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Sec. Notwithstanding any other provision ofFederal law, funds provided to the 
Department ofEducation or to an applicable program may not be used to pilot test, field test, 
implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in re~ding, mathematics, or any 
other subject: Provided, That the National Assessment Governing Board shall retain exclusive 
authority over the development ofvoluntary national tests as described in Section 307 of the 
Department ofEducation Appropriations Act, 1998,. 

Report Language 
The Committee bill provides that the National Assessment Gov~rning Board retains 
exclusive authority over the policies, direction, and guidelines for voluntary national 
tests for 4th grade reading and 8th grade math. The bill includes language prohibiting 
the use of funds to pilot test, field test, implement, or administer any federally 
sponsored national tests. For purposes of this section, pilot testing is any testing , 
activity that produces test scores for individual students, schools, school districts, or 
states. 



Sec. Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federal law , funds provided to the 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to field test, implement 
or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics or any other 
subject, nor shall any funds be used to pilot test any federally sponsored national test until 
Congress enacts legislation for the reauthorization" of the National Assessment of Education 
Progress: Provided, That the National Assessment Governing Board shall retain exclusive 
authority over the development of voluntary national tests as described in Section "307 of the 
Department of Education Appropriations Act, 1998 

\ 



No Implementation Without Authorization & NAGB Develops Plan for Test 
Implementation and Use 

Sec. _'_ Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federal law , funds provided to the , 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to ~, field test, 

. implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics or any 
other subject that is not specifically and explicitly provided for in authorizing legislation 
enacted into law. The National Assessment Governing Board shall develop a plan for the 
continued development and implementation of national tests that measure individual student 
performance against National Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th grade 
reading and 8th grade mathematics. The plan shall include policies for the administration and 
use of national tests. In developing this plan, NAGB shall consider the feasibility of including 
items from the National Assessment of Educational Progress or other tests in state and district 
assessments to provide a measure of individual student performance against National 
Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade mathematics. 
NAGB shall present a written plan to the Committee on Education and Workforce of the 
House of Representatives, the Committee on Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, and 
the President for their consideration by __ (prior to reauthorization of the National 
Assessment of Education Progress). 

Report Language 
The Committee bill provides that the National Assessment Governing Board retains exclusive 
authority over the policies, direction and guidelines for voluntary national tests for 4th grade. 
reading and 8th grade math, and permits NAGB to continue test development work. The bill 
prohibits implementation or administration of the tests unless such implementation is explicitly 
authorized in law. \ The Committee expects that Congress will consider such authorization as . 
part of the forthcoming reauthorization of the National Assessment of Education Progress. In 
order to help inform Congressional deliberations, the committee bill directs NAGB to develop 
and present to the authorizing committees and the President a plan for implementation and use 
of the national tests. In developing this plan, NAGB should consider the feasibility of 
including items from NAEP in state or local tests in order to measure students against NAEP 
achievement levels without requiring the administration of a separate national test. 



Could be used to sweeten any fallback option 

Propose reducing the appropriations for test development from $16 to $8-10 million. 
These funds have been requested in the Education Department',s Fund for the Improyement of 
Education (I:IE) account. (Keep 10 million if we do both NAS studies) 
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1 SEC. _. "-' 


2 (a) IN GENERAL.-Part C of the General Education 


3 Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1231 et seq.) is amended by 

, , 

4 adding at the end the following: 


S !OSEe. 447. PROlUBmON ON FEDERALLY SPONSORED TEST

6 INC. 

"~:.. 

7 "(a) GENERAL PROHIBiTIO~.-Notwithstanding any 


8 other provision of Federal law ~d except as provided in 


9 subsection (b), no funds provided to the l?epartment of 


10 Education or ,to an applicable program, may be used to 

11 pilot test, field test, hnplement, administer or distribute \ ' 

12 in any way any federally sponsored national test in read

13 ing, mathematics, or any other subject that is not specifi

14 cally and' explicitly provided for in authorizing legislation 

IS enacted into law. 

16 (b) ExCEPTIONs.-Subsection (a) shall not apply to 

17 the Third International Mathematics and Science Study 

18 or other international comparative assessments developed 
G 

19 under the authority of section 404(a)(6) of the National 

,20 Education Statistics Act of 1994 (20 U .S.C. 9003{a){6) 

21 et seq.) and administered to only a representative sample 

22 of pupils in the United States and in foreign nations.". 

23 (b) AUTHORITY OF NATIONAL" ¥;SESSMENT Gov-' 

24 ERNING BoARD.-Subject to section 447 of the General 

2.5 Education Provisions Act, the exclusive authority over the 


26 direction ID:ld all policies and guidelines for developing vol-
\ 


October 13, 1998 (3:44 p.m.) 
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1 untary national tests pursuant to contract RJ97153001 

2 previously ~ntered into between the U nited Sta~s Depart

3 ment. of Education and the American Institutes for Re

4 search and executed on .August 15, 1997, and subse

5 quently modified'by the N ationa! Assessment Governing 

6 Board on Febroary 11, 1998, shall continue to be vested 
. . 

7 in the National Assessment Governing Board established 
. 

8 under section 412 of the National Education Statistics Act /J ..t, 
9 of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 9011). ~~- • 

10 (c) STUDIES.-· ,) 

11 . (1) PuRPOSE,lIIItII6 DEFINITION.-The National 

12 Assessment Governing 

. . 

. and 

13 clearly arti~ in a 

14 mat, MiS intended uS¥~f any proposed federally 

15 sponsored test. Such report shall also include

16 . (A) a detinition of the meaning of the term 

17 "volun:tarY" in regards to the 8EMlIepment or 
18 L~~&:;tnatiOnal tat; and 

19 (B)' a description of the ac~evement levels . 

20 and reporting methods to be used iD. grading 

21 any national teste •••• zaldilMtJlaip] 3t, t 5 

22 

23 The report shall be submitted to the White·House, 

'24 the Committees on Education and the Workforce of 

25 the House of Representatives, the Committee on 

October 13, 1998 (3:44 p.m.) 
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1 Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, and the 

Committees on Appropriations of the House of Rep

3 

2 

resen~tives and the Senate not later than Septem- ,., Ab. 
I . , ~ 

4 ber 30, 1999. tJtPiJ~1~ . 
5 (2) RESPONSE TO __-. The Na- ~ 
6 tional Assessme~t Governing Board shall develop 

7 and submit to the entities identified in paragraph 

8 (1) a report,not later than September 30, 1999, 

9 that addresses and responds to the findings reported 

10 by the National Academy of Sciences in the report 

11 entitled "Grading the Nation's Report Card: Evalu

12 ating NAEP and Transforniing the Assessment of 

13 EducatiOnal.%~tlJat assert that the achieve

14 ment levels the National Assessment of 

15 Educational Progress (NAEP) 8re fn:ndamentally 

16 flawed. 

17 . (3) TECHNICAL FEAS1BILITY.-The National . . 

18 Academy of Sciences shall conduct a. study regarding 

19 the technical feasibility of including items from the' 
I . 

, 
20 Nationa.! Assessment of Educational Progress 

21 (NAEP) or other tests in State and district assess

22 ments . to provide a measure of individual student 

23 performance against the standards established by 
, 

24 the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

. 25 (NAEP) for 4th grade reading. and 8th grade math-

October 13, 19ge (3:44 p.m.) 
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1 ematics and the quality of the information regarding 

2 a student's performance that is to be pro'\ided to 

3 parents' and teachers. The National Academy of 

4 Sciences shall Nl'ert .e l"eEMltl8 ef the study roChe 

( 5 eatitl€s meBtii5ed in parasnph (1) RQt IMle[ than 
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Sec. Notwithstanding any other provision ofFederal law, funds provided to the 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to pilot test, field test, 
implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics, or any 
other subject: Provided, That the National Assessment Governing Board shall retain exclusive 
authority over the development ofvoluntary national tests as described in Section 307 of the 
Department of Education Appropriations Act, 1998. 

Report Language 
The Committee bill provides that the National Assessment Governing Board retains 
exclusive authority over the policies, direction, and guidelines for voluntary national 
tests for 4th grade reading and 8th grade math. The bill includes language prohibiting 
the use of funds to pilot test, field test, implement, or administer any federally 
spons6red national tests. For purposes of this section, pilot testing is any testing 
activity that produces test scores for individual students, schools, school districts, or 
states. 
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Sec. Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federal law, funds provided to the 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to pilot test, . 
field test, implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, 
mathematics or any other subject: Provided, That the National Assessment Governing 
Board (NAGB) shall retain exclus~ve authority over the development of voluntary 
national tests as described iIi Section 307 of the Department of Education Appropriations 
Act, 1998; and provided further, that NAGB may conduct studies to determine the 
technical quality of test items for the purpose of incorporating those items in state or local 
tests in order to measure student progress against National Assessment of Eduction 
Progress benchfi?arks. 

AND 

The National Academy of Sciences shall conduct a study of the technical feasibility of 
including items from the National Assessment of Educational Progress or other tests 
into state and district assessments to provide a measure of individual student 
performance against National Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th 
grade reading and 8th grade mathematics. The National Academy of Sciences shall 
report the results of the study to Congress by June 1, 1999. . 

Report Language 
The Committee bill provides that the National Assessment Governing Board retains 
exclusive authority over the policies, direction and guidelines for voluntary national 
tests for 4th grade reading and 8th grade math. The bill includes language prohibiting 
the use of funds to pilot test, field test, implement, or administer any federally 
sponsored national tests. 

The Committee recognizes that many states and local communities have already 
developed tests aligned with state and local academic standards, and may wish to have 
an efficient way of also determining how well students perform relative to the National 
Assessment of Education Progress achievement levels. Therefore, the bill also 
provides that the National Academy of Sciences conduct a study to determine the 
feasibility of incorporating items from NAEP or other tests into state or local tests for 
these purposes. further, the Committee bill permits NAGB to conduct studies to 
determine the technical quality of any test items for the purpose of incorporating them 
into state or local tests. These studies may address such issues as: how well students 
understand and interpret the questions; how diff~rent ethnic, racial or gender groups 
respond to the questions; whether the questions measure the content area they are 
supposed to measure; whether the questions are too easy or too difficult for the target 
population; whether the questions assess the range of skills and abilities of all the 
students; and whether the questions are appropriate for the grade level. 



Sec. Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federal law, funds provided to the 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to field test, 
implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics 
or any other subject that is not specifically and explicitly provided for in author'izing 
legislation enacted into law. The National Assessment Governing Board shall develop 
a plan for the continued development and implementation of national tests that measure 
individual student performance against National Assessment of Educational Progress 
standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade mathematics. The plan shall include 
policies for the administration and use of national tests. In developing this plan, 
NAGB shall consider the feasibility of including items from the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress or other tests in state and district assessments to provide a 
measure of individual student performance against National Assessment of Educational 
Progress standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade mathematics. NAGB shall 
present a written plan to the Committee on Education and Workforce of the House of 
Representatives, the Committee on Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, and the 

I 

President for their consideration by (prior to reauthorization of the National 
Assessment of Education Progress). 

Report Language 
The Committee bill provides that the National Assessment Governing Board retains 
exclusive authority over the policies, direction and guidelines for voluntary national 
tests for 4th grade reading and 8th grade math. The bill prohibits impleinentation or 
administration of the tests unless such implementation is explicitly authorized in law. 
The Committee expects that Congress will cqnsider such authorization as part of the 

( 	 forthcoming reauthorization of the National Assessment of Education Progress. In 
order to help inform Congressional deliberations, the committee bill directs NAGB to 

I 

develop and present to the authorizing committees and the President a plan for 
implementation and use of the national tests. In developing this plan, NAGB should 
consider the feasibility of including items from NAEP in state or local tests in order to 
measure students against NAEP achievement levels without requiring the 
administration of a separate national test. 



Sec. Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federal law , funds provided to the 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to field test, 
implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics 
or any other subject, nor shall any funds be used to pilot test any federally sponsored 
national test until Congress enacts legislation for the reauthorization of the National 
Assessment of Education Progress: Provided, That the National Assessment 
Governing Board shall retain exclusive authority over the development of voluntary 
national tests as described in Section 307 of the Department of Education 
Appropriations Act, 1998 

/ 
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I'SEC._.: 


2 (a) IN ,GENER.A.L.....:..P8.rt C of the General Education 

3 Provisions Act (20, U.S~C. 1231 et seq.) is amended by 
, ' 

4 adding at the end the following:, 


5 '"SEC. 441. PROlUBmON ON FEDERALLY SPONSORED TEST· 


, 6 INC. 

7 "(a) GENERAL,PROHIBiTIO~.-Notwi.thBtanding any 

8 other'proviSion of Federal' law, ~d except as provided in 

9 subsection (b), no funds provided to the l?epartment of 

,10 Education .or' to an applicable program, may be used to 

11 pilot test, field test, implement, administer or distribute 

12 in any way any federally sponsored,' na.tional, test in re::LL, ' d.W 
. . ... · / :c""j!,!L LL - oJllh 

13 ing, mathematics,or any other.subject'ftB:e.t is ft6npeeifi: ' 

14 cally 8Bd~liei:tI, provided i'eF ill atltB61 i:ziug l~station-

IS eaeetea,ifttlelawY' 

16 (b) ExCEPTIONs.-Subsection (a) shall not apply to 

17 the' Third International' Mathematics and Science Study. . ;, . . 

18 or other international' eo~pa.rative assessments developed 
" . 

19 under the authority of. section 404(8)(6) of the National 
<, .• ' • . 

"20 Education Statistics Act of 1994 (20'U.S.C. 9003(8)(6) 


21 et seq.) and adm.itUstered to only a representative sample 


, 22 of pupUsin the' United States and in foreign nations.". " 


23 ' '(b) AUTHORITY OF NATIONAL AssESSMENT' Gov

24 ERNING BoARD.~ubjectto section 447 of the Gen~ral 

. ' , . 

2S Education Provisions Act; the exclusive authority over, the . 

26, ·direetion and all policies and guidelines for developing vol- , 

OeIober 13, 1998 (3:44 p.m.) 
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1 untary national tests -pursuant to contract RJ97153001 

2 previously entered into between the United ,States Depart

3 ment of Education arid the American Institutes 'for &
, ' 

4- 'search and executed on August 15, 1997, and subse

quently modified bytbe National Assessment Governing 

6 Board on February 11, 1998, shall continue to be vested. 


7 in'the National Assessment Governing Board established 


8 under section 412 of the N ationalEducation Statistics Act /J 1" • ' 

9 of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 9011). .. . . . ~~-

(C)STUDIES.- ~ 

11 , ,(1) PuRPOSE lJItIII DEFIN1T10N.-The National, 
 , . 
. 12 ", Assessment' Govenililg BO~'alldetei!'e and" 'i F 

13 . . clearly ~ 
I, : 

in a report e purpose, A for- . 

14 matt 8:ftsintended 1,l~~f any proposed federally 

sponsored test. Such report ,shall also include

16 (A) a definitiop. of the meaning of the term 

17 ''volun~~'' ~,~, to the 'e¥el8~mcnt or 
'18 i!f,!:';:;aCt-.QnatiOnal test; and ' 

19 (B) a description of the achieVement levels 

and reporting, methods to be used, in grading 

21 any national test. _fL•••tl.ti8llilllip ±.,. 2 ZIt 

22 

23 The report shall be submitted to the White House, 

24 the Committees 9nEducation and the Workforce of 

the House of Representatives, the" Committee on 

October 13,1998 (3:44 p.m.) 
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1 Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, and the 

2 Committees on Appropriations of the House of Rep

3 . .. resentatives and the Senate not late. than· SePtem,- •• 

4 

5 
,ber30, 1999., 

(2) RESPONSE 

. 

TO 

tJp.J~1~J\I\~.r. 
1lBP~ eA1tlY. The Na.. llIlf"'" 

6 tiona! Assessment Governing Board shall develop' 

7 and submit to the entities identified. in paragraph 

8 (1)- a report, not later than September 30, 1999, 

9 that addresses and responds to the findings reported 

10 by the National Academy of Sciences in the report 

. 11 entitled "Grading the Nation's Report Card: Eval'l,1

~2 ating NAEPand ,Transforming the Assessment of' 
13 EducationalZ.;~that assert tb8.t the achieve

14 " ment levels the National Assessment of ' 

15 Educational . Progress '. (NAEP) are fundamentally' 

16'·' flawed. 

17 (3) TECHNICAL 
. . 

FEASIBILJTY.-The . . . 
National 

, ,'.18 Academy of Sciences shall conduct.a·study regarding .. 

19 the technical feasibility of including items from ,the. 

20 National Assessment of, Educational Progress 

21 (NAEP) or other tests in State and district assess

. 22 . mente to provide a measure of individual . s~dent . 

23 . performance againSt the Standards established by 

24 . tbe National Assessment of Educational Progress 
. . . 

· 2S ~ _(NAEP)' for 4th grade-reading and 8th grade ~th~ . 

October 13.1998 (3:44pm.) 
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. ematics and the' quality of the infonnation regarding 
I· 

a student's performance that is to be provided to . , . 

, parents' and teachers. The National Academy of 

Sciences shall NI'e:l't ~e Nlsulte e( the study 00 the 

entities meBtilSsQQ in paragrapll (1) Ret IfJ~t than 

October 13.1888 (3:44p.m.) 
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Provided, that NAGB may conduct studies to determine the technical quality of test items, for the' 
purpose of Incorporating those items in state or local tests in order to measure student progress " 
against National Assessment ofEducation Progress benchmarks> ;f i'k. Ne..-t~-...\ A.c.....luu...1 .£ Sc.~e.II\u.s. 
d.e.:h,("M.'''''~'''' ~-t- st....i:f.. 0'- \oc.....l·h~.s..h .. cD,.Aci \"'co....po.......-t.~ s-.)e.l \\-~MS. 


Report Language 

In addition to the report language you have suggested,we propose the following: 


The Committee bill provides that the National Assessment Governing Board retains' 
exclusive authority over the policies, direction and gUidelines for voluntary national tests 
for 4th grade readirig and 8th grade math. The bill includes language prohibiting the use 
of funds to pilot test,field test" implement, . administer or distribute in any way any 
federally sponsored national tests. Fer the I'ttrposes a.fthis seetieD, pilottesting is BBY 
te~ting activity' that pl;(wide8 test 8\:():1:es for ilKiividual studeatB, 8\:11001 aistHets, or states._ 

~. . , 

. , 
The Committee recognizes that many states and local communities have already 
developed tests aligned with state and local academic standards, and may wish to have an 
efficient way of also determining how well students perform relative to the National 
Assessment ofEducation Progress achievement levels. Therefore, the bill also provides 
that the National Academy of Sciences conduct a study to determine the feasibility of 
incorporating items from NAEP or other tests into state or local tests for these purposes. 

~~ \ol...\\-U.~ :Fl::H"'.he!, the Committee bill permits NAGB to conduct studies to determine the technical 
.~ S'.<ie..iu.u de.:h.",\,,~ 

quality of any test items for the purpose of incorporating them.irito state or local tests. 
t\,...e..."\' ~t...i:c...L 

These studies may address such issues as: how well students understand and interpret the 
Or loc.....\ \--<,,~ 

questions; how different ethnic, racial or gender groups respond to the questions; whether 
co...\~ ill\c:.o"'po.-...-tt.. 

the questions measure the content area they are supposedto measure; whether the . ~ ... c..1.... \'h.""'-~ 
'.) questions are too easy or too difficult for the target population; whether the questions. 

assess the range of skills and abilities ofall the students, and whether the questions are 
appropriate for the grade level. . 

http:S'.<ie..iu
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Provided further, That ifIIloclll educational agency would receive a suballocation ofless than 
the average starting salary for a new tellcher in the State, it shall not receive that aUocation 
and the funds it would have received will.be allocated to the remaining local educational 
agencies in the State in accord with the suballocation formula in the prior proviso: 

, 


, 
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Prohibition on Testing Activity 

Sec. _. Notwithstanding any other provision ofFederal law, funds provided to the 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to field test, 
implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics, or 
any other subject, or to engage in pilot testing that would enable comparisons oftest 
results among students, schools, school districts, or states: Provided, That the National 
Assessment Governing Board shall retain exclusive authority over the development of 
voluntary national tests as described in Section 307 of the Department of Education 
Appropriations Act, 1998. 

ANDIOR 

NAS Study on Embedding NAEP Items in State and Local Tests 

The National Academy of Sciences shall conduct a study of the technic:ll feasibility of 
including items from the National Assessment of Educational Progress or other tests in 
state and district assessments to provide a measure of individual student performance 
against National Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th grade reading 
and 8th grade mathematics. and the quality of the information about a student's 
performance that would be provided to parents and teachers. The National Academy of 
Sciences shall report the results of the study to Congress by June 1, 1999. 

ANDIOR 
" 

, J 
No State or Local Implementation Without Quality Assurance 

No State or local educational agency receiving financial assistance from the Secretary of 
Education may participate in any national test in 4th grade reading or 8th grade 
mathematics that is supported by the Secretary and that measures individual student 
performance against standards of the National Assessment ofEducational Progress unless 
the State or local educational agency, as the case may be,_ certifies to NAGB that it has 
developed, and has begun to carry out, a plan to-- ' 
(1) ensure that teachers have the knowledge and skills they need to teach students to meet 
those standards; 
(2) provide all students with access to a challenging curriculum that can prepare them to 
meet those standards; and 
(3) provide additional assistance to students and schools that do not make progress 
toward meeting those standards. 

r, 

r 
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Sec. . Notwithstanding any other provision ofFederal law, funds provided to the 
Department ofEducation or to an applicable program may not be used to pilot test, field test, 
implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics, or any 
other subject: Provided, That the National Assessment Governing Board shall retain exclusive 
authority over the development ofvoluntary national tests as described in Section 307 of the. 
DepartIDent ofEducation Appropriations Act, 1998; 

Report Language . 
The Committee bill provides that the National Assessment Gov~rning,Board retains 
exclusive authority over the policies, direction, and guidelines for voluntary. national 
tests for 4th grade reading and 8th grade math. The bill includes language prohibiting 
the use of funds to pilot test, field test, implement, or administer any federally 
sponsored national tests. For purposes of this section, pilot testing is any testing 
activity that produces test scores for individual students, schools, school districts, or 
states. 

. ) 



Sec. Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federal law , funds provided to the 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be' used to pilot. test, 
field test, implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, 
mathematics or any o~her subject: Provided, That the National Assessment Governing 
Board (NAGB) shall retain exclusive authority over the development of voluntarY 

, national tests as described in Section 307 ofthe Department ofEducation Appropriations 
Act, 1998; and provided further, that NAGB may conduct studies to determine the 

.. technical quality of test items for the purpose of incorporating those items in state or local 
tests in order to measure student progress against National Assessment of Eduction 
Progress benchmarks. 

AND 

The National Academy of Sciences shall conduct a study of the technical feasibility of 
including items from the National Assessment of Educational Progress or other tests 
into state and district assessments to provide a measure of individual student 
performance against National Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th 
grade reading and 8th grade mathematics. The National Academy of Sciences shall 
report the results of the study to Congress by June 1, 1999. 

Report Language 
The Committee bill provides that the National Assessment Governing Board retains 
exclusive authority over the policies, direction and guidelines for voluntary national 
tests for 4th grade reading and 8th grade math. The bill includes language prohibiting 
the use of funds to pilot test, field test~ implement, or administer any federally 
sponsored national 'tests. ' 

The Committee recognizes that many states and local communities have already 
developed tests aligned with state and local academic standards, and may wish to have 
an efficient way of also determining how well students perform relative to the National 
Assessment of Education Progress achievement levels. Therefore, the bill also 
provides that the National Academy of Sciences conduct a study to determine the 
feasibility of incorporating items from NAEP or other tests into state or local tests for 
these purposes. Further, the Comn:iittee bill permits NAGB to conduct studies to 
determine the technical quality of any test items for the purpose of incorporating them 

'( into state or local tests. These studies may address such issues as: how well students 
understand and interpret the questions; how different ethnic, racial or gender groups 
rdpond to the questions; whether the questions measure the content area they are ' 

\ supposed,!o measure; whether the questions are t09 easy or too difficult for the target 
, population; whether the questions assess the range ofskills and abilities of all the ' 

,I students; and whether the questions are ~ppropriate for the grade level. 



Sec. . Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federal law, funds provided to the 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to field test, 
implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics 
or any other subject that is not specifically and explicitly provided for in authorizing 
legislation enacted into law. The National Assessment Governing Board shall develop 
a plan for the continued development and impiementation of national tests that measure 
individual student performance against National Assessment of Educational Progress 
standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade mathematics. The plan shall include 
policies for the administration and use of national tests. In developing this plan, 
NAGB shall consider the feasibility of including items from the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress or other tests in state and di~trict assessments to provide a 
measure of individual student performance against National Assessment of Educational 
Progress standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade mathematics. NAGB shall 
present a written plan to the Committee on Education and Workforce of the House of. 

- Representatives, the Committee on Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, and the 
President for their consideration by __ (prior tc? reauthorization of the National 
Assessment of Education Progress) .. 

Report Language 
The Committee bill provides that the National Assessment Governing Board retains 
exclusive authority over the policies, direction and guidelines for voluntary national 
tests for 4th grade reading and 8th grade math. The bill prohibits implementation or 
administration of the tests unless such implementation is explicitly authorized in law. 
The Committee expects that Congress will consider such authorization as part of the 
forthcoming reauthorization of the National Assessment of Education Progress. In 
order to help inform Congressional deliberations, the committee bill directs NAGB to 
develop and present to the authorizing committees and the President a plan for 
implementation and use of.the national tests. ,In developing this plan, NAGB should 

_consider the feasibility of including items from NAEP in state or local tests in order to _ 
measure students against NAEP achievement levels without requiring the 
administration of a separate national test. 



· . 

Sec. Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federal law, funds provided to the 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to field test, 
implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics 
or any other subject, nor shall any funds be used to pilot test any federally sponsored 
national test until Congress enacts legislation for the reauthorization of the National 
Assessment of Education Progress: Provided, That the National Assessment 
Governing Board shall retain exclusive authority over the development of voluntary 
national tests as described in Section 307 of the Department of Education 
Appropriations Act, 1998 
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Activities to be considered by NAGB during FY1999 


I. Prohibition on national testing, Prohibition on pilot, testing. field testing, implementation, administration or 
distribution of national tests, unless specifically and explicitly authorized. , 

Sec __' Part C of the General Education Provisions Act (20 US,C 1231 et seq) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

"Sec 447. Prohibition on~Federaily Sponsored Testing. 

(a) General Prohlbltlon---Notwithstanding any other provision of Federal law • no funds provided to the Department of 
Education or to an applicable program, may be used to pilot test, field test, implement, administer or distribute in any 
way any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics, or any othe'r subject that is not specifically and 
explicitly provided for in authorizing legislation enacted into law. 

(b) Exceptions.---Subsection (a) shall not apply to the Third International Mathematics and Science Study or other 
international comparative assessments developed under the authority of section 404(a)(6) of the National Education 
Statistics Act of 1994 (20 USC 9003(a)(6) et seq.) and administered to only a representative sample of pupils in the 
United States and in foreign nations. " ' 

2. Continued limited test development. NAGB's contractor may continue development and modification of test items 
(as allowed in FYI998). 

3. Voluntary nature of the tests. NAGB will determine what "voluntary" means as to the proposed national tests and 
report to Congress on whether the tests are proposed to be voluntary as to the student, the school, the school district, or 

'the state. -Report shall be due no later than September 30,1999. 

4. National Academy of Sciences Study, National Academy of Scienc~s will conduct a study of the technical feasibility 
of imbedding test items from NAEP into state and district assessments. 

The National Academy of Sciences shalLconduct a study of the technical feasibility of including items from the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress or other tests in state and district assessments to provide a measure of individual 
student performance against National Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade 
mathematics and the quality of the information about a student's performance that would be provided to parents and 
teachers. The National Academy of Sciences shall provide an informal interim progress report to Congress no later than 
June 30, 1999, and a final re~rt no later th~ September 30, 1999. 

