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HEARING ON H.R. 3347, A NATIONAL DEMON-
STRATION PROGRAM FOR EDUCATIONAL PER-
FORMANCE AGREEMENTS FOR SCHOOL RE-
STRUCTURING

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 16, 1989

House oF REPRESENTATIVES
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m., in Room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Glenn Poshard presid-
ing.
Members present: Representatives Poshard, Hawkins, Martinez,
Hayes, Sawyer, Owens, Goodling, Grandy, Smith, Bartlett, Gunder-
son and Petri.

Staff present: John Jennings, counsel; June L. Harris, legislative
specialist; Beverly Griffin, staff assistant; and Beth Buelhmann,
minority education coordinator.

[The text of H.R. 3347 follows:]
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To establish a National Demonstration Program for Educational Performance
Agreements for School Restructuring.
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IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

SepPTEMBER 26, 1989

Mr. SmitH OF VERMONT (for himself, Mr. PosHARD, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr.
FawsLl, Mr. HeNey, Mr. GeaNDY, and Mr. Haves of Ilinois) introduced
the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on Education and
Labor
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A BILL

To establish a National Demonstrati~n Program for Educational
Performance Agreements for Schuol Restructuring.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
3 SECTION i. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

4 () FinDINGS.—The Congress finds and declares that—

(1) the abilicy of the United States to deliver more

disadvantaged citizens and traditionally underserved

5
6 effective educational services to its citizens, especially
(
8

citizens, is of primary importance to the national secu-
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rity and to the continued role of the United States as s

world leader;

(2) the ability of local school authorities to direct
and inspire confidence in the public schools under their
leadership is severely impeded by the paperwork
burden and regulatory limitations imposed by numer-
ous, widely dissimilar education programs administered
by the Federal Government and by the States, such as
elementary and secondary education programs, voca-
tional education programs, and education programs for
special populations;

(8) local school authorities, parents, and teachers
in disadvantaged areas, whether rural or urhan, are
better able to lead the children under their supervision
away from involvement in drugs and violence and
toward revitalization of the community in which they
live, than is the Federal Government through uniform
regulatior;

(4) local school authorities have requested greater
frcedom in designing innovative programs in exchange
for an agreement to achieve higher, clearly stated per-
formance levels in a reasonable period of time; and

(5) all public education in this country will benefit

from school improvement models developed under such

HR 3347 IH
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3
an agreement, as identified by the Secretary of Educa-
tion.
(b) Purrose.—1t is the purpose of this Act to establish
a national demonstration program for educational perform-
ance agreements, under which States make available such
funds as may be necessary to plan, develop, and monitor edu-
cational performance agreements designed to allow greater
flexibility to local school authorities by consolidating funds
available to a school under various Federal, State, and local
programs and allowing local school authorities to implement
innovative programs to achieve higher performance levels in
schools. Such agreements shall maintain appropriate protec-
tions with respect to civil rights, discrimination, and safety.
SEC. 2. NATIONAL DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM FOR EDUCA-
TIONAL PERFORMANCE AGREEMENTS FOR
SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGEAM.—

(1) GENERAL A.Umom'n.—Subject to the provi-
sions of this Act, the Secretary of Education shall
enter into educational performance agreements with
State and local school authorities which submit a pro-
posal to carry out the purposes under section 1(b).

(2) FEDERAL PrOGRAMS.—Such educational per-

formance agreements may consolidate Federal, State,

HR 3347 IH
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11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

| ayd local funds availeble for programs relating to edu-
cation and youth services, including—
(A) The Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965.
(B) Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education
Act.
(C) The Adult Education Act.
(D) The Job Training Partnership Act.
(E) Subtitles A, B, and C of title VII of the
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act.
(F) Programs relating to teenage pregnancy.
(@) Drug education and prevention pro-
grams,
(H) Youth gangs progrezas.
(I) The Education of the Handicapped Act.
(3) LiMrvarion.—Nothing in this Act may be
construed to authorize any changes in, substitutions
for, or lessening of the protections of Federal laws and
regulations regarding civil rights, discrimination, and
safety or to affect regulations and prohibitions concern-
ing the diversion of Federal funds for private use.
(b) STATE AND LcAL PROPOSALS. —
(1) STATE SELECTION CRITERIA.—
(A) States shall give priority to proposals

with local school authorities concerning schools in
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ij’ 1 areas with high poverty rates or other indices of
?““ 2 disadvantaged status. *1
f: 3 (B) States shall consider— :
f 4 (i) the geographical distribution of pro- é
% 5 posals; and '%
k 6 (i) the distribution between urban and Q
" 7 rural areas.

% 8 (C) In determining areas with high poverty

: 9 rates under this subsection, the State shall utilize

;f; 10 the most recent United States Department of

H 11 Labor criteria of poverty.

: 12 (2) ASSURANCES.—A proposal shall be submitted

, 13 to the Secretary of Education by the State and all af-

i 14 fected local school authorities. Such proposal shall con- .

15 tain such information, commitments, and assurances as ]

: 16 the Secretary may determine are necessary including— :

‘% 17 (A) commitments from the State and local

i 18 school authorities concerning the initial year for é
19 development of a plan for implementation of the
20 agreement;

21 (B) assurances that sufficient State funds will

22 be available for technical assistance, planning and

23 development, implementation, and assessment

24 under the agreement;

Y

HR 3847 IH
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(C) commitments from the State and local
school authorities that a local educational per-
formance agreement committee will be formed to
develep and implement the plan and for oversight
during the implementation of the plan under the
agreement;

(D) a preliminary determination of the Feder-
al, State, and local funds which will be affected
under the agreement and the manner in which
such funds will be consolidated;

E) a preliminary determination of, and a
commitmenc to adhere to, alternative Federal and
State regulations under the agreement;

(F) assurances from State and local school
authorities that appropriate indices and goals for
higher educational performance will be developed
in a plan; and

(G) conmitments from State and local school
authorities that the implementation plan will be
developed with the full-time assistance of class-
room personnel (including paid release-time for

teachers).

(c) EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE AGREEMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—An educational performance

agreement under this Act shall be effective for six

HR 8347 1M
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fiscal years. The first year of any agreement shall be a
planning year for the development of & plan for imple-
mentation under subsection (d). No Federal funds may
be diverted or consolidated during such planning year.
The second year under the agreement and each subse-
quent year through year six shall be implementation
years in which the educational performance agreement,
as detailed in the plan, is carried out.

(2) InrTIAL PLANNING YEAR.—During the initial
planning year, the State shall provide to the local
scheol suthorities—

(i) such technical assistance as may be neces-
- sary; and

(i) funds sufficient to meet the costs of de-
veloping a comprchensive and detailed plan for
the implementation of the project over five fiscal
years.

(8) ImPLEMENTATION YEARS.—For the second
and each subsequent year through year six in which an
agreement under this Act is in effect, the State shall
make such funds available to the local school authori-
ties as are necessary for continuing technical assistance
and project administration, monitoring, and annual

evaluation.

HR 3347 [H
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1 (@) PLAN.~-A plan for the implementation of the educa-
2 tional performance agreement during years two through six
shall—

(1) be coordinated by a local educational perferm-
ance agreement committee;

(2) be the result of participation by parents, busi-
ness and community representatives, the appropriate
private industry council established under section 102
of the Job Training Partnership Act, and local school
authorities;

(8) be entered into by the schools, the local educa-
tional agency, the State, and the Secretary;

(4) be amendable through negotiation during the

term of the agreement;

(5) include any relevant provisions of the proposal
under subsection (b);

(6) contain goals for each respective group cov-
ered by the pertinent program authorities used in the
agreement;

(7) include a set of intermediate performance
goals;

(8) include higher outcomes than previously dem-

onstrated for each respective group covered by the per-

tinent program authorities used in the agreement;
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9
(9) identify which entity will be responsible for the

achievement of the stated goals at the end of each year
of the agreement;
(10) include—
(A) a description of the indices to be meas-
ured in order to ascertain the amount of progress
made toward the stated goals of the agreement,

which indices sha!l include—

. . T e 3
s s £ Sl A duorath P 4T 42

(i) the dropout rate;

A
p)
]

(i) teacher and student absenteeism
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SN
. v

rates;

(iii) skill levels of students in reading

A e a P et P

ey

and mathematics; and
(iv) other factors considered to be ap-

propriate by the local educational agency;

¢ et e ST B

(B) a description of the methods to be used

b

in measuring such indices; and
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(C) a measurement of such indices as of the

date the educational performance agreement is en-

R R T A

tered into;

(11) provide for the termination of the agreement
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if for any two of the first three years of implementation

ey

P

of the plan, the indices for assessment of progress

made toward the stated goals under the agreement in-
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10
dicate insufficient improvement in educational perform-
ance;

(12) include & plan for coordinated services and
gervice delivery;

(18) describe what services will be provided under
the agreement;

(14) describe rewards and incentives that will be
provided to students and successful service providers,
particularly incentives for gervice providers ihat meet
goals for students who are members of special popula-
tions and dropouts; and

(15) include & commitment that—

(A) the project will be evaluated by the local

educational agency not less often then once annu-

ally during the term of the agreement; and

(B) the State shall submit the results of the
evaluations conducted under subparagraph (4) to
the Secretary.

(e) EvALuATION AND REPORT TO CONGRESS.—
(1) FiNAL.—

(A) The Secretary of Education, in consulta-
tion with the heads of other affected Federal ex-
ecutive agencies, shall enter into & contract for an
independent evaluation of each educational per-

formance agreement under this Act and submit to




12

11

—

the appropriate committees of the Congress &
report that contains an analysis of that education-
al performance agreement and a description of the
results achieved through such agreement.

(B) Each report required by subparagraph
(A) shall be submitted not later thas one year

kb TS AN =

after the termination or completion of the educa-

tional performance agreement.
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(2) InTERIM.—The Secretary shall provide inter-

—
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im progress reports to the Congress with respest to
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each educational performance agreement under this

—
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Act, based on an analysiz of the yearly evaluations
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conducted pursuant to each agreement.
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(f) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this Act, the term

—
(%,

“local school authorities” shall include, &s appropriate, local

—
(=2

educational agencies and administrators of all affected
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Mr. PosuaRrD. I will now convene the Subcor.mittee o Elemen-
tary, Secondary, and Vocational Education of the Committee on
Education and Labor at this point in time. Do we need a roll call
this morning? No, we do not.

I thank Chairman Hawkins for allowing me to chair the meeting
this morning as one of the cosponsors of the bill. I am pleased to do
that. I thank the chairman and the minority for their attendance
this morning.

Let me just make a short opening statement, if I may. I have not
been too many years removed from the classroom and from the ad-
ministration of local public school programs. I have some familiari-
ty with the implementation of many of the Federal and state level
programs.

I have perceived over the years in trying to teach in these pro-
grams and administer the programs a great deal of dissatisfaction
at the local level in the way we go about that.
I think, if I can paraphrase what local administrators, teachers,
other officials with local school districts are saying today, it would
something similar to this: “If you are going to continue to pass
the mandates at both the state and Federal levels without provid-
ing the resources, then at least give us the flexibility to utilize
those resources that we have”—which, by the way, are for the most
part our own resources, since at least in the state of Itlinois, where
am from, most of the resources for education are local property
tax monies—give us the flexibility to try to do this in the most cost
effective, efficient way possible to achieve the very good and well
intentioned mandates of the legislative assemblies at both the state
and the Federal levels.
We are not contesting the desired results of the Federal and
state programs. We agree with you that the objectives that the
Congress and state legislatures have set forth are good. They are
commendable. They are what we ought to be about.

We cannot achieve those results given the restraints upon us
with the present system. I realize that if Congress and the respec-
tive state assemblies do not articulate broad national based objec-
tives for educa*i-nal systems, many local school districts will never
take up th- task.

