prepared for that
future ... to put the children of America first.

I can think of no better person to sign this law that will be the
catalyst to dramatically improve teaching and learning and that
will help to strengthen the very foundation of our Nation ... no
better person to sign this law ... than the Prasident of the
United States ~-- Bill Clinton. .