5. Purpose of the proposed national tests. NAGB will determine and clearly articulate in a report to Congress the 

intended purpose of the tests. The report shall state whether the tests are being designed for and will be used for 

diagnostic purposes, accountabilitylhigh stakes purposes, and/or other purposes. Report shall be due no later than 

September 30, 1999. ' 

6. Response to National Academy of Sciences Study. NAGB will develop and'submit to Congress a report of how it 

intends to address the National Academy of Sciences fmdings in the study "Grading the Nation~s Report Card: 

Evaluating NAEP a~d Transforming the Assessment of Educational Progress" which stated that the achievement 

levels of NAEP (basic, proficient, advanced) are fundamentally flawed. How NAGB addresses this issue will directly 

affect the achievement levels of the proposed national tests, which are to be based on the same achievement levels of 

NAEP. Report shall be due no later than September 30, 1999. 


Additionally, the National Academy of Sciences Study "Evaluation of the Voluntary National Tests: Phase I", in 
describing the achievement levels to be used on the national tests, stated that issues such as achievement level setting, 
reporting, relationship between test items and achievement level descriptions, etc. should be resolved early in the test 
development proc~ss, rather than following other test development activities. . 
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SEc.80a. No funds appropriated eder ibiS Act may be used 
. to prevellt. the fmplemtmtAtl= or prOarIm& of vaJuntary prayer
and meditaticm f:A the publictdloala. '. " , , 

('l'It.A.N8J'D OP J'UKDS) 

, ' ,. Sse. 804. Nat to aCted 1 percent or aD)' &c:reti~funds 
(PUI'8Uut to the Baluced Bud;et and Em~enC7 Deficit Ccmtrol 
Act. ali amended) which are app~ tor the Deparb:l1ent of 

. Education in this Act may be tranalerred betWeen aJ)proJJriations.
but no such apprbpriatiDZl Ihall be inc::reued by more tban1 percent.
by ~such transfer: ProuItUd. 'Ibat ihe Appropriations Committees 
of both H0U888 of Oonsrel. lire IlOtHic at least fifteeD days in ' , 
advance ofany transfer. . . '. .'. 

SBc. 305. (a) Nohrithstan4tilgany atherPfOV'ilion of Federal 
law DO fl.m4. FOYided to the Department or-Education or to an . 
~'pUcable ~ (u defiDed in aeetion 400(c)(1) of the General 
Ecfucation . '0Jl& Act. (2() U.S.C. 1221(c)(1))). in t.bi& Act or.. 
in any other Act· m flaw 18U 1998, ad_~ltJjs"
pilot test, im lemell' , a diati1 'utBJ1:l . , 
DB 1 • , , 

, (6] EXeiP'l'loN . .....$ublsction (a) lhallDot apply to the Tbtrd 
Intemadonal Math aDd Science Study or the National Assessment 
ofEducationalP:roaress. ,. , 

SEC.,806. (a) S1'UDY.-The National kademyof Sciences, in 
conlUltaticm Wjtb the National Govemor. Anociation. the National 
Conference or State Lqis1atwu,the White House.. the N anonal 
Assessment ~i Board, 'ad the ~.., lIPlall conduct a '. ' 
feasibility .tu~ to determine if an equivalency teale c:an be cleve}- " 
oped that woUld allow teat JCOreS from commercially available 
standardized tests and State. &UeS1D1entJl to be compared with 
,each other IIJld the National AslelBlZleDt of' Ec:hicational Pro,eress. 

, (b) REPoRT 01' FINDINGS TO CONGRESS--(1) The Naticm.al Acad
emy Df Scieftcu ahalllUbmit a written ~ to ,the White HOWIe. 
the Committee OIl Education tlDd the WorkfOJ'Ce of the House of 
Re~tiltives. the Co~ em Labor and Hum81l Resources or the Senate, and the Cora.rIUtt.eea OIl Appropriations of the Houae . 
of' RepriaNDtativu and the Senate !lot later the SepieDlber I, 
1998. . .t ' 

(2) Th. National Academy or 8c:ienctB mall 8ubmit an iJlt:erlm' 
report DO later thaD June 1&, 1998. . , 

. . 

be; 807 (a). Notw.ithlta.rl~ 8Q other ~tcm of law, the 
ezclUlive avtbqrity over .n ~ea. iJ1recticm, and. auideUne. for 
deve10pinJ . 'VOluntary IUltiODaJ ieltB JHU'IU.Ulf. to COZltrac:t. 
&1871&8001 p1'eYio~ nteJ'ecl into betweeu the Depanmmt of' 
BciueatiOZl ani! the Aa:iericaDmBt.ituw for Re.ea:rch and ezecuted 
on A~t 16, 1997, .ball be vested ill the National Assessment 
Govet'ltlDg BaUd eitahlilbed aDder leCtion 412 of the National . 
Educat10nStAtistics Act of IV84 (20 U.s.C. 9011); Prol1i41.d. That 
.-itbiD 90 day. after the date or enadmint of thilM, the Board 
.ball II"e¥'iew the DatiOZlal test development COll.trac:t in effect on 
. tbIt date of Imaatment of tbB Act. ad' modify the contract as 
the Board det.en:.I:W::lu n~Dd llot inc:onl!liJt8Dt with this, , 
Act or aDDlfcab1.law8: ProIIided fiP'tMr, That if the coD'b'al:t caDnot 
be mo41!""ad to the .Dent aetermiDed DICUIUY by. the Board, the ' 
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ccmtnl:t dlld]'be terminated and ~ Board sban DGIOtiate a'new 

eoDt:r&c:t. tmderthe Board', ezeluSive control.e for the teata, Jl~ 


. inc:aDsiJ;tfmt with d»& Act or aPl?Uc:ah1e la'Ws. ' •.. 

. (b) In e.armu oa.t ita eiClusiVl authority for ...e1opml vol· 

DDWy aatfonal teita puraUlDt to ccm1ftct llJ9'7153001~ any euble
, quent contract relaW thereto... a}iy contract. moc:li1icatlon ~u· 
. ant to lub.eeticm (a), fbe National Asaesament GoveJ"Dinl Board 
,hall detemri"e . . . 

(1) the extent to wblch te8t lteml.selected (or Wle on 
tbeie.u are &ee from racial, cultural 01' gender bias; . 

. 	 (2) wbeth~t.be ,test dSYel~t proceSI and ~ items 
adequat.ely ...... ·atudlnt. .n~· and mathematic&. com
prehension in the form moat likely to yield accurate information 
nl~ l5tudent achievement 1n readin,and mathematic&~ 

(3) wbether the telt developlDlDt proeG!liIS and test items 
take. iDto account the need. or dlIadvantaaed. limited English 
,proficient ed diSabled swdenu;l1ld .' .' .. 

(4) wbether the tea. development. process takes into account 
ho.. pa:rents, auardiana. and studeJiti .m appropriately be 

'. informed about. testin-B contct. purpo.e and usel.· , 
. SEC. 808. SnmY.-The National Academy of Scienc:el IIb.U, 
Dot later than September 1, 1998, 11lbmita written report to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce of the House of Rep:
nsentativee, the Com.m:ittee on Labor and Human .B.eaourees of' 
the Senate, and th. Committee., on Appro'priation. of the Hous. 
and SeDate that evaluate. all· test itema d~~op8d or funded by 
the Department of Education or any other "iUCY of the Federal 
GovllJ"DJDeat ~uant to contract BJ9715aOO1. any 8ubsequeDt eon
tract related thereto, w any contract modification b, the National' 
Asselsment Goveming Board purauant to section 801 of thia Act,
for- . .' 

. (1) the technic:a1 quality of uY' tat items for, 4th lTade 
nallin, and 8thJTBde mathematics; . . . 

. ' (2) the validity, re1iabilit7, and adequacy or developed test 

i*-(j) the' Validity, or IU2,J' developed desip which links test· 
reSUlts to ,mcleftt performance; . .' . , . 

(4) the degree to ",bleb any dev.l0pe4 telt items prirride 
"sUd and:useflil information to the publie; . 

(6) whether the test itema· are free from racial, cultural, 
01' pnder bias.. " . '. . 

(6) whether ttie teat itemt· addrus the needs of diaadvan
taaeCI. limI~ Enpilb ~ciaDt ad dilabled ,ltudentsj and 

. ('I) whether the tat Items can be use4 lor traekiDg. cradua· 
tiGD Dr promotion orstudents. . . 
SBC. 809. (a) 9nmY.-Th. National Ace.deIGY 'of Scineel shall. 

eonduct a 8f;UdY and 1DBk. writ.ten recommendationl on appropriate 
m.et.b1X1a, prac:t1ces. and ufeJUards to ename that- .• 

. (1) ~. and Dew tutl that are used to U8e&S atudent 
perforDlma are ut \1.Ied in adiacrimlnatory mIt;I1Der or 
::rpJ"DJH'iately tor ttudent promotion. trac'ldl:lg or graduation; 

. (2) ~ and DIIW testaadeguately ...... stuaent reacl-. .
iDI' 'Dd. mathematk:l comprehttll8ion in the, form most Uklly 
t.o yield acc:urate lnfonnaUon re,ardinr ltudent achievemeDt . 
ofreactiq and mathematics akills.. 
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(b) REPoRT '1"0 CONOR.ESS.-Th.Nationll Academ)'. or Sciences 
aball nhmit a W'I'Itten !'!POz:t. to the 'Whiie Bouae"L .the NatiDnal, " 
&&eHment Qaye~ BOn, the CoIDmit:tee OD.l:iQUeation and 
the Wotkforce of the Howle of Be~entativMt: the CoIDmittee;. 
on labor ed Human BeIoun:ea or tJie Senate. aDd the Committee. 
011 A..PProPriatiol1J of the HoU.Je and Senate not later tha Septem
ber 1~1998. ." . s;c: 810. (a) 'lb. Federal Govemmct ahalt· not requiJe oro-. 
State or loc:aJ educational .,en.~ or achDO~ to administer OJ' imme-' 
ment any "uot of field teat m any IlUbJICt. or ~ade. Dor thall 
the federa:r Government J'eq\1ire 8DY~ucleI1t to take IP11 national· 
teat In @.y auhjeet or rrade~ '. . 

(b) Notbilig in MCtion3OS(e) .hall be coftltrueci ., atrectiDI 

the National Ali&eslllDCt ofEducatiODal P.rogreal or the Third Inter

national Math ad Science Study. 


SSC. 311. No Federal, state or local educational qenC)' IDe! 

"quire ~ private or paroehia1. school .tudent. or hGme-ac:boolea 

individual. to take any pOot OT S.ld tett developed WlGer this 

Act. contract &197153001, OT amy contract ftlaied. thereto, without. 

th. -ntten c:cmaent. of the parentaor leral suantiana of the student 

or individual. ' , , 


SEC. 812.. Natwithatandin, &1'If other prcMBion vr law, any

institution of bigher educaticm which receives funds under title 

m of the JBaher Education. Ac!.t. excep: f~ srantl made under 
NCtion 326, may Ute up to 20 P8J"CC:Dt of· Ita award UDder part
A or part B aftli. Act for endowment buildin, purpose. autborl1zed 
Wlder .ecti.cm, 831. Ally matituuQD "kinE to use ~ A or part
B f\m.ds for endowment bmIdi1),l ~ea ahaU indicate such, 
inteDtion in ita. appll,cation to di. Secte~ and .hall abide by
departmental reiwations IOVttmin, the endowment cballenp Il'8Jlt 
prGSJ'am. . 

lTICANSl;"ER or JI'1JNDS) 

SEC. 813. Notwithltandina any other PftJ\1aion of the Higher . 
Education .Act, 1280,000 000 Ii! the balceej; of re'tW"ned ft&er"Tes, 
fOl'lD81'ly held b~ the Hiiher Education Allista:ace Foundation. that 
are cu.rreAtly held in Hiiller Education Assistance Claims ReSEll'Yes. 
TreILtllU'Y accoamt ndIDliw·81X6192. .ball betrallafened to ~ ,
ceDaneous ltecelpta .or the Tnuur:Y, 'Wlthm 60 days or en.t.etment
af't.btI Act.· ' . , " 

. Da'AOfAm 

S&c. 814~ (a) IN GENIlIW...-From t\m4s Dade ....u.bl. to . 
'~out aecQon 8(d)(2)(B) of the Act ofSe~tember 80,1950 <Public 
Law 874. 81lt CorI.pe,@s) for fiacal ~ 1994 that remain aAer 
anakinJ 100 perce!lt or th. J)8YZIlDta loa.! educational agencies 
.... ellsible to recelve UDder such .ection ,. for INcb fiscal ~. 
the s.creta.,: ~ Eciucation thall ~ake paYIDenta to applicants for 
fi.cal ~ 1996...PUJ"8U8Dt to subsection ('6). .. : .: ' ' 

(b) AwAJU) BAsts.- " '., . 

~~.,tf,:i~;:a~~~f:::lf~~

iii ian IIIDcnmt that bean·dle lame nla' to the total amoUnt. 
of remalniDG funds deac:ribecl m 8ubIecilon Cal as the number 
aI.chilclren who ware in aven,e datly atte!ldance in the aehool; 
""~ by the ..pplicant for 6Ica1 ~ 1996 hears to the total 
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October 12, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR ERSKINE BOWLES 

FROM: Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT: Negotiations on National Testing 

We're getting nowhere with Goodling on national tests. We met with him Saturday, 
offered a compromise yesterday, and were told today that Goodling remains unwilling to budge 
from his demand for a ban on pilot testing of any sort. We offered to meet with Goodling again, 
but were told that Goodling met with,Lott, Anney, and Gingrich today, and has their support for 
holding firm .. 

Our offer would have permitted NAGB to conduct pilot testing as planned, but also 
clarified that the type of testing Goodling indicated was of greatest concern to him--tests that 
would enable comparisons among school districts to be made--would not be allowable this year. 

We are prepared to make additional concessions, which are outlined below. But none of 
thes.e will be enough to satisfy Goodling unless he is told by the leadership that this is the best he 
can do. 

The central issue is over pilot testing. Last year's provision allowed NAGB to continue 
test development but banned pilot testing in FY98. In order to keep the test on schedule for 
implementation in 2001, NAGB needs to be able to pilot test individual test items to see whether 
they work. Because students will be given only a sample of items, this pilot testing will not 

. produce scores for individuals, schools, districts, or states. The pilot test will only involve about 
20,000 students nationwide. 

We could agree to ban any pilot testing that produces scores for individuals, schools, 

districts, or states (see Option 1 below). But an absolute ban on pilot testing, as Goodling 

continues to demand, would kill the test. 


Attached are our fallback options for further negotiations. Each of them permits pilot 

testing to occur as planned. 


Option 1 prohibits any testing this year that would enable individual scores or 
comparisons among school districts. It also includes an additional NAS study that would 
examine the feasibility of including test items from NAEP into state or local tests, to determine if 
it will be possible for a state ot school district to use its own test instead of the nationa test. 



Option 2, to be offered in addtion to Option 1, would require a state or school district to 
certify to NAGB that it has qualified teachers, an appropriate curriculum, and extra help for 
students and schools, before it can give the tests. This responds to Goodling's concerns that the 
test shouldn't be given until we know children can pass them. It will also appeal to the CBC. 

Option 3 is as far as we can go. It would permit pilot testing as planned, but would not 
permit test implementation to occur unless specifically authorized by Congress. This would be a 
m~jor concession to Goodling--and would force us to have a virtually unwinnable authorization 
fight next year. 

One final relevant piece of information for your discussions with the Republican 
leadership: In Penn's polling on whether voters would support the President for vetoing 
over contentious riders, a veto over language that banned the national test was the most popular 
by far -- 60}2% among all voters, 57-39% among independents. In Penn's polling, the test is 
even more popular than the environment. 



Option 1 

Sec. Notwithstanding any other provision ofFederal law, funds provided to the 
Department ofEducation or to an applicable program may not be used to field test, 
implement or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics, or 
any other subject, or to engage in ~that would enable 
comparisons of test results amon chool districts: Provided, That the National 
Assessment Governing Board s I retain exclusive authority over the development of 
voluntary national tests as des 'bed in Section 307 of the Department of Education 
Appropriations Act, 1998. 

piloT I-e.lh'j . ~ 
AND ') h.tJtM.-n, sc.~~s ,Iw 
NAS Study on Embedding NAEP Items in State and Local Tests 
The National Academy of Sciences shall conduct a study of the technical feasibility of 

including items from the National Assessment of Educational Progress or other tests in 
state and district assessments to provide a measure of individual student performance 
against National Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th grade reading 
and 8th grade mathematics and the quality of the information about a student's 
performance that would be provided to parents and teachers. The National Academy of 
Sciences shall report the results of the study to Congress by June 1, 1999. 



Option 2 (in addition to Option 1) 

No State or Local Implementation Without Quality Assurance 

No State or local educational agency receiving financial assistance from the Secretary of 
Education may participate in any national test in 4th grade reading or 8th grade mathematics that 
is supported by the Secretary and that measures individual student performance against 
standards of the National Assessment ofEducational Progress unless the State or local 
educational agency, as the case may be, certifies to NAGB that it has developed, and has begun 
to carry out~ a plan to-

(1) ensure that teachers have the knowledge and skills they need 
to teach students to meet those standards; 

(2) provide all students with access to a challenging curriculum 
that can prepare them to meet those standards; and 

(3) provide additional assistance to students and schools that do 
not make progress toward meeting those standards. 



Option 3 (in addition to Options 1 & 2) 

No Implementation Without Authorization & NAGB Develops Plan for Test 
Implementation and Use 

. Sec. - Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federal law, funds provided ,to the 
Department of Education or to an applica1,Jle program may not be used to implement or 
administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics or any other subject that 
is not specifically and explicitly provided for in authorizing legislation enacted into law. The 
National Assessment Governing Board shall develop a plan for the continued development and 
implementation ofnational tests that measure individual student perfoimance against National 
Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade mathematics. 
The plan shall include policies for the administration and use ofnational tests. In developing this 
plan, NAGB shall consider the feasibility of including items from the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress or other tests in state and district assessments to provide a measure of 
individual student performance against National Assessment of Educational Progress standards 
in 4th grade reading and 8th grade mathematics. NAGB shall present a written plan to the 
Committee on Education and Worklorce of the House ofRepresentatives, the Committee on . 
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, and the President for their consideration by __'_ 
(prior to reauthorization of the National Assessment of Education Progress). 



, 

necessary vetoing the budget. There is also nearly as strong support for 
standing firm on statistical sampling for the census. 

If the budget bill sent to the President will not allow statistical sampling to be used for 
the 2000 census, 39% think he should sign the budget, 38% veto it. 

Contains language that would prohibit the use of 
federal funds to develop standards and national 
educational testi 
Contains anti-environmental amendments that would 54/36% 66/25 40/51 
roll back existi environmental ons. 
Does not.a/low.statistical sampling to be used for 53/31 68/12 33/51 
the 2000 census. 

Using statistical s~mpling would save the 53/34% 64/17 49/46 
government hundreds of millions of dollars 
while getting the mostaccurate count of the 
population. Without sampling many urban and 
rural poor, minorities, immigrants and children 
would be undercounted. 
Republicans oppose statistical sampling 53/38%' 68/22 39/55 
because as it more accurately counts 
Americans, in particular poor , minorities and 
children who have been left out in the past the 
Democrats would gain an advantage in many 
areas. 

Includes language that would ban family planning 50/39% 41/54 
funding. The United States currently provides financial 
assistance to family' plarining"efforts"in'developing 
count'ries. By law these funds cannot be used for 
abortions for fami 

57/39 

53/37 

53/34 

45142 

52/40 

44/45 

. " 

13 



October 11, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR: ERSKINE BOWLES . 
LARRY STEIN 

JACK LEW 

FROM: Bruce Reed 
Elena Kagan 
Mike Cohen 

SUBJECT: National Testing Proposal to Goodling 

Attached is language on national testing we have sent to Mr. Goodling as a result ofour 90
minute meeting with him yesterday. The proposal includes (1) the Senate bill language, (2) new 

. statutory language providing for aNational Academy of Sciences study, and (3) new Report 
language explicating the meaning of the Senate prohibition. This proposal will allow us to 
continue with test development (including our planned pilot testing), while responding to 

. Goodling's view that we not engage in testing activity that allows comparisons of test results 
. among school districts until they have had an opportunity to put in place additional quality 
improvements. In the event this offer proves insufficient, we have several other fallback options. 



Sec. _'_ Notwithstanding any other provision ofFederal law, funds provided to the Department 
,of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to field test, implementor administer 
any federally sponsored ' national test in reading, mathematics, or any other subject: Provided" 
That the National Assessment Governing Board shall retain exclusive authority over the 
development of voluntary national tests as described in Section 307 of the Department of 
Education Appropriations Act, 1998. 

Sec. _ (a) STUDY -- The National Academy of Sciences shall conduct a study to identify the 
knowledge and skills teachers must have in order to prepare students effectively to meet national 
standards, and to identify the most effective approaches to. teacher preparation and professional 
development to ensUre that teachers posseSs the requisite knowledge and skills. 

(B) REPORT OF FINDINGS TO CONGRESS -- The National Academy of Sciences 

shall report the results of the study to Congress by July 1, 1999 . 


. ' 

Report Language 
The Committee bill provides that the National Assessment Governing Board retain exclusive 
authority over the policies, direction, and guidelines for voluntary national tests for 4th grade 
reading and 8th grade lI!-ath. The bill includes language prohibiting the use of funds to field test, 
implement, or administer any federally sponsored national tests. This prohibition is intended to 
preclude the use of any funds for testing activity that would enable comparisons of test results 
among school districts. ' 

The Committee bill also provides that the National Academy of Sciences conduct a study to 
determine the knowledge and skills-teachers must have in order to prepare students effectively to 
meet the national standards as measured by NAEP and the national test. It also provides that the 
study identify the most effective approaches to teacher preparation and professional development 
to ensure that teachers possess the requisite knowledge and skills. The Committee recognizes 
that students will not be able to meet challenging standards or do well on any test that measures 
them against challenging standards unless their teachers have the knowledge, skills and 
preparation to teach them effectively. Particularly in high poverty schools and communities, 
students often do not have teachers who are fully certified, or adequately prepared. The . 
Committee also recognizes that steps recently taken by the Congress to improve the recruitment, 
preparation and training of teachers, especially in reading, will help address this problem. ' This 
study is intended to provide states, school districts, institutions of higher education and teacher 
preparation p~ograms with the information necessary to provide stUdents with the well-prepared 
teachers they need. 



Fallback 2 

No State or Local Implementation Without Quality Assurance 
No State or local educational agency receiving financial assistance from the 

Secretary of Education may participate in any national test lin 4th grade reading or 
8th grade mathematics that is supported by the Secretary and that measures 
individual student performance against 
standards of the National Assessment of Educational Progress unless the State or 
local educational agency, as the case may be, certifies to the Secretary that it has 
developed, and has begun to carry out, a plan to-

(1) ensure that teachers have the knowledge and skills they need 
to teach students to meet those standards; 

(2) provide all students with access to a challenging curriculum 
that can prepare them to meet those standards; and 

(3) provide additional assistance to students and schools that do 
not make progress toward meeting those standards. 

) 



Fallback 3 

No Implementation Without Authorization & NAGB Develops Plan for Test 
Implementation and Use 
Sec. Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federal law, funds provided to 
the Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to 
implement .or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, 
mathematics or any other subject that is not specifically and explicitly provided for 
in authorizing legislation enacted into law. The National Assessment Governing 
Board shall develop a plan for the continued deyelopment and implementation of 
national tests that measure individual student performance against National 
Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade 
mathematics. The plan shall include policies for the administration and use of 
national tests. In developing this plan, NAGB shall consider the feasibility of 
including items from the l\Iational Assessment of Educational Progress or other 
tests in state and district assessments to provide a measure of individual student 
performance against National Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th 
grade reading and 8th grade mathematics. NAGB shall present a written plan to 
the Committee on Education and Workforce·of the House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, and the President for 
their consideration by , (prior to reauthorization of the National Assessment of-- , 
Education Progress). 



Could be used to sweeten any fallback option 

Propose reducing the appropriations for test development from $16 to $8-10 million. 

These funds have been requested in the Education Department's Fund for the Improvement of 

Education (FIE) account. (Keep 10 million if we do both NAS studies) 


). \ 

" 
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Activities to be considered by NAGB during FYI999 


1. Prohibition on national testing. Prohibition on pilot testing, field testing, implementation, administration or 
distribution of national tests, unless specifically and explicitly authorized. 

Sec __. Part Cof the General Education Provisions Act (20 USC 1231 et seq) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

"Sec 447. Prohibition on Federally Sponsored Testing. 

(a) General Prohibition---Notwithstanding any other provision of Federal law , no funds provided to the Department of 
Education or to an applicable program, may be used to pilot test, field test, implement, administer or distribute in any 
way any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics, or any other subject that is not specifically and 
explicitly provided for in authorizing legislation enacted into law. 

(b) Exceptions.---Subsection (a) shall not apply to the Third International Mathematics and Science Study or other 
international comparative assessments developed under the authority of section 404(a)(6) of the National Education 
Statistics Act of 1994 (20 USC 9003(a)(6) et seq.) and administered to only a representative sample of pupils in the 
United States and in foreign nations. " 

2. Continued limited test development. NAGB's contractor may continue development and modification of test items 
(as allowed in FY199S). 

3. Voluntary nature of the tests. NAGB will determine what "voluntary" means as to the proposed national tests and 
report to Congress on whether the tests are proposed to be voluntary as to the student, the school, the school district, or 
the state. Report shall be due no later than September 30, 1999. 

4. National Academy of Sciences Study. National Academy of Sciences will conduct a study of the technical feasibility 
of imbedding test items from NAEP into state and district assessments. 

The National Academy of Sciences shall conduct a study of the technical feasibility of including items from the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress or other tests in state and district assessments to provide a measure of individual 
student performance against National Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th grade reading and Sth grade 
mathematics and the quality of the information about a student's performance that would be provided to parents and 
teachers. The National Academy of Sciences shall provide an informal interim progress report to Congress no later than 
June 30, 1999, and a fmal report no later than Septemhf!r 30, 1999. . 

5. Purpose of the proposed national tests. NAGB will determine and clearly articulate in a report to Congress the 
intended purpose of the tests. The report shall state whether the tests are being designed for.and will t>e used for 
diagnostic purposes, accountabilitylbigh stakes purposes, andlor other purposes. Report shall be due no later than 
September 30, 1999. 

6. Response to National Academy of Sciences Study. NAGB will develop and submit to Congress a report of how it 
intends to address the National Academy of Sciences fmdings in the study "Grading the Nation's Report Card: 
Evaluating NAEP and Transforming the Assessment of Educational Progress" which stated that the achievement 
levels of NAEP (basic, proficient, advanced) are fundamentally flawed. How NAGB addresses this issue will directly 
affect the achievement levels of the proposed national tests, which are to be based on the same achievement levels of 
NAEP. Report shall be due no later than September 30, 1999. 

Additionally, the National Academy of Sciences Study "Evaluation of the Voluntary National Tests: Phase I", in 
describing the achievement levels to be used on the national tests, stated that issues such as achievement level setting, 
reporting, relationship between test items and achievement level descriptions, etc. should be resolved early in the test 
development process, rather than following other test development activities. 



KEY ELEMENTS OF THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN FOR NATIONAL TESTS 


CLINTON PLAN HOUSE BILL FINAL AGREEMENT 

Authorizes development 
of first-ever voluntary 
national tests in 4th-grade 
reading and 8th-grade 
math 

NO - total ban on 
development of national 
tests 

YES - authorizes 
immediate development 
of national tests 

Puts independent, 
bipartisan NAGB in 
charge of tests 

NO YES 

Provides $16 million in 
FY98 for test 
development 

NO - no money for 
national tests 

YES - $16 million for 
tests in FY98 

Can proceed with pilot 
testing, field testing, and 
test administration 
without fur1her 
authorization from 
Congress 

NO - would have 
required Congressional 
authorization before 
proceeding 

YES - does not impose 
requirement for future 
authorization from 
Congress 

Begin pilot testing in 
1998 (scheduled for 
March) 

NO - prohibits pilot 
testing 

YES - begin pilot testing 
in October 1998 instead 
of March 



1 UUU UU'IV HJUJJOI 
ll-UO-~( UJ:1HM 

'~UIVUVII I Ic.:c:. UI'II \...:uvvn II '-'I" 

AND THE WORKFORCE 
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. . WASHINGTON. DC 20515·6100 

Agreement on Federal Testing .. 
Summary .... 