We need to keelp up the pressure for accorplishment of these na-
mal educational objectives, but in my judgment it is time that we
at least take a look at giving local boards a chance to see if they
can meet these objectives in a way that is educationally sound but
economically efficient.

I was a member of the Illinois state senate a few years back,

when we passed one of the most comprehensive, perhaps the most
comprehensive, school education reform bills in the State of Illi-
nois’ history.
We had pledged as members of the legislature to put into that
reform movement over a three-year period $1.3 billion. At the end
of the first year and the first allocation of $300 million to accom-
plish the desired reforms, we never got past that. We never came
through with the additional moneys.

We had implemented unbelievable reform mandates which were
good. They were well intentioned. All of us agreed that they were
what our educational system needed, and yet we ended up leaving

17
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the locals holding the bag, so to speak, to meet those mandates
without the resources to get the job done in the fashion, at least,
which we had all agreed upon.

The mandates are still in place, the strings are still attached, but
the frustration level for people at the local educational level is so
high now in trying to carry forward with those reforms without the
necessary resources.

They need flexibility. This can be done. I think the bill that we
are going to be discussing here today goes a long way toward allow-
ing that flexibility to accomplish the same objectives and the same
standards which we all agree are good for our children.
b_l\{Vith that I will recognize Mr. Smith, who is the sponsor of the

ill.

Mr. Smita. Thank you, Mr. Poshard. I do have a short statement
that I will submit for the record and will excerp. from it, and then
we will get on, because I am not blind and see that we have Gover-
nor Kean here, and he was prescient enough to come last night and
spend the evening in Washington, so we are delighted to have him
here. So I will try to speed up.

I cannot help noticing that we operate with twin whirlwinds
today. On the outside we have the natural kind and on the inside
we have the Congressional ethics and pay raise bill operating from
quarter of ten until eleven o’clock in other parts of this building, so
we operate in a time of great change both inside and outside this
institution.

Mr. Chairman, and also Mr. Chairman of the Committee, Mr.
Hawkins, I want to thank you for providing an opportunity for this
hearing on this school restructuring bill. T want to thank those of
our guests and witnesses who were able finally to fight the weather
to get here on a difficult day.

In Vermont there is a piece of advice that we abide by that says,
“If it ain’t broke don’t fix it.”

In public education in America today something is broke, and
Elﬁere are very few educators and parents who have not realized

at.

The idea of restructuring schools to improve education isn’t new,
but so far we havc been unable to combine the political will with
the right idea to affect policy and practice on the National and
state levels together.

Fortunately, some school systems have not waited for a national
partnership. We know about Miami. We know about Pittsburgh.
We know about others.

Nor have states waited. Notably, North Carolina with its new
state restructuring bill, which has gassed the North Carolina Legis-
lature and is law, which I will submit for the record later today;
New Jersey; my own Vermont; the state of Washington—many
states have taken a leadership role in trying to energize schools at
the local level to higher performance.

Most recently the concept of restructuring spilled into the politi-
cal and public arena as a result of the historic education summit
between the president and our nation’s governors.

The summit and the attention which it has commanded has
given us an extraordinary opportunity, I believe, here in Congress
to work with the administration and the governors toward a na-
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tional policy that will restructure our public school system for the
better.

That brings me to the reason we are here, H.R. 3347, the Educa-
tional Performance Agreements for School Restructuring Act.

In general terms this legislation is a pact between the Federal
Government and the states and local school districts. It is a trade.
It improves student performances locally for fewer restrictions
from the Federal and state levels, particularly on the use of Feder-
al and state education dollars.

Local educators would have far greater control over how best to
use those dollars to meet the particular educational needs of their
students. Participation would be voluntary and would be based on
a state commitment through challenge grants and planning money
to assist in the process. There would be no cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment.

In addition, continued participation in the program would
depend on the school’s ability to improve student performance. If
that worsens, all bets are off. The performance agreement would be
cancelled.

Some people have worried that restructuring could endanger pro-
grams for disadvantaged children if local schools decided to siphon
and divert Federal and state money now supporting these pro-
grams for other purposes.

Let me be very clear on that point. It will not happen. H.R. 3547
very specifically says that the civil rights of students in no way,
shape or form may be abridged. The local flexibility provided by
H.R. 3347 does not mean local ability to disregard or neglect any
program for disadvantaged students. If anything, in fact, the effect
would be the opposite.

As you will hear today, the local flexibility that it will provide
would allow locai schools to improve these critical programs, tailor-
ing them to the specific needs of individual students.

One well-publicized example of that, thanks to the movie “Stand
and Deliver,” is the program at Garfield High School in East Los
Angeles, California. There principal Maria Tostado and teacher
Jaime Escalante have been using remedial education dollars for ad-
vanced calculus classes. In so doing they have broken Federal regu-
lations, but they have also made it possible for an extraordinary
number of poor hispanic students to receive college credit after
taking the courses. In short, they are using the money to finish the
job that all too often with our Federal money we only begin.

H.R. 3347 would allow all of our Garfield High Schools to pursue
innovations like this without being forced to break the rules. We
should be encouraging good education, not penalizing it.

In closing, let me say that H.R. 3347 is not written in concrete. I
am sure that I speak for everyone involved when I say we are look-
ing forward to working with all of you on both sides of the aisle
and that side of the witness table and this to build a good, solid,
enduring national policy connected to state policies that will genu-
inely meet the needs of our students in their future.
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. Right now we guarantee a free and a_ public education for the
.children of America, but that guarantee is meaningless if the edu-
cation.we provide is inadequate. I am convinced that if local educa-
_ tors:are given more rein to teach, to educate, we will produce a

_public school-system that will be second to none, benefittiug both
our.children and the future of this nation.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Peter Smith follows:]
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CONGRESSMAN PETER SMTIH

November 16, 198
Subcommittee Hearing
H.R. 3347
Education Performance Agreements for Sci 30) Restructuring Act

MR. CHAIRMAN,

FIRST AND FOREMOST, I WOULD LIKE TO THANK YOU FOR PROVIDING
THIS HEARING ON MY SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING BILL. EdUALLY. I wWouLD
VERY MUCH LIKE TO THANK OUR GUESTS AND WITNESSES FOR BEING HERE
TODAY, THEIR PARTICIPATION IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT AS WE LEGISLATE
IMPORTANT IDEAS INTO REALITY.

MR. CHAIRMAN, THERE'S A BIT OF SAGE ADVICE THAT VERMCONTERS
ABIDE BY, AND THAT IS, “IF IT AIN'T BROKE, DON'T FIX IT." WELL,
SOMETHING I§ “BROKE" WITHIN OUR PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
SCHOOL SYSTEM, AND THERE ARE VERY FEv' EDUCATORS AND PARENTS WHO
HAVE NOT REALIZED THAT. GENERAL STUDENT PERFORMANCES HAVE BEEN
FALLING AS SCHOOLS AND TEACHERS STRUGGLE WITHIN A STRAIGHTJACKET OF
STATE AND FEDERAL RULES, REGULATIONS AND CENTRALIZATION.

THE IDEA OF RESTRUCTURING SCHOOLS TO IMPROVE EDUCATION IS NOT
NEW, BUT SO FAR WE HAVE BEEN UNABLE TO COMBINE THE POLITICAL WILL
WITH THE RIGHT IDEA TO AFFECT POLICY AND PRACTICE ON THE NATIONAL
LEVEL. FORTUNATELY, SOME SCHOOL SYSTEMS HAVE NOT WAITED FOR A
NATIONAL PARTNERSHIP -~ WE KNOW ABOUT MIAMI, ABOUT PITTSBURGH. NOR
HAVE SOME STATES WAITED, NOTABLY NORTH CAROLINA WITH ITS STATE
RESTRUCTURING BILL AND MY OWN VERMONT, WHICH INITIATED A LOCAL
CHALLENSE GRANT PROGRAM TO PROMOTE IMPROVED SCHOOL PERFORMANCE .
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MOST RECENTLY, THE CONCEPT OF RESTRUCTURING SPILLED INTO THE
POLITICAL AND PUBLIC ARENA AS A RESULT OF THE HISTORIC EDUCATION
SUMMIT BETWEEN THE PRESIDENT AND OUR NATION'S GOVERNORS. THE
SUMMIT, AND THE ATTENTION IT COMMANDED, HAVE GIVEN US AN
EXTRAORDINARY OPPORTUNITY HERE IN CONGRESS TO WORK WITH THE
ADMINISTRATION AND THE GOVERNORS TOWARD A NATIONAL POLICY THAT WILL

RESTRUCTURE OUR PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM FOR THE BETTER.

THAT BRINGS ME TO THE REASON WE ARE HERE -- H.R. 3347, THE
EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE AGREEMENTS FOR SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING ACT.
IN VERY GENERAL TERMS, THIS LEGISLATION IS A PACT BETWEEN THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND THE STATES AND LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS. IT'S
A TRADE: IMPROVED STUDENT PERFORMANCES LOCALLY FOR FEWER
RESTRICTIONS FROM THE FEDERAL AND STATE LEVELS, PARTICULARLY ON THE

USE OF FEDERAL AND STATE EDUCATION OOLLARS.

UNDER THE PROGRAM, LOCAL EDUCATORS WOULD HAVE FAR GREATER
CONTROL OVER HOW BEST TO USE FEDERAL AND STATE DOLLARS TO MEET THE
PARTICULAR EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF THEIR STUDENTS. PARTICIPATION IN
THE PROGRAM WOULD BE VOLUNTARY, AND WOULD BE BASED ON STATE
CHALLENGE GRANTS. THERE WOULD BE NO COST TO THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT. 1IN ADDITION, CONTINUED PARTICIPATION IN THE PROGRAM
WOULD DEPEND ON THE SCHOOL'S ABILITY TO IMPROVE STUDENT
PERFORMANCE. IF THAT WORSENED, ALL BETS WOULD BE OFF; THE

EOUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT WOULD BE CANCELLED.

FOR YEARS, MANY EDUCATORS ACROSS THIS COUNTRY HAVE CONTENDED
THAT QUALITY EODUCATION HAS SUFFERED AS GOVERNMENT RULES AND
REGULATIONS HAVE STIFFENED. EVEN IN CASES WHERE FEDERAL RULES HAVE
BEEN FAIRLY RELAXED AND BROAD, EDUCATORS HAVE OFTEN HAD TO DEAL

Q)
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WITH MORE RESTRICTIVE STATE AND LOCAL INTERPRETATIOMS OF THOSE
RULES. H.R. 3347 WAS CONCEIVED AND WRITTEN IN DIRECT RESPONSE TO
THAT PROBLEM. AND IT IS OFFERED AS BOTH A SOLUTION AND A
CHALLENGE, BECAUSE IT BASICALLY SAYS TO OUR EDUCATORS, IF YOU CAN
DO BETTER WITH FEWER RULES AND REGULATIONS, PROVE IT.

PHE e e b

2

SOME PEOPLE HAVE WORRIED THAT RESTRUCTURING COULD ENDANGER
PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED CHILOREN IF LOCAL SCHOOLS DECIDED TO :

R

SIPHON AND DIVERT FEDERAL AND STATE MONEY NOW SUPPORTING THESE

nirgn

PROGRAMS FOR OTHER PURPOSES. LET ME BE VERY CLEAR ON THAT POINT: >

I

THAT WILL NOT HAPPEN. H.R. 3347 VERY SPECIFICALLY SAYS THAT THE

T IY

CIVIL RIGHTS OF STUDENTS IN NO WAY, SHAPE OR FORM CAN BE ABRIDGED.
: THE LOCAL FLEXIBILITY PROVIDED BY H.R. 3347 DOES NOT MEAN LOCAL

r ABILITY TO DISREGARD OR NEGLECT ANY PROGRAM FOR DISADVANTAGED

. STUDENTS. IF ANYTHING, IN FACT, THE EFFECT OF H.R. 3347 WOULD BE
THE OPPOSITE. AS YOU WILL HEAR TODAY, THE LOCAL FLEXIBILITY IT
PROVIDES COULD ALLOW LOCAL SCHOOLS TO IMPROVE THESE CRITICAL
PROGRAMS, TAILORING THEM TO THE SPECIFIC NEEDS OF INDIVIDUAL
STUDENTS.