Nov. 6, 1997 

Stops National Testine in its Tracks. No ronds provided to the'department of . 
. Education may be used in' fiscal year 1998 to implement., administer or distribute any 
national tests. No field test or pilot test ~iIJ he pennitted before the fall of 1998. 

National Academy of Scien~ Study. The National Academy ofSciences (NAS), in 
consultation with the National Governors Association, the National Conference of State 
Legislatures and the National Asscssm~m Governing Hoard (NAGB) and The White 
House •. will conduct a study [0 determine iran equivalency scale. can be develoiJedthat 
would allow tests seoresfrom commerc.iallY available sta.lldardized tests and State 
assessments to be compared with each other and· the National Assessment of Education 
Progress (NAEP) .. 

NAS would report its findings to the CoIlUliitree on Education and the 'World'oree in the 
House and the Committee on Labor arid Human Resources in the Senate. An interim 

. report would be sub~ittedby Julie 15, 1998 and the final report byfa111998. 

Coneress takes the driver's seat on testint:. The House Comminee on Education and 
me Workforce will hold reauthorization hearings on NAEP arid NAGS in the spring of 
1998. and the President will have. an opponunity.to have his testing proposal fully 
debated at that time. Congress will have the opportUnity to. work its will througb the 
normal legislative process. . 

MoVes current tesljne; activities out of the Department of Education .. An testing 
activities currently under review by the Depanment of Education will be tumedover to 
the National Assessment. Governing Board. The Natioruil Academy of Sciences, would 
at the same time. srudy the Department of Education's test development activities that 
have laken place (up to the point of emlcunc:m of the appropriations' bill) and NAS will 

: be asked, to report to the COlIll'i1ittee on EdUCation and the Workforce in the House and 
the Labor and Human Resources Committee in the Senate. 

No Required Private;' Home School ,~nd Parochial Sch~1 P~rtic:ipati()n. No 
Federal. State or local educational agency may require any private otparochia). school 
student. or home-schooled individual •. to take any pilot or field test developed wirlmut . 
the writlen parenml consent. 

. " 
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Michael Cohen 
10/08/98 12:48:34 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 

cc: Laura Emmett/WHO/EOP 
Subject: Testing strategy 

As Bruce and I discussed, when we negotiate the testing language, we should make the following 
proposals: 

1. Propose the Senate language, which prohibits us from field testing, administering or 
implementing the test with FY 99 funds, but permits pilot testing. 

2. Propose a National Academy of Science Study to examine the feasibility of including a s,ubset of 
NAEP test items into state and commerical tests, in order measure how well kids measure up to 
NAEP standards as well as state or local standards without having to administer a separate national 
test. (bill language for this option will be finalized shortly) (

J 
3. Propose a restriction on using FY99 funds for 6 months, for pilot tests that would produce 
individual scores. 

4. Propose a restriction on using FY99 funds for pilot tests that would produce' individual scores. ' 
This restriction would last for a full year, and would end at the end of FY99 when the 
appropriations bill expired. 

The language for 3 & 4 is below, though th'e more I think about it the less option 3 makes 
sense to me. If in the negotiations we explain that the pilot tests NAGB is planning for April 
don't involve individual scores, then they will probably think the 6 month ban on something that 
isn't going to happen anyway is really silly. 

5. Propose reducing the appropriations for test development from $16 to $8 million. These funds 
have been requested in the Education 'Department's Fund for the Improvement of Educatin (FIE) 
account. 

Language for steps 3 and 4. 

3. 6 month Restriction on Pilot Test With Individual Scores 
Notwithstanding any other provision of Federal law , no funds provided to the Department of 
Education or to an applicable program in this Act or in any other.Act in fiscal year 1999 may 
be used prior to April I, 1999 for a pilot test that would yield individual student, school, 
school district, or state scores as part of the development of any federally sponsored voluntary 
nationaltest iIi reading,.mathematics, or any other subject, or to field test, implement or 
administer any such test; Provided, That the National Assessment Governing Board shall 
retain exclusive authority over the development of voluntary national tests as described in 



( 

Section 307 of the Department of Education Appropriations Act, 1998. 

4. Restriction on Pilot Test With Individual Scores 
Notwithstanding any other provision of Federal law , no funds provided to the Department of 
Education or to an applicable program in this Act or in any other Act in fiscal year 1999 may 
be used for a pilot test that would yield individual student, school, school district, 'or state 
scores as part of the development of any federally sponsored voluntary national test in reading, 
mathematics, or any other subject, or to field test, implement or administer any such test; 
Provided, That the National Assessment Governing Board shall retain exclusive authority 
over the development of voluntary national tests as described in Section 307 of the Department 
of Education Appropriations Act, 1998. 

1 • 

/ 



, '; Michael Cohen ')ci, ,,' 10/11/98 01 :25:35 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: BruceN. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Barbara Chow/OMB/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: national test language/options 


Below is my best cut at language that reflects our conversations afj:er the Goodling meeting. I've 
basically created 4 sets of areas in which we could possibly make consessions: 

1. Restrictions on Pilot Testing This set is where we would love to end up. It includes a new 
provision that explicitly bans pilot tests that permit comparisons among districts., The others are 
options we previously developed, to restrict pilot testing or both pilot and field tests that provide 
individual scores. 

2. Restrictions on Implementation This set includes big concessions, in two ways. The first agrees 
that, we need specific authorization before implementation, and tells NAGB to develop an 
implementation plan in time for NAEP/NAGB reauthorization. 

The second approach prohibits states or districts from participating in the tests unless the file a 
certification with the Secretary that they are addressing the quality issues Goodling keeps raising. 
I've tried to draft this with some flexibility, so that the states and cities that have already signed up 
could plausibly meet this requirement. This would be the first time we have agreed to attach any 
"string" to the test. " 

I will ask ED for some drafting assistance on these two first thing in the am. 

3. Nationai Academy Studies. A new study on teacher quality for Goodling, and the old one on 
embedding NAEP items for his staff. ' 

4. Budget Cuts. We can live with half of what we requested--though we will need more than $8 
million if we are going to pay for the NAS studies. 

I am trying to get a better handle on study costs; to be safe I'd save $1 million for each. 

I. RESTRICTIONS ON PILOT TESTING 

1. Senate Language with ban on comparisons among districts. 
Sec. 305. Notwithstanding any other provision of Federal law, funds provided to the 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to field test, implement 
or administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics, or any other 
subject, nor may any funds be used to conduct pilot tests that allow for comparisons of 
test results among school districts: Provided, That the National Assessment Governing Bpard 



shall retain exclusive authority over the development of voluntary national tests as described 
in Section, 307 of the Department of Education Appropriations Act, 1998.' 

, , 

2. Restriction on Pilot Test With Individual Scores 
Sec. _ Notwithstanding any other provision of Federal law, no funds provided to the 
Department of Educfltion or to an applicable program in this Act or in any other Act in fiscal 
year 1999 may be used for a \pilot test that would yield in4ividual student, school, school ' 
district, or state scores as part of the development of any federally sponsored voluntary 
national test in reading, mathematics, or any other subject, or to field test, implement or 
administer any such test; Provided, That the National Assessment Governing Board shall 
retain 'exclusive 'authority over the,development of voluntary national tests as described 'in 
Section 307 of the Department of Education Appropriations Act, 1998. 

3. Restriction on Pilot Test and Field Test With Individual Scores 
Sec. Notwithstanding any other provision of Federal law , no funds provided to the 

\ ' 

Department of Education or to an applicable program in this Act or in any other Act in fiscal 
year 1999 may be used for a pilot test or field test that would yield individual student, school, 
school district, or state scores as part of the,development of any federally sponsored voluntary 
national test in reading, mathematics, or any other subject, or to implement .or administer any 
such test; Provided, That the National Assessment Governing Board shall retain exclusive J 

authority over the development of voluntary national tests as described in Section 307 of the 
Department of Education Appropriations Act, 1998. 

II. RESTRICTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 

4. No Implementation Without Authorization & NAGB Develops Plan for Test 
Implementation and Use , 
Sec. Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federal law, funds provided to the 
Department of Education or to an applicable program may not be used to implement or 
administer any federally sponsored national test in reading, mathematics or any other subject 
that is not specifically ang explicitly provided for in authorizing legislation enacted into law. 
The National Assessment Governing Board shall develop a plan for the continued development 
and implementation of national tests that measure individual student performance against 
National Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade 
mathematics. The plan shall include policies for the administration and use of national tests. 
In developing this plan, NAGB shall consider the feasibility of including items from the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress or other tests in state and district assessments to 
provide a measure of individual student performance against National Assessment of 
Educational Progress standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade mathematics. NAGB shall 
present a written plan to the Committee on Education and Workforce of the House of 

) , 

Representatives, the Committee on Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, and the 
President for their consideration by __ (prior to reauthorization of the National Assessment 
of Education Progress). 



5. No State or Local 'Implementation Without Quality Assurance 
No state or local school district may participate in national tests unless it provides an assurance 
to the Secretary of Education thrt it has developed and is implementing a plan to (1) ensure 
that teachers have the knowledge an~ skills necessary to teach students to meet the NAEP 
standards; (2) provide all students with access to a challenging curriculum that can prepare 
them to meet the NAEP standards, (3) provide additional assistance to students and schools 
that do not make progress toward meeting the NAEP standards. 

III. NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES STUDIES 

6. NAS Study on Embedding NAEP Items in State and Local Tests 
The National Academy of Sciences shall conduct a study of the technical feasibility of . 
including items from the National Assessment of Educational Progress or other tests in state 
and district assessments to provide a measure of individual student performance against 
National Assessment of Educational Progress standards iIi 4th grade reading and 8th grade 
mathematics and the quality of the information about a student's performance that would be 
provided to parents and teachers. The National Academy of Sciences shall report the results 
of the study to Congress by June 1, 1999. 

7. NAS Study on Teacher Quality . 
The National Academy of Sciences shall conduct a study to identify the knowledge and skills 
teachers must have in order to effectively prepare students to meet national standards, and to 
identify the most effective approaches to teacher preparation and professional development to 
ensure that teachers possess the requisite knowledge and skills. The National Academy of 
Sciences shall report the results of the study to Congiess by ___ 

IV. BUDGET CUT 

6. Propose reducing the appropriations for test development froin $16 to $8 millioil. 
These funds have been requested in the Education Department's Fund for the Improvement of 
Education (FIE) account. 

I 

Note that we will need more than $8 million if we are to conduct the NAS studies (I 
don't know the cost of these studies yet, but I would save $1 million each to be on the 
very safe side. 



Date: 12/13/96 Time: 16:56 
CUNDATED: do·it r 

Debra? 
Q: Sir, this is· along those same lines. You've talked over the 

course of your presidency a lot about college accessibility, 
affordabi.lity, tuition credits, et cetera. But there are festering 
problems at the secondary and elementary levels across this 
country, probably nowhere more pronounced than in this very city. 
Do you have any initiatives or programs in mind that can reform, if 
not rescue, the public schools of America? . 

A: Well, the rescue of the public schools of America will have 
to be done by the people who are in control of them. We do 
fundamentally have local control of our schools. And under the 
constitutions of virtually every state in the country, the states 
are constitutionally responsible for them. So when you hear people 
say they want local control and they don't like all these federal 
rUles, the truth is we dd have local control. The federal 
contribution to public education is about seven cents on the 
dollar. It's never been higher than 10 cents on the dollar. But 
there are things that we can do and that I believe we should do. 

First of all, I think we should support reform,efforts. That's 
why I have supported things like public school choice and charter 
schools. And we have in this balanced budget plan sufficient funds 
for 3,000 charter schools, which would triple the number of schools 
created under the umbrella of local school districts but without a 
lot of the rules and regulations which I think make real learning 
more difficult, with more control for the parents and the 
principal.s .and the teachers in each school. 

Secondly, I think we should support the establishment in every 
state of national standards of excellence and means of measuring, 
it. And one of the things I think we should do more of, where I 
think we have not let me backup and say when,we did the 
education summit in 1989 with President Bush, he was and the 
governors all came together and we stayed up all night and wrote 
the national education goals, if you read the document that goes 
with the goals we wrote,' we were moving to deal with what. was a 
really tough issue. We had keep in mind this is now a 13-year. 
effort in our country, starting back going back to the Nation at 
Risk report in early '83, where we said our schools are in trouble, 
we need more math, we need more science, we need more foreign 
language, we heed higher standards, we need better-paid, 
better-trained and more·aqcountable teachers, all those things that 
came out in '83. . 

So then all the states worked on that. So by '89, we could see 
that the problem was you can always have more and better of 
anything, but what is the goal here? And that's why the National 
Educational Goals were adopted, so we'd have some way of measuring 
.whether we've succeeded. But we all understood that even though we 
wanted state constitutional responsibility and local control, that 
our children were going to be judged by global standards. And the 
next step· is plainly to devise not federal government but 
national standards, of excellence. We got there in mathematics and 
science. There actually are pretty widely accepted mathematics and 
science standards at the high school level, and to some extent at 
the junior high school level. There was all the controversy over 
the history standards, you mean you remember that? right after 

took office. They were not developed in our administration, but 
they were presented then. I still think we can achieve standards in 
the arts. ,. 

And then I believe there has to be a nationaliy recognized means 

I 



I 

. . 
of testing kids so that we know, by some more or less universal 

standards, whether our kids know what they're supposed to know. 

think and.1 think. that we should,work very hard on that not 

government standards, but national standards. And I think unless 

we-' re prepared to hold all of our kids up to the light of real 

measurement, we'll never know and we'll never succeed in having a 

genuine national education system. 


Yes? 
Mr. McCurry: This is the last question. 
Q.: Mr. President, in the last election, the Democratic Party 

raised more money than it ever had before. Do you think you put too 
much pressure on your fundraisers? And do you take any sort of 
personal responsibility for the problems and the .embarrassments 

. that subsequently developed? 
A: Well~ yeah, I think any of us who were involved in.it have to 

take some responsibility. I certainly do. But let me say that I did 
everything I could to make it clear that I wanted the law followed 
to the last letter. I wanted every "t' I crossed, every ~ ~ i' I 

dotted. And our campaign Lynn Utrecht and others rigorously 
checked every check that came in. But I feel very .badly that there 
were some funds received which should not have been received. Some 
of them were illegal. Some of them were not illegal, but on better 
judgment, would dictate that they hot be received. . 

I also believe it's·a disservice to the more than to the 99 

percent of the people-plus~ and the more than 98 percent of the 

contributions that the Democratic Party received that were 

perfectly legal and perfectly appropriate. That so yes, I think 

that. And that's why I am pleased that the Democratic Party has 

contracted with a law firm, an accounting firm to review all this, 

t9 analyze what was done, get to the bottom of it and make sure it 

never happens again. 


MORE 

APNP-12-13-96 1659EST 




Michael Cohen 

10/01/97 03:01 :04 PM 


Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPO/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPO/EOP 

cc: Christa Robinson/OPO/EOP 

Subject: Testing event possibility for next week 


I just met with Wade Randlett, the'political director for the high-tech ceo groups. I think we can 
put togethe'r a good, brief and easy testing event with POTUS next Wed--just before he goes to 
New Jersey, There is a very good chance we'can set up a meeting with John Doer, Jim Barksdale 
and 5 other Republican high tech CEO's. They are all going to be in DC that'day for a series of 
meetings on the hill,primarily with Repubjican leadership as well as Goodling. The meetings are 
mainly on a noneducation issue, but they were planning on takil)g up the tests, especially with 
Goodling. 

" , 

I would envision a 15-20 minute meeting in the Oval, during which everyone can agree on how 
, important the testsare. They can follow POTUS out to Marine One, be there for a departure 
statement in which POTUS tells the .press that these guys ,have just told him that they are 
convinced we need 'national tests'for the economy of the future. They nod in agreement, and talk 
about how they are going'to deliver that message to' Congress later in the day. 

just talked to Ann Lewis about this; she think's its a great idea: We had talked earlier today 
, about the possibility of a departure statement:I,f we don:t do this, we may have to endorse 

Rangel's school construction 'tax credit that nO'one can explain. Ways and Means is scheduled to 
mark up Cover,dell that day, and Rangel is going to offer his as a substitute. 
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'Throw-'TheseTests"Outof ~SchodL

. - " 	 -'. -. , j', 

. .. ,. By CIH,:smli E.)'INN .1;;.,:,.... . Black Caucus are oJlllosed on·gl'Ounds.tiHl~ sul.ls fr~m lelling'lIie ·!':du·catioll Depart:",· Congress, -which cre,ited the NAGB~ in 
This week Congress weighs President lest scores llIay harllllilinorilies"<lnd 1Il0l'r ment .I'UIl Ihe .pl'ojeet 011' behalf of tis. 19~~ amL weakeilclLit 'ill 1994, could easily 

·Clinton's Illall fot' Ilational,standm'ds.and dollaJ's should" instead be _pUlIlped into.. school-eslablishmenl and. '-ivory·tower set ·tliis right, It would t(lke minutes to 
tests, . begiluiing. with. fourth-grade read- school progl'a(ns. COlls{!rwllive grollps" .pals, No .issue is mlll·e. fundamental 111<111 write goO![ Icgisl:!lion 10 I'econslilule. the 
ing and eighth·gralle:malh:',But allhough .. such as th~ Chl'islian Coalition and C.on· .. who is iil'Chal'ge'of the tests: MI'. CIi!iton I;loard IHid gii/c it full conlrol, and-Ihe . 
nalionnl" testing is ill principle a good cerned Women [oJ" America" protest' 111Is . opled' to_ vest 'Ihat control in his own all' Clinlojl White House 'is so honor iiational 

.. idea; the Ill'esident's proposal will,do more 'new federal-intrusion into education. One ·pointees and contnlctors and experts of,' testhig"that it Ivould IiliCiy go along, But 
.'IU11:llJ thilll good, If Congress is going-to intlue!ltial ·,congl'e'SSI11~n, :Rep," Bill their choosiilg. Tha.t 31'l'3ngemei\tinviles "today' it appears Congl'ess is -not. up to 
,enact such, a measure;. it should do it Goodlmg (R:; Pa.), 'lumseU a fO!'mel' future manipulation o[ sensil~ve matters ,that., assigmne'nL These- aI'e' ,complex; 
.right. ; , .- . ' school supel'lnten~ent,. oPlloses IIlltlonal 'such as' test content; standards and ·~'ac· technical issues that the' president~al'es 
. The -Hollse is likely. to vote'to block fu· . ·testing in·principle. In his view, more tests . commodations" '[or influential 'groups. A mightily abmltbllt, few 'on CapiiollIiII . 

, ,iure fUliding for the prOgJ'illl1. Amultimil- wouldn't tell us anythhigwe don't already ,dozen assistant secl'etat,iescall fiddle and:' evell understand, Indeed, the GQP lead, 
. .lion'dolhil"Contracl; hOwever, \las already know about what's, w!'Ong with U.S, meddle, and-their machi_nations will shift .. ership seems t.uliave virtually abandoned 
..1 been sigJled by the Education Departmeilt schools, and comparisons among .schools, " with' passing political winds and changing, ·education, apiial"elltly cQncluding that it 

al1l1workis now under way. Tiniid GOP' al"e invidious. -'. . ~ administrations, canllot olltgun 01' outnmneilvel' the While 
: SenaJeleaders,.lacking.the nerve to'kill . ,Many fellow R,epublicl).ns think ,1\:11':. . Once the plan e"llcounteredllPposition: House and-lis powerful" allies in the' 
· thE) program; will decide whethel"' to- ac· . . '! .' school. establishment Ou-~issues far 

.' cept t~e Clinton version or'make last·· . . "h 'C'l' '. "d " . '. h' . . ~." larger than testing:,lhe GOP;has alread:l-;'. 
·minute repail"s. House and Senate nego· . T e tnton a mf'n.tst-raHon as mangled a prom~nng ,> yiel~led ,to the ,administration; The pend· • 
.!iatoI'S· [rom the appropriati,ons; commit· . idea to the point that'-theGOP Congress shouldeitlier' ing appropriati?nsbill,for: example,:-. 

~ tees, who have scant experltse III educa· .', '. . :.' .'. ', -, . ~ .,' would more than double· fundlllg for the 
lioll.policy, 'wiU then wOrk?ut the final, make major repmrsot scrap'.tt altogether; genuinely destructive bilingual education 
versIOn of the b\ll,' " .. - - . . . program" 

·All the'Stops r. '" " . ' - '. , . Bad Advice . ", ". Goodling is wrong. Properly done, stan· the White 1I0use m&de'a sop·to Its ci'itics. " ", """ . 
The admilllstration has pune.d,out .aU .. dards.based national tests would ,provide . It hastily cobbled together a proposal to Pundl.'s and, busllless sJlokesm~n, 

:,- the stopsto'keep its plan ahve, IIlctud1ng' useful information to shidents and their transfer'jurisdiction partly f!'Om the Edu- meanwhile: al~e glvmg bad a~vlce, urgJnjl'. 
· .threats to. veto the 1l1!ge, He~lth ~nd .H~' ' parents andJlut pressure on schools to im:. _cation Department to a body called ttie Na: Con~ress SImply to g:t :o!" ~lth the pres~- \ 


man ServIces appropnatlon III which It IS' prove. rhe public-school establishment is tional' Assessment ~'Governing , Board." den I- s' welHntended null.alive. They eVI' 

embedded. Only in the past"few' we~ks ,opposed becauseJt' wants to continue ob··That's' the "diml" currentty before Con· dently. Imven'tread~he te~t "specS:' and 


· has ,its '-,rate. been in doubt. For silt -fuscatlngthe truth about its dismal per- . gress. . _,',' ,they dlsmis.s the governance issl~es as :de· 

months, .a passive GOP'Congress simply formance. ' - .' . . I served on the'NAGB'for eightyears~ ~alls:':, Y,et.lf:we are to have, national test,'. · all?wed the ex~cutlvebranch toproc~etl . Bull'the Cllnto!, administration has, and chaired Ilfor two. It's a good group. If mg, It s precls~ly these ~eta:ls that matter 
u~llat~ralty with' the" flrst:ever nabon-·· .·mangled this promising idea to the· point it were made truly independent and pipar.·· most. The c'.'ucl~.1 que~tlOns about any test 
wide. slandards 'and tests- ,Ill a ',country . that the GOP. Congress shOuld' either' lisan, give'! unambiguous control over the are who decld\!s what ~on It, and who sets 
that heretofore left such thmgs to states' make major' repairs' or scrap it. alto- tests 'and invited.to fix the mistakes of the the sta!"dards by which student perfor

.	and local communities. The WhIte Hollse' 'gether•.The past few weeks have brought,· Clinton plan; i(might be able to Mthis del.' mance IS jud~ed, _ . . 
brashly asserted that'it didn't even need bountiful evidence that the~tests now in icate job. - . ." . . '. If the House' and Sen~te cannot make' 
authoriza!lon from Congress. The pres.',' the works- are sor~ly flawed, just the sort '. But tllat Isn't what the administration sure that~oun~ answers to such questionsi 
dent has·already signed up ~Ix. states of exams teachers' urilons Would love. .proposed. Rather, the White House would _are enshrmed 111 law,.the codntry would be"".
and 15 cities to partlc~pate.,.90ngress . They won't telt us whether children can hand very Iimitedauthortty to the NAGB,' better offwitho~t the te.sts, But that's not 


.. merely yawned. My fellow ,alumni of the· actually read or compute: Major proll-' a board that. also remaIns vulnerable to ' . a~t to:happen el!~er.,~eepl.!lg this p~ojl!ct. 

Reagan and.Btish',8.dmlnistratlonsagree .Iems lndude dumbed·do~'-·stahdards,.· sec9ntl-gu~sirig and foot~ragging by the .~hve IS hugelyimpol~ant to .Mr.Chnton,


'\ . · that If a Republtcll.n.Whlte House bad at-· -~'fuzzy'~ math' (as Lynne Cheney calls it)", . Education Department. Its meinbership Is and the GOP leadership w?uld rather cre: 
tempted a Illaneuver like this, it wOuld.' '~i1(llrsai use. of . electronic - calculators,. anybody the secretary of Education wants ate a bad· progr~m than fl,sk def~at ,on a I" 
have ,taken '. the: . Democratic i Congress . and, asslllJlptions abolit· reading that par·. .' t.o appoint: It could have'.all fewaS'tvio' Re- showd~wn yote. So the preSIdent wllIl!kely I . 
about 30 seconds to cut us,offat the .take of "Whole language". and "decon- . pl,lbltcans out of '25 members.~ It includes have hIS way, or close to It .. Bad natlOnal i .• 
knees. . . , . " . '., structionist" notions rather than s5-stem' plenty-of educators and "testing experts" _ t~sts wl!I,proceed. Aweak ~AGB will pro
, . The reason the testing plan Is now pile atic phonics, grammar and basic' under- but just a few governors: parents and em- _ Vide .JlO!lttcal ~over;And true educatton re

'."of the hotter issues In,'Washln'gtoniS not;' standing: The Clinton tests will examine ploYers. As currently constituted, and with form WIll agalll be dealt a setback by Un· 
alaS, b~use Republicans In COngress _the ,things .,trendy experts wish the the meager allthOrity proffered by the cle Sam. ".
tookthe leadbut.b~ca~e 911tslde ~pposl: f., s~hopl.s.~llr~,.teachlng, rather than the i Wh\teHolll)~'I~e~~(;m cannot bll'CPunted '. '. . . . .' ..' 
!lon finally. silrfaced.~ On "the. left. grouJls •-' slOlIs ,anI:! :kii.owledge 'that· parents •. em':" on to fix tlie errors 111 the .Clinton scheme, Mr. FInn isa fellow at the Hudson'[nsti

, such.as Fal!"l'est (whlchhas never seen a ployers llnd sta!eoffidals'prize, ".much les~safeguiI11.tthefuture integrify of tute atld afonner assistant secretary of ed· 
test It deems falrl.and the Congres!llonal . This subversIon of· national tes~ing rec'::'uatiomil testing. . I ·!lcatiOri., -. , . ..' - , 
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-' 'Doom hangs over 'the J,obacco settle:' of 'the~ ;s '~ugh 'Rodham, . Hillary'S: ... create a SUbSid~ foi' organiz~d cri~l~. , ,:.- •sui;. Floridaconsiderect i'ts case'so weak 
ment from an lInexpectedsource:, Con, brother, and it might be nice to have a, 
gressionaI selFrespect. ,.' . millionaire in t,he family; ,giv~n all. her 


· . We got a: taste ,last ,week when,Senate legal problems.' <. ' 


Labor members beat up the de-al in hear·' It's mit just that the deal represents, a~ 

ings. The No.2in the Senate, Don Nickles, Joe Califano put it, the "quintessential cor· 

I put it this way:, "A few attorneys,general'ruption" of the political process by a,n off·. 
and litigants representing' coinpanies; site cabal' of, lawyers andstatehou~e' in· 
states and interest groups came up here triguers. '.,' ,', -, ,', 
with,a~ big proposal and ~umpe'd it in our' "..• C;ongress' is-perfectly capable' of dOing, 

: laps, silying;,'Here is what we,want t9 dO,s.omething seedy and hypocritical aliout to· 
'now pass it.''', '.' '. " " bacco,' but ·it, would do its ownS'eedy and, 
,,- Members may grovel on ~ended knee .hypocritical thing. It's in business to serve" 
,for a thousand'dollardonatiori,btit the the diverse and jugglable interests of its 
·groveling isdonein th~'dark of night. The '. members- that is, democratically- rathe'f' 
',story is different when donor groups, rich than as a, drive,thru for statehouse hacks 

. , , " r",., usurping itspi·erogati,v~s.· . 
·'Business W()rld:· And, at bottom, what youhavelJere is a . 