ONE WELL-PUBLICIZED EXAMPLE OF THAT, THANKS TO THE MOVIE
"STAND AND DELIVER," IS THE PROGPAM AT GARFIELD HIGH SCHOOL IN EAST
LOS ANGELES. THERE, PRINCIPAL MARIA TOSTADO AND TEACHER JAIME
ESCALANTE HAYS BEEN USING REMEDIAL EDUCATION DOLLARS FOR ADVANCED
CALCULUS CLASSES. 1IN DOING SO, THEY HAVE BROKEN FEDERAL
REGULATIONS. BUT THEY'VE ALSO MADE IT POSSIBLE FOR AN AMAZING
NUMBER OF POOR HISPANIC STUDENTS TO RECEIVE COLLEGE CREDIT AFTER
TAKING THE COURSES. IN SHORT, THEY'RE USING THE MONEY TO FINISH
THE JOB THAT, ALL TOO OFTEN, WE ONLY START.
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H.R. 3347 WOULD ALLOW ALL OUR GARFIELD HIGHS TO PURSUE SUCH

. "S‘Tﬁ:j

INNOVATIONS WITHOUT BEING FORCED TO BREAK THE RULES. WE SHOULD BE

ENCOURAGING GOOD EDUCATION, NOT PENALIZING IT.

FArE

H.R. 3347 WAS NOT WRITTEN IN CONCRETE. 1I'M SURE THAT I SPEAK

FOR EVERYONE INVOLVED WHEN 1 SAY WE ARE LOOKING FORWARD TO WORKING
WITH ALL OF YOU TO BUILD A GOOD, SOLID NATIONAL POLICY THAT WILL

wetds 5t L0, .

GENUINELY MEET THE NEEDS OF OUR STUDENTS AND THE1R FUTURE.

S R R e ]
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RIGHT NOW, WE GUARANTEE A FREE AND PUBLIC EDUCATION FOR THE
CHILDREN OF AMERICA. BUT THAT GUARANTEE IS MEANINGLESS IF THE

EDUCATION WE PROVIDE IS INADEQUATE. 1 AM CONVINCED THAT IF LOCAL
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EDUCATORS ARE GIVEN MORE REIN TO TEACH, TO EDUCATE, WE WILL PRODUCE
A PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM THAT WILL BE SECOND TO NONE, BENEFITTING
BOTH OUR CHILDREN AND THE FUTURE OF THIS NATION.

THANK YOU.
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VERMONT CONGRESSMAN
_PETER SMITH

¢

CONGRESSMAN PETER SMTIH

November 16, 1989
Subcommittee Hearing
H.R. 3347
Education Performance Agreements for School Restructuring Act

NI ] YRR S R RN, VIS Y A
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MR. CHAIRMAN,

» FIRST AND FOREMOST, I WOULD LIKE TO THANK YOU FOR PROVIDING

- THIS HEARING ON MY SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING BILL. EQUALLY, I WOULD

: mvmmmmmounwmsmmmssmmnnmcnm

R TODAY. THEIR PARTICIPATION IS EXTREMELY INPORTANT AS WE LEGISLATE
IMPORTANT IDEAS INTO REALITY.

MR. CHAIRMAN, THERE'S A BIT OF SAGE ADVICE THAT VERMONTERS
ABIDE BY, AND THAT IS, "IF IT AIN’T BROKE, DON'T FIX IT."

SOMETHING IS *BROKE™ WITHIN OUR PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
s SCHOOL SYSTEN, AND THERE ARE VERY PIW EDUCATORS AND PARENTS WHO
H HAVE NOT REALIZED THAT. GENERAL STUDENT PERFORMANCES HAVE BEEN

LT rat:

. THE IDEA OF RESTRUCTURING SCHOOLS TO IMPROVE EDUCATION IS NOT
NEW, msomnmvznmmmmmmmuumnm

: mmmmmnmmmuammcncxoumnuom

LEVEL. FORTUMATELZ, SOME SCHOOL SYSTEMS HAVE NOT WAITED FOR A

. NATIONAL PAR.NERSHIP -~ WE KNOW ABOUT MIAMI, ABOUT PITTSBURGH. NOR

. HAVE GOME STATES WAITED, NOTABLY NORTH CAROLINA WITH ITS STATE

RESTRUCIURING BILL AND MY OWN VERMONT, WHICH INITIATED A LOCAL

¢ CHALLENGE GRANT PROGRAM TO PROMOTE IMPROVED SCHOOL PERFORMANCE.

NOST RECENTLY, THE CONCEPT OF RESTRUCTURING SPILLED INTO THE
. POLITICAL AND PUBLIC ARENA AS A RESULT OF THE HISTORIC EDUCATION
; SUMMIT BETWERN THE PRESIDENT AND OUR NATION’S GOVERNORS. THE
SUMMIT, AND THE ATTENTION IT COMMANDED, HAVE GIVEN US AN
EXTRAORDINARY OPPORTUNITY HERE IN CONGRESS TO WORK WITH THE
\ ADMINISTRATION AND THE GOVERNORS TOWARD A NATIONAL POLICY THAT WILL
* RESTRUCTURE OUR PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM FOR THE BETTER.
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THAT BRINGS ME TO THE REASON WE ARE HERE -- H.R. 3347, THE
EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE AGREEMENTS FOR SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING ACT.
IN VEPY GENERAL TERMS, THIS LEGISLATION IS A PACT BETWEEN THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND THE STATES AND LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS. Ir’s
A TRADE: IMPROVED STUDENT PERFORMANCES LOCALLY FOR FEWER
RESTRICTIONS FROM THE FEDERAL AND STATE LEVELS, PARTICULARLY ON THE
USE OF FEDERAL AND STATE EDUCATION DOLLARS.

UNDER THE PROGRAM, LOCAL EDUCATORS WOULD HAVE FAR GREATER
CONTROL OVER HOW BEST TO USE FEDERAL AKD STATE DOLLARS TO MEET THE
PARTICULAR EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF THEIR STUDENTS. PARTICIPATION IN
THE PROGRAM WOULD BE VOLUNTARY, AND WOULD BE BASED ON STATE
CHALLENGE GRANTS. THERE WOULD BE NO COST TO THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT. IN ADDITION, CONTINUED PARTICIPATION TN THE PROGRAM
WOULD DEPEND ON THE SCHOOL’S ABILITY TO IMPROVE STUDENT
PERFORMANCE. IF THAT WORSENED, ALL BETS WOULD BE OFF; THE
EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT WOULD BE CANCELLED.

POR YEARS, MANY EDUCATORS ACROSS THIS COUNTRY HAVE CONTENDED
THAT QUALITY EDUCATION HAS SUFFERED AS GOVERNMENT RULES AND
REGULATIONS HAVE STIFFENED. EVEN IN CASES WHERE FEDERAL RULES HAVE
BEEN FAIRLY RELAXED AND BROAD, EDUCATORS HAVE OFTEN HAD TO DEAL
WITH MORE RESTRICTIVE STATE AND LOCAL INTERFRETATIONS OF THOSE
RULES. H.R. 3347 WAS CONCEIVED AND WRITTEN IN DIRECT RESPONSE TO
THAT PROBLEM. AND IT IS OFFERED AS BOTH A SOLUTION AND A
CHALLENGE, BECAUSE IT BASICALLY SAYS TO OUR EDUCATORS, IF YOU CAN
DO BETTER WITH FEWER RULES AND REGULATIONS, PROVE IT.

SOME PEOPLE HAVE WORRIED THAT RESTRUCTURING COULD ENDANGER
PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN IF LOCAL SCHOOLS DECIDED TO
SIPHON AND DIVERT FEDERAL AND STATE MONEY NOW SUPPORTING THESE
PROGRAMS FOR. OTHER PURPOSES. LET ME BE VERY CLEAR ON THAT POINT:
THAT WILL NOT HAPPEN. H.R. 3347 VERY SPECIFICALLY SAYS THAT THE
CIVIL RIGHTS OF STUDENTS IN NO WAY, SHAPE OR FORM CAN BE ABRIDGED.
THE LOCAL FLEXIBILITY PROVIDED BY H.R. 3347 DOES NOT MEAN LOCAL
ABILITY TO DISREGARD OR NEGLECT ANY PROGRAM FOR DISADVANTAGED
STUDENTS. IF ANYTHING, IN FACT, THE EFFECT OF H.R. 3347 WOULD BE
THE OPPOSITE. AS YOU WILL HEAR TODAY, THE LOCAL FLEXIBILITY IT
PROVIDES COULD ALLOW LOCAL SCHOOLS TO IMPROVE THESE CRITICAL
PROGRAMS, TAILORING THEM TO THE SPECIFIC NEEDS OF INDIVIDUAL
STUDENTS .

ONE WELL-PUBLICIZED EXAMPLE OF THAT, THANKS TO THE MOVIE
WSTAND AND DELIVER," IS THE PROGRAM AT GARFIELD HIGH SCHOOL IN EAST
LOS ANGELES. THERE, PRINCIPAL MARIA TOSTADO AND TEACHER JAIME
ESCALANTE HAVE BEEN USING REMEDIAL EDUCATION DOLLARS FOR ADVANCED
CALCULUS CLASSES. 1IN DOING SO, THEY HAVE BROKEN FEDERAL
REGULATIONS. BUT THEY’VE ALSO MADE IT POSSIBLE FOR AN AMAZING
NUMBER OF POOR HISPANIC STUDENTS TO RECEIVE COLLEGE CREDIT AFTER
TAKING THE COURSES. IN SHORT, THEY'RE USING THE MONEY TO FINISH
THE JOB THAT, ALL TOO OFTEN, WE ONLY START.

H.R. 3347 WOULD ALLOW ALL OUR GARFIELD HIGHS TO PURSUE SUCH

INNOVATIONS WITHOUT BEING FORCED TO BREAK THE RULES., WE SHOULD BE
ENCOURAGING GOOD EDUCATION, NOT PENALIZING IT.
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SUMMARY OF THE MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE PETER SMITH (VT.)
EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT
FOR SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING ACT
September 21, 1989

PURPOSZs To provide the opportunity to those states that
dedicate sufficient funds to enter into educational performance
agreements with local educational agsncies and the Federal
government. Such agreements would allow for the combining of
progranmatic funds and regulatory relief in return for enhanced
performance.

s+ Educational Performance Agreements are negotiated
at the local level through the participation of parents,
business and community representatives, representatives of the
private industry council {PIC) and school personnsl and
authorities. Agreements are for six years, the £irst of which
comprises & planning year, and are jointly adopted at the local,
state and Federa) levels, Areas of high poverty rates or other
indications of disadvantaged status shall he considered for such

agreements on a priority basis.

CONTENTS OF AGREBENENTS: Subject to alternative regulations
developed at the State and Pederal level, the local educational
agency can ccmbine local, state and Pederal funds, from programs
relating to a brosd base of education and youth services, in
order ‘to achieve improved studant performance outcomes. Nothing
in the agreement can be construed as removing any civil right or
safety protection, or permitting diversion of funds for private
use. The agreement must include performance outcomes for
students that are higher than previously demonstrated, based on
indices determined in the local negotiations. The funds
-available from the State to Operate such agreements 4o not
replace the progsammatic funds but are to be used for such
purposes as plainning, developing performance goals, release
time, technical assistance, monitoring, and evaluation,

SERNINATION OF AGREENENT: 1¢ for any of 2 of the first 3
years of the project, the performance outcomes worsen, the
negotiated agreement is nullified and the alternative
regulations are no longer ef fective.