<. . . . ' bunch of grimy state politiCian!) trying to 
, . " . ,',,' whipupa Cigarette tax,hike they could 

By Holman W" Jenkms Jr. never get from their own state legisla' 
. ',tures,Oniy difference: Between Jlio/~ an(;l 

. . ' 30%' of the proceedswoliidn't go to the state 
and self-intereste,d like the tobacco indus· treasuries,' but into the pockets of the pfi· ' .. cigarette' prices by '!lts.sissl(ipi and Florida," Mike Moore, at·. ' , . 
try ,and the trial' lawyers, showup de', vateJawyerpalsofthestateattorney~gen- ',sevencents a pack to , forney generalissimo of Mississippi an.d -,:,' 

. ,.< manding in the glare of the televisiori cam· eral;.as a sort bf commission: ", 
. eras,thattheir pet schemes be enacted into.- Notcoincidentaliy, the ',same lawyers, 
law. The electoral imperative to be seen '. in turn, are big donors to tlie political,ca· 
stiff~arming them t~'U1T!PS aiL. . reers of.the attorneys general.' . '., 

It would be the ml,lustry's bIggest mls· , Nor IS the settlement even a "settle·. 
calculation yet if tobacco hasn't figured ' ment" in the normal legal meaning: The 
this out.· ,\ " .' ,. ' '. lawsuits. rre ongoing. As the National Law 

They claim ,to: be confident: Their., Journal f:jointed out, the pact is little more 
,matched.hik~s on cigarette prices last /than an "agreemebt that both .sides will, 

. '"Thei'e'd be a'volunta)'Y.lJfomiseby to·. 'iQ1assed ,a spe'ciallaw stripping the to· 

baccoto c1lange itsadvertisirig, obviating '. baceo industry. 'of settled; 'common·law 

'any messy First Amendment issue, though dl'tenses. such as "assumption of risk" by 

how it would be enforced-is inexplicable. . slll':'kers.," .' .," . 

_ But; let 'us IIOt kid qurselves, the tax' Even, Floi'ida's stacked deck might . 
hike is the thing. '. " 'ha:;e' guaranteed a win but 'not any win· 

Florida set out; in the words,of the con·nir:?s. Unoe.' Florida: law the tobacco com", 
trac~ it signed witl~ its outside,legal guns, 'pa:::es,wOlildhav,e been entitled to an off· , , 
recQgnizing, that "smokers' pay tobacco set :or excise taxes paid by' smokers, phis, ' 

',taxes, not the tobacco ,companies;" 'but, an:; savings to the state from smoker,S dy" _ ' 
someho\v "tobacco.cOl)lpimies, not smok· ,.in;- earlier. chi'is May, writi!1gin the Van·,' 
ers, should pay" the, penalties demanded 
Xn the state'S lawsuit-i.e., we're' punish·, 
jng tobacco companies here. . ' 

How easily this wa'rm and'. 'sunny
Florida sentiment.' 
has' been' dispensed 

. wit,h, ,Florida' last 
'month settled its 

.'. casidor $11.3 billion, 
and a week'Iaterthe 
companies boosted 

_de~:;i1t Law, Review; added up Jhe num· 
bn and 'concluded the state comes' ouf 

,ahdd by $3 billioIi.a year on taxesilone: 
'=:Ise\vhere. judges ,have gutted the 

.ca,es brought' by Maryland, Iowa, 'Ari· 
.zo;.l,the state ,of Washingtbn¥(Hhe'City 
, of San Francisco,. Mi,ssissippi'l\, and.Ari·, 
. 'zou's attorneys general have had to fight 

thflrown governors in court because they, 
op;0sed the lawsuits. ' " : . 

' -r mean; s,ure,we've got. victories in 

meet'·. a $750 million , the antitobacco alliance,"' was saying last I 

payment -:- due the.wttk; "but time, is running ouL" .". 
state this month," .. ' Their cases were flimsy from the start" 
'. Maryland's attor:· '. \. a!ij somethfri~ extra .was al~ays going.to 

ney general let, the MIchael 1 lome ·gf needed to make sure the lawyers got 
Illask of hypocrisy drop; He pOinted out their payola a:nd the state pols a f,eather iri 
that, for'the states "to get the $368 billion, . 'their beanie s6 they can run for higher of- ' 
they have to keep people smoking,:' . . fi(-e, Hence they're' whistling up Congress~ 
'If Congress.needs' ft,Irther enlighten" as errand l:Joy~ In fact, most' states were, 

week meaDt they were building a kitty for 'lobby' Cqngre.ss." The states and' their . men! on this s~ore, i~ might conSult Bill sir.ing out' until this lQ(iked likely: Forty: ' 
',' ' the $368 billion settlement. Their $11.3 biJ." lawyers would get their payoff; tobacco Pryor ,attorneygenerill' of Alabama. His are ill now; .,.' ' .. 

lion pact wifh Florida, most dubious of th~ ,would be let partly off the hook for future .office hired its own team of lawyers tp look. 'The laugh could be :on them. The two. 
~state·Medica.id lawsui~; wasa meredear~' 'claims. . .":~ ... ,' . '. '. into a'Medicaid suit. Their report ,found that have collected so far, Missis~ippi an(J ./ 
Ing of the decks: The national deal wolild . Oh, and fo.r theirtrouble,Potus and ,the ariluments "at best weak and. at Wo.rst- ,F1orlda, may be the last that ever do. Mis~', 
take precedence anyway. . the]J.S. Congress ,woUld get a shiny new'· bizarre.'i . . '.:: ~' •••. ':, (:.~. Sissippi's lawYer is Dick Sctuggs;"brouier~~'''' 

.:\Bi~'.9hiton,. is. meant tod.ecide;:,~h1s., .:,.~()~accg,,'p,~,V~r.,~~1~ptit{h~~n~. to, ~othe . ',!I~dedded:1~ptto,sU~,:/'nte\pg~ti~~~: • UHaW. of~~~ate~Majo~w'Ie,ader :rent) 
" we~k ~hether to. backthe set!le~~nt. ,Up. "check1ng,b~lanCIng,or :hard t~mking the lutlOn Is, so ~uchmore slmpl~:.m.tdfil~i\':~ lAItt. And o~e of the F1ond~ lawyers: IS :NP.;~I,j '. 
, 'tonts; eyeballs In; thenegotlatjon~,,;,;the " fr~IT1ersjn~~n~~~;'lt~~fe:db.e m,sta~tfed- . .'Mr.Pryo~ ~llld. ':!t wqpl.di~e ,f~nefJ»¥}.Iwifj' ,Hodham. ~lg tobaccomll~~~tb~:s~.~~~; " 
, White ,House mamly. wants credit;for" eral.authoft~: to!regulate·mcotme..... a;, the Alabama-legIslature wolild raISe ~e after all: '. > .. ". '.. ' , :~. I.e",.!!,]: 
·boo~tiitg the dollar amount. Th(p~itiQc~" ," ppwet :vj,rt~~)ly;tmt$able li~less' the goal . tax W'n ~.pack':'> :, :"'!J.'(} ::~j\:.:;J~,:;'?:' ! ,:._ . Nowth~t these ·tVlo:have·~he'ii":share::o~; 

, : ratS 'are Inlove With, the' ~riaIIllwYers, I$to,:rh,ake Snl~k»igrh"or¢ darigerous(less'>'Georgia, Neva(fa~·ari(P.Ci?I~¥a11()lllSoie-: . 1001. ~the r~sNnaY:disto~er'there'sis()iiU~' 
who'd make' out like bank i'pbb~rs. OIi.enic!>tlne.ll'iea:~,s !rp~r~;ta.riIihaled) or to jected thelegalopporttinisnfpf!.a tObacco ~ stuff Congress wiJiI't.eatt ..~':I\:}~)ff"i " 
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Bruce: 

I just got the attached from vic. Here are a few key points: 

l. The first bullet is better than we thought, In. all respects 
except one. The good news is that the first sentence reads as 
though we would be clear to administer and implement once,the NAS 
report is completed--a huge victory. The down side is that they 
ban pilot testing in addition to field testing before the NAS 
study is completed. This is a small glitch; I've already checked 
ED's new timetable and talked to Smith, and I think if we need to 
~e c~n push back on pilot testing until the Fall of 1998 instead 
of the spring. It's worth doing if we can read the overall 
approach as favdrably as I do~ 

2. This is still not clear as to whether they are accepting the 
senate NAGB provisions. We want them to, basically without 
change. (though if we are going to easily add a few more 
conservatives, we probably want to put back the curriculum 
experts the Sen~te took out, in order to provide a spot for E.n. 
Hirsch or the conservative math guy. I'd like to figure out a 
way to raise this without complicating the whole deal, though if 
we need to let it slide we should. 

J. I assume that the third and fourth bullets are not in 
legislation, though I suspect they will be in Goodling's talking 
points. 00 you think We can get the President to get Goodling to 
reporting out a bill with a clean testing authorization so we can 
tight it out on the floor, rather than seeing it killed in , 
committee? Or is that giving away too much ground in light of my 
reading of one above? 

4. I wish I understood wha~ we are going to allow states to use 
federal $ for in the last bullet. I think we might'want to take 
a "no strings" approach and simply make clear that states can use 
any of the funds in these programs for state or national tests, 
regardless of what NAS says. However, this is not exactly a big 
point. 

Vic will be reachable for a while tonight, and I'm willing to 
call him if we want to clarify any of this with him. If you want 
to discuss this tonight, please haVe signal page me with a oall 
holding message. I'll be up for quite some time, though the rest 
of the family would prefer not to hear the phone ring as they nod 
off. 

Mike 
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• 	 No field or pilot testIng, implementation, administration. or dfuemjnation ofa 
national test un: i I the National Academy of Sciences (NAS). in eoDJUltatlon with the 
National Gove:liors Association (NGA). the NatiotW Confcrem:c ofSt&t.e Locialaton 
(NeSL). and !h~ National Assessment Governing Board (NAOB), completes a study 
on whether or not existing tests currently used In StatQ Catl be compared with one 
another and/or with the National Assessment ofEdueatioDAl Progress (NAEP) test and 
reports it!! findiliSs IO.the President and the authorizing Committees ofCol1Br=:ts; 

• 	 All testing nctivities currentJyunder review·by the Department o!Edu~on wlli be 
turned over to N(\GB. The NAS \lIIill, at the 51utU:: time. study the Department of 
Education's rest development Deti vities that have taken pla.c::e (up to the point of 
enactment of this legIslation) and will be asked to report back to !he Pre.siderrt and the 
authorizini Con:rni ttees of Congress; 

• 	 It is ur:dcrstood lil:..t if the NAS 'tudy dclcrminC3 that existing tests can be compared 
with one unQ!!'e!'. tllC:t efforts will be mace to incorporate the concept ofusini existb'li 
tests into tll\: ';\I.\C;'/NAOB reauthorization; 

• 	 The Howe Committee on Education and the Workforce will agree to hold 
retluthorlztltion heJrings on NAEPINAGB in the Spring of 1998t md the Presidex:.t 
will have (1,.'1 oPJ:CHtunity to have hi, testing proposal eomideredln the rauthorizattoD 
process; 

• 	 On<:e the ~AS c,;ompletes its comparnbility study and reports to the Prcsidem and 
Conl5reS5 its findings. the 'Committee du.?'jng reauthorl%atlotl ofNABPJNAGB will 
consider illiowin~ Stnte3 to U5C existing funds tbrouah prosrams such as TitJe I, Title 
VI, and GOALS ~OOO to adapt their testins systems to provide for comparability ill a 
method cot:siS!cnt with rhe findin~~ of the NAS study. 
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In tlle context of this strategy, here are the ~peclfic.: st.eps tlli~t 
have peen taken or are in process: 
o 	 with regard to the Senate, Riley had a number of calls to 

make (e.g., Jeffords and Daschle) to solidify our base 
there. There were similar staff level efforts underway. 
However, I don't have good feedback from any of these calls 
yet. Lieberman's staff told us on Friday that he expected 
Coats to approach Lieberman about co-sponsoring a stop-the
testing amendment, and that he wasn't sure where LiebermanI 	 was on this issue. Riley was to try and call Lieberman to 
talk him out of this; I wouldn't be surprised if you have to 
call Lieberm<:lo as we.ll.r

o 	 Among House Democrats, several things have occured. First, 
POTUS indicated, as expected, that we are not developing a 
Spanish version of the test. I told Bercerra this late 
Friday, and I fully expect we will lose almost all of the 
Hispanic Caucus ~s a result. Second, we know the Black 
Caucus is split (Major Owens. has announced his support for 
Goodling, while Bill Clay, Bobby Rush and a number of others 
are solidly in our camp). Third, we are picking up some 
important support: Clay, Martinez (probably our sole ally 
in the Hispanic Caucus) and George Miller are sending a 
supportive "dear colleague" out on Tuesday. Tim Romer 
wouldn't sign the letter because of far right pressure back 
home; Ril~y talked to him on Friday, but I do~'t know the 
outcome yet. Fourth, because of t.he split. in the cauet;'., it. 
doesn't look like the Oem. leadership will take a stand ~n 
this. Fifth, we are working to get Riley on the agenda of 

/ (the Oem. caucus on Thursday, before t.he vote. \oJe are also 
~ working to get Riley with the Blue Dogs, the New Democrats, 

and anyone else we ·can. 
o 	 With regard to our Republican strategy, We have made clear 

that we are sending up legislation to put NAGS in 8harge. 
Ril~y announced it on Face the Nation last Sunday, ~ndED 
has put out a press release. The legislation i~ In OMB 
clearance and should be ready for transmittal hy Tuesday or 
Wednesday. We've talked to Riggs about this, whQ is glad we 
are doing it (but will not break with Goodling i)I\ the vote). 
We have sent Riggs a draft of the legislation, and are 
awaiting feedback--though he knows and is comfortable with 
us transmitting asap. Riggs is going to try and cut a deal 
with Goodling using the NAGS legislation: no one else can 
imagine that this will work, but we have encouraged him to 
try. In the meantime, Riley was to hav~ talked tn Port~r 
and Livingston by Friday. BottO.me :Lne.. ... we that: our~l doubt 
supporters on the committee (Riggs. Castle will break with 
Goodling, and we doubt that Goodlin". ing to give ony 
ground since he has political reasons back home to oppose us 
and also seems to have the upper hand right now. However, 
we hope that some combination of Riggs, Livingston and 
Porter can push Coodling towards a compromise that lets us 
move forward on test development while giving him something 
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he wants (perhaps no implementation of the test without 
specific authorization from congress) . 

outreach strategy 
o 	 The education groups that support us (AFT, NEA, Great City 

schools, chief state school officers, elementary sChool 
principals and a few others) have sent a letter opposing 
Goodling to all members in both houses. NAB is supposed to 
be doing the same, as is BRT. Mike Casserly has sent a very 
good op-ed to the NYTimes, though it hasn't appeared yet. 
BRT has sent an op-ed to the Post, and NAB also has one in 
the works. John Doerr and his high-tech colleagues have 
also been working selected members I includ it'g some vlell 
placed calls to the Republican leadership in beth houses. 

o 	 Maria is setting up meetings with Black and HispaniC groups 
for early next week. We won't change any minds in these 
sessions, though we might diminish the enthusiasm with Which 
they oppose us. (1 have higher hopes for the Black groups 
than the Hispanic groups at this point.) 

() 	 Lynn Cutler has been calling supportive mayors and governors 
(from the ~laces that have signed up), urging them to 
contact appropriate members in both houses. I've talked 
with Engler's staff, and, as a result of our NAGB move they 
are trying to help, ,at least with the Michigan delegation. 
NGA is sitting t.his one out so far; I'm trying to reach 
Romer to see if he can help turn that around. The argument 
here is that congress shouldn't take away the option from 
governors if they want to participate. 

communications 
o 	 The President fOcused on the threat to national standards 

and tests in the radio address yesterday. 
a 	 Riley sent an op-edto the Post~ instead he got a lett~r in 

yesterday'S Post. 
o 	 Riley will be in Philadelphia on Tuesday announcing good 

news on test scores with Rendell and Dave Hornbeck. ED is 
trying to figure out how t.o get a national bounce out of 
that, and how t.o get some favorable coverage for our tests 
in Goodling's district at the same time. 

o 	 The VP will do an education/testin~ event on Thursday, tho 
first likely day of a vote. The event will probably be in a 
loea school, and will include sottle leading !Supporters from 
education and business community. In addition, the vP's 
office is setting up a conference call with business leaders 
(Doerr et. 31) on Wednesday. There will be no press for 
this event, but he will refer back to it in on Thureday. 

o 	 We have a hold on Sept, 8 for a POTUS event; we will need to 
figure out what that should be as we get closer. 

NEXT 	 STEPS 
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o 	 Hold strategy meeting on Tuesday 
o 	 Make sure the SAP has a strong veto threat in it 
o 	 Get the NAGS legislation transmitted ASAP (Tuesday or wed. 

at latest--unless Riggs gives us credible reason to further 
negotiate detai16 with him and Goodling) 

o 	 Keep pushing Porter/Livingston/Riggs to press Goodling for a 
compromise. There is growing sentiment in vrn and ED that we 
would do ok if we came out with a deal that let us keep 
moving, while requiring congressional approval for 
implementation. This will work better if we can also get 
our NAGS legislation inclUded in the approps. bill -- and it 
will be even better if we can get an agreement from Goodling 
to actually move a bill he will oppose to the floor for a 
vote. 

o 	 Make sure we come out of the Senate without this provision. 
Make sure Hilley gets actively engaged in pulling this off. 

o 	 FIgure out if there is anything we need POTUS to do this 
week (e.g., make phone calls). Figure out if there i~ 
anyone in WH who will ask him to do it. Fiqure out. v:hich is 
worse--asking him to work during the last week of vaction, 
or losing the tests and not asking him to work during the 
last week of vacation. . 
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•. 31, 1997 

ME,HORAN DUM ']'0 BRlJCE RF.l:':D 
" 

F'ROM: MIKE COHEN 
: ,I 

SUBJECT; UPDATE ON NATIONAL TESTS 

Welcome back! I hope you had a good vacation. 

'Phis memo is clesigned to give you a quick updat8 OIl the CUtTent 
status, of the tight against the Goodling amendmpnt ~nd the 
act ions that have been taken ovel.- the past t'tvO l-/lc-Je}:s. T expect 
that fde wi 11 talk sometime betVleennow and Tuesdi;\Y rr.ol"ning to 
cover thi sin more depth. ' 

Ove l' e. '1 .: ture: 

'It,ll: r ::ununar1 ze the over'all picture! it. looks bl and 

'; L:;; t.<,'I'Jt '" count or change votes at the end of Augu~; ,nen 

mRmt~rs 0r~ gone. More specifically! 


Goodljna i' pushing ahead in the House, app~rantly ~ith 
sol. P,e~jirr'~ican support, and very likely with the Hispanic 
C~UCUS, a~0U~ half of tho Black Caucus, and per. ps some 
ot.ll~t'j .;.1:'-:la1 Democrats ,'15 well. Best qupss .-.- he getF. 250 
'1'.:Jt~.:.c' 	 , t..:(: expect a vote on Thursday, Sep1-,. ;;, 

~ w~ e~ - ~ similar amendment in the Sen~te. probably from 
";oa t~; , T~tis is speculative; Coat£> hasn't yet done;:\ ... t't 1.ng 
we Cdn 0~Lect to validate the widespread speculation ~uuut 
l1i $ intentions. However. the Senate rules don' t. .r~:quire any 
',(1'.1 ,'Ill'.:', "yarning f so this is 1. i ttl e ground fo'r co:' fort. Th.;:' 
:";eIlate ,,; suppused to take up Lar.or/HHS, approps bill n 
Tuesday. but note vote on amendments until Thursday at the 
e~rlie5t. This situation is fluid--it could get pushed back 
furt.her. 
Ravitch has publiCly broken with us over our failure to put 
NAGB in C:/\drge in a timely fashion (she had an op-ed in last 
week's Post). Now that we are fully on record in favor of 
putting NAGS in control, I don't know if she will come back 
on board; the latest signals (e-mail~ between us, and a 
conversation she had with 3RT staff) [rom her ~re not 
encouraging. However, she and I have been trying to connect 
by phone, and I won't write her off until we speak directly. 
In the short run, however, it's not clear that she will 
directly move many votes even if she does come back on 
board. 

o 	 At present, our vote counts in both houses are nai·reliable. 
Few members are around, and even fewer ha.ve focused on this 
issue over the recess, leaving staff unable to predict their 
votes accurately. Riley has been making a number of Hill 
calls from the road, and the Education Department is 
coordinating a ~hip count in the House, pulling together 
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intonnation from our supporters in the education and 
business community and from anyplace else we can get it. '. We 
will know better on Tuesday what we have learned from this 
(and I will try to talk to Riley and Scott Fleming in ED 
over 	the t-leekend). 

~dministration ResponsA: 
,.We haVe been in high gear for the past week and a half/two weeks. 
~,O Elena raised the issue at the 5~nior staff meetings just 
" about every day last week. People caught on to the fact 

that 	we were facing a crisis. 
o 	 We sent a memo to POTUS alerting him to the situation, 


outlining the steps we were launching to address it (and 

raising the Spanish testing issue at the same time). 


'0 	 We have had two Ver:y focu:3ed strategy meetings (last Monday 
and t<Jednesday) t chaired by Elena, involving t.he following 
p"-'ple at one or both meetings (Rahm, Paul 8., sylvia, Anne, 
G(. C~, Andy Blocker, Hictiael Waldman, Maria E., Lynn Cutler, 
Jon Schnur, Kris Balderston and assorted others from the 
Education Department and elsewhere). John Hilley returned 
to DC late last week (though not to the office yet; by 
friday he was in touch with Andy, 3nd Sylvia talked \vith him 
as well). We need to schedule another meeting, ideally for 
~id afternoon on Tuesday. 

ult of all of this, here is \-;hat. we hav(~ tq";; ,-hillY. 

Le'1islative 8tratsgy: We have been trying to "iQr:'. :;on !':eVi? n:ll 
frente over the past week. First, we want to makA 5ur~ we don't 
get a Goodling-like provision added in the St'n';lte. t'lf" I,Jill mo~L 
.likely be i.n better shape if the Senate votes behre the liou!';,?, 
though, as indicated above, the timing .of the S8ndte vat8 is A' 

doubt r'iqt1t now. 

SI?Gcmd, '.)e are not gi..v ing up on the House.; we a're lo,,:,,Jdnq fo' 
ways 	 to shorB up the Democratic base as much as possible and to 
dri.ve a wedge bet~een Goodling and his far right supporters on 
the one hand, and more moderate Republicans (and R'g who want to 
p~ss 	an apprupriations bilJ) on the other. 

1:,hird, in tbe event that strateqy 2 doesn't ',\Tork (cind 8~;p8Ciat;,
1:f' st:n~te9,{ 1 does) t vIe have contemplated ',lskinq Portf't· and ()be~'
tb accept the Goodling amendment rather than lose a record~d vote. 
~ii the House, and then working to remove it .in cunf<::!rnncE;. 

F911rth t the SAP that is c;irculatinq for the Senat.e vote (to be 
sent qp on Tuesday) includes a "senior advisers veto threat" on 
s~veral issues, including the prospect ot an amendment to stop 
t~~ testing initiative. Along similar lines, Riley's calls to 
Porte!:" and Liv ing5ton were supposed to have indicated the st rr:ng 
po~sibility of a V8to over this prOVision. . 
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Date: 02/18/97 Time: 13:05 
PCritics hit Clinton proposal to measure basic math, reading skills 

WASHINGTON (AP) If President Clinton has his way, millions of 
children will take national reading and math tests in 1999. 

In eighth grade, they'd have to answer questions like: If a 
rubber ball is dropped from a rooftop 18 feet high, and rebounds to 
half the height it drops, what's the distance traveled by the time 
it hits the ground the third time? 

But some Republican governors fret that Clinton is really 
pushing federal control over schools. States pay almost all the 
costs of education, they note, and should decide what children 
learn. 

Liberal critics, meanwhile, worry that poor schools with large 
numbers of minority children will bear the stigma of low scores. 
Teachers will rely on "drill and kill" instruction, making it 
hard "to tell what kids really know from what they just memorized 
for the test," said Monty Neill of the National Center for Fair & 
Open Testing. 

Many children might flunk. 
States could avoid embarrassment by refusing the offer of the 

test, paid for by federal taxpayers the first year. But Clinton 
says it's time for everyone to know how kids and schools stack up, 
no matter where they live. 

"We have been hiding behind a very small fig leaf for very 
long, " Clinton said last week. 

The idea also has garnered wide support. Republican Gov. John 
Engler of Michigan says it will help states make schools 
accountable. Engler wants the state to be able to take over school 
d~stricts where students do poorly. 

The nation's top business leaders also back the idea as a way to 
make sure new workers have basic abilities. Employers, facing 
worldwide competition, worry about what their young workers know. 

After all, a Republican "education president," George Bush, ln 
1991 had floated the idea of a 'standard national test for 
high-schoolers. It was shelved because of complaints 'the test would 
be unfair and expensive and lead to national textbooks. 

Governors last March set a two-year deadline for creating goals 
in each state for what students should be able to know and do, and 
for testing them. 

The administration says the proposed national tests, providing 
some teeth to those standards, would gauge the right skills at the 
right time. 

Pupils who learn to read by the end of the third grade can read 
for a lifetime. Eighth-graders who know the basics of math, 
including some algebra and geometry, can take on tough math and 
science in high school. 

Some failures will occur, if results from previous versions of 
the tests give any clue. "This will be a real shock," said 
Marshall Smith, acting deputy secretary of education. 

Still, the government isn't telling anyone what to do about 
students, schools or districts that fail. 

The reading test would be based on the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress, an Education Department project that has been 
measuring student achievement since 1969. 

Although students weren't scored individually, researchers 
estimate that four students out of 10 did not reach the basic level 
when the test was last given in 1994. 

What does basic mean? 



"Having promis Wilbur that she would save his life, was 
determined to keep r promise," begins a paragraph from E.B. 
White's' 'Charlotte Web." Students at basic level are to 
say what "she," spider Charlotte, promised to the pig, 
Wilbur. 

The math test would be based on the Third International 
Mathematics and Sc Study. The last test, in 1996, found t 
American eighth scored below the ernational average, 
though on a par with England and Germany. The Americans get less 
geometry. Courses cover too many subjects, but none very deeply. 

A pupil at the rnational level could correctly answer "45 
" when asked the question about the bouncing rubber ball. 
Some suburban Chicago pupils who took test say it really 

wasn't that hard. 
But they came from districts that had banded together to improve 

teaching. Half the pupils take algebra or geometry, compared with 
20 percent nationwide. 

"It lets kids know exactly what they know," said Emily 
Thompson, 14,of Frankfort, Ill. She took as an 
eighth-grader and taking geometry now. 

"It's kind of cool to know that other count s and everyone 
around, not just your school, is taking it," said. "It's neat 
to know." 
APNP 02 18-97 1313EST 



THE WHITE HOI:JSE 

WASH INGTON 

. September 3, 1997 . 

MEMORANDUM TO THE.PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 BRUCE REED 

MIKE COHEN 


SUBJECT: 	 UPDATE ON NATIONAL TESTING BA TILE 

. Over the past week we have taken a number of steps to strengthen our position in the 
appropriations fight over your national testing initiative~ This memo provides a summary 

. overview of what we have done to date, .our current situation, and our plans formoving forward. 

Overall Status. 

We continue to face a serious situation in both houses. In the House, the Republicans decided 

this evening to support the Goodling amendment as a caucus position. In the Senate, Coats and . 

Gregg have already introduced a Goodling-type amendment, which could come up for a vote ~ 

early as tomorrow. 


We have several strategies for dealing with this. First, this morning we issued a SAP on the 

Senate bill, indicating that a provision to stop the testing program will leadyour senior advisors 

to recommend a veto: Second, this morning the Education Department transmitted legislation to 

place NAGB in charge of the tests. Ifacompromise is needed at the end of the process, this 

could well be the basis' for it 


." .' . 

In addition, we are beginning to frame the fight publicly in two ways. First, that the Republican 
opposition to the tests comes from pressure from the extreme right, and that the same people who 
previously fought to diminate the Education Department are now trying to kill the tests and deny 
parents and schools an important tool. Second, We will repeat your call in the State of the Union 
that politics must stop at the schoolhouse door. 

. S~atusin the S!!.nate.... :~ :~;;;.. ..~, ~~<i,~.i: "" "')dl!::;': ',.: ':', ~ ,,;·,:.ll:.:.j.:. ,. , ..<" . .... ,.,' 
.' ,I' , Late'this aftetnoon:SenatorsCoats:and '·introducedan amendment that would prohibit the 

.EducationD~partrri~ni froin an"';h"...rt"'.tn... ·· 	 ' . ,. -:~'inc~udipg,FX 
.,:' '".,". ., 	 ' ••.• , ;>,,;"1' , 

l:appIIJJpr..~~ 

'";' .' 



with Secretary Riley and Bill GoodliI1g as the primary witnesses. We believe that Specter will 
be open to some form of compromise that will permit continued work on the tests, though we do 
not yet know ifhe has anything specific in mind. We will try to use our NAGB legislation as the 
basis for a compromise. Alternatively, we will be open to an amendment that prohibits us from 
using FY98 funds from administering the tests (since we were' not planning to administer in 
FY98 anyway), though permits us to continue to develop the tests. We do not intend to pursue 
any compromises that give away additional ground. '. 

Status in the House 
The vote in the House could come as early as Thursday night. Since we no longer see any 
prospect for compromise in the House, our strategy is to rally the Democratic Caucus for·a fight. 
There have already been a number of staff-level meetings with House Democratic staff, to 
educate them and their members to the issues. 'Secretary Riley will meet with the House 
Democratic Caucus, as well as the Blue Dog Caucus, on Thursday. We believe that we will hold 
about h~lf the Black Caucus, though we could lose' 80% of the Hispanic Caucus. 

Outreach 
The education groups and the business groups who support our effort have been working this 
issue aggressively, though a .combination of letters, calls and other member contacts, and efforts 
to place supportive op-eds in the national and local press. Mayors and Governors have been 
making calls as well. This afternoon, the Vice-President held a conference call with business 
leaders, along with Mayor Rendell and Bob Chase: This provided an opportunity for these 
supporters to renew their commitments and pledge to redouble their efforts. 

White House staff today met with representatives of Black and Hispanic groups, in an effort to 
reach out to them again and to minimize they efforts they make opposing us .. 

Communications 
We believe it is important that the press sees the Administration fighting hard and consistently 
thioughout the week for our testing initiative. Your event todaiwill help accomplish this goal. 
Further, in addition to dontinuing to promote the substantive merits of our proposal, we are 
working to frame the fight for the press as another instance of the far right driving the 
Republicans to oppose sensible education policies. 

As you know, Secretary Riley was in Philadelphia yesterday celebrating the test score 'gains made . 
. there over the paSt year. The press coverage was favorable, and we have Used the stories to . 

bolster our case that standards and tests can lead to improvement, . . -' . . . .'. " " ~ .... 

Tomorrow,the Vice-President willvisit a school iIi Marylarid; and take on the 
::j:::;:·;~·~,,?:,;~·;directlY:'We~are'anticipating a Sept:~;8education'eveiiiupon"yourrefurn that: 
':~""';~...~'>~:". :'::"\':-J~:" :. '";>',..' .,;' "d>" ',.., ;C···.... ', ~ t'.::,·' '~ •. , 'l~' '. ~ :'-:. '-!/~~:f~~!.~;;(~:,.l!~::.,.>;: ~ ': .~,.~~;:.:~}~~!>:~;~t::\ j~\~~~:~".;,:;. : ~•..~ ; " ,'. :. ',. 

•. ;, ,.<-."",,~. ,respon to ongresslona action.·,' ;;.-",,<!::!;",:,,. ".~ ",,,', , ,-~,'..!'"". '~"" :.. . ,,-,',,; '. ' 

~~r"-!;;1',~~t~f~~i~~,,~;:;;:r;::l,:·L'jik~';r~4~~';':". ~;:Jf~t~i01f;}i,t·.··.·.!':··'· ""<·,,,,'~C"""~, 
." '. ·;.';'":::~With a veto-proof margin in the S'ena~e"and perhapsin"the House~'we 

strong position to ultimately force a compromise on this issue. 
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FROM: Bruce Reed 
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8~ 
SUBJECT: . National Testin~ Initiative 

Our National Testing Initiative faces a serious challenge when Congress returns from 
recess and takes up the Labor-HHS-Ed appropriations bilt Mr. Goodling will offer an 
amendment to the bill in the House prohibiting the Department of Education from spending any 
funds to develop the tests, and a Republican Senator will probably introduce a similar rider in the 
Senate. Because many members of Congress have not yet focused on the testing issue, it is 
difficult to predict how these votes will tum out. But the expected riders pose a very real danger 
-- especially in the House, ~here Republicans may forman unusual alliance with members of the 
Black and Hispanic Caucuses against national standards and tests. This memorandum briefly 
describes the legislative, communications, and outreach efforts we are making to preserve 
funding for our testing initiative. 

Le~islative Situation 

The Labor-HHS-Ed appropriations bill could come to the floor in the House as early as 
September 4. Mr. Goodling is pushing his amendment hard, with increasingly audible support 
from right-wing groups, home-schoolers, and certain Republican education experts (Diane 
Ravitch, Checker Finn, and Lynn Cheney). It is possible that Goodling will be able to gain the· 
support of almost all House Republicans. Moderates on the Educational Opportunity Committee 
who have so far supported the testing initiative, such as Mike Castle and Frank Riggs, may feel 
unable to oppose their chairman. But some members of the Appropriations Committee may 
hesitate to go along with G()odling: at least as of now, John Porter, who chairs the Lahor-HHS
Ed Subcommittee, has reservations about the Goodling amendment, and Bob Livingston dislikes 
any riders that interfere with speedy passage of appropriations bills. 

Some members of the Democratic Caucus are likely to join Republicans in supporting the 
Goodling amendment. Members of the HispaniC? Caucus have indicated that they will vote with 
Goodling unless we agree to develop a Spanish-language version of the fourth grade reading test 
for use by Limited English Proficient (LEP) students. Some members of the Black Caucus will 
vote with Goodling on the ground that the tests will highlight the comparatively low performance 
of black students, without providing the resources -- or even the information -- necessary to 
.improve this performance. And some white liberal members of the Democratic Caucus may 
support· Goodling for similar reasons. 

http:t-'TtLvI.tf
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Although no similar challenge has yet surfaced in the Senate, we believe one will arise 

when the appropriations bill reaches the Senate floor -~ perhaps as early as September 2 (two 

days before any House action). The most likely Senators to offer a Goodling-type amendment 

are Sens. Coats, Coverdell, or Gregg. Passage of such an amendment is possible in the Senate, 

though the danger is not as great as in the House. 


Legislative Strategy 

While we gather additional information on the level of support for the Goodling 
amendment, we are preparing a legislative strategy that we hope will peel off Republican 
moderate votes and strengthen our base of support among Democrats. We have set up meetings 
with key congressional staff this week, and Secretary Riley is making phone calls to members. 
As we learn more, we will refine and elaborate on ~ur legislative strategy. 

A. Gaining Republican Support 

The idea of national tests has gained the support of some moderate Republicans (Castle, 
Riggs, and Porter) and could appeal to even more. Our key objective is to split these 
Republicans off from Goodling and his allies on the far right. We think that the besf way to 
accomplish this objective is to give Republicans some ownership interest in the tests, by inviting 
them to support legislation that will ensure the independence and integrity of the testing 
initiative.' 

The premise of this strategy is that we have lost some Republican support by not treating 
Congress as a full partner in the testing initiative. Goodling and other Republican's have argued 
that an educational reform as significant as national testing should not go into effect unless and 
until Congress approves it. They also have objected to the complete control of the Department of 
Education over development of the tests. In the last few days, some have expressed anger at the 
Department's award of a test development contract, viewing this step as yet another unilateral 
action denying Congress's rightful role and authority. 

To ameliorate these concerns -- and deprive Republicans of the opportunity to oppose 
national tests on these essentially procedural grounds -- we recommend introducing legislation 
that would give Congress the opportunity to shape the development of the testing initiative. At 
the least, we should take this opportunity to submit the legislation we have planned establishing 
the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) as the entity responsible for overseeing 
development and implementation of the tests. This step could delay implementation of the tests 
for a year or so while NAGB assumes its role, but would provide Republicans with assurance of 

, a bipartisan "expert" governing board for the national tests. We also may want to introduce 
legislation providing that Congress must approve the tests prior to their implementation -- or 
even seeking authorization to continue development of the tests. The danger of this approach is 
that Congress might vote to deny the requested authority; the potential benefit is that Congress 
would buy in to the .tests once given a role in the process. Any of these legislative options should 
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divide Goodling from the group of moderate Republicans who support the idea of tests, but 
believe Congress should have a role in their development. 

B. Securing the Democratic Base 

To mobilize support among Democrats,we first must appeal to Democratic leaders to 
help us avert defeat of your top priority. We also must activate our principal allies -- George 
Miller and Tim Roemer on the authorizing committee; David Obey, Steny Hoyer, and Rosa 
DeLauro on the appropriations committee; and the whole cadre of New Democrats. Finally, we 
must work to win support from the Hispanic and Black Caucuses. Secretary Riley will talk with 
the House and Senate leaders, the heads of the Hispanic and Black Caucuses, and as many 
individual members as possible; in addition, we have scheduled nUmerous staff-level meetings 
during the recess. As we learn more about the positions of individual members, we may ask you 
to make some calls from Martha's Vineyard. Below we discuss in greater detail some issues 
raised by the Hispanic and Black Caucuses. 

Black Caucus: Members of the Caucus have raised a number of concerns about the tests 
-- principally, that they will serve to stigmatize low-achieving students, rather than hold school 
systems accountable, and that they will incorporate racial bias. Over the next several weeks, 
Secretary Riley, Department of Education staff, and White House staffwill meet with caucus 
members and/or staff to address and attempt to ameliorate these concerns. We also may ask 
Secretary Herman to speak with specific members of the Caucus. And we will ask the AFT and 
Council o,f Great City Schools, which have been helpful with the Black Caucus in the past, to 
continue to lobby members in support of the test. In the end, the issue can be expected to split 
the Caucus. Rep. Major Owens opposes the tests and will vote for the Goodling Amendment, 
but other members of the Caucus who serve on the Education & Workforce Committee, ' 
including Reps. Harold Ford and Bobby Scott, have indicated support for the tests. 

Hispanic Caucus: The Hispanic Caucus will vote for the Goodling Amendment unless 
the Department of Educati~n changes its position on foreign-language versions of the 4th grade 
reading test. The Department now intends to develop only an English-language reading test and 
to exclude LEP students with less than three years of American schooling from the test (unless, 
the students' parents request otherwise). Caucus members believe that such exclusion'Will 
stigmatize LEP students and allow schools to escape accountability for these students' 

,performance. They want the Department to develop -- and pay for the administration of -- a 
Spanish-language version of the 4th grade reading tests for LEP students. 

As background, you should know that most states and local school districts exclude LEP 
students with fewer than three years of American schooling from English-language tests. If a 
state or school district is using a test to qualify fOf Title 1 funds, then it must (wherever practical) 
give an excluded LEP student a foreign-language analogue, so that the student can demonstrate 
mastery of the subject matter. Because of this requirement, states or school districts using our 
4th grade reading test to qualify for Title 1 funds will have to give excluded LEP students a 
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substitute reading test in a foreign language. The Caucus wants the Department to go further by 
(1) developing the substitute Spanish-language test itself, so that there will be a single, official 

Spanish-language version of our 4th-grade reading test; (2) requiring that all states and school 

districts -- not just those using the test to qualify for Title 1 funds -- give a foreign-language 

version of the test to excluded LEP students; and (3) paying for administration of the foreign

language version to excluded LEP students. 


Secretary Riley believes, and we agree, that we must reject the Hispanic Caucus's 
proposal because of the need to send an unambiguous signal about the importance of learning to 

. . . 
read in English. He sees the 4th grade reading test as measuring the ability of students to read 
English n not just as measuring skills in reading comprehension. This purpose is fundamentally, 
incompatible with a scheme that would approve use of a foreign-language reading test instead of 
the basic English-language version. . 

Over the last few weeks, the DPC and Department ofEducation have explored a number 
ofcompromise proposals involving the use of foreign-language tests. Secretary Riley suggested 
making arrangements for excluded LEP students to take an English-language reading test after 
they have completed three years of American schooling, regardless what gr~de tp.ey are then.in. 
This approach, however, will not satisfy members of the Hispanic Caucus; they believe that 
exclusion from the 4th grade test will stigmatize LEP students and allow schools to evade 
accountability even if the students have the opportunity to take an English-language test when 
ready to do so. 

A second compromise proposal-- favored by Maria Echaveste, Mickey Ibarra, and Janet 
Murguia, but opposed by Secretary Riley -- would give LEP students two 4th grade reading tests, 

, one in English and the other in a foreign language .. (Under this proposal, the Department still 
would develop the Spanish-language test, require all schools to give foreign-language tests to 
LEP students, and pay for administration ofthese tests.) Rep. Xavier Becerra has told us that he 
would support such a compromise, so long as safeguards were in place to ensure that all LEP 
students with fewer than three years of American schooling receive both tests. He also believes 
that he can convince most (though probably not all) of the Hispanic Caucus to follow his lead on 
this issue. 

In support of this compromise proposal, Maria, Mickey, and Janet note that members of 
the Hispanic and Black Caucuses have reason to distrust educational tests because tests 
historically have been used as exclusionary devices -- and that many civil rights organizations 
and community leaders share these members' views. They also point out, quite rightly, that this 
compromise proposal would provide information on'both a student's reading comprehension 
skills (in the student's native language) and the student's proficiency in English. Indeed, they 
argue that test results showing an inability to read in both languages would be a valuable tool to 
flush out ineffective bilingual and English-as-a-second-Ianguage programs. On this view, a 
scheme that allows schools to exclude LEP students from the 4th grade reading test altogether is 
a scheme that allows schools to remain unaccountable for their teaching ofLEP students. 
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Secretary Riley, however, is adamantly opposed to this compromise proposal, principally 
on the ground that it is educationally unsound. He believes that the development and use of a 
Spanish-language reading test, even when combined with the English-language test, sends the 
wrong signal to students and their parents about the need to learn English. He also objects to the 
aspect ofthe scheme that requires giving some students a test (i.e., the English-language version) 
that they cannot even understand. He believes that the Hispanic Caucus is fighting an old-line 
civil rights battle, when the new civil rights battle should be for high standards and high 
expectations for all students. 

The political calculation here is somewhat tricky. If we decline to create a Spanish
language version of the 4th grade reading test, we will lose the support ofthe Hispanic Caucus; 
in addition, members ofthe Caucus may place intense pressure on the big-city superintendents 
who have endorsed the test to repudiate their commitments. But if we create a Spanish..:language 
version, we may subject ourselves to withering (even if demagogic) criticism and seal our fate 
with Republicans (even Republican moderates). The compromise approach reduces this risk, but 
by no means eliminat~s it. We can attempt to argue that the two-test approac~ promotes 

. educational goals by allowing us to find out exactly what our children are learning, but this 
counterargument will probably not be effective against the likes of Bill Bennett, Lynn Cheney, 
and Diane Ravitch (who already has warned us that she will vigorously criticize a foreign
language testing requirement). 

Given the range of policy and political con~iderations, the DPC recolilmends thatwe. 

decline to develop a Spanish-language test and attempt to persuade Hispanic members, even if 

unsuccessfully, that the testing initiative in its current form is an integral part of a larger 

education agenda that will greatly benefit their constituents. 


Communications Strategy 

Two events already on your schedule will provide good opportunities to make our case to 
the public. First, you can devote your August 30 Radio Address to announcing the findingsfrom 
a report on long-term NAEP trends and making the case for our testing initiative. The report 
shows that American students have made some progress but not nearly enough; you can use 
these findings to argue that national standards and tests are critical for continued improvement. 
Second, we have held September 8 -- the day after you return from vacation -- for a test-related 
event. In addition, we will consider, as we get closer to Labor Day, whether you can reinforce 
our message from vacation -- for example, by issuing a veto threat. 

We also are talking with the Vice President's office about how he can take the lead on 
this issue in the first week of September. He may meet, for example, with some of the high-tech 
business leaders who have endorsed the tests to discuss how they can make their voices heard in 
Congress. 
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Outreach Strategy 

The DPC and Education Department are working with our core supporters in the 
education and business communities to mobilize support for the test and opposition to the 
Goodling amendment. The Council of Great City Schools, Council of Chief State School 
Officers, AFT, NEA, Business Roundtable, and NAB already have begun to contact urban 
Democrats, moderate Republicans, and the House leadership. In addition, the education groups 
listed above are working on a joint statement of support from others in the education community, 
including local school boards and elementary school prinCipals. 

We are planning a number of additional steps, including: 

• 	 Mobilizing the high-tech business leaders who have endorsed the test. John Doerr has 
offered to help us. In addition to having these CEOs contact key members and House 
leaders, we may ask them to place a full page ad in support of the tests in the Post, Times 
or Wall Street Journal. 

• 	 MobilizingCEOs in the main business groups in support of our agenda. While the 
national <?rganizations have supported the testing initiative, it would be helpful for a 
number of well-respected CEOs (e.g., Lou Gerstner, John Pepper, and Joe Gorman) to 
take on a more active role. 

• 	 Mobilizing mayors and governors, especially where they have strong relationships with 
key members of Congress 

• 	 Meeting with black and Hispanic Groups, such as the NAACP and Urban League, to 
discuss the tests. These meetings will provide us with an opportunity to respond to 
concerns in the minority community. Although we may not win any converts through 
this process, we at least can hope to diminish the intensity of their opposition. 
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I want to start by telling you what a wonderful time my family has had here 
on Martha's Vineyard. All too soon, I will be leaving here to return to Washington, 
and you will be returning to work. And we both have important work to do. 

This week, a record number of American children will be heading back to 
school. Everyone of them will depend on the dedication and talent of our nation's 
teachers -- and the support and encouragement of their parents -- to give them the 
education they need to succeed in the 21 st Century. 

Demanding high national standards and ~ests is the first and most important 
step we must take to meet that challenge. In my State of the Union address, I 
challenged every state and school district to adopt high national standards, and by 
1999, to join in a national test for all 4th graders in reading and all 8th graders in 
math, to make sure they have mastered these basics. So far, states from Maryland 
to Michigan have risen to that challenge -- and I am proud that Massachusetts was 
among the very first to join our crusade. 

Challenging our students to achieve excellence works. Last week we 
learned that our high school students' SAT math scores have risen; and the results 
of the NAEP test show that we have improved math and science performance at 
every age level. Philadelphia is just one city that has set high standards for its 
students and measured their progress with regular tests. Yesterday, Education 
Secretary Riley traveled to Philadelphia to help celebrate how well Philadelphia's 
children are doing And all around the country, students are challenging themselves 
by working harder and taking tougher classes. 

We know that our children can learn to high national standards. l\Jow, we 
must insist that every school system in America has the ability to measure our 
children's progress in meeting those standards with national tests. 

Setting high national standards is not a partisan issue. But there are some in 
Congress who are trying to block national standards and tests. At a time when 
education matters more than ever for the future of our children and the strength of 
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our country, we cannot afford to retreat from seeking excellence and demanding 
world class standards. We expect our teachers -- and our children -- to take 
responsibility; Congress must do no less. 

Thank you. 
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EDUCATION STANDARDS EVENT 

DATE: Sept 3, 1997 
LOCATION: Oak Bluff School Library, 

Martha's Vineyard 
EVENT TIME: ·11 :35 am-12:00 pm 

FROM: Bruce Reed 

I. PURPOSE 

To underscore your commitment to education while America goes back to 
school, and to reinforce your call to Congress to support national academic 
standards by supporting national testing for 4th graders in reading and 8th 
graders in math. 

II. BACKGROUND 

You will be speaking to approximately 50 teachers and administrators of the 
Oak Bluff School. The Oak Bluff School is a public school for students in 
kindergarten through eighth grade. The staff is preparing for the first day of 
classes on Thursday. 

This is an opportunity to reinforce the message from Saturday's radio 
address on national education standards. Later this week, both houses of 
Congress may vote on amendments to prohibit the Education Department 
from spending additional funds on the national tests. 

This event builds on Secretary Riley's visit to Philadelphia on Tuesday, where 
he participated in an announcement of significant gains in student 
achievement tied to high standards and rigorous tests. 

The Vice President will be visiting a school on Thursday where he will also 
reinforce the Administration's message on national standards and testing. 



III. 	 PARTICIPANTS 

Superintendent Kriner Cash 
Principal Lawrence Benney 
Members of Congress tbd 

IV. 	 PRESS PLAN 

Expanded Pool Press. 

V. 	 SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

- You will be greeted by Principal Lawrence Benney and Superintendent 
Kriner Cash. 
- You will be announced into the school's library accompanied by Principal 

Benney and Superintendent Cash. 
- Principal Benney will make welcoming remarks and introduce 

Superi	ntendent Cash. 
- Superintendent Cash will make remarks and introduce you. 
- You will make your remarks and then depart. 

VI. 	 REMARKS 

Remarks Provided by Jordan Tamagni in Speechwriting. 

Attachments: 
Background on Philadelphia academic achievement gains 



Background on Philadelphia Academic Achievement Gains 

The results announced yesterday are a strong indication that Superintendent 
David Hornbeck's three-year effort to raise standards and adopt rigorous 
assessments in Philadelphia (one of the first 15 cities to sign on your standards and 
testing initiative) is succeeding. Across the district, substantial academic gains 
were recorded in each subject (reading, math and science) and at each grade level 
(4th, 8th and 11 th grades) tested. Some of the highlights include: 

• 	 Overall: an increase of at least 5 percentage points in the proportion of 
. students performing at the basic level or higher in nearly all grades and 

subjects. 

• 	 Reading: an increase of more than 5 percentage points in the proportion of 
students achieving at the basic, proficient, or advanced level in each of the 
three grades. 

• 	 Science: increase of nearly 9 percentage points in the proportion of 4th 
graders achieving at least at the basic level. 

As Secretary Riley said yesterday , these results are a clear sign "that doing 
the hard work of putting standards in place leads to progress" for young people. 
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, I want to start by telling you what a wonderful time my family has had here on 
Martha's Vineyard. All too soon, I will be leaving here to retum to Washington. and you will 
be returning to work. And we both have important work to do. 

This week, a record number of American children will be heading back to school. 
Everyone ofthem will depend on the dedication and talent of our nation's teachers -- and the 
support and encouragement of their parents -~ to give them the tools they need to succeed in the 
21st Century. . 

l>emariding high national standards and tests is the first and most important step 
we must take to meet that challenge. In my .State of the Union address, I challenged every state 
a.nd school district to a.dopt high national standards, and by 1999, to join in a national test for all 
4th graders in reading and al18th graders in math, to make sure they have mastered these basics. 
So far. states from Maryland to Michigan have risen to that challenge -- and I am prQud that 
Massachusetts was among the very first to join our crusade. 

Challenging our students to achieve excellence wo.-I\.S. Last week we learned that our 
h,igh schoof students' SAT math scores have risen; and the results of the NAEP test show that we 
have improved math and science performance at every age level. Philadelphia is just one c.ity that 
has set high standards for its students and measured their 'progress with the Standford 
Ac·hievement Tests, Yesterday, Educ,ation Sec,retary Riley traveled to Philadelphia to help 
celebrate the increase in scores all that tough test. And all around the country, students are 
challenging themselve·s by working harder and taking tougher dasses. 

We know that OUl' thildren can leal'll to high national standal'ds. Now, we must 
insist that every school system in }\.merica has the ability to measure our children's progress in 
meeting those standards with national tests. 

Setting high national standards is not a partisan issue. But thcl'e al'e some in 
Congress who are trying to bJod; natiomd stand~\fds and tests. At a time when education 
matters more than ever for the future of our children and the strength of our country, we 
cannot afford to retreat frOID seeking excellence and demanding world class standards. 
And I will do whatever is necessary to move forward. 
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E X E CUT I V E OFF I C B o F THE PRE SID E N T 

02-Sep-1997 06:56pm 

TO: Jordan Tamagni 

,FROM: Michael Cohen 

cc; 'balderston a 
cc: Ann F. LewIs 
cc: Paul E. Bega1a 
cc: william R. Kincaid 

SUBJECT: Re: Draft of Tomorrow's Talking POints 

Message Creation Date was at 2-SEP-1997 18:55:00 

I have two suggestions on th~s text: 

1. I would state the Philadelphia m'essage differently # along the fOllowing 
lines: 

Yesterday •••Riley visited Philadelphia, to help th~n celebrate a significant 
inorease in test scores in reading, math and science. Their success helps 
remind all of us that setting ~ough standards and measuring each student's 
progress is an essen'tial tool in getting students, teachers, parents and 
communities involved in making the schools better (or, in giving our students 
and our SChools the help 'they need). Teachers, stuo.ents and parents i.n 
PhiladelRhia have proven once again with clear goals and hard work, all 
students can learn. 

2. I have a problem with the last sentance "And I will do whatever is 
necessary to move forward." It can be inte2:'preted as either a vailed veto 
threat or a willingness to cut any deal we have to in order to move forward~ I 
would sugge9~ something less ambigtous, like llAnO. I w~ll oppose any effort to 
stop our progress." Or "I will resist any effort by the Congress to deny 
s'tudents l parents and local communities the opportunity to benefit from these 
hilJ'her s~andards." 
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PURPOSES FOR VOLUNTARY NATIONAL TESTS 

tI' 	 Improve the odds of success for all students . 
, • 	 Providing voluntary national tests arms parents and educators with the knowledge of their 

students' individual achievement in comparison to widely respected national and 
international standards. . 

tI' 	 Focus national attention on the need to improve basic and advanced skills in 
reading and mathematics 

• 	 Individually reported tests will highlight the importance ofreading independently by the 
4th grade, raising awareness that learning to read enabJes students' to read to Jearn in all . 
subjects. 

• 	 Ifstudents don't Jearn challenging mathematics by 8th grade, they are less likely to take 
the math courses required for coI1ege admission and success in the workplace. 

Help standards come to life by providing teachen, parents, and students with 
examples ofthe kind of work expected of students in fourth grade reading and 
eighth grade mathematics .. ",t;.. 

• 	 By giving parents ~d teachers individual student scores in comparison to national and 
international standards, these tests will help school reform permeate to the classroom and 
home. 

tI' 	 Help energize local efforts to improve teaching and learning in reading and 
mathematics to high standards 

• 	 Good indicators ]ike the voluntary national tests contribute to raising the standard of 
instruction and curriculum for all students. 

• 	 This effort will stimulate greater use ofhigh-quality materials to help teachers and parents 
prepare students. 

Provide students, parents, and teachen 'with accurate and reliable information 
about student performance measured against national standards. Parents have a 
right to know how well their' children are doing. 

•. 	 Congress already receives this information at the national and state levels, but parents and 
teachers should have access to students' levels ofachievement on national standards. . . 

These tests will give families and schools information on exactly what items their students 
answered correctly, and what areas need improvement for each student. 

September 2, 1997 



SUPPORT FOR THE.VOLUNTARY NATIONAL TESTS 

The American public supports high national standards 

Parents deserve to know how their children are performing based on rigorous national standards 
no matter where they live in this country: 

A recent Gallup poll shows that 6'7010 favor using standardized national tests to measure the 
achievement ofstudents and 11% favor national standards for measuring the academic 
perform~ce ofour schools.' . 

Endorsements for the voluntary national tests from the education community 

"Although there is extensive testing in our nation, there is no individual student test of reading 
or mathematics which enables a student to compare his or her work with students in other states 
and in other nations. They need test results indicating whether their achievement is competitive 
with other students around the world. In short, students and families want to know what level 
ofleaming is required to reach the high standards necessary as we enter the 21st century." 
Letter signed by the following: 

American Federation ofTeachers Council for Exceptional Children 
Council for Chief State School Officers Council of the Great City Schools 
National Education Association National School Boards Association 
National Association ofElementary School Principals 
National Association of State Directors of Special Education 

Endorsements for the voluntary national tests from tbe business community 

"The proposed standards and tests will help provide parents, students, educators and policy 
makers with the information they need to ensure every child has the opportunity to succeed in 
the 21 st century world and workplace." 