EVALUATION: Each project will be evaluated not less than once
annually. Such evaluations shall be forwarded to the State and
Secretary. The Secretary is to provide Congress with interin
reports, and has the authority to utilize funds available to the
Department for & f£inal, independsnt evaluation, to be made
within one year after the expiration of the Act.
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The Education Performance

Agreement

BY PETER SMITH

yout schools may finally chunge
for the better. After 30 years of
mmmnddammndmnﬁu
and mixed signals, it looks as if we are

Don'l look now, Amenca. But

feence this time. We are in the sixth

of a reform movement that has
been busiding in its focus and intensity
weadily sunce the 1983 report, “A Nae
tion At Risk.”

It is a national policy that understands
that betil we improve the quahity of
work life in our public schools for
teachers and adnyiatralors, we Cannot

the learning Lfe for
the students who go there every day. i
mvoucywmchaysmmldmm
pnmu.mmnitypeopkmd:chool
wockers 30 nuch that we 2k them how
they would like to restructure thelr
schools in order to produce higho and

in their schools.
Just what are the stakes in this latest

debate about excellence in Amenca’s
schools? Many of us believe that the
ability 1o deliver a distinctively better

proving our schools. But how, because

The national policy which
allows us to deliver the
education they need relies
on the extraordinary diver-
sity which is the hallmark

of American culture.

of s chang; g . ging
fmdymchmm:unsueded
11 the work force, and achangiag global
economy, we nced to not only do a det:
ter job, but a different job for ouwr
children. Amidst a rase of change that
mocks our traditional notion of skill

children

presented in the report, “To Secure our
Future,” published by the Nauonal
Center For Educationand the Economy,
the policy will encourage individual
schools or school districts to restructure
thair lum, staffing

for the work force of the future, our
¥ 85 2 nahon and the back-
ground of young people entenng
kxndthmmnmally.
For example an increasing percentage
of our youngsters comes disads
vmwedhcmehowmymchil&m
who lustorically have not prospered in
out educationa) institutions; specificale
Iyth:mnlpoormdedmmmmoﬁdn
Thus means that, for ae first ime in our
mm.mcomqvmmofmlm;m
educste alt of our ¢ ildren well and 8p-
proprately will durectly affect our s0-
cial, civac and econonuc capacity in the
ahead.

yeans

We face the possibility of 8 two-hered
econom¢ structure that locks out those
whom our schools have failed to serve.
We face the possibility of

pm.ulmdlﬂndnm-—nxmm
tugher and better performance for thewr
students.

Atthe heast, tus national policy would
create an allsimportant trade in which
the particspating school distnct would
commit to higher academic schieve-
ment in return for flexibility in dealing
with federal and state regulations. in
short, it's & trade of professional

by the local, state and federal pare
ic1p Drawn by an d local

plmn;wnwimummd
tme to do the job well, the contract
would lay out 3 muln-year plan for
muu‘ctmg;mqmgwxhkv«n:::

MVin;nocitherexpanmgoodpt-.
Mmumsﬁlkﬂ workers
from other couatries to do those jobs:
aot because we have been out-in-
novaied but becsuse we have failed 1o
train end ed hildren forthe fu-

measurements to be undertaken.

1t 15 important to know that, while
regulations may be waived ia this
mmu-vmmum
Overnqhnﬂm-mdzhfor

ture.
mmmm&@sm

Peter Smith is & member of Congress
from Vermont and @ member of the
RlmemmMAMnrylm
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the axtraordinary diversity which is the
halimark of American culture. Recently
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our public schools for exe

celience blossoms sround the country,

the Department of Edecation would be
d in rch and devel
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-minc. whenthe federal budgets con
strained in such areas as public housing *

Moreaver. how can the GOP hope to
recruit more minonty voters when ity
“southern strategy.” which has been in
place since Richard Nixon's 1968 cam
pagn, 13 pnmanly aimed at r:cmnms

contertiond trom pag Jo

work 10 cull the rewuits and make
tecommendations aboul the most
PrOMIMIRE Practiees 1o surtace 5chools
would he expected to compete for a
himited number of Educauonal Perfor-
mance Agreement opportunities within
exch state or each region. By makml

alienated white voters? And “al
means lower and muddle class white

s program an J
oppoudxouemmm.xmourreel

In Memoriam, waiter N Thayer

BY LEE W MHUEBNLR AND
THOMAS & PETRI

Walter N Thayer. a great fnend of the
Repon Socicty. dicd at 78 1n March At
Ripon’s inceplion n the early "60s.
when our small political research group
was looking for a way to be heard, the

male voters who predominantly op- | g thatthe effort andthe results willbe | advice we recerved on virtually every,
posed the social and racial changes of | more enthusiastic and effective. hand was “talk to Walter Thayer.* And'
the last 20 yean. The Educat:onal Performance Agree- | 30 we did. And like 30 many who went
ment that if we give achools, | to Walter Thayer through the years, we
inictrae the people who work in them and ther | came away bright with exictement. For
A_S 'he.B ush administra extended communities what we have | he listened 5o us. He took us senously.
tion tries 10 return the rever given them before ~ thetime and | And be made things happen.
panygfuncgln 10 {1s com- | the resources to plan and think - they From 1952, when be became legal ad-
itment 10 civil rights, Mc- | il be able 10 creste a school emviron- | visor to Citizens for Exsenhower. unti)
mim i rignls, ment that fosters the type of education- | us death, Walter Thayer was a prvotal
Clure and his colleagues | al excelience m:{u 10 our children's | figure in the effort to make what Prest»
i : future and to the future of our nstion. dent Ersenhower called "modern
are atmglpung fo put into More than five years in s develop- | Republicanism® a continuing political
place private sector Solu- | meny, reviewed favorably Ly groups | force. He helped orgamze the Re-
tions for public problems. | noging !mmwlh;e“ wonal Gtim‘Camnme. s0d :
Consider problem s:0n of the states 1 pumerous profes- Nelwn Rockcfeu:r Jacob Javits and
Renubli u‘lP I"‘e{' dp,: groups, supported by first the | John Lindsay. He also was an adviserso
are nc blacks among i 153 voung CumgnCommonomewYatw Prendent Richard Nixon, and, in the
members. As GOP rules sxpert Lee | POW the State of New York and the | beginning, be, along with John Hay
Auspitz wrote recently: *As loag as the Rock:feherFo\mdndon.lheEdmon- Whitaey and William Coclidge,
[RNClis d asa confed concept 1% mabldthe Somtynoaubush
tion f staie partes, it cannot offer mdy!antsmudmvquemrheCon- and in its fi y.
equality of opportunity o minonties,” | §ress this year, Thayer knew how to raise money
That 13 an assential question the As the House Education and Labor | just as importantly, be knew how mor-
Republican Party must face. While Fred | Committee struggles with the questions | ganize and inspure and lead. Over a 20-
McClure setves a3 a reminder that | Ofschoolexcellencerused by President | year spanbe was instrumental in rausing
rmnorities can find & home in the GOP, | Bush, this concept and the work whach | hundreds of thousands of dollars for
the Republican Party facesaformidsble | Les behind it will play a mjoe role 1n | Ripon.
task tn broadening ats dase. Perhaps as | the policy discussions which occur. Walter Thayer not only made thungs
For more 1nformation sbout thus idea, Mmhenudeunmh-ppenweu

the Bush adeunistration tr#- 1 to retum
the party of Lincoln back o ycs commite
ment to civil nghts, and McClure and
hlsooﬂupesmptw into place
private sector soluxions for pudblic

the may have
_itsmwmpommmkdeﬁmd. ]

please contact either my office at: 1020
Longworth House Office Building.
Washington D C 20515 or the Nanon.
2l Center on Education and the
Economy at 39 State Street, Suite 500,
Rochester. New York 14614, [ ]

8 Interviews with
8 A Defensc for the *90s

What’s Ahead in the Ripon Forum:
Leading Republicans

8 Who's Who in the Bush Administration
® How to Resolve Environmental Conflicts

RIPON FORUM, MAY 1989
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Onc of the sources of Waltet *s mys.
que was that be could extend his ener-
g1es across many flelds without ever
losing My unfahering sense of com-
mand. His self-duscipline was part of hus
secret. He scemed t0 have a system for
everything; be abhorred loose ends. He
wanted tungs buttoned up properly, he
would say, the first time around.
Walter Thayer set the highest stand-
ards for himself and then met the stand-
ards be set, We shall miss his advice and
his help, but we will continee 10 bs in-
spired by his example. @

Lee W. Hucdner is publisher of the In-
ternationsl Mereld Tridune and
Thomas E. Petrt is @ member of Con-
gress from Wisconsin. Both were
original members of the Ripon Society.
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GENERAL. ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CARQLINA
1989 SESSION
RATIFILD BILL

CHAPTER 778
SENATE BIL.L 2

AN ACT TO APPROPRIATE FUNDS FOR THE [MPLEMENTATION OF THE
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 1989.

The General Assembly of Noith Carolina enucts:

Section 1. Titic of Act. -- This uct may be referced to as the "School

improvement and Accountamtity Act of 1989."
Sec. 2. Legisiative intent. - 1t is the incent of the General Assembly that
this act be implemented with a minimum of rcgulations.
3. Performunce-bascd Accountability Progrom. - Article 16 of
Chapter 115C of the General Statutes I» amended by adding a new Part to read:
»part 4. Performgnyt-hisgy ACCOUD pilly Program,

- b ! Perfermance-RRec ceountabild Program;: pyeiopme!
e Gate Board of Edugation shall develop i implenent a Performance-based
Accoun 'M' ary, g0 0 1 1o m Shi b 0 IMDLOVS
deat nefformance. Lhe Statg Board of Educ jop_shall adopt:
) Proceyic [id pes o h which, besinning with \
090-9 L e, loc IChOQ dministrs ni M

Lo
(s.’




Sec. 5. Testing for Comparisons of Student Achievement, - Effective
July 1, 1992, G.S. 115C-174.11(a) reads as rewriiten:
"(a)  Annual Testing Program. in—ere —

STERw 0

The State Bo:'x‘r of Education shill efve- adopt and provide to the local school
administrattve  units developmentally  appropriate individualized assessment
instruments consistent with the Base Education Program for the first and second
grades, rather than standardized test. Local school adminsstrative wnits may use
these assessment instruments provided to them by the State Board for first and
second grade students, and shull not use standardized tests. The State Board of
Education shall 1eport to the Juint Legislative Commission on Governmental
Operations prior to May |, 198%, and to the Scnate and House Appropriations
Committecs on Education prior to March 1, 1989, on the gssessment nstruments it
develops.