Edwin Lupberger, U.S. Chamber ofCommerce Executive Committee 

"The first step to improve education in the United States is to substantially raise academic 

standards and verify achievement through rigorous testing." 


Education Task Force ofthe Business Roundtable 


"The Alliance believes these voluntary tests could be used by state and local school districts to 
measure the progress ofAmerican students in these core subjects. The Alliance recently 

.surveyed its members on this issue and an overwhelming number supported the initiative to 
develop the voluntary national tests." 

National Alliance ofBusiness 
more 

"Every state should adopt high nati9nal standards, and by 1999, every state should test every 4th 

August 29, 1991 



grader in reading and 8th grader in math to ~e sure these' standards are met. President 
Clinton's national testing initiative offers a new opportunity to use widely accepted national 
benchmarks in reading and math against which states, school districts and parents can judge 
student performance." .. 

Jim Barksdale, CEO and President, Netscape Communications, and 
L. John Doerr, Partner in the firm ofK1einer, Perkins, Caulfield and Byers 
on behalf of240 technology industry leaders in a bipartisan call for high national 
education standards in reading and math. 
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RESPONSES TO CONcERNS ABOUT NATIONAL TESTS 

1. We don't need another test. 

• These tests provide infonnation to students, parents 'and teachers that no other tests do. 
They will show whether individual students meetchal,Jenging, wjdely accepted national 
standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade math. And the 8th grade math test shows 
whether students meet international standards as well. No other test provides this clear 
and critical infonnation to students, parents and teachers. There is no other way for 
families that move from 'community to community or state to state to maintain consistent, 
high expectations in the basics. 

2. Tests don't generate higher academic performance. 

• Unlike many other tests, these tests will be designed so that teachers and students can 
prepare for them, starting when the child enters school. Teachers and parents will have 
materials that describe clearly what kind ofwork is expected -- what students must know 
to master the material and do well on the tests. 

• In addition, the tests will tell school administrators, parents, and teachers how well 
students and schools are doing. They will be able to tell which schools and students need ' 
assistance and how to boost their peli'onnance. 

, • Research and experience show that raising standards for students lifts student 
achievement. These tests are tied to high academic standards, and they will generate high 
academic perfonnance. 

3. National tests are too controversial to implement without Congressional 
authorization. 

• We welcome Congress as a full partner in the effort to raise standards for all students and 
to provide parents and students with national standards and tests in the basic skills. None 
ofus can do this alone. We should be working together to raise standards for our 
students, improve teaching and learning, and give our schools the tools they need to 
prepare our children for the future. We want Congress to playa role in this effort. ' 

, • The Administration win submit legislation shortly to create an independent governing 
board to oversee and ensure the integrity of the tests. We will use the National 
Assessment Governing Board, a group that already exists and that oversees the widely 
used National Assessment ofEducation Progress (a sample tests that gives infonnation on 
how the U.S. and over 40 states are doing, but provides no infonnation for individual 
students or their teachers and families.) We ask Congress as a partner in the effort to raise 
standards for all students, to pass this legislation. 



4. 	 New tests 'tan lead to inappropriate and unfair comparisons of scbools and scbool 
districts. 

• 	 These tests lead to exactly the right kinds of<:omparisons -- they tell us how well our " 
students and our schools do when measured against high standards ofexcellence that 
define what students should know and be abl~ to do in the basics of r~ading and math. We 
should welcome these comparisons, not fear them. 

• 	 .We should not presume that any student, no matter where he or she lives or goes to 
school, Will do poorly on this test. We must stop perpetuating the cycle of low 
expectations that, in the name ofcompassion, actually keeps many young people from 
achieving their full potential. 

• 	 In July, 15 major urban school districts around the, country pledged to participate in these 
tests -- not because these districts believe they will excel the first time around, but because 
they know that their students, when challenged and when provided with the proper 
support, can perform just as well as any other students can. 

5. 	 New national tests can lead to a national curriculum. 

• 	 Providing a voluntary readirtg test in 4th grade and a voluntary math test in 8th grade will 
not create a national curriculum. These tests are based on accepted standards that reflect 
widespread agreement on what students should know and be able to do. States and local 
communities wiIJ continue to determine their curriculum, and will use the national tests to 
focus attention on how to improve student achievement in the basic skills. 

6. 	 Instead of anotber test, more resources sbould be sent into the classroom. 

• 	 We agree that more resources should be sent into the classroom. That is why the 
Administration has supported record investments in education to help states and 
communities raise standards, train teachers, improve basic skills, and promote the effective 
use oftechnology in the classroom. The national tests will aid us in better understanding 
where those resources are needed and how they can be wisely spent. They are an integral 
part ofa comprehensive strategy to raise standards and improve education. 

7. 	 Some Memben of Congress say tbe federal government is already spending over 
,5500 mUlion just to test students. 

• 	 This figure is totally incorrect. Approximately 9()OJo ofthe funds cited by Members is for 
the Goals 2000 program, which improves teaching and learning in local classrooms by 
helping states and school districts raise standards, train teachers, promote the effective use 
oftechnology and increase parental and community involvement. A very small part of this 
money goes to tests. 
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CURRENT PARTICIPANTS IN THE VOLUNTARY NATIONAL TESTS IN 

4TH GRADE READING AND 8TH GRADE MA THEMATICS 


STATES 
Alaska 
Kentucky 
Maryland 
Massachusetts . 
Michigan 
North. Carolina 
West Virginia 

LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
Atlanta, GA 
Broward County (Ft. Lauderdale), FL 
Chicago, IL 
Cincinnati, OH 
Detroit, MI 
El Paso, TX 
Fresno, CA 
Houston, TX 
Long Beach, CA 
Los Angeles, CA 
New York City, NY 
Omaha, NE 
Philadelphia, P A 
San Antonio, TX 
Seattle, WA 

The Department ofDefense schools will also participate. 

Together, these states and school districts represent 20% of all 4th and 8th graders. 

August 29, 1997 
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Establishing national standard for measuring 

,:the academic performance of the public scho.ols 
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Using'standardized national tests to measure 

the academic achievement of students 
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. NAEP MEASURES HIGH STANDARDS: . 

State NAEPSc.ores for 4th Grade Reading 

. Compared to States' Own Assessments· 
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u.s. CHAMBER SUPPORTS GROWING BIPARTISAN CALL 
FOR VOLUNTARY EDUCATION STANDARDS AND TESTS , 

WASH'iNGTON -- The U.S. Chamber of Commerce -~the world's largest business 

federation representing an underlying membership of more than three million businesses 

and organizations of every size, sector and region - today threw its support behind the 

growing bipartisan call forvoluhtary education standards and tests. 

'Wednesday's endorsement by leading bUSiness executives of proposed national 

reading and math tests - announced at the White House..;. supports our long-held belief 

that all children need and deserve a world-class education." said Edwin Lupberger, 

chairman of the U.S. Chamber's Executive Committee and chairman and president of 

Entergy Corporation. 

The U.S. Chamber also called on all proponents to back yesterday's endorsement 

with an action plan to support voluntary world-class academic standards. The Common 

Agenda, developed by the U,S. Chamber of Commerce, the National Alliance of Business 

and The Business Roundtable. calls on U.S. companies to consider state and local 

education standards in making location deciSions. to examine student transcripts before 

hiring, and to target corporate education philanthropy to initiatives and communities 

promoting high~level voluntary academic standards. 

"U.S. businesses have learned the hard way thatbeing competitive begins with 

identifying and setting competitive standards" Lupberger said. "The proposed standards 

and tests will help provide parents, students, educators and policymakers with the 

information they need to ensure every child has the opportunity to succeed in the 21 st 

century world and workplace." 

The U.S. Chamber looks forward to working with committed partners onhow best to 

develop appropriate standards and implement assessments that are voluntary, based on 

consensus, . locally implemented and part of a comprehensive strategy to upgrade and 

. reform local, state and national education and training systems. 

(For further information on the U.S. Chamber's education and training strategy and .. 
programs, contact the Center. for Workforce Preparation, the U.S. Chamber's not-for-profit 
education and training affiliate at (202) 463-5525.] 
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NATIONALIt')ALLIANCE 
OF BUSINESS 

For Release: Immediate Contact: 	 Milt Goldberg 

2021289-2944 


Business leaders endorse President Clinton's 
initiative todevelop voluntary national tests 

Washington, DC (May 21, 1997) - James F. Orr III, chairman and CEO ofUNUM Corporation 
and chairman of the National Alliance ofBusiness(NAB), today annou'nced the endorsement of 
the Alliance for efforts supporting the initiative to develop voluntary national tests, originally 
proposed by President Clinton in his 1997 State of the Union address, to measure student reading 

, 	 skills in the 4th grade and mathematics skills in the 8th grade. The Alliance believes these 
voluntary tests could be used by state and local school districts to measure the progress of 
American students in these core subjects. 

The Alliance recently surveyed its members on this issue and an overwhelming number supported 
the initiative to develop the voluntary national tests. 

The Alliance works cooperatively with over 300 state and local business/education coalitions in 
partnership with school leaders, parents, and teachers to improve the quality of American 
education.' . 

The National Alliance ofBusiness is a nonprofit, business-led organization dedicated to building 
a quality workforce by improving American education, forging a smooth transition from school 
to work, expanding life-long learning opportunities for incumbent workers and fostering 
strategies that simultaneously address worker security and employer flexibility. The Alliance is 
chaired by James F. 0" Ill, chairman,and CEO of UNUM Corporation. 

1201 New York Avenue. NW Suite 700 Washingtori. D.C. 20005-6143 

2021 289-2888 FAX 202/ 289-1303 TOO 202/ 289-2977 E-mail info@nab.com www.nab.com 
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othe Business Roundtable 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Johanna Schneider 
FEBRUARY 10, 1997 (202) 872-1260 . 

STATEMENT BY NORMAN R. AUGUSTINE, CHAIRMAN AND CEO 

LOCKHEED MARTIN CORPORATION AND 


CHAIRMAN, EDUCATION TASK FORCE OF 

THE BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE 


ON PRESIDENT CLINTON'S CALL FOR NATIONAL TESTS IN 

READING AND MATHEMATICS 


Washington, DC--The Business Roundtable applauds the President's continued efforts to 
make achievement of high academic standards a top priority--a goal the Roundtable i~self has 
been pursuing. The Roundtable supports voluntary national tests in 4th grade reading and 8th 
grade mathematics. These tests will provide a national benchmark in reading and an 
international benchmark in mathematics that parents and educators can use to learn how their 
own children and students are perfonning. 

The first step to improve education in the United States is to substantially raise academic 
standards and verify achievement through rjgorous testing. In many local communities, 
parents are uncertain about whether their children are being adequately prepared to succeed. 
They do not know whether their child's grades or test scores measure ·up to expectations in 
other communities, states or countries. Parents who move frequently are surprised to discover 
that the rigor of what their children learn in school varies from place to place. Yet, when 
young people apply for a job, employers hold them to the same standard, no matter where they 

. went to school, because employers must themselves compete on a worldwide basis. 

The Business Round~ble urges states and local communities to continue to adopt standards in 
these basic subjects and in other core academic disciplines., Successful schools, like successful 
businesses, use data to improve their perfonnance. The availability of a national benchmark in 
4th grade reading and an international benchmark in 8th grade math should help drive the 
improvements that are needed to help students meet world.,.class academic standards. 

The Business Roundtable is-an association ofmore than 200 chief executives of leading U:S. 
corporations, employing over 10 mzllion people. The CEOs examine public policy issues that 
affect the economy and develop positions which seek to reflect sound eco~omic and social 
principles. 

. \ 



A BIPARTISAN CALL FROM U.S. TE~HNOLOGY INDUSTRY LEADERS 

FRO mGH NATIONAL EDUCATION STANDARDS IN READING AND MATH 
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COALlTIONFOR DEVELOPMENT OF VOLUNTARV 

" 

"NATIONAL TESTS 

Augus.t 27 t 1997 

Members of the United States Senate 

Dear Senator: 

. Subject: 	 Support for funds iD the FY 1998 Education Appropriations (5.1061) 
Co Develop National Tests in Mathematics and Readinl 

The organizations listed below urge your suppon for the Appropriations Committee provisions in 
the Fiscal Year 1998 LaborlIDiS1Education Bill (S.I06I) which enable development of new 
voluntary national tests for individual students in mathematics and reading. We urge, also, your 
opposition to any amendments which would prohibit funding for development of the tests or 

. otherwise impede their preparation. 

Why deyelgp yoluntary nltiQJ1al tests? 

Our students must be able to benchmark their education progress now in ways never done before 
so they may prepare for their future. Although there is extensive testing in our nation, there is no 
individual student test of reading or mathematics which enables a student to compare his or her work 
with students in other states and in other nations. Our highly mobile students and their families need 
test results indicating. their performance I.e: they move among school districts and states. Our 
children will also compete for jobs across communities, states, and nations. They need test r.esults 
indicating whether their achievement is Competitive with other students around the world. In short. 
students and families want to know what level of learning is required to reach the high standards 
necessary as we enter the 21st Century. . 

The proposal for developing national tests in reading and mathematics is designed to provide that 
information at two critical points - 4th grade in reading and 8th grade in mathematics. The 
selection of 4th grade reading is made because at that stage to succeed in all subjects in school. 
students must have proficiency in reading English. The selection of 8th grade mathematics is key, 
beCause that is the pivotal year for a student to determine what level of mathematics she or he will 
pursue in high school. This choice, in rum. heavily influences whether or not the student will 
advance to postsecondary education. 

Design of the teats 

The proposal for developing the tests included in the Appropriations Committee's bill takes 
maximum advantage of tests already in use. It enables students and families to have the 
achievement information they want in an efficient and timely way. 

The new tests are built on the widely accepted testing done under the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP). NAEP enjoys suon», bipanisan support as a measure of national 
student samples and samples in more than 40 states of student achievement in mathematics and 



.' , 
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.reading. By basing the new individual student tests on content tested under NAEP, the, new test is 
the most efficient way to link scores nationally to NAEP and internationally to the Third 
International Mathematics and Science Study. As a result. a long-standing hope will be realized by 
2000: an individual student anywhere in the United States will be able to Compare his or her 
academic achievernent to that ofsNdents in other States and in rnore than 40 other countries. ' 

Safeguards in test deyelopment 

The Senate Appropriations Committee, with the agreernent of the Administration, has provided clear 
safeguards for developrnent of the tests, The developrnent and field trials of the new tests will be 
reviewed by the National Academy of Sciences with a favorable report required in adyance of any 
use of the tests. The process of Acaderny review is cornparable to the quality controls required by 
Congress in the developrnent of the NAEP, in that case, by the National Academy of Education. 
The Congress. the states and localities, and students and parents wilt have the advantage of a ' 
thorough technical and professional review before the national tests are actually adrninistered, 

Uraency for test devcJopment in 1922 

The members of our organizations urge that development of the national tests moves forward in 
1997. States and localities are now addressing significant choices regarding their future testing , 
systems. The option of using the national tests in reading and mathematics is an extrerne)y 
important one. We need to have that.option. but final decisions require test availability by 1999 and 
design and field testing in 1997 and 1998, No state is required to participate) and no state should 
be denied the option by halting teat development. This use of federal funds for test development 
is as cost-effective an investment in state, national and international reading and mathematics 
comparisons as could be made with. public or private funds. 

We urge the Senate to give the green light for developing voluntary national tests in reading and 
mathematics. thereby enabling our students and their families to genuinely benchmark their 
individual efforts and results to their counterparts throughout the United States and around the 
world. 

Thank you for your consideration ofour recommendation. 

Respe<:tfu11y submitr.ed. 

American Federation of Teachen 
Council for Exceptional Children 

.Council of Great City Schools 
Council of Chief State School Officers 
National Association of Elementary School Princi'pals 
National Association of State Directors of Special Education 
National Education Association 
National School Boards Association 
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION Of 
SJ'ATE BOARDS OF EDUCATION 

September 3,1997 

Dear Representative: 

The National Association of State Boards of Education (NASBE) urges you to 
. oppose any amendments offered to the FY 98 Labor-HHS-Education 
Appropriations bill, H.R. 2264, that would prevent the Department of Education 
from further development of the national assessments in reading and math. 

Development of these tests, which will be patterned after the widely acclaimed 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). is consistent with the 

Department of Education's traditional role in research and development and 

should not be impeded. In addition, for those states. opting to participate in the 

. program, it offers an unprecedented opportunity for individual students to 

compare their abilities with other students from across the nation. Currently, no 

assessment system of this scope exists. 


State partiCipation in the testing program is strictly Yoluntary. Becausethis 

initiative is only six months old, many states have just begun to consider whether 

they should participate or not. Still, six states have already given their 

commitment to administer the tests beginning in the spring of 1999: Kentucky, 

Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, North Carolina, and West Virginia. 


. Furthermore. H.R. 2264 requires a rigorous evaluation process at the federal 
level as Well. The proposed legislation directs the National Academy of Sciences 
to study the national assessments' preliminary field results and submit a report 

. to Congress by next summer. It is at that time, . after the majority of states have 
weighed in on the issue and the Academy's review is complete, that Congress 
should and will be able to conduct an informed debate over the merits of the 
tests. 

We believe the states should be afforded the opportunity to decide for 
themselves whether to . take part in these national assessments. These 

. discussions among state education policymakers can only continue if the / 
development of such tests proceeds. Again, we request that you oppose any 
amendments to H.R. 2264 regarding national assessments. 

S~d.~ 
Brenda Ulienthal Welburn 
Executive Director .. 

1012 Ca..meron Street 
Altxandria.. Virginia 22314 

'703614 4GOO 
FAX 103-81~2311 
E·maiJ:boards@nubc.ofl 
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AN INDEPENDENT NEWSPAPER 


Measuring Suc~ess in School 

Rep. William Goodling's Aug. 13 

column attacking voluntary nation
al tests was based largely on the 
Pennsylvania Republican's belief 
that ' "Americans dOD't want and 
don't need a new national reading 
test for fourth-graders and a new 
natioaaJ math test for eighth-grad
ers." This statement demonstrates 
a misunderstanding of the impor
tance of these tests to families, 
students and teachers, who want to 
know if our students have mas
tered the basics DO matter where 
they live and work. 

This is DOt simply "another test.. 
It is about setting high expectations 
and standards for students and then 
measuring achievement based' on 
these goals. , The new voluntary 
tests of fuurth..grade' reading and 

, eighth-gradematbematics wiD offer, 
for die first time, an assessment of 

, individual student performance in 
these two criticaJ subject areas 
based on ,oatiooal and international 
standards of. exceUence. No current 
test achieves this goal. , 

After the tats are given, aD the 
test items wiD be made available and 
wiD be accompanied by informatioo 
that lets teachers and parents know 
what goes'mto the tests, what theY' 
mean and how parents can help their 
c:biJdren get ready for them. Raising 
expectations and standards iil educa
tion motivates students to learn 
more and work batder. 

, , I d.iffer with Rep. Goodling's 
view that these tests are inconsis
tent with Goals 2000. Like the rest 
of the president's education initia
tives, these' tests will give Ioca1 
schools and states new opportuni
ties to improve. 

As former governors, President 
.ClintOD and I strongly support the 

. , " 

essential state and local nature of 
education. Providing a voluntary 
reading test iil grade four and a 
mathematics test iil grade eight 
bas nothing to do with creating 

. such a national curriculum. We 
want to strengthen local education 
by giving state and local govern

'ments and parents the chance to 
know how well their students have 
learned to read and to do math. 

The administration also will ask 
Congress to expand the authority 
of the National Assessment Gov-' 
emiDg Board to iildude setting test 
,policy for the two national teSts as 
it does now for the National Air 
sessment of Educational Progress. 
This is the best way to make sure 
that the new tests are overseen by 
an iildependeot and bipartisan or
ganjzatioo. I hope Congress will 
pass this legislation without delay. ' 
, Perhaps the most disappoiilting 
suggestion by Rep. Goodliog is that 
a national test wQUld be "inappro
priate" for some "disadvantaged~ 
students. We must stop perpetuat
iilg the cycle of low expectations 
that keeps so many young people 
from achieving their full potential. 
Only if we are willing to break free 
from the tyranny of low expecta
tions and help iildividual states and 
schools to challenge students can 
we achieve higher standards of 
learning for aD students. Fifteen 
large urban school districts already 
have committed to having their 
students take the test. 

These tests, along with the ef
forts to improve education. Will 
raise standards of learning for stu
dents across America. . , 

RICHARD W. RILEY 
, 'Se<rebuy 

u.s. ~ alEdacaliaa 
Washington 

• 




1. The New York Times 
09103197; Edition: Late Edition· Final; Section: Section B; Nationalllcsk; Page 8, Column 2 

Students' Test Scores Show Slow but Steady Gains at 
Nation's Schools 
By PETER APPLEBOME 

Despite the pervasive sense that the nation's. schools are mired in decline, three major tests 
ofeducational achievement released over the last month aU indicate that more than a decade of 

. attention to student achievement seems to be paying off in modest, but significant, continuing 
improvements in student scores. 

The progress is better in math and science than in reading and writing. It is more gradual 
than dramatic. And overall figures obscure the enormous variety ofthe nation's schools and the 
alarming shortcomings in its worst schools and school systems. . 

Examining long-tenn trends in the College Board's reasoning tests, the S.A.T. and the 
American College Testing co]Jege-entrance tests, the A.C.T., as well as the nation's broadest 
elementary and high school tests, the National Assessment ofEducational Progress, which are 
given to a cross section of students, analysts are increasingly coming to see advances not only in 
test scores but, perhaps not surprisingly, in the content ofcoursework as well. 

The progress comes at a time when students tend to be more diverse ethnically and poorer 
than in the past - which has been associated with lower achievement - and when college 
preparatory tests are being taken by a broader segment of the student population. 

Coming as an array ·of critics call for revolutionary changes in American education, like 
vouchers and charter schools, the recent findings are likely to provide ammunition to those who 
counter that what is needed is not radical systemic reform but sustained, concerted attention to 
basics like teacher training, adequate resources, higher standards and better tests .. 

, "What leaps out at me is that we've got steady progress, and we have steady progress for 
aU the major subgroups, whites, blacks and Hispanics," said Marshall Smith, Acting Deputy 
Secretary ofEducation. "And that's exactly what you want in education. I don't think the word is 
getting out, because most people think test scores are still going down, but we have a positive 
story in the way progress is steady and significant." , 

And, in a tantalizing sidelight to the National Assessment·ofEducational Progress scores, 
which were released on Saturday, indications are the biggest improvement may be coming in the 
nation's beleaguered public schools, not its private ones. . 

.The first oCthe recent results was the A.C.T., taken by nearly 60 percent of America's 
entering college freshman, predominantly in Western and midwestern states. Scores announced in 
August rose for the fourth time in the last five years, only the second time since A.C.T. scores 
were first reported in 1960 that the national average increased four times in five years. The earlier 
period was 1984 through 1988. , 

. "We're certainly seeing a different pattern in A.C.T. scores than we did 20 or 30.years 
ago," said the AC.T. president, Richard L. Ferguson. "This period of stable or increasing scores 
coincides almost exactly with a nationwide effort beginning in about 1983 to improve the 
education we offer our young people." ... . 

Scores on the College Board's tests, taken by 1.1 million students, rose in math to the 
highest level in 26 years but were flat in English. Officials say the results, released last week, take 
into account the recentering oftest scores that produced a rise in scores two years ago: 

. The national assessment tests have shown significant progress in science and math over 
the last two decades, with less progress in reading and writing, according to a report of long-term 
trends released SatUrday.. , ... . . . 

Similarly, Michael Casserly, head of the Council ofthe Great City Schools, which 
represents the 50 largest urban school districts, said Several districts, inc1uding New York, 
Chicago, Houston, Milwaukee,Phila,delphia, San Francisco and Seattle, have shown 
improvements on V8nOUS standardiied tests. .'. ,.' 



Still, experts say that the improvements are modest over all and that achievement results 
still range from encouraging to dismal. For instance, the most recent national assessment test of 
fourth grade reading showed 40 percent ofstudents did not score at even the lowest ofthree 
possible'leveis. 

"There has been some improvement, and that's to be welcomed," said Chester Finn, an 
education expert at the Hudson Institut~ and a propon~nt ofvouchers and charter schools. "But 
after spending more money and puttiQg ourselves through all kinds ofhoops, ifwe'd had zero 
payoff, it would have been pretty depressing." 

, One intriguing sidelight to the national assessment scores is that the greatest progress 
apparently has been made in public schools. Private school students still outperform public school 
students at all levels, however. 

But in mathematics, for example, between 1982 and 1996, scores ofstudents in public 
schools improved 9 points for 17-year-olds, 6 points for 13-year-olds, and 13 points for 
9-year-olds on Ii scale of500 points. For private schools, 17-year-olds and 13-year-olds gained 5 
points and 9-year-olds gained 7 points. 

Officials at the National Center for Education Statistics said that because ofa small
•sampling, the individual differences for each grade and Sqbject area could not be shown to be 

statistically significant" but because 1 0 of 12 measures - four subject matters at three age levels 
- show public schools gaining more than private ones, the overaIl pattern appears to be 
statistically valid. 

Analyses ofall three tests indicate that one factor helping to push up results is that 
students are taking more rigorous courses. 

"I think we're all tapping into the same mother lode and coming up With essentially the 
same results, with the trends seeming to be reasonably positive, less in verbal/reading than in 
math," said Donald M. Stewart, president ofthe College Board. "I think it has something to do 
with students working harder, taking harder courses. But looking cautiously at what for us is a 
self-selected group ofstudents, things seem to be moving in the right direction. I guess that's 

, called cautious optimism." Recent results from three major tests ofeducational achievement 
the S.A.T., A.C.T. and N.A.E.P. - all show a continuing rise in student scores that experts now 
say is a significant trend. S.A.T.lS.A.T. I Mean scores for college-bound high school seniors. The 
lowest possible score is 200; highest possible score is 800.. A.C.T. Mean score for high school 
graduates. Lowest possible score is 1; highest is 36. N.A.E.P. Percentage ofstudents age 13 with 
math scores indicating they can add, subtract, mUltiply, and divide using whole numbers and can 
solve one~step problems. (Sources: College Board; National Centerfor Education Statistics; 
A.C. T. Assessment Program) • 
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u.s. Is Seeking More Influence Over Education· 
By PETER APPLEBOME 

. As vacations end and 52 million students return to school, their elders find themselves in a 
historic tug ofwar pitting the traditional local control ofeducation against a growing national 
. presence that is making Washington a bigger player in education now than at perhaps any other 
time in the nation's history. . 

When Congress convenes in September, President Clinton will try to win support for the 
first truly national perfonnance tests in the schools, and Republicans in Congress will mobilize to 
kill the initiative. 

In a radio, address yesterday in which he promoted his testing plan, the President said he 
was encouraged by a report on long-term trends that showed Student improvement in some 
subjects. $(Page 18$) 

Republicans and a few Democrats will push for proposals to increase vouchers and school 
choice, a California Congressman will argue for a bill designed to upgrade teaching by linking 
Federal aid to improved state teaching standards, and other issues like national reading initiatives 
and development ofa national curriculum will receive e:normous ·attention. ' 

Experts disagree on .howmuch ofwhat is happening reflects a long-term shift toward 
greater Federal involve~ent or is a result ofa historical moment: a politically adroit President 
intensely focused on education, aging baby boomers who have made education a leading national 
issue and an absence ofcompeting issues. 

And some ofthe ~e factors are making education issues equally contentious at the local 
level, as evidenced by the election-year scrapping in New York City between Mayor RudolphW. 
Giuliani and a Democratic challenger, Borough President Ruth'W. Messinger ofManhattan, over 
who is responsible for classroo-:n overcrowding . 

. But experts say that educational issues, traditionally the province ofstate and local 
officials, have become national ones to an unusual extent. Indeed, both supporters ofan expanded 
national presence in ed~cation and those who decry it seem equally willing for now to use the 
power and bully pulpit ofWashington to further their agendas. 

"This is a country that is trying very hard to figure out how to do something no nation on 
earth haS done before, which is to have national standards without a national ministry of . 
education, and the competing pressures are just enormous,II said Marc Tucker, president ofthe 
National Center on Education and the Economy, which has helped develop voluntary national 
standards. "It's changed education from an issue that national pOliticians wouldn't touch with a 
IO-foot pole to one they feel they can't afford to be silent on.II . 

Secretary ofEducation Richard W. Riley said the Administration respected the degree to 
which the power to run America's schools is and should be based at the state and local levels. But 
as education becomes increasingly critical to the nation's economic future, he said, improving 
student .achievement must be seen as "a state responsibility, a local function and a Federal 
priority.· . 

"I'm a former Governor and the President is a former Governor, and we have complete 
respect for the state and local role. in education," Mr. Riley continued. "But this is the education 
eni, and the future ofthe country. is dependent on the ability ofchildren· to master the basics and 



"r get a good. education." 
. But critics, particularly conservatives, say Mr. Clinton's approach, and especially his 

proposal for voluntary national tests developed by the Federal Government offourth·grade 
reading and eighth-grade mathematics represents an unwarranted growth ofFederal power. 

"Once you have the Federal Government saying what children should know, the next step 
is to prepare the teachers to teach to those new standards," said Representative BiU Goodling, 
Republican ofPeMsylvania, who is chairman ofthe House Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. "What we're seeing now is the next big step in the federalization ofelementary and 
secondary education." ' 

The United States has one ofthe most decentralized education systems in the world, and 
for all the wind blowing from Washington, the money and power stiU reside largely in state . 
governments and local school districts. Only 7 percent ofthe nation's education spending comes 
from the Federal Government. 

But, just as he made education a central focus of his tenure as Governor of Arkansas, 
President Clinton has focused as compulsively on the nation's schools as any President in history. 
That attention, along with the growth ofeducation to a position near the top of most poDs of 
subjects ofnational concern, has meant that W.ashington is no longer a bystander on most 
education issues. 

Mr. Goodling has vowed to attach an amendmentto the House Appropriations biD that 
would prohibit the Administration from going ahead with its proposed national tests. 

He and other critics say the tests would be a $90 miUion waste of money and an 
unwarranted step toward a national curriculum, but proponents say it would allow states, schools 
and parents to spur achievement and gauge how their students are doing compared with national 
standards. . 

In his radio address, Mr. Clinton.insisted the tests were needed and said he wanted an 
independent bipartisan l:>oard already created by Congress to develop and administer them. He 
said that would insure that the tests would not represent an expansion ofFederal power. 

"High standards are essential to providing our children the best education in the world, and 
I intend to do whatever· is necessary to make sure we move forward," he said. 

Existing te~s either are not based on common national standards or, like the National 
Assessment ofEducational Progress, the best national benchmark, are given to samplings of 
students and provide only broad national data, not results for individual schools or students. 

Clinton Administration officials say they have the authority to go ahead With the tests with. 
or without Congressional authorization, but they are mobilizing their forces to defeat Mr. 
Goodling's amendment. . 

Congress is also likely to vote on a school-voucher biD whose sponsors include Senator 
Joseph I. Lieberm8l\ Democrat ofCOMecticut, and Senator Daniel R. Coats, Republican of 
Indiana; the House majority leader, Dick Armey, a conservative from Texas; and Representative 
Floyd H. Flake, Democrat ofQueens. The bill would'create a scholarship fund that would enable 
2,000 low-income Washington students to go to the private or parochial school oftheir choice. 
While the bill would specifically affect only Washington, a main purpose, sponsors say, would be 
to stimulate further national debate on vouchers for low-income students. . 

"It wiD force us as a nation to· confront the' palpable anger many parents in urban areas are 
feeling and force the education establishment to teD these poor families who simply want the best 
for their children why they can't have the same choice in education that most middle-class and 



• • 

upper-class families already enjoy," a spokesman for Mr. Lieberinan said in astatement. 
Simihirly, Representative George Miller, Democrat ofCalifornia, following the . 

recommendations ofa national commission on the nation's teaching force, has introduced 
. legislation that would require states receiving. Federal education financing to set clear standards 
for teacher quality I:Ild help schools recruit and train better teachers. . ' . 

And Republicans are likely to offer an alternative to Mr. Clinton's proposed America . 
Reads tutoring initiative and offer their competing vision ofhow to improve reading skills. 

. These issues and other,S are striking evidence ofa historic national focus on education.. 
From the G.I. Bill after World War n to the GreatSociety programs ofPresident Lyndon B. 
Johnson, to the development ofspecial education and Title I financing for low-income students in 
the 1970's, education issues have cropped up in Washington.. , ,.' . 

But education historians say those periods did not see the sustained national attention that 
the curre~t education-:reformmovement has had for more than a decade, beginning with the 
Education D~partment's landmark "A Nation at Risk" report in 1983, which said the nation's 
economic future was imperiled by adeclining school system. . . 

Education experts say there are many reasons for this sustained attention. There is Mr. 
Clinton's longstanding interest in education at a time when peace and prosperity and a ,. 
comparative relative absence ofcompelling national issues has given it unusual visibility. There is 
the maturing ofbaby boomers into parents obsessed with their children's schools. Perhaps most of . 
all there is the widespread sense that the economic prospects ofchildren and' the nation are 
dependent on an educational System that is notpeiforming well enough. Given those factors, it 
was inevitable for politicians in Washington to assert their influence now, some experts say. 

"Ifyou've got a hammer, everything looks like·a nail, and ifyou're a politician in 
Washington, the natural tendency is to use the power you've got," said Frank Newman, director of 
the Education Commission ofthe States. 

Mr. Newman said a proper balance could be struck between national leadership and local 
control as expressed in the dictum that efforts toward common standards or tests would be 
national and voluntary, not Federal and mandatory. . 

But whether that balance can be achieved is anyone's guess. 
David Tyack, an education professor at Stanford University, said that in some ways the 

intense global competition for educational achievement created pressure for a concerted response 
from Washington. "There's so much pressure to think internationally, to compare ourselves to 
other nations, to look .at a much smaller, more interdependent world, and that almost demands a 
national response," Mr. Tyack said. "But that goeS against the deeply ingrained distrust ofa 

. centralized government, especially in education. There's afascinating tension playing out that will 
take a long time to resolve itseJf.".A recent assessment oflong-term trends in student performance 
shows improvement in some subjects but not in others over two decades. It also shows a 
continuing disparity among parts ofthe country. Graph compares percentages of 13-year-old 
students mthe Northeast, Central, West, and Southeast with mathematics scale scores at or above 
250. It also compares percentages of9-year-old s~udents in each region with reading scale scores 
at or above 250.+ Figures are provided for 1978, 1986, 1990 and 1996. (Source: National Center 
for Education Statistics) • 
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Measuring Success 'in &hool 
Rep. William Goodling's Aug. 13 essential state and loCal nature of 

colWDll attacking voluntary natioo- education. Providing a voluntary 
at tests was based largely on the reading test in grade four and a 
Pennsylvania Republican's belief mathematics test in grade eight 
that ,"Americans don't want and bas nothing to do with creating 
don't need a new national reading such a national curricuJwn. We ' 
test for fourth-graders and a new want to strengthen local education 
national math test for eighth-grad- by giviDg state and local govern
ers." This statement demonstrates ments and parents the cl:iance to 
a misunderstanding of the impor- know how well their students have 
lance of these tests to families. learned to read and to do math. 
students and teachers, who want to The administration also will ask 
know if our students have mas- Congress to expand the authority 
tered the basics DO matter where of the National Assessment Gov
they live and work. eming Board to include setting test 

This is not simply ..another test.~ pOlicy for the two national tests as 
It is about setting high expectations it does now for the National AJr. 
and standards for students and then sessment of Educational Progress. 
measuring achievement based co This is the best way to make sure 
these goals.' The new voluntary that the new tests are overseen by 
tests offourth-grade reading and, an independent and bipartisan or

, eigbtb-grade mathematics will offer, ganization. I bope Congress will 
, ,for the first time, an assessment of "pass this legislation without delay. 

individual' student perfonoance in Perhaps the most disappointing 
these two aiticaI subject' areas suggestion by Rep. Goodling is that 
based co natiooaI and international a national test would be "ioappro
standards of, exce.Ilence. No current pnate" for some "disadvantaged!'"
teSt achieves this goal. students. We must stop perpetuat-

After the tests are given. all the ing the cycle of low expectations 
test items will be made available and , that keeps so many young people 
will be accompanied by information from achieviilg' their full potential. 
that lets teachers and parents know OnlY if we are wi\.ling to break free 
what goes; mto the tests what they' from the tyranny of low expecta
mean and bow parents ~ heIp'their ,tions and help individual states and 
children get ready for them. Raising schools ,to c~enge students can 
expectations and standards in educa- we ~chieve higher standar~ of 
tion motivates students to Ieam ,Iearnmg for all students. Fifteen 
more and work harder ' large urban school districts aJready 

I differ with Re~. Goodling's have committed to having their 
view that these tests are inconsis- students take the test. . 
tent with GoaJs 2000. Like the rest ' These ,~ests, along wtt1! the e.f
of the president's education initia- f~ to unprove educ:atlon, will 
aves, these' tests will give local rause standards of ~eammg for stu
schools and states new opportuni- ·dents across Ainenca. 
ties to improve. RICHARD W.~!~ 

As -former governors, President u.s. ~ I'llidar.:Iaaa 
.Clinton and I strongly support the Washington 

, 
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.Students' Test Scores Show Slow but Steady Gains at 
Nation's Schools 
By PETER APPLEBOME 

Despite the pervasive sense that the nation's. schools are mired in decline, three major tests 
ofeducational achievement released over the last. month aU indicate that more than a·decade of 
attention to student achievement seems to be paying off in modest; but significant, continuing 
improvements in student scores. 

The progress is better in math and science than in reading and writing. It is more gradual 
than dramatic. And overaU figures obscure the enormous variety of the nation's schools and the 
alarming shortcomings in its worst schools and school systems. 

Examining long-term trends in the College B.oard's reasoning tests, the S.A.T. and the 
American College Testing college-entrance tests, the A.C.T;, as.well'as the nation's broadest 
elementary and high school tests, the National Assessment ofEducational Progress, which are 
given to a cross section ofstudents, analysts are increasingly coming to see advances not only in 
test scores but, perhaps not surprisingly, in the content ofcoursework as well. 

The progress comes at a time when students tend to be more diverse ethnically and poorer 
than in the past - which has been associated with lower achievement - and when college 
preparatory tests are being taken by a broader segment ofthe student population. 

Coming as an array ofcritics call .for revolutionary changes in American education, like 
vouchers and charter schools, the recent findings are likely to provide ammunition to those who 
counter that what is needed is not radical systemic reform but sustained, concerted attention to 
basics like teacher training, adequate resources, higher standards and better tests. 

"What leaps out at me is that we've got steady progress, and we have steady progress for 
aU the major subgroups, whites, blacks and Hispanics," .said Marshall Smith, Acting Deputy 
Secretary ofEducation. "And that's exactly what you want in education. I don't think the word is 
getting out, because most people think test scores are still going down, but we have a positive 
story in the way progress is steady and significant." 

And, in a tantalizing sidelight to the National Assessment ofEducational Progress scores, 
which were released on Saturday, indications are the biggest improvement may be coming in the 
nation's beleaguered public schools, not its private ones. 

.The first of the recent results waS the A.C.T., taken by nearly 60 percerit ofAmerica's 
enteringcol1ege freshman, predominant1y in Western and midwestern states. Scores announced in· 
August rose for the fourth time in the last five years, only the second time sinCe A.C:T. scores 
were first reported in 1960 that the national average increased four times in five years. The earlier 
period was 1984 through 1988. 

"We're certainly ~ing a different pattern in A.C.T. scores than we did 20 or 30 years 
ago'," said the A.C.T. president, Richard L. Ferguson. "This period of stable or increasulg scores 
coincides almost exactly with a nationwide effort begiiming in about 1983 to improve the 
education we offer our young people." 

Scores on the College Board's tests, taken by 1.1 million students, rose in math to the 
highest level in 26 years but were flaf in English. Officials say the results, released last week, take 
into account the recentering oftest scores that produced a rise in scores two years ago. 

The national assessment tests have shown significant progress in science and math over 
the last two decades, with less progress in reading and writing, according to a report of long-term 
trends released Saturday. . . 

Similarly, Michael Casserly,head of the Councii ofthe Grea~City Schools, which 
represents the 50 largest urban school districts, said several districts;·including New York, 
Chicago, Houston, Milwaukee, Philadelphia, San Francisco and Seattle, have shown 
improvements on various standardized tests. 



" 

Still, experts say that the improvements are modest over all and that achievement results 
still range from encouraging to dismal. For instance, the most recent national assessment test of 
fourth grade reading showed 40 percent ofstudents did not score at even the lowest of three 
possible levels. 

. "There has been some improvement, and that's to be welcomed," said Chester Finn, an 
education expert at the Hudson Institute and a proponent ofvouchers and charter schools. "But 
after spending more money and putting ourselves through all kinds ofhoops,' ifwe'd had zero 
payoff, it would have been pretty depressing." ,_ 

One intriguing sidelight to the national assessment seores is that the greatest progress 
apparently has been made in public schools. Private school students.still outperform public school 
Students at all levels, however. 

But in mathematics, for example, between 1982 and 1996, scores ofstudents in pu~lic 
schools improved 9 points for 17-year-olds, 6 points for 13-year-olds, and 13 points for 
9-year-olds on a scale of 500 points. For private schools, 17-year-olds and 13-year-olds gained 5 
points and 9-year':'0Ids gained 7 points. . 

Officials at the National Center for Education Statistics said that because ofa small 
sampling, the individual differences for each grade and subject area could not be showri to be 

. statistically significant, but because 10 of 12 measures - four subject matters at three age levels 
- show public schools gaining more thanpnvate ones, the overall pattern appears to be 
. statistically valid. 

Analyses ofall three tests indicate that one factor helping to push up results is that 
students are taking more rigorous Courses. 

"I think we're all tapping into the same mother lode and coming up with essentially the 
same results, with the trends seeming to be reasonably positive, less in verbal/reading than in 
math," said Donald M. Stewart,. president of the College Board. "I think it has sometliing to do 
with students working harder, taking harder courses. But looking cautiously at what for us is a 
self-selected group of students, things seem to be moving in the right direction. I guess that's 

. called cautious optimism." Recent resul~ from three major tests ofeducational achievement
the S.A.T., A.C.T. and N.A.E.P. -' alI.show a continuing rise in student scores that experts now 
say is a significant trend. S.A.T.lS.A.T. I Mean scores for college-bound high school seniors. The 
lowest possible score is 200; highest possible score is 800. A.C.T. Mean score for high school 
graduates. 'LOwest possible score is 1; highest is 36. N.A.E.P. Percentage of students age 13 with 
math scores indicating they can add, subtract, multiply, and divide using whole numbers and can 
solve one-step problems. (Sources: College Board; National Centerfor Education Statistics; . 
A.C. T. Assessment Program) • . . . . 
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u.s. Is Seeking More Influence Over Education 
By PETER APPLEBOME 

.As vacations end and 52 million students return to school, their elders find themselves in a 
historic tug ofwar pitting the traditional local control ofeducation against a growing national 
presence that is making Washington a bigger player in education now than at perhaps any other 
time in the nation's history. . 

When Congress convenes in September, President Clinton·will try to win support for the 
first truly national perfonnance tests in the schools, and Republicans in Congress will mobilize to. 
kill the initiative. 

In a radio address yesterday in which he promoted his testing plan, the President said he 
'was encouraged by a report on long-term trends that .showed student improvement in some 
subjects. $(page 18$) . 

Republicans and a few DemOCrats will push for proposals to' increase vouchers and School 
choice, a California Congressman will argue for a bill designed to upgrade teaching by linking 
Federal aid to improved state teaching standards, and other.isSiJes like national reading initiatives 
and development ofa national curriculum will receive enormous attention. 

Experts disagree on how much ofwhat is happening reflects a long-term shift toward 
greater Federal involvement or is a result ofa historical moment: a politically adroit President 
intensely focused on education, aging baby boomers who have made education a leading national 
issue and an absence ofcompeting issues. ' 

And some ofthe same factors are .making education issues equally contentious at the local 
level, as evidenced by the election-year scrapping in New York City between Mayor Rudolph·W. 
Giuliani and a Democratic challenger, Borough President Ruth W. Messinger ofManhattan, over 
who' is responsible for classroom overcrowdiilg. ." . 

But experts say that educational issues, traditionally the province ofstate and local . 
officials, have become national ones to an unusual. eXtent. Indeed, both supporters ofan expanded 
national presence meducation and those who decry it seem equally willing for now to use the 
power and bully pulpit ofWashington to further their agendas. 

"This is a country that is trying very hard to figUre out how to do something no nation on 
earth has done before, which is to have national standards without a national ministry of 
education, and the competing pressures are just enormous," said Marc Tucker, president ofthe . . 

National.Center on Education and the Economy, which has helped develop voluntary national 

standards. "It's changed education from an issue that national politicians wouldn't touch with a 

100foot pole to one theY feel they can't afford to be silent on." . 


Secretary ofEducation Richard W. Riley said the Administration respected the degree to 
which the power to run America's schools is and should be based at the state and local levels. But 

. as education becomes increasingly critical to the nation's economic future, he said, improving 
student achievement must be seen as "a state responsibility, a local function and a Federal ' 
priority." 

"I'm a former Governor and the President is a former Governor. and we have complete 
respect for the state and local role in education," Mr. Riley continued. "But this is the education 
era, and the future ofthe country is dependent on the ability ofchildren to master the basics m:ad 



get a good education." 
But critics, particularly conservatives, say Mr. Clinton's approach, and especially his 


proposal for voluntary national tests developed by the Federa1 Government offourih-grade 

reading and eighth-grade mathematics represents an unwarranted growth ofFederal power . 


. "Once you have the Federal Government saying what children should know, the next step 
is to prepare the teachers to teach to those new standards," said Representative BiD Goodling,

, . 

Republican ofPennsylvania, who is chairman ofthe House Committee on Education and the 

Workforce. "What we're seeing now is the next big step in the federalization ofelementary and 

secondary education." 


The United States has one of the most decentralized education systems ,in the world, and' 
for all the wind blowing from Washington, the money and power stiD reside largely in state 
governments and local school districts. Only 7 percent of the nation's education spending comes 
from the Federal Government. . 

'But, just as he made education a central focus ofhis tenure as Governor ofArkansas, . 
President Clinton has focused,as compulsively on the nation's schools as any President in history. 
That attention, along with the growth ofeducation to a position near the top ofmost polls of 
subjects ofnational concern, has meant that Washington is no longer a bystander on most 
education issues. 

Mr. Goodling has vowed to attach an amendment to the House Appropriations biD that 

would prohibit the Administration from going ahead with its proposed national tests. 


He and other critics say the tests would be a 590 million waste of money and an 
unwarranted step toward a national curriculum, but proponents say it would allow states, schools 
and parents to spur achievement and gauge how their students are doing compared with national 
standards. . 

In his radio address, Mr. Clinton insisted the tests were needed and said he wanted an 
. independent bipartisan board already created by Congress to develop and administer them. He 

said thatwould insure that the tests would not represent an expansion.ofFederal power. 
, "High standards are essential to providing our children the best education in the world, and 

I intend to do whatever is necessary to make sure we move forward," he said. ' 
Existing tests either are not based on common national standards or, like the National 


Assessment ofEducational Progress, the best national benchmark, are given to samplings of 

students and provide only broad national data, not results for individual schools or students. 


Clinton Administration officials say they have the authority to go ahead with the tests with 
or wi,thout Congressional"authorization, but they are mobilizing their forces to defeat Mr. 
Goodling's amendment. ' 

Congress is also likely to vote on a school-voucher bill whose sponsors include Senator 
Joseph l Lieberman, Democrat ofConnecticut, and Senator Daniel R. Coats, Republican of 
Indiana; the House majority leader, Dick Armey, a conservative from Texas; and Representative 
Floyd H. Flake, Democrat ofQueens. The bill would create a scholarship fund that would enable 
2,OOO.low-income Washington students to go to the private or parochial school of their choice. 
While the bill would specifically affect only Washington, a main purpose, sponsors say, would be 
to stimulate further national debate on vouchers for low-income students. 

"It will force us as a nation to confront the palpable anger many parents in urban areas are 
feeling and force the education establishment to tell theSe poor families who' simply want the best 
for their children why they can't have the same choice in education that most middle-class and . 



.. ~ 

upper...class families aJready enjoy,1t a spokesman for Mr. Lieberman said in a statement. 
Similarly, Representative George MiJler, Democrat ofCalifornia, following the 

recommendations ofa national commission on the nation's teaching force, has introduced 
legislation that would require states receiving. Federal education financing to set clear standards 

. for teacher quality and help schools recruit and train better teachers. 
And Republicans are likely to offer an aJternative to Mr. Clinton's proposed America . 

Reads tutoring initiative and offer their Competing vision of-how to improve reading skiDs. 
These issues and others are striking evidence ofa historic national focus on education. 

From the G.I. Bill after World War U to the Great. Society programs ofPresident Lyndon B. 
Johnson, to the development ofspecial education and Title I financing for low-income students in 
the 1970's, education issues. have cropped up in Washington. . 

But education historians say those periods did not see the sustained national attention that 
the current education-reform movement has had for more tllan a decade, beginning with the 
Education Department's landmark itA Nation at Risk" report in 1983, which said the nation's 
economic future was imperiled by a declining school system. 

Education experts say there are many reasons for this sustained' attention. There is Mr. 
Clinton's longstanding interest in education at a time when peace and prosperity and a 
comparative relative absence ofcompelling national issues has given it unusual visibility. There is 
the maturing ofbaby boomers into parents obsessed with their children's schools. Perhaps most of 
all there is the widespread sense that the economic prospects ofchildren and the nation are 
dependent on an educational system that.is not performing well enough. Given those factors, it 
was inevitable for politicians in Washington to assert their influence now, some experts say. 

'1fyou've got a hammer, everything looks like a nail, and if you're a politician in 
Washington, the naturaJ tendency is to use the power you've got,1t said Frank Newman, director of 
the Education Commission ofihe States. . 

Mr. Newman said a proper balance could be struck between national leadership and local 
control as expressed in the dictum that efforts toward common standards or tests would be 
nationaJ and voluntary, not FederaJ and mandatory. . 

But whether that baJance can be achieved is anyone's guess. 
David Tyack, an education professor at Stanford University, said that in some ways the 

intense gJobal competition for educational achievement created pressure for a concerted response 
from Washington. . "There's sO much pressure to think internationally, to compare ourselves to. 
other nations, to look at a much smaller, more interdependent world, and that aJmost demands a 
national response,1t Mr. Tyack said. "But that goes against the deeply ingrained distrust ofa 
centralized government, especiaJly in education. There's a fascinating tension playing out that will 
take a long time to resolve itself. tI A recent assessment oflong-term trends in student performance. 
shows improvement in some subjects but not in others over two decades. It also shows a 
continuing disparity among parts ofthe country. Graph compares percentages of 13-year-old 
students in the Northeast, CentraJ, West, and Southeast with mathematics scaJe scores at or above 
250. It aJso compares percentages of9-year-old students in each region with reading scale scores 
at or above 250.+ Figures are provided for 1978, 1986, 1990 and 1996. (Source: National Center 

for Education Statistics) • . 
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\ COMMITTEE eN eDUCATION 
AND THE WORKFORCE 
U.$. HCU!t@ off 'REPRESlENTA'nVES 

2'lII'.I...,.UIW MI!IUrl! Gl'PlCIl' NILPI"c::. 

WASHIMGTCN. DC~'5-B'aG . .'
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SUPPORT TIlE GOOOLING L~""""'~ 
ruST SAY "NO" to MORE 

CQNTROL OF EOUCATION 

near Bapublic:m Co!te.l&\le;. . 
.tJleasejoin me ill supp~ Boas" Education and the Worlc:f'orce 

Chairman BiJU3oodliflS"l!\' ameD.dmebl 10 proro'"&it federal ~ ror it new 
ch!veloped by ,the CUfttcnt administration. . 

Dc:spite the fu;t tbat thete ls no aiplil:it fl'ldm"Blla.w ~ amha= t:JU, 
bnpJementaticft ofa. fbden.llest, tl1c PR'Siclcnt bas dlo$cn to bypass Co~~ 
American people 1:111 dwdop this ~op clown terr' man~ by tlle U,S. DeI~a.rt.t 

'·Ecluaman. Develaping a ~ ft(t:bis magnitude truly epitcmizes t.aA:aPerin! u 
sound pIannins. Clc:arlYr t1\e Deparnnent cf!;ducation. bas little or ,,0 prior 
unclertakillg oftlsis aature.. 

Imasine &denJ l:turea;u.c:ta.ts Qe\1elL'lpitli I. DBtional ~st 'With"" i~t 

thl:l! Americ;aD.people. Tn the opinion gfeduQuon '*Pc::rts Bn~ a.na.(ysu ..,ha 

Clintgn proposal, this is but thc6nt step tel a.top-down, nltional QJaiculum 

fe4~aa~ aM the U.S. Il~en1: ofEducatlan. 


, 

, Aak'yau~lfthis: Shwld tho qt.1ality ofour schools be Qsessed by the 
b\tteaucracy, or imtcad by a bam:ry ofprgyen and irJdep_clrl: mMSUres'l 

. I have atlache4 a Jlllfterftolfl a bMH .range offanu1y greups ~pPQfnnJil 
am=ndment.l'lz:ase jam thet.n,. me,. and Chairman Goodling in wppol"l.ing tNs. 

'\ 
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TO: 	 Tile Hoftonltll! NaM ~ob, Spatbt of. Houle 
The H'fA,~rUJJllUats.nI NmCIJ, )f.iJ." LeIder 
n. Honon'Dl' Tom n.... Majority Wldl 
Thll Honorple JaNa 8OeImIr, CbllinnUl arCh• .K,C,tDI:JIIC 
The HOftDrabic Bob LlvinaJtgn, ChIinnAn. Houl. 
TIm Honon.blD GerI1rl Solvmoni CJWnnu, House 

" 

~ldaDlCliIltollhP 111M .. \:oa&IQYcmla.1 and 'UmllleJ 
a naclonal .c~nt test ~ an "maL mDol~1 Dation 
Allho\l&h me IDI ;1 IU~ 1ft be vftlun~f'Y t 1M ht:Jilldl:D.t 
ew.ry_t.I ftmBt p.rdolpa.. aDd -,t~'1 pllmlt hal .. rip 
iftlVtmlUCll1 abi'Alt tiDw bll &:If I," c;WId hi .auilq&." Tbi&1. 
volUDW')' f, 

We I11'DAlly t:JPPi'iK' ....1f,oul radas rOE' ."~NI ...,on 
for Cb&lrrna1l OoudllDalt IIIlCIIIbnenltQ .ap:clflGall)' forbId.• 

fundi £at d:dr; purpose In Ibe LUor1HHS1&111t:arioD Aftl'FIW'I.rfl 

Flt,t. we belie-va !lltioDli tafiq will lca4 CO ID 
CIlmewum. Iltftlras 1c:.,.1 ~oatI'Dl of GIIh"&III.,,. I' me level of 
~her'j One ot. bIBle prccepu of tbe American Psv-=:hclln 

SIQM4rds"'IltlIJC'I:Irto~l 0"" ft'1eltt)]DBltwtl r.#I", i$ that 
livr:a lI:18P unreel they Ba.~ 11M t.Il oppolWlJll)' to lam tb:: 
a lcad11'11 fed\ft1 QIfJ 6om. Piorla. De"", P. y. TIlrlllt,rOll. 
sradu..Uoft talt 111" Invalidtl'" Mow.. ~ hacI _Ill I'm 
'fIhlchmaacd _ ~um an ..II b, llJ 8N.c1cnll with 1hl: 
s.nuiu.aliOll. fbi ODIJ way ttlID:" a ldt that irapa_ "real. 
stamS,ldsD II to ..." a DIIto_ cw.'I"iau)wn.. 