1f the Stage Board nLF‘dusamlmLﬂnﬂuhnusgumLm.mﬂLﬁ.&h:uhm_m.ﬂm
scond grade 1s nge . TR

; vali prisons
Scc. 6. Annual Report Cards for Schools, « G.§. 115C-12(9) reads as

rewritten:

“(9) Miscellaneous Powers and Duttes. - All the powers and duties
exercised by the State Board of Education shall be in conformity
with the Constitution and subject to such laws as may be enacted
from time to time by the General Assembly. Armong such duties
are:

a. To certify and regulate the grade and salary of teachers and
other schooi employecs,

. To adopt and supply textbooks,

C. To adopt rules requiring all local boards of cducation to
implement the Busic Education Program on an incremental
basts within funds n(rpropriatcd for that purpose by the
General Assembly and by units of ocal governmens,

The Board shall develop a State accreditation program

that meets or exceeds the standards and requirements of the

Basic kducation Program. The Board shull require each

local school administrative unit to comply with the State

Scnate Bili 2 5
1 33
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modified to relige thy |g\p|s= of_gnd-ot-course .\.!‘JLM“
lesls, ity seive s _the ,m m; developing  the _ student

petfonming g indiedlors pdopted by thy State Noard of Education
; 5 S =3

nolicies that inhibat the o nit’s ginh ch s log reounta
h xplanl how 3 w of those In gulations, or polic: permiut the 10
!'E!' [g Effﬂ ;E Eﬁml goulﬁ,
& 1185Ce . ‘
a)_Lual school adminisicative unus may ineluds required to includs,
fi, and_cort aff 3
plans, U .
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' 1 SR ?
improvem i1ns submuted by the locui school administrative univ i accordance
with pgngm’ and_performunce indleators adopted by the State Bourd of Education, I
h periniendent apy 1 2l .2 1gcial $CNOC '_'ul.
t \ DALLICID! p ihe Program Ior the NEX T I

ocal plan contains 3 reguest for a wawer g aws, regulations, oc palicies,

ia._accordan with G 15C-238.3 i i

Whi 1 \ dentified laws. regulation or_palicies should b

g [h \ ﬂlﬂn ) h Dresent th nlan and hi defermunation 10

‘I contin 0 h V their {ucal goals aad th otherwiss monstra atisfactory
performance, as d pingd fe S Sypenntend p_accordance with
u E i

| chool isteativ i iev 13 s after two years,

the ;gug-,m‘ﬂgi, of smgﬁgu in the unit*
ec. 4. End-of-coursc and End-ol-grade Tests. - G.S. 115C-174.11(c)

reads as rewritten:
", Y AP Yo . |

mdem#—mkmfﬁ:‘mmnﬁwd«hmn
.of-¢ -of-gr: riades three through 12,

4 Senate Bill 2
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A

X

X accreditaion program to the extent that funds have been
’f made avanlahie t0 the local school sdministrative unit for
L implainentation of the Basie Fducation Program.

5 The Bowd shall use the State acerediation program to

5

monitor  the smplementation  of the  Rasic ucation
Program.

rm
d, To {ormutate rules and regulations for the enforcement or
the compulsory attendance law,
c To manage and operate a system of insurance for pubdlic
school property, as provided in Article 38 of this Chapter. -
in muking substantial policy changes in administration,
curriculum, or programs the Buourd should conduct hearings
throughout the regord of the State, whenever feasible, in order
that the public inuy be heard regarding these matters.”

Sec. 7. Existing Career Development and Lead Teacher Pilot Provrums. :

(a) Notwithstanding the nrovisions of Article 248 of Chapter 115€ of 1he
Gencral Statutes, Articic 24D of Chupter 115C of the General Statutes, or uny vthee
provision of law, funding for the career developmient pilot projects und the jead
teacher prlot projects shall continuc through the 1989-90 fiscal yeuar: Provided,
however, that any adimonal compensation jeceived by an employce as a result of the
unit's p:\rtici}'mtion in the plot program for the 1989-90 fiscal year and for subsequent
fiscal years shall be paid s 4 bonus or supplement (o the employce's reguler salury.

tunding of these piot projeets shatt continue (o subsequent fiscal years
only if the pitot units suceesfully subant local school mprovement plans puisuant to
the Performance-bused Accountahility Program. during the 1989-90 vchool yeur and
during subxequent schoul years,

(D) Beginning with the 1993.94 fiscal yeur. the carcer development und
the lcad teacher pilot units shall receive only the smount of State funds avatlable for
school units participating 1n a differentiated pay plan pursuant to the School
Improvement and Accountability Act of 1989; they shall receive no State funding as
career development pilot units 01 lead teacher pilot units,

(c? The locul school improvement plan for cach carees development pilot
progrum shall include a schedule of modifications u the career development
program. - ~This schedule shal) result in an incremental reduction or increase, as
nggm&riate. in the amount of funds allovated for difterent.ated ay so that, for the
1993-9¢ fiscal year and subsequent fiscal years, the cost of the differentiated puy plun
cquals the amount of State and local funds avatlable for differentiated pay for school
units participating in diffcrenuated pay plans puisuant to the School Improvement
and Accountabllity Act of 1989,

éd) if an employee 1n a career development pilot unit is reccommended
for Cureer Status | or Il and that status is nrpwvcd by the local board of education
prior to the beginning of the 1989.90 school year, the focal board of education muy
nay that employee & bonus or supplement to his regular salary. For the 1989-90 fiscal
year only, theJocal board of education may use any State or local funds available te
it for the carcer development pilot program to pay these bonuses or supplements.

6 Scnate Bill 2
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(. (¢) Effective at the begmning ol the 198990 «chool year, an employee %
e may be considered for Carcer Status £ noearhicr than his third yesr an Career Status ;
= I; an employee muy be convidered tor Career Status 1l no earhier than his third year

5 in Career Status Il

B () Any carecr Ludder pilot projeet 1n a sehodl unct that has resulted from

& a merger of school units. within the fast calendar year preceding the effective date '7!

P this act, may be modificd by the local school buard. upon the recommendation of the

1 State Supenintendent of Public instruction and with the approval of the State Board

S, of Education. This modifivation shull require no more funds than allocated to the

rticular project by the State Board of Educution from funds appropriated to the

tate Board of Education in Chapter 500 of the 1939 Session Laws, the Curre:
Oprations Approprintions Act of 1989,

Sec. 8. - The Department of Public Education shall report prior to May 1,

1990, and annually thercafter, on the implementation of the School Improvement and

Accountibility Act of 1989. to the chairmen of the Senate and House of

'l:t:pmcnmtivcs committees on education, appropriations, and appropriations on

ucation.

e
P I R R R

Scc. 9. Nothing in this act shall be construed to obligate the Geaeral
Assembly to appropriate any tunds to implement the provisions of this act.

Sec, This act is effective upon ratification, .

In the General Assembly read three times and ratified this the 12th day of .
August, 1989,

R B R e R
*;l 2T e S Y }:”‘}&5:
) B

JAMES C. GARDNER
X James €. Gardoer
i President of the Senate :
%‘ &
N L L MAVRETIC :
; J. L. Mavretie ’

Speuker of the Housce of Representatives
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Key Provisions of Senate Bill 2

1989 General Assembly

Prepered by Merian Slelings, NCAR St

1. Pyrh Saved A bility Program
A Primary Guale-"to improve student
performance”
8 Statc Boerd role

1 Develop procedures for voluntary local
pertiipation to begin 1990-91

2. Develop guidelines which muet include $
to 5 vesr student goale and
annual nulestones 10 Messure progrese.

3 Identify student measures which may
include attendance rales, dropout rates,
test 6Cores, parent involvement, post
secondsry oatcoones.

¢ May ivers upon dation
of Smupmmnm

11. Benefitsy of Veluntary Local Participation

A. Are exempt from state requirements to
subrut reports and plane.

s gy
not opportunity or stalfing ratios
of State Accreditation Program.

C. May receive funds for differentiated pay.

D. My be allowed Increased flenibility on
spending state funds.

E May be granted waivers of laws,
regulations, snd pulicies thet inhibit ebllity
to reach goals.

¥ Shall use TPAL for eveluating beglnning
teschery during first 3 years of
employment, may develop other

approaches for teachers with cereer status.

1. Blersents of Local Plone

A. “Shall xtively involve & substantia) numbder
of tesctar. school adauniatretors, and
other school staff in developing the local
wchool improvement plan.”

B Shall include student performance goals
and strategies to attain: e
) Specific, measurable goals for all

" each #chool unit developed by princi
andthcmllhuduﬂwolb’ o
| consider a plan for differentisted pay,

but & unit mey elect not to participate in
the pay plen.

Q

RIC

:—:“ Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
A,

D. May request watver with of
hwwlmdmmwwmpoum
will permit Jocsl unit to reach local goals.

W Dittervitated Pyy—Optional

A. May include differentiated pay plon for all

certified staff including sdministrators based

on the following.
1 Carcer Development Plan in GS118C.343.

adopted by Stere Board.
4. A differentisted pay plan that State
Board finde has been successfully
mplemented In another sele.
S Locally plan that combines or
e

B magority vote by secret baliot of
mmm.muwwm

mnsiructional wtaff and a raajority of
mme-"

C Requires a wote by socret ballot
every three yoam “10 continue, discontinuc,
or modify that diferentimed pey plon”

0. l'un;!lf: for units electing to participate in

pay .

1. 1990-92: 2% of tescher and administrator
salaries

2 1991:92: 3% of teschsr and odministrator
salaries

3. 1992-93: 4% of seecher and administrator
salacies

4 199094 and thereefier: 7% of teacher
and adminlatrator salaries

E. Shall pay sdded compensation a3 s “bonus
or supp 0 salary Fetiyre to
recerve sdded bonus shall not be o
demotion under GS115C-328.

V. Plexible Panding

A. In 19%0-91, stete funds may by conbined
io & single category for current funds for

od
wquipment, textbooks, support, and
drivers ed sxept for funds fur teschens in
drivers edocation.

8. Local boards shall taximum
mwny»uwm..
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V1. Waivers ot Siale lowe, Dagulations or Pelicles
xaz-mm_m:«mrd
'u'»u.a.
B Moy be grarnsd for thess lawe.
1. Clags alee,
2. ‘Toachee cortification.
3 Assigranent of teecher assistents.
4. Use of state mm
S for which state for
oL scpdu vy pobte
C. Moy be od for oB stele segulations and
;:.z..m .
" for waool

3. Compulvory atiendance.
& Minimum length of school day and yesr.
7. Uniform Rducation Reporting System.
VIl. Precsdune
. Tocal State
Amnmn Superintendent

B. By June 30 exch yonr, Stale Supmintendent
zmm.w»wm

C. Must indicate progress soward gosls.

VIK. Changes in fAske Tstiag Progaam
‘A, Imploment end-of-coune énd end-of grade

5. Biwiratee on July 1, 3000. the ansuel
Wolirg progrm for grade & 4 ard &

C Provides for Weting “sanaliont slne semple of
stwdoms” fee grodes 312 10 compire North
Cracling with national student achievenvents
oifective 71193,

- 8 Casoer and Lost
Exivting Development
A. Continess - 100 1900, wide
compensalion considessd a bonvws o
supplomes

8 mm.’:uuwm
schoel improvecnenty plan o0 required
982 for subsoquent funding.

C. Limis furvds 0 7% of teacher end

9 pay COP bonisen.
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Key Provisions of Senate Bill 2
1989 General Agssembl

o Prepered by Morien Slellings, NCAR Su#t

e \ . . .
R - -
’ ?*oe:::xndmmum.yw NA-Mlylmluddhnnprunlmm

" periicipetion 10 begin 1990-91 curtificd stof including edministrators based

Y 1A mrmivdinidpicpdy T Cuee Devatparent Pln n GEIISC.45.

4 walvers recommendation
of Sk Superimencint.

11, Benefits of Velustary Loea! Purticipation

A. Arv exempt from siate sequirements to
nhnﬂn'uﬁmdpb:‘?

gy
not # or ratios
of Stete Accreditation Progrem.
C. May recetve tunde for differentisted pay.
D. May be aliowed lursased fienibility on
spending state funds.
E. May be granted waivers of laws,
regulations, srd pulicies thet inhubit a
to reach gusle. bty
r Shl!mmfwmﬂwqbqhm\'
teachers during Sirst 3 years of
may develop other
approaches for wachers with csreer status.
110, Blemsends of Locat Hone

A. “Shall actively invoive a substantial number
of teechers, school administretors, and

B Shall include student '

a hmp;thm«gom
3. Specific, measurable for all
economic factors end previous

performance shall be used.
2. Strategies shall be dased for

consider a for differentiated
mndbp-ﬁdpmm

Q

RIC
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4. A differentiond pey plan that State
Board finds has been successfuly
implemented in ansther same.

S that combines or
x.oanyd:'?um

8 majority vole by secret bellot of
paid certificated instructiona) and

C Requires a wote by secret ballot
mylhmm'tom'z:,dumunue
or modify that differentiond pey plan.”

© Punding for units electing 1o participate in
pay plan.
1. 19%0:91: 2% of teacher and administratyr
salaties
2 1991:92: 3% of teecher and sdministrator
salaties
3 1992-93: 4% of wecher and administrator
salaries
4 199054 and thereafer: 7% of teacher
salarier

snd sdmindstrator

€. Shall pey 2dded compensation a3 » “bonus
o sy [ selary Petture to
receive added bonus shall not be a
demotion under G$115C-325.

V.Mhhallu

A.hlmnlfmdlnuyhm

o & shr.gw category for currert funds for
maeriala, supplies, ind

quipment, texthooks, and
mummm%mm
drivers edacation,

B. Local bosnds shall maxtmum
Aexibitity 1 individusl schools,

41
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3 Assignment of toucher assisonts.

4 Use of tiate adopted tumbesin. Mzmmumm *
SWhMﬂMhpﬁl& Canline notional shedont schlvvaments .
whoels may bo wed. oleciive 7193, E
1X. Suleting Cosser aad Lond +
cmhﬁh:‘uwu Dewlopment " ;
1. Selery achaduios omployee benedw A. Continate for 190090, 3
for achost componnaiion ¢o 5o evaatiaed & benes or .
2. Ingtruciionsi progrom offired in SEP. supplomeni. 3
3 Tkt Bnployment and Dismiessl ACt. B Poguives suscossiul subumiseton of loosl 3
4. Health and seloty eodes. sohool improvements plan a0 s0quived ia ;
8. Compubiory ticadencs. 902 for subosyemt funding,
& Minimum length of school day and yeor. C. Limie funds b0 7% of toacher ond
7. Uniforin Sducation Reporting Syelecn. adwinisator selasies by 3990 00 :
Vi Prevadurs 0 Ko o COP st b e et
A.mﬁ:‘dﬂnb!&w ¥ pay COP bonuses.
£ Wimineles fast 3 yours 0
LWM&MM::.W Lavel 1, 3 yoors t Lovel
‘ NO PUNDS WERE INCLUDED IN THIS TILL.

A T e M R P

e

SR

S race
»

>

»,

P

} Q ‘
FERIC

k-




39

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
1989 SESSION
RATIFILD BILL

CHAPTER 778
SENATE BILL 2

AN ACT TO APPROPRIATE FUNDS FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 1989.

The General Assembly of Noith Caroling enacts:

Section 1. Title of Act. - This uct may be referred to as the 'Schoot
Improvement and Accountabality At of 1989."
Sec. 2. Legstative Intent. - Tt is the intent of the General Assembly that
this act be implemented with a minimum of regulations.
, Performunce-hased  Accountahility Program. « Article 16 of
Chapter 115C of the General Statutes is amended by adding a new Part to read:
"Part 4, Performanee-bused Agcountability Program,
*§ 115C-208.1. _Performyncehescd Accountability Program: development and
[he Stage Board of Sdugation sha velop amil i Anent o Performance-based
puntabil Program hs: ey _goa! of the Program shall be to 1mprg
. he Statg B9 JI1U 0 gopt:
() Prog £y puniehines through which, beginning with th
19U i H 0 ChOO dministra pi mna
pDALC (ORI

ideli 0 claging losal school improvement plan ith
three-to-five year student performunce voals and annual milestones

ol ¢ H

o e
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Sec. 5. Testing for Compartsons of Stedsnt Achievement. -- Effective
July 1, 1992, G.S. 115C-174.1 1(a) reads as rewritten:
“(a) Annual Testing Program. m«-—e—m—&h—mﬁ

N 2 . .

e A :

The State Bo:frs o‘ Education shall abe adopt and provide to the local schoot
administrative  units  developmentally  approprniate individualized  assessment
instruments consistent with the Buwie Education Pregram for the first and second
grades, rather than standardized tests,  Loval school administrative units may use
thesc assessment instrumients provided to them by the State Board for first and
second grade students, and shall not use standardizen tests, The State Board of
Education shall report to the Jomt lLegmslative Commission on Governmental
Operations prior_to May 1. 1988, and 0 the Scnme and House Appropriations
Committecs on Education prior 1o March 1. 1989. on the assessment instruments it
develops.

{f_the Stage Boad of Eduuation fipds thit tesung in_gradey other thun the first and
secon eesary 10 allow compartsons with nayonal indicators of student

higv testing shall be conducted with the smallest size sample of students

q avyre valid json "

Sce. 6, Annual Report Cards for Schools. - G.S. 115C-12(9) reads as

rewritten:

»(9) Muscellancous Powers and Duties, - All the powers and duties
exerened by the State Board of Education shall be in conformity
with the Constitution und subject to such laws as may be enacted
from time 1o tme by the General Assembly, Among such duties
are:

a. To certify and regulate the grade and salary of teachers and
other school employees.

. To udopt and wipply textbooks.

<. To adopt rules requiring all locai boards of education to
implement the Busic Education Program cn an incremental
busis within funds appropriated for that purpese by the
General Asscmbly and by vnits of local government,

The Board shall develop a State accreditation program

that mects or exceeds the standards and requirements of the
Basic tducation Program. The Board shull require each
tocal schoo! edmimstrative umt to comply with.the State

Senate Bl 2
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modlfigd o relleat thy 1esults of snd-ol-cotsg me
!es[s, MY Seive s _the h.ma (_m; developing  the  studunt
performanyg md:,,!hq\ l!!l!!l ted Dy thyg Stug Beord of Education
.t
3} ay reeeive  tunds III.I dillsi entipteg pay ‘or teachers and
Wministra ggr\, in accorgdance with G5, 1ISC (384, if they elect to
. liffe Ale i .

eI,

UHUH sitl sweh ver

1210 the Prosram shall s Lol whool tmprovemany ulan g0 the State
g&g r'mi;:ndgm of Pablw nMeuction before Apnit | s i
mgg[ year_10_which _participation s mﬂivlﬁ; '|'h:- 32%,:; lﬁhﬂ of ﬁdﬁgﬁ%g §?_.‘£ﬁ
volve il substaniia] number of_teagl

1 M QVeIMg s »
mummmm.n_num : s e og
g i) th *3 strategics and pla ate hgen
nge  for ] strativ
1] s for alt Mu of ngIestors by the State
Fa 1t rmine g ! ¥ vary from_schogl to school:

um_n.u_nc aah_o_LunmL&_mLm_mm_x_nhn.
) Tﬂu&&umﬁmmmmmmmmnm
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(4) A differentiated oay plan that the State Board of Educatipo finds
has been succesfully impiemented insnother slate: ot
()  Algeally desigaed plan including ary combination or madification
b pRort amang ffecleﬂ talf m jsessmmL(osucgnanmnkmcmnm

0 dif! ntiated pay olan: theref ho .an that decid hg

d entiated pq DIAG SN0 1D v O€Q 11 L2 100 imprg A4 iSOGt N

Dress NronQsed ¢ : iG> {al: Mempbers (0L 1 " [CYIEW
10_VQ LD ical board of egucation sp

in g & proposed d it pay_pian in § Qcal_$Choo 1mp [OYEIICAL DIAD

)y li ul RIQDOSEC _nlﬂ 1 1
certificated instructional and instrug
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acereditation program to the extent that funds have been
made availabie to the local schoal administrative unit for
implementation of the Basic Tducation lrogram.

The Bowrd shall use the State accreditation program to
monmtor  the mplementation  of the  Aasic Eguc:nion
Program. .
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d.  To formulate rules and refulnions for the enforcement of
the compulsory attendance law,

e To manuge und operate a system of insurance for public
school pruperty, as provided in Asticle 38 of this Chapter.

In muking substantial policy changes in admunistration.
curriculum, or programs the Bourd should conduct hearings
throughout the regions of the State, whenever feasible, in order
that the public muy be heard regarding these matters,”

Sec, 7. Existing Career Development and Lead Teacher Pilot Programs.

(a) Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 248 of Chapter 113C of the
Gencral Statutes, Articic 24D of Chapter 115C of the General Statutes, or uny other
provision of law, funding for the career duvclopment pilot projects und the lead
teachcr pilot projects shall continuc through the 198 90 fiscal year: Provided,
however, that any additional compensation seccived by an employee as a result of the
unit's panica#‘mion in the pilot program for the 1989-90 fiscal (car and for subsequent
fiscal years shall be paid as a bonus or supplement to the employce’s regular salary.

Funding of these pilol projects shalt continue for subrequent fiscal years
only if the piot units succesfully submut local schuot improvement plans pursuant to
the Performance-based Accountability Program. during the 1989-90 schuol year and
during subsequent schoul years.

b inning with the 1993-94 fiscul year, the carcer development und
the tcad teacher piiot units shall receive only the amount of State funds available for
school units partivipatmg n a differentiated pay plan pursuant to the School
Improvement and Accountability Act of 1989; they shall receive no State funding as
career development pilut units ot lead cacher pilot units,

(c? The foval school improvement plan for cach carcer development pilol
progrum shall include a schudule of madifications w the Career development
program. .~This schedule shall resuit in an incrementul reduction or increase, as
appropriate, in the amount of funds allocated for diffcrentiated pay so thii, for the
1993-94 fiscal yeur und subsequent tiscal years. the cost of the difterentiated puy plun
cquals the amount of Statc and local funds available for differentiated pay for school
units participating in diffcrentiated pay plans pussuant to the School Improvement
and Acvountability Act of 1989,

d) Ifan employee in a career development pitot upit is recommended
for Career Status | or If and that status is approved by the local board of education
prior to the beginning of the 1989-90 schoot year. the local board of educution muy
pay that employee 8 bonus or supplement to his regular wilary. For the 1989-90 fiscal
year only, the*focal board of educatron may use any State or local funds available to
it for the carcer development pilot program to pay these bonuses or supplements,
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3 ) “5? Effcctive: at the Deginning of the 1989-90 «chool year, an employee
i may be considered for Caicer Status # no earlier than hus third year in Career Status .
5 L an employee may be conwdered tor Career Status it no carlier than his third year 3
) in Career Status [i. . g
() Any carecr ladder pilot project 1n a school unit that has resulted from x
¥ a merger of schaol uaits, within the last caiendar year precueding the effective date .
& this act, may be madiicd by the local school beard, untem the recommendation of tiye
v State Superintendent of Public Insteuction and with the approval of the State Board i

i

of Education. This modification shall require no more funds than allocated to the
gmicuur preject by the State Board of Educution from funds appropriated to the
tate Board of Education in Chapter S00 of the 1939 Session Laws, the Current

3

. ‘W

S Operations Appropriations Act of 1989,

o Sec. 8. The Departmeht of Public Education shall report prior to May 1,

e 1990, and annually thercafter, an the implementation of the School Improvement and

& Accountabllity Act of 1989, to the chairmen of the Senate and House of
T :l;pmtativa committces on education, appropriations, and appropristions on ‘;
o ucation. . 3
;5. $cc. 9. Nothing in this uct shall be construed to obligate the General :
< Assembly to appropriute uny tunds to implement the provisions of this act. |
< Sec. 10. This act is effective upon ratification, 5
i In the General Assemibly read three times and ratified this the 12th day of
Iy August, 1989, ¥
& i
« JAMES C. GARDNER :
% James C. Gardner .
3 President of the Senatc
i 5
¢ 3
o 3 L MAVRETIC :
{ J. L. Mavretic )
o Speuker of the House of Representatives N
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In order to {llustrate how present Chapter I regulations often inhibit the delivery of effectivo
programs forlm *at riek® students, 1 wuf

list spocific examples of issues wo have confronted
throe years.

Joial Classroom Programs: Many of our schools, after an extensive review of

the rescarch, elected to pursue "cooperative learning programs® to address the

necds of their low students. In & cooperative leaming format, Chapter

I studeats work in mixed ability groups within their regular dlassroom. Despite

the proven effectivencss of cooporative learning programs, they cannot be

implemented entirely using Chapter I funding since *non-Chapter I' students are
tes.

hnuapdumdwthempwlmhdmwhidlg&mhwwido
mmmmm%mmmmcmw funds. The only
problem {s that in order to qualify for & schoo! wide project, at ieast 75% of the
students must meet “poverty” criteria, In our school distict, none of the schools
meet the 75% "in poverty" criteria although we suil have soveral thousand
disadvantaged students who necd Chapter I'support. The unfortunats paradax
htmmomwddnwlleglﬂuﬁmht?h{tmﬁoua:dmmdmrmgm
disadvantaged students, yet & proven program greatest potential for
meeting students’ needs cannot be fully funded under that legislation.

2) Skill Grouping: While many of our schools ed cooperative Jearning

mmothenekmdtolmplomemmhoolwi *regrouping” for reading and
where students would be regrouped, across grade leve!, into instructional
groups of similar skills. Again, the school staffs used the best available research
a3 aguide to ensure that students would be skill grouped and not ability tracked.

In this type of delivery system, all teachers in the building teach basic math and
readi ps. Since this typically means infusing ter I teachors and
Spod:f cation teachers, the net effect is & lowering of class size across the
entire buil In addition to the lower class size, skill grouping allows
instruction to be adjusted to the unique Jearning preforences and needs of the

Despite the proven efficacy of skill grouping, it also cannot be funded under
existing Chapter I regulation due to the "supplement vs supplant® language. In
a kil grouping model, the Chapter 1 teacher is tctuallﬁythe or math
teacher of record which is interpreted as “supplasting” by Chapter [ program
monitors. Here again is the unfortunaie paradox: Since the Chapter I students
are typically failing in their classroom reading or math program, it makes sense
to put them in & tmaller group with a trained Chapter I reading or math
specialist for their basic instruction, yet this too is illegal under existing Chapter
I regulations.

1
s
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3) Coordipation of Services: Within the present Chapter 1 authorization is language

encouraging ashoo! distriets to provide suminmns wwuidiuatiun Uewwoou Clispier
1 services and services provided to address children’s handicapping conditions or
limited English proficiency. This request is quite laudsble since the hilosophy
of our school district is to provide services to students without ing and
categorizing. ‘This means that our schools are directed to group students
mdlnim instructional neods, not noeordlnge?o whether or not they are
Chapter 1, Special Education, or English As A nd Language students, In
fmluofmpmmmsmfunyintmtedsothuthudmohmdvublock
otmndinxforanofmdr'ntﬁsk'mdmummWﬁmuLor
Special Education funding. The funding is based upon & co ve needs
assessment designed to distribute & greater proportion of funds to schools with
higher numbers of "at risk® students.

With to lssues such as equity, and the social consequences of categorical
labels, philosophy of ‘nombeling' students is supported in virtually all
educational dircles. Unfortunately the Chapter I program as well as all other
Fedaﬂpmmmwnmmregmuoqhmngemlmme‘co-mmfﬁmds
This means that we are forced to keep detailed time and effort ntation
for all personnel who our funded out of Chapter L On one hand we are telling
mrmmtmk:wmmeguwmmmdhmﬁemhgmr
are to keep a detalled accoun many minutes per day they
mmuwlth Chapter 1 studeats, Special Education students, ete.

1 have attached a copy of our Student Funding Cat Report and
corresponding computer work sheet which we use to b:p% and effort
documentation for all categorically funded personne). As you can probably
visualize, this is one of most labor intensive and least cost effective
gt‘:cednmweensueln. This is also an area in which our state Chapter T office

been unwavering - we are forced to maintain this documentation on a
regular basis.

4) amwmm: The issue of equipment purchases is actually & subset of
the section on coordination of services. Sinco we have elocted to blend

out of Chapter I funds, only "Chapter I students could use that ter. If we
were to n%mwtohmbimﬁmotanpml. Education
and local and effort documentation is required to ensure that the
ponionofﬁmednpterlmdenuuwuweompuwteoinddawlthme
percentage of Chapter I funds spent on the computer. The Chapter I program
monitors have told us that we would need to maintain an equipment log detalling
who uses the computor and for how much time.

Due to the restrictive in o of 00 funds, 1 have elected not
gurchue any equipment with Federal funds, Our lief in not labeling students

100 strong to allow us 12 engage in the repugnant procedure of maintaining
nudamdmundetfonlopfouquo?mcm. is unfortunate since there are
sor:e very effective computer assisted instruction programs available for "at rlsk"
students.
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EDMONDS SCHOOL DISTRICT 1S
FEDERAL PROGRAMS

1}
.

‘The purpose of the Studont Funding Category R is t0 provide accurate time and
effort documentation for categorical program t and educational assistants. For
each classroom period, teachers must indicate the of the period, and how many
Chapter I, LAP (State tory Bducation Special Bducation, Basic
Education (non-eligible students) and ESL students are served.

Special
md(}Z%wlthBuieBwuﬁo:.ugndu Mﬁx:trﬁ!omwhhmm
‘co-mingling® of funds, we are forced to our payroll corresporaling
Wmnmﬁmm * of student. This means that she
must
the report.

out of threc different budgets for the exact amount of time indicated on

Neadless 1o say this process becomes an accounting nightmare. It is also exacerbated by
the fact that our instructional groups remain fluid, means that the proportion of
time our teachers are spending with anty category of students is constantly changing.
Theoretically wo are supposed to be changing our payroll every time a teacher's time
and effort documentation changes.

O
»‘,
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November 15, 1989

The Hoacrable Peter Smith

U.S. House of Representatives

1020 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Smith:

The American Association of School Administrators (AASA), would 1like to thank
you for introducing H.R. 3347 to oreate demoustretion programs regarding the
establishment of education performance agresaents. A number of federal
programs have provided 1leadership to 1local programs icr disadvantaged
students.

Performance agreements are important becauss restructuring standardise tests

will not ooour
learning.
referenced tests.

i

the emphasis 1s placed on achievement rather than
is not adequately described by standardized nora
Only 1f the quality of learning is explained, will

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

teachers, parents and students be eble to use the information to promote
1

H.R. 3387 will encoursge teachers, parents, ocommunity leaders and
administrators to identify measures of the quality of learning. If in the
design of qualitative measures of learning it eppears that some reguletions
need to be waived (and ochildrens' rights protected), then zodificetion of
regulations should be oonsidered. Unfortunately, the disoussion around H.R.
3347 has focused on dereguletion rather than identification of qualitative
seasure. of learning.

It 1s not olear that any regulations need to be waived to aotually partioipate
in this demcnatration. There is no hard evidenos that allowing waivers of
8088 program regulations would improve student performance. But there may be
local situations where experimentation with programs ocould isprove student
learning. Those opportunities, if struotured to involve parents and proteot
the oonstitutional and procedural rights of children, should ba examined.

AASA supports your effort to explore education performance agreements and
stands ready to participate in the discussions about how to make that happen.

Sincerely,
/,/‘ raes YT :;T/'
Bruoe Hun
Assooiate Exeoutive Director
0ffice of Goveinmental Relations
) 528-0700 * Fax (703) 8411543

03
01 North Mocre Street » Angton, Virginika 22209
20 Equal Cpporunity Empioyer
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STATE OF VERMONT
ORPARTMENT OF KDUCATION
MONTPELIZR
030023703

November 15, 1989

Representative Peter P, Smith

1020 1NOB
vashington, D.C. 20515-4501

Dear Peter:

I am very pleased to offer my support for the Eduoetional
Pexrformance Agreament for School Restructuring Aot. This
represents a very important step in the growing commitment to
swap state and federal red tape for improved results.

The bill ie premised upon a2 number of principles which must
bs the cornerstons of any afforts to restructure our schools.
rirst, end moat importantiy. any agresment to relax or waive
oertain vegulations or fundirq provisions ere based on improved
student performancs. We must locus restructuring oa loca
afforts to defire very high performance in schools. Although a
rejuvenated curriculum, shared decision-making among educators,
and an improved school climate might also be achieved through
restructuring, this bill is based on student performance.

Another ksy concept represented in the bill is partnership.
Not only does it encourage a collaborative affort by the school,
parents, and the community to improve performance, but it
affectively links local, stete and federal rescurces to
accomplish that goal.

In Vermont the Governor, the State 3oard of Education, the
Legislature and Business leaders have joined togethar to
astablish & grant groqran to challenge Vermont schools to
reinvent for very high performsnoe for all students. The initial

response has been very positive, with 63 teams from local schools
and school districts involved in a network which is exploring the
restructuring procass.

23
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Representative Peter P. Smitn
Noveaber 15, 1989
Page 2

Many of the questions from those involved in Vermont'’s
reatructuring initiative foous on regulatory barriers and
obsticles to achieving high performance for all students. The
Educational Perforsance Agrsement for School Restructuring act
represents a firs-commitment and meaningful ancouragement from an
W,mm in the effort to improve our schools. DPlaase
le e know if there is anything I can do to share our experience
as the bill is considered.

Sincersly,
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Mr. Possiarp. Thank you, Mr. Smith. Before Governor Kean
comes forward, are there any other members who would like to
make an opening statement?

Mr. Googling?

Mr. GoopLING. I would like to read a note to the governor from
Marge Roukema. Mrs. Roukema this morning is unable to be here
because there is a hearing at the same time of her Labor Manage-
ment Subcommittee and she is the ranking member, so she feels
she has to be there, but she wants to acknowledge and congratulate
the leadership of Governor Kean in the field of education.

His accomplishments in the state of New Jersey should serve as
a mggel to other states. We are fortunate to have him here before
us ‘oday.

M:. Posnarp. Thank you, Mr. Goodling. Mr. Bartlett?

Mr. BartLErT. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the brief amount
of time. I want to say that I think this is a revolutionary hearing
and some revolutionary ideas in which Mr. Smith’s legislation and
the subject of this hearing is one of the most refreshing items of
public policy change that this Congress has seen in over a decade.

It is revolutionary in that it wil' rut ¢ .ucation results first to be
measured by its impact on students i this country obtaining an
education, strengthening their acsdemics and obtaining the kind of
education that this country needs.

It is revolutionary in that the changes proposed by this legisla-
tion and by these witnesses would empower parents, principals,
teachers, school board members and others directly in control of
local education, empower those with the ability to make those
changes that are long overdue.

It seems to me that the empowerment agenda of education has
two parts. It has the part that is contained in this bill directly, and
that is decentralization of decision, to allow people in the school-
house to make educational decisions, and it has the other part, the
flip side, and that is empowering parents to be able to be in control
of the educatic.aal agenda for their own students.

So we decentralize education at the schoolhouse level and we em-
power Earents to be able to make decisions for their own children.

I look forward to both this hearing and the legislative results of
this hearing.

Mr. PosHARD. Thank you, Mr. Bartlett.

Mr. Hayes. Mr. Chairman, if I may?

Mr. PosHARD. Yes, Mr. Hayes?

Mr. 'Javes. I passed up my opportunity when you looked this
way, because in deference to tﬂe (governor’s time frame which he is
operating in, but since my colleagues on the other side seem to dis-
regard it I think I may infringe upon a little of it, too.

I am one of the cosponsors of this piece of legislation. I think it is
a good bill. It should Eg assed by this House.

ut it is not without faults. Somewhere during the deliberation I
would hope that we can strengthen it in ways that might enhance
the fulfillment of its purpose. As we get into the specifics of it I
will bring out some of the things that I think need to be changed.

I have been contacted by some of the organizations who are in-
terested in education and certainly want to do something to see
this pass. We want to make sure .hat those who we are trying to

6J

e



NS a et

57

help secure an education are not overlooked and neglected because
of some things that we left out of this piece of legislation. I just
want to get that into the record.

Mr. PosHARD. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

Governor Kean, we thank you for taking the time and coming to
be with us on such a terrible morning outside. We appreciate your
patience. You can begin.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE THOMAS H. KEAN, GOVERNOR
OF STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Governor KeAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Congress-
man Goodling and members of the committee. I want to thank you
very much for the opportunity to testify in support of this bill to
establish a national demonstration program for educational per-
formance agreements.

Several months ago I talked to a school superintendent from the
town of Paramus, New Jersey. Paramus has really one of the finest
school systems in our state. In fact, Education & cretary Cavazos
has recently honored Paramus High School for its excellence.

One of the reasons Paramus has done so well is its creativity.
Last year i.s superintendent, Harry Galinsky, and the school board
thought they had found a great new way to help three-year-olds
before they ever got behind.

You see, they wanted to use Chapter 1 money to create a model
preschool program, but, you see, there are problems with the legal
technicalities of Chapter 1. When Harry Galinsky asked for a
waiver to create that program for three-year-olds the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education had no choice, it said, but to turn him down. A
great idea died, and in that district there are at-risk children today
who lost out.

This is not the only time this kind of thing has happened. During
the past thirty years we have talked about often fundamentally
changing the way that our schools operate. There have been an
awful lot of false starts, more than a Redskins-Giants game almost.

The time to hesitate is through. It is fime to put up or shut, up in

this area, I believe. 1 am not usually a betting man, but this bill, I
think, amounts to a wager that the Nation cannot afford to pass
up.
We must be wiiling to bet that if schools are given more freedom
then they will seize that opportunity, that they will invent daring
new programs and that they will tailor those programs to the kids
who need help the most.

I know it worries some people. I know there are some people who
fear change, but I thought of what Abraham Lincoln said over a
hundred years ago, that “The dogmas of the quiet past are inad-
equate to confront the stormy present, so we must think anew and
we must act anevs.”

Today our schools are inadequate to confront the problems of the
present and the opportunities of the future, particularly for our
poorest children. All students, however, are being shortchanged.

The kids from Princetcn, the kids from Grosse Point, the kids
from Greenwich, they are lucky. They have wealthy parents who, if
they don’t like what is going on they pluck them right out of the
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public schools and they send them to the best private academies
that money can buy.

But that is not true, of course, of the poor kids. Somebody has
got to watch out for those kids whether they come from Newark or
Detroit or New Haven or wherever. That is why I think we have to
do everything in our power to foster change in their interest.

I am very proud of the job the Federal Government has done and
I respect tremendously the members of this committee for their
work, but I don't think any of us can feel that is yet enough.

The current law shortchanges our children and this legislation, I
believe, will make sure that our kids get a fair chance.

Governors and a number of other people have shown that we are
willing to take risks in a sense so that our nation is no longer at
risk. Three years ago we published “A Time for Results.” It out-
lined the changes we believed were needed.

I helped write the National Governors Association policy on ele-
mentary and secondary education. That policy boils down to two
principles. First, we have to get the money to the children who
need it the most. Secondly, we must have the same high academic
standards for every child no matter where he or she goes to school.

That is what we told the president at the Charlottesville summit
and the president, we found, agreed with us.

In New Jersey we have already made thirty-eight education re-
forms that changed the way our schools do business.

Frankly, it took some doing. There was a lot of opposition but we
have hard evidence now that our schools are getting better, not
worse.

Two changes in particular were considered risky, and yet they
are as important as anything else we have done. We chartered a
new means to license teachers, the alternate route. We were the
first state in the country to do that. A lot of people thought that
wasn’t right.

A lot of people opposed it. Our state’s largest teachers’ union was
very skeptical at the beginning, but we went forward and now all
of those people applaud the program.

We can certify bright and talented liberal arts graduates who did
not happen to get education degrees, and it has infused new blood
into the teaching corps. These men and women score higher than
the traditionally trained teachers in the National teachers’ exami-
nation.

Most importantly, tc me, through this program we are now at-
tracting more minority teachers than ever before, twice as many as
we used to before when we just had the traditional teaching pro-
grams. Teaching is again respected in New Jersey.

Now, thanks to our reforms, we have four people in the state
vying for every single teaching job that is open. There is no teach-
ing shortage anymore in our state.

I was eager to start an experimental program like that but I was
reluctant to carry out another program, School Takeover, because I
believe iocal control of schools is the best control, but I believe in
accountability and educational opportunity even more.

That is why I fought for three years against tremendous odds to
have the right to take over districts that after six or seven years
simply failed our children.
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When schools fail to educate children year after year it is time
we didnit blame the children anymore but perhaps blamed the
schools.

This past summer we took over the educationally bankrupt
schools in Jersey City, where classes were held in supply closets,
students used textbooks written in 1970, the school district was doc-
umented to spend all sorts of money for jobs frankly for political
cronies instead of educators.

In one case Jersey City paid a political person over $20 thousand
a year and made him the supervisor of fire extinguishers.

Now we are setting priorities right in that school district. The
state-appointed superintendent has put up signs that sum up our
philosophy: “Jersey City Public Schools—Kids Come First.”

Teachers are excited. Parents are back in the schools participat-
ing. Community people are back involved. Soon those kids will get
what is coming to them, and that is a decent education.

I guess what I am saying is that providing quality education
today in this country, I think, involves taking some risks. That is
just what Congressman Smith’s bill does.

This bill commits school districts to higher academic achieve-
ment, and in return for that we commit ourselves to giving them
flexibility in dealing with Federal and state regulations. It is a
trade of professional freedom for accountability.

The trade will be represented in a contract, the Educational Per-
formance Agreement, which will be accepted by the Federal, state
and local participants. Local school and business leaders, parents
and teachers would fashion a long-term plan to improve the
schools.

To me this is a wonderful opportunity. The Harry Galinskys of
this world will be able to save the three-year-olds that they see in
danger, particularly in urban areas. Reformers will have a new
tool to use. Teachers will be excited, I think, by what they can do.

Now, I know that changing any law shouldn’t be done lightly.
Any Federal law represents the combined wisdom of Congress and
of the Executive Branch.

If we change a law we must only do it for a compelling reason.
Saving children who are not getting the schooling they need, to me,
is a compelling reason.

Our schools were built a lot like the New Jersey state house. One
wing was built two hundred years ago. Another wing was added
forty years later, two other wings fifty years later, and by 1989 we
have an architectural hodgepodge and one greatly in need of
repair.

That is what I think we are doing right now. When I sit in my
state house office I can hear the drills and hammers and we are
rebuilding the house of state government in our state.

Now I think we have to do the same thing with the state’s
schoolhouses. The old ways are jerry-built and no longer work very
well. We have to simply change and reform them.

Restructuring our schools is not done with drills or hammers. It
starts with good laws. It must be done delicately and correctly. It
must be done by craftsmen such as Chairman Hawkins and the
members of this committee.
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This bill reaches the subtle balance that we need to improve our
schovls in.a fair and responsible manner. 1 believe the time has
‘come_to enact it. I believe that if you do enact it you will leave a
legacy of lasting reform for our children.

I This. is a gamble, but it is a gamble, I think, that we simply can
» no longer afford to pass up.

I thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Thomas H. Kean follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF
GOVERNCR THOMAS H. KEAN
SEFORE THE SUBCOMMXITTEE ON
BLEMENTARY, SECONDARY, AND VOCATXONAL EDUCATION
U.8. NOUSS OF REPRESENTATIVES
NOVEMBER 16, 1989

CHAZRMAN HAWKINS AND MEMBERS OF THE SURCOMMITTEE, I WANT TO
THANK YOU POR THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIRY TODAY IN SUPPORT OF

THID BILL TO ESTABLISH ™A NATIONAL DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM PFOR
BDUCATIONAL PERZORMANCE AGRSEMENTS.™

SEVERAL MONTHS AS0, X TALKED TO A SCHOOL SUPERINTENDSNT
Fl* PARANUS, NEW JERSEY. PARANUS MAS ONE OF THE RINEST SCHOOL
. IN MY STATE. IN BACT, EDUCATION SECRETARY (CAVAZOS

RE LY MONORED PARAMUS MIGH SCHOOL FOR ITS EXCELLENCE.

ONE  OF THE REASONS PARAMUS MAS DONE 80 WELL X8 T8
TY

LAST VYEAR, SUPERINTENDSNT MARRY OALINSKY AND THS SCHOOL
THOUGHT THRY HAD FOUND A SREAT NEW WAY TO HELP 3-YEAR OLDS
WERE XN DANGER OF MALLING EEHXND.

THEY WANTED TO USE CHAPTER I MONEY TO CREATE A MODEL
CHOOL PROSRAM. BUT THERE WERE PROSLEMS WITH TNE LESAL
CALITIRS OF CHAPTER I.

AND WHEN HARRY QALINSKY ASKED FOR A WAIVEAR TO CREATE THIS

>  THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION HAD NO CHOICE suT TO
HIM DOWN. A OREAT IDEA DXSD AND THOSS AT -RISK CHILDRSN
oUrT. I'M :AD TO SAY THIS I8 NOT THE ONLY TIME TiHIS SORT OF
HAS MAFPINED.

DURING THE PAST 30 VYEARS, WE HAVE TALKED ABOUT
AMENTALLY CHANGING THE WAY OUR SCMOOLS OPERATE. THERE MAVE
MORE FALSE STARTS THAN DURINS A REDSKINS-8IANTS SAMS.

THE TIME TO MESITATE IS TNROUGN. IT I8 TIME TO PUT uP OR
T uP.

X'M NOT USUALLY A EETTING MAN, SUT THIS BILL ESSENTIALLY
SOJLS DOWN TO A WAGER THIS NATION CAN'T ANRORD TO PASS UB,

WE MUST SE WILLING TO EET THAT IF SCNOOLS ARE OIVEN MORE
niuon THEY'LL SEXZS THR OPPORTUNITY TO INVRENY DARING NEW
PIT‘W TAILORED TO CHILDREN WHO MOST NEED OUR MELP.

THIS WORRISS SOMS PEOPLE. THEY ESAR CHANGE.

BUT AS ASRAHAM LINCOLN SAID MORE THAN 100 YEARS ASO, "THR
DOGMAS OF THE QUIET PAST ARE INADEQUATE TO CONFRONT THE STORMY
PRRSENT . 80 WR MUST THINK ANEW AND ACT ANEW." TODAY, OUR
SCHOOLS ARH INADEQUATE TC CONFRONT THE PROBLEMS OF THE PRESSNT
AND THE OPPORTUNITIES OF THE BUTURE.

24-389 0 - 90 - 3
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ALL STUOENTS ARE BEING SHDRTCHANGED, THE KIDS FROM
PRINCETON, OROSSE POINT AND GREENWICH ARE LUCKY. THEY MHAVE
WEALTHY PARKNTS WHO CAN PLUCK THEM FROM PUSLIC SCHOOLS AND SEND
THEM TO THE BEST PRIVATE ACHDEMIKS MONEY CAN BUY.

1
\ BUT WHAT ABOUT THE POOR KIDS? WHO'S WATCHING OUT FOR THE
KIDS IN NEWARK, DETROXIT AND NEW HAVEN?

THAT IS WHY WE MUST DO ALL IN OUR POWER TO FOSTER CHANGE.

l I'M PROUD OF THE JOR DONE BY THE FEDERAL GCVERNMENT AND
MEMBERS OF THIS COMMITTEE. BUT IT'S STILL NOT ENOUGH. THE
CURRENT LAW SHORTCHANGES OUR CHILDREN. THIS LEGISLATION WILL
MA SURE THE KIDS GET A FAIR CHANCE.

[

{ GOVERNORS AND OTHERS MAVE SHOWN THAT WE ARE WILLING TO TAKE
RISKS S0 THAT OUR NATION 28 NO LONOER AT RISK. THREE YEARS A30,
WE | PUBLISHED A TINE FOR RESULTS, IT OUTLINED THE
CHANGES WE BELIEVED WERE NEEDED. AND I WELPED WRITE THR
NATIONAL GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION POLICY ON ELEMENTARY AND

SECONDARY EDUCATION.
THAT POLICY BOILS