~.Il• .lJ.R fbD UOBODlJ. daDt ut ,..0* when Ie 
cctd.ntlu:d 1000ml'fteD.t. Amerieu vublJo educutOD haa 
descent ebat l~ CSU=dYIlIIIed 10 U. b:rcasc of !;C.lllraliud.. 	 . 

\ Second. daD AdmlaiIlttaliCUlI~k. ehe prop. aaalhority 

dawloprraent at",tJOIJIJ ....'1, AI Ho'YM Bd\lQ~oo lAd tho 


len 
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,Chllrmatl GQadllns hal rcpei.te41y ItaC~ "'While I pet!on~y. Oppale ledcal • 
in.di~chl.li"" '"'''' the hell I ..... hwc: 11 dlaL 'bill davtdop~ or'nGl¥Id.~, 
eontroycr;i'aI and poEeftti&Uy cjivisive {or tke P",liclent to Ict without tpEific 
Tcvi~. and .u.thariatioa.'" . 

Fi~al1y. a federal foray into c4uctlilnll teAinS would dll]illical, private 
StDn";.,.diMd tCILt curtoatly pro-il!D JU1tccil. with ",.aullbla informatlan abeul 
performance in relalion 10 MUonal norm•• 'The StIUlfoni AGhlavemeM lUt ,.jusL 
,fedual teatil'lS prol'lJ'tI would "~" cmJy be ina.pproprllce, b'lC abo Vnfteceull')'- . 

. Llnpsse IndLlcJ~ i~ the Labor, HilS, IIIld Ecb.i~atlDD. Appropriatlon5 bill 
.~dminl.tradgn tv Pf~_ wid, lb. pl""~QIJ ..lel c.1wclvptD.ent vraarionral fem. 
rO~IJtn:s AN.uonal Agadtmy or S,ciencel Iweiy priM tD impJDfI'IefttA1;on of1ho 
provide a. Blficien, u('pard. " . 

TheSl te.U would aI.CSI f'ari srad.... anel c:iptb graderS! in [va'lUlli 

abaye Ind bDyOnd lbe edlLiitg N,dOlm.l albMSllM1'« otEduR.uan !'TaPIs 
Predr.lcru. CUnton .nd tilt ))eplltJDcnt ot!4ueatb,n have already 1.711'Ul thl 1IjJI.1:la.J.Sll 

, for theal!! IIqI' with9Qrtbll proper ~. 	 . 

We urge you ut in;lu.dl )&nSUqll in the LllmrIHHSlEduCAlion 
forbid, the AW'Ith.i*u.UulI .Bunt 1JIG1~ .r:t; mOIler on ,he '1l.lUlfrl& d~rcJQ'prner 

'~~:=D'doaU?lU~~: 

Cary Dluer . \ 'Mib PiII'IU' 
Family R~"" Caul1cil Ham" Schaol Lq-' 

,1 ~ 	 A.D--;'_~.~'.~-'L-..
d-... 4'rr ---- """".v. ~ g	JGI'M" D. lac;ob.ton D,'. Cui Herb_. 


J'lIlliOr'lal PJabUo R.ld A.meritJft Aifociation. 

Found.'ion ofQri.tilll Sao02 • 


.l..t/..u 	 ~~ 

DanHodd 

-.. '" Cllriltian CoaliuOft 

.r{i..".... ~ 
.	"rIm LaHaye 

'InUly Lift: Sed'LiftlUi 


, 

. I4J 004 
f'I. U4/Uf; 

.. I4J--,DOS 
~ 

http:in;lu.dl
http:in.di~chl.li


09/02/97 11:16 ft 
AUG-2B-97 rUE 12:40 PM FAX NO.08/Hi~7 :m 11.: &0 FAX:02 401 14038-::,_0- _"'. __ .........--. _a. DEPT CJJ:-' lillUI,;.-l°.LUi"ll U,,\,I"'U 


RiP. G. 1JlILiETt 

I 

been no vaUdity $ru.dy dttn~ wbich mas:c;;hed the cllrri~111um In US~ by 
SNd.,." with the wt reqGifQd tor grad:u.atio~, .Thc only wa.y to. have 
mac imposes 8('".:111 I meanit1,Nl DlIuonaJ su.advds" la ~bave a D..I~gc.la 
cUrriculum" 

Sr::cana, the Ad:m.inist:rBtion lacb lb. ptupc:r I'luthority 'iii :>peJad. fund.! 
devltlttpt1lt'nt afnlltibnal testS. A.s House Education md me WorJlaolft:e 
Chairmam Good1ing hu repeau:dly :Itatcd, "WAlle 1 penon2111y oppose: 
involvement in dcyc::laping ind.ivic!ualizod tests, tho retl ia.uc here if 
de.velopment of h'u:lividu.aliZicd. national te6ts is too controvcr,dal au!! 
divisi'Yl: ror the Pr~ideft~ ta act without specific Gongre5sionJl.J CI'Ci!;:YIlISlQ 

a.nc! aulbon..:atiOft.lI " 

• 	 Thirdly. a national taSt wculd cantli;1 wldl sram stMJdards. J,ebca;a 
the Dtfawa:ce Department of Education stated at the Pebruary 18 

"Wc'caA't dl'grd {at the atatc lcrvalJ to ba'\te OUT tests be signmr::;antly 
yaun (nation.' te:sts]. JiYet'l. ifw: mlfl'k it Is signifkovlIty 'better. glP";·fJ.~.Cf 
going fo driy. a lot ofwhat we are daml_ AnclJt wcnt1t only dri\l'r: it in. 
a.ud "ight. lt~, going to ~v~ it tb.raugh Qut the y~s bD~awsr; thc::y are 
~n grade foUr arul eight_ Sa just be: &Wat~ of thaI." 

• 	 Finally. a federal fota)' j,r.l1:o eliueatioDal tdtmg wou.ld dupUcate private 
National StlmdaklizC!'d ~stS I:UtTl:tltly proVide parCll\ts ....Im valu.a.blo 
about their eshi1c1rcm'a performance in relation It>'natialUl) Donrt:t. The 
A<:hie:vcmtn't test is Just UDC l!!Xu.mplo. A fcclr::rld testinl pragf'llft woul.d 
iD.appI"eJPiiatli!l. 1:tut Ilso unueCC$U'r)'. ' 

LImM;uagc already iru::lud~.t in the Labor. HHS, I!nd Educ;~,ipb Allllm;Jp~lat110: 
anows; the Adm.ini6~tia1'.l. to prQoced with lht plll'M:Iihs 4ftd de\"l!!lc:rpl'nllni Qf 
Although th= bill requires a Nat:ioual Academy of Sci;nl,;=s srudy prior to i=p 
<tithe U!su. Utis docs Bot pro~d.c a s.ufficient safeguard. 

Tben 'Cr:.~t/l would lL:iiiiess fol.lrl:h p-aden aQcl eighth gnrll;Ja mreacHag and . 
reipccti.vcly, abOvo 4hd. ~ycnd the existidsNaUonal AjsI:UPm"~ of Ed.ucation 
(NAEP) tests. Yet,; Prcsident Clfaton and the Dep~mnent of:8d.qcaijon have 
the d.esign and. ..anl:raet pro,"eas for ths!rl laSts w:i.t!&atlt the prapt:r oversigbt, 

We mga,You to s~port Can81'ClSSlllaJ'1 Gacu!]UrG"' amendment to the 
La.burlHHS/E4l.1.gation Ap}1ropriatiorus bill VJ'hi~h smetly forbids the _n..... n.n 

5P~din8 any money on rh~ plannmg, develop'IIn:n!, implemcnlation. or A~"".u.U. 
<my llew.nationd testing prlila::am lltttil a.utborh~ed by CanB!eas. 

Please ~otify us ifyou ifttend to S'I,Q:lport Congtenman GCDtUing'S I'lJII,f:t1!clm 

nttt hear trom ,ou by A~gu.5t 31. W~ wilT 8.If.sUme ;yoU an/er;itlu:r 'U]'uilec:!iaed or 1:1 

1Tesidltnt Clintc:m:, tesriug ilgsnda and will no,",f1 ourm"m'b~rsb.ip BcccrtlbtlJly 

raJ 007 

P. 07/07 
raa O(l3/DO) 

IJcuel"<J . 

~~~.q. 
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REP. C. !llLI..E'R 

l'IU~a. r.1"1'ItIJI!S.1:ifO. 

!'MoI,1."., 


.... 

A1J&'I.1S1 13, 1997 

'l1te HoAOnble G~CtMUltr 
.	U.s. Houae 
22OSlUIOlJ 
Wasbiugum,. DC 2051S 

DAtCon~~ 

The purpoz Qf this lctcet is to find out your position vn 'Pre&ident CliDmn.'s 
aehit;vem.ctlf 'U$t. Wr;,.o=4 to know your st.arul an '4dA issue by August 31. in order 
memberahip 85 to whidl offices ncerl to be cotItrltmQ D.t September. . 

\ 

We ur~ yau. to suppan Cangr~UiDaIL GO&:II:11iDI'5 amendment to a._R.l~, 

Labcr/HHS/Edu.cation Appropdalions biD, wbic:h would probibit :all funds to be: 

implamem. OJ adMI,Dlstcr an.Y lIlItioDal ten in readiDg ar znath. 


Pr~idCDt CUnum 'has DUlcie a t1ImIroveJ'lIial (l.Qd UDilateral 13edBion, campletIJIy 
CI'Catli: a DllriODal achiCVCDlSD.t tell' based va "n::al.. =daI1iDgful .oanonal sr.andatd.s.t, 

suppoJeQ lD 'hi: volu.IltatyI the President hal declued III believe e>tery arate mUSt 
p.a.re1'll has R rl.tlU to bOUll. aecuJ'3fe iDfoJlDation aboUt haw hi, ~t her: child is 
ICad paitic:ularly volU1'lt3J'Y. 

. , r 

We strongly OppOSI' national t=tl~g for several teasOD and urgr:: SuppDrt for 

amendment to specifically forbid any eXpenciitul"e gl ~s for tbis putpos~ in the 


.AppmpriatiQDS bill. 


• 	 F.ir3t. "'C: 'be~"1lI aatiqual testiDg willI... to m:uuwa.rtattted nation 
stifliDz local control of e4uc;uion It the lovel of lI::xtbo~b and. 
Umvaalty of Kmsa.s l?'tofeuor lolul ,Paalitt J'c:nwted. duri.r:l; a 
l~ioJl at tlleI Depa.rtfmc;ut of Et!u~onal Re5e{l:rch &. tmptovemem 
28. "Wbill gelS =6= is whu will be! taunht. Il 

" One of tl1e basic pre~PtB of tbc American PB)'ebalagical 
Standtl.Ttlt[(lr EtlutYJlipMJ tJ'lrd I'EJr;htJwgical Te,sting is that ....u,......., 

Dot De given rbst! QDJ.ess me)' have. had IQ gppomuuty to leam the 
au the test. In 3 Iead.iDg federal tase frQDJ Aotida. fjlZbra P. V'. 
TJI.I'lingtem. a high ss:b.ool gncluation tesl was inValidated bel:ause 

1IuII:..! /4Iiw' Pi'II,.qo: f6'OI :l:ll-71i11'1 
I'D. Ba1:lI'II:D.1'IDttlMIk. VA 1II\l4r o.c.~ 1mB?""" Al:o: 54\lj~ 

raJ 006\ 
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prohibited thl :;~endlng of any FY 1998 DepanJnl!11r of Bducall!;ln funds ~,o pilln. 

the Adminil'llfatic;JII'$ national tests in IiHh grade re._ and 8di !radc:: math. 

~eDdU1enl wileD Congre!l1 retu.ms and tllkes up the: bill irs September. 


13/1"419,7- -:--- -.. "J:;Y,i" ur r,UlI\"AU,UI1l VA."'''''&' 
~ulJlIdOl 

,D8/-14/97 _ 1Il~ 21 .. 

"-

Dear ColleileUe.~ " 

ItEr.G. ilWR 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION' 
AND THE WORKFORCE 
u.s; House OF ~e'''ESENTAn\liS 

~tlSt IIA'IIIUM HO\,lI' CPIIIc;t; lMLl)IPlG 

WAS~INGfc;)N. DC 21:11115-61;1:1 

Jusl pritJf to the: August reCC!iS I didicated my lmention to offer an amcsndment 
Labot', Health Bftct Human SI!n'ius and Ed\SCat!cn Ill1propriatlol1$' bill. My IItnc::nCl1rnc:nt,;l'w.',,·ua 

RathcC'dum seek ConGtdsiOnill approval for tbcse 1~1S.,tlte Depuuncl'J,t af Ed.1Ibl, .. ~n 


.:l\D.!len 10 mon NU.speed.~).nead with the development of the testa in 1997 and 1 

mrsifk- qr SJidt £tmE'Minoai approval. The rell1 iuus here is that the de'lfc::l1opt~!ll 

individUalized., nad~Dilllnu is too eonO'QWlniaJ and potantially divisive for the: Arl",ilrDltl"~f:inft 

witbwt ccagreasiallll diseu&siun a.nd appraval. . 


In acld.idan to the amendment. I have jilin imrodu~d. on August 1. 1997. a 

. resalution. H.R.es. 214. which =pressel the S"'DJe of llus 'HolUe: thai the D&!partment 


--' 

~hol.tld &USp~nd all cffom tg MQve ahead with cbc.sc teStS Wltil a!:lcb tin:ll:}i.S Congre~ plU\lltles !\!I!!!!J:![is,. 
osfidt stamler.; aulhDril),. 

. ~ ~ , 

, t have biplU'tisaa 8uppart far thiseffalt. Cum::.utly, du~'rl! are n cosponsors: Mr. 'i.::'1"lbner.·Mt. 
Pl!!tri, Mr. Owens. Mr. Balle.n;er. Mr. Barr~tt of Nebwka. Mr. aD.bln.. Mr. M~KItI01"! ',"-r. r. S:.m 
JobnsanofT~. Mr. G~onwocd. 14" Graham. Mr. Mcintosh. Mr. Norwood. Mr. P~r,l\:j1r. 

. Sl:haffar. Mr. Peulrt\Q" of PCn.n8ylvanla. Mr. Deall,Mr. Hilleary. Mr. Searbcrollgh, Mt·. «,.""nde. Mr. 
Hefley. Mr. Kl~D. and Mr. ChamaUss. i < 

'13 
Send 3 IMssage that the policy-making X'ole of CQngf~" shiSn be Rspt:c:tcd. Rj.eIll!'l"CI join tnw:: in 

cl»pcnsorlDg. rbi, important resolution. If yeu or your_If haVe lU:ly questions. pleas CI'~'r')\Ct; Kent 
Talbert ofthc: Ccmmirtcc staff at 22:S-~S8. 

",; ISbJcerely. 

~ 
SILL ODODLING 
Cbainnsn 
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COALITION FOR DEVELOPMENT OF YOLUNTARY NATIONAL TESTS 

August 27, 1997 

Members of the United States House of Representatives 

·Dear Representative: 

Subject: 	 Support for funds in the FY 1998 Education Appropriations (H.R. 2264) 

to Develop National Tests in Mathematics and Reading 


The organizations listed below urge your support for the Appropriations Committee provisions in 
the Fiscal Year 1998 LaborlIlliSlEducation Bill (H.R. 2264) which enable development of new 
voluntary national tests for individual students in mathematics and reading. We urge, also, your 
opposition to any amendments which would prohibit funding for developmenf of the tests or 
otherwise impede their preparation. . 

Why develop voluntary national tests? 

Our students must be able to benchmark their education progress now in ways never done before· 
so they may prepare for their future. Although there is extensive' testing in our nation, there is no 
individual student test of reading or mathematics which enables a student to compare his or her work 
with students in other stateS and in ·other nations. Our highly mobile students and their families need 
test results indicating their performance as they move among school districts and states. Our 
children will also compete for jobs across communities, states, and nations. They need test results 
indicating whether their achievement is competitive with other students around the world. In short, 
students and families want to know what level of learning is required to reach the high standards 
necessary as we enter the 21st Century. 

The proposal for developing national tests in reading and mathematics is designed to provide that 
information at two critical points -- 4th grade in reading and 8th grade in mathematics. The 
selection of 4th grade reading is made because at that stage to succeed in all subjects in school, 
students must have proficiency in reading English. The selection of 8th grade mathematics is key, 
because that is the pivotal year for a student to determine what level of mathematics she or he will 
pursue in high school. This choice, in tum, heavily influences whether or not the student will 
advance to postSecondary education. 

Design of the tests 

The. proposal for developing the tests j.ncluded in the Appropriations Committee's bill takes 
maximum advantage of tests already in use. It enables students· and families to have the 
. achievement information they want in ail efficient and timely way. 

The new tests are built on the widely accepted testing done under the' National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP). NAEP enjoys strong, bipartisan support as a measure of national 
student samples and samples in more than 40 states of student achievement in mathematics and 
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readirig, By basing the new individual student tests on content tested under NAEP, the new test is 
the most efficient way to link scores nationally' to NAEP and internationally to the Third 
International Mathematics and Science Study; As. a result, a long-standing hope will be realized by 
2000: an individual student anywhere in the United'States will b~ able to compare his or her 
academic achievement to that of students in other states and in more than 40 other countries, 

Safeguards in test development 

. The House Appropri~(jns Committee, with the agreement of the Administration, has provided clear 
safeguards for development of the tests. The development and field trials of the new tests will be 
reviewed by the National Academy of Sciences with a favorable report required in advance of any 
.use of the tests: The process of Academy review is compara,bleto the quality controls required by 
Congress in the development of the NAEP, in that case, by the National Academy of Education. 
The Congress, the states and localities; and students and parents will have the advantage of a 
thorough technical and professional review before the national tests are actu~lly administered, 

Urgency for test development in 1997 

The memb~rs of our organizations urge that development. of the national tests moves forward in 
1997. States ,and lo'calities are now addressing significant 'choices regarding their, future testing 
systems. The option of using the national tests in reading and mathematics is an extremely 
importantone. We nfed to have that option, but final decisions require test availability by 1999 and 
design and field testing in 1997 and 1998. No state is required to participate, and no state should 
be denied the option by halting test development. 'This use of federal funds for test development, 
is as cost-effective an investment in state, national and international reading and mathematics 
comparisons as could be made with public or private funds. 

We urge the House ofRepresentatives 19 give the green light for developing voluntary national tests 
in reading and mathematics, thereby enabling our students and their families to genuinely 
benchn)ark their individual efforts and results to their counterpaIts throughout the United States and 
around the world. 

Thank you for y~llr consideration ofour 'recommendation. 

'Respectfully submitted, 
'. 

American Federation of Teachers 
. Council for Exceptional Children 
Council of Chief State School Officers 
Council of oreat City Schools 
National Association of Elementary SChool Principals 

. National Association of State Directors of Special Education 
National Education Associatiot:l ' " 
National School Boards Association 



" COALITION FOR DEVELOPMENT OF VOLUNTARY NATIONAL TESTS 

August 27, 1997 

Members of the United States Senate 

Dear Senator: 

SUbject: 	 SUpport for funds in the FY 1998 Education Appropriations (S.1061) 
to Develop National Tests in Mathematics and Reading 

The organizations listed below urge your support for the Appropriations Committee provisions in 
the Fiscal Year 1998 LaborlHHSlEducation Bill (S.1 061)' which enable development of new 
voluntary national tests for individual students in mathematics and reading. We urge, also, your 
opposition to any amendments which would prohibit funding for development of the tests or 
otherwise impede their preparation. 

Why develop voluntary national tests? 

Our students must be able to benchmark their education progress now in ways never done before 
so they may prepare for their future. Although there is extensive testing in our nation, there is no 
individual student test of reading or mathematics which enables a student to compare his or her work 
with students in other states and in other nations. Our highly mobile students and their families need 
test results indicating their performance as they· move among school districts and states. Our 
children will also compete for jobs across communities, states, and nations. They need test results 
indicating whether their achievement is competitive with other students around the world. In short, 
students and families want to know what level of learning is required to reach the high standards 
necessary as we enter the 21 st Century. ' 

The proposal for developing national tests in reading and mathematics is designed to provide that 
information at two critical points -- 4th grade in reading and 8th grade in mathematics. The 
selection of 4th grade reading.is made because at that stage to succeed in all subjects in school, 
students must have proficiency in reading English. The selection of 8th grade mathematics is key, 
because that is the pivotal year for a student to determine what level of mathematics she or he will 
pursue in high school. This choice, in tum, heavily influences whether or not the student will 
advance to postsecondary education. 

Design of the tests 

The proposal for developing the tests included in the Appropriations Committee's bill takes 
maximum advantage of tests already in use. It enables students and families to have the 
achievement information they want in an efficient and timely way. 

The new tests are built on the widely accepted testing done under the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP). NAEP enjoys strong, bipartisan support as a measure of national 
student samples and samples in more than 40 states of student achievement in mathematics and 
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reading. By basing the new individual student tests on ·content tested under NAEP, the new test is 
the most efficient way to link scores nationally to NAEP and internationally to the Third 

. International Mathematics and Science Study. As a result, a long-standing hope will be realized by 
2000: an individual student anywhere in the United States will be able to compare his or her 
academic achievement to that of students i1l other states and in more than 40 other countries. 

Safeguards in test development . 

. The Senate Appropriations Committee, with the agreement of the Administration, has provided clear 
safeguards for development of the tests. The development and field trials. of the new tests will be 
reviewed by the National Academy of SCiences with a favorable report required in advance of any 
use of the tests. The process of Academy-review is comparable to the quality controls required by_ 
Congress in the development oftheNAEP, in that case, by the National Academy of Education. 
The Congress, the states and localities, and students and parents _will have the advantage ofa 
thorough technical and professional review before the national tests ~e actually administered. ,",. 

Urgency for test development in 1997 

The members of our organizations urge that development of the national tests moves forward in 
_ 1997. States and localities are now addressing significant choices regarding their future testing 
systems. The option of using the national. tests in n:~ading and mathematics is an extremely 
important one. We need to have that optioI),but final decisions require test availability by 1999 and 
design and field testing in 1997 and 1998. No state is required to participate, and no state should 
be denied the option by halting test development. This use gf federal funds for test development 
is as cost-effec;;tive an investment in -state, national and iDtemational reading and mathematics 
comparisons as could be made with public or private funds. 

We urge the Senate to give the green light for developing voluntary national tests in reading and 
mathematics, thereby enabling our students and their families to genuinely benchmark their 
individual efforts and results to their counterparts throughout the United States and around the 
world. 

Thank you for your consideration of our recommendation. 	 -, 

Respectfully submitted, 

American Federation of Teachers 
.~ 	 COuncil for Exceptional Children 

Council of Great City Schools 
Council of Chief State Scho<;>l Officers 

- National Association of Elementary School Principals 
National Association of State Directors of Special Education 
National Education Association 
National School Boards Association 



f1 ~& .,-( <-o_~~J w /kv~C~). . 
l.!:~ (tvtl.-M; :]. 

~ t---A:f M, ~ ~~.;<-~ 
i.c .IL--L-O'." 

l1 ...l vi- Gv-t~ ~l ~Lf'L. 
. (c-... ~:'L.£ Joe +0 <. \-JeS 

"""- k,....J 

..~ h ..,\-1.-\.:q 

N <) ~ {[ +cr +-~ l fA'-/J'-N 
T~ c~ ~ ~('Lt~ I 

, Ld Je/~ VLC.-toO ~ 

U ee- -h, tvA£{) [,,</Y'Y\-'~l~1 . 

J{ c-c....:~. ~ l~~'t~ 
(;r~)cjAa felt- _ 
Lvov[L.l- ",-«1 t<.,ALA.ov-l"Z--.J 

'Ie C t>-"," +- ~oil ,,~ cVt-
. r~ e.-ll~\~. J CvL <1~ ~ -h a4

-- J L J 
t\'g~'" 

&,ooJ ~c'0 . 

'If I', ~\J~ /J.:,Jw-. d-d V1350 

IJ.&,,~\t.\~ ~ ,-,5 +(11



.... 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

Wednesday, November 5, 1997 

Bookfair 

9:40 Briefing for 
Goodling Mtg 
(Oval) 

1:50 Car #33 
2:00 Tobacco 
MtgwithBob 
Graham 
(524 Hart) , 

9:00 Mtg (Oval) 
Bowles 
9: 15 Briefing (Oval) 
Berger 
9:30 Mtg (Oval) 
Streett 
9:40 Briefing (Oval) 
Hilley 
JO:OOGoodlingMlg 
10:45 Briefing (Oval) 
Hilley 
11: 15 Fast Track Event 
12:00 Lunch with VP 
(Oval) 
1:00 Phone/Office 
3:45 Time 
3:45 Briefing (Oval) 
4:00 Cong Mtg 
4:40 Briefing (Oval) 
4:45 Cong Mtg 
5:25 Briefing (Oval) 
5:30 Cong MIg 
6:00 Down 
6:50 Reception 
8:05 Back to WH 
8:20 Briefing 
8:30 Con Mt 
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Michael Cohen. 
02/01/98 12:12:51 PM 

Record Type: Record 

/ 
To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Strategy for Goodling vote: IMPORTANT 


Janet Murguia, Scott Fleming, Barbara Chow and I continued to flesh out our strategy for 
Thursday's anticipated floor vote on Goodling's test bill. Here are the key points, including a few 
calls for each of you. ' 

1. Riley is set to speak to the Democratic Caucus on Wednesday. His job is make the point for 
unity on political and process gro\Jnds. Scott and I will work to make sure he doesn't use this as 
an opportunity to make the case for the tests; if he does thi~, it will backfire. 

i , 

2. Riley and/or Scott will nail down Clay and Martinez, to speak but in support of Riley at the 
Caucus meeting. 

3. Riley will be making a series of calls--to Waters, Becerra, Owens (surprisingly, Owens signed the 
minority report on the Goodling bill, sticking with the other D's), to keep them and the caucuses on 
board; to Obey; to Stenholm and other Blue Dogs 

4. Barbara Chow will call Bob Matsui, in an effort to enlist his support in getting Patsy Mink to stay 
with us (we lost her at mark-up). Scott Fleming wiil remind her staff that Mink was supportive of 
the tests when Riley testified before the committee--in an effort to appeal to consistency. 

5. Bruce--Janet thinks you should call Tim Romer and Cal Dooley. Dooley was with us in the Fall, 
and needs to be shored up. Romer went with Goodling at mark-up; he won't change now. Your 
message to him is: don't try to lead other Dems with you. 

6. Bob Shireman, Janet and I will work the Hispanic groups .and members who come to WH for 
Monday's Hispanic Initiative event with VPOTUS. 

7; Elena--one of us should. call Wade Henderson, thank him for his support at mark-up, and ask him 
to stick with us through the floor vote. Let me know whether you will call or would pr~fer me to. 

8. Scott Fleming and his staff will be calling every Dem. we lost on the. floor last fall, and ask them 
to stick with us. He'll. get back to us if he needs us to help out., 
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. ... Othermem~o/tktrNi~oo\j.,mee~N"'Gs.v~ai~."Maiy Dlainon.~f . 
Salisbury" NC~a1awy~m.d3e,l,~t81"'l~9Jll~~?fNi\(J~i,'Jame~E.lUn&son.,of M()()rhead, 

,MN; ar'Ourthgnide~c;hcr;:Th.()tnaS;~er~,c:ltrector:orstUd~i1tas~entfot lbe Florida' ' 
"DepartDleDt ofEdueatiQri;Edwai:dHa.ertell,:a,.prOresSor,atS~rd UnlYersity who is lID expert . 
In 'cd~naltesrilig;Dlanea..vilCh~fo ~~,:A's&iSUll1rSecre~ of EdriatJlon nnderPresident 
Bush. '··now senior .[esear¢pst;holar,atNcW YqrkQniversityand fu~nior "feJlow' at the.Brookings 
InstiDltion:arul Debotan Vol17./assistant 'tofeSso'r'ot'special:educatioilat the UniverSily of . 

'. 	 Louisville. . . ,. '".,," , 
'," :,', 
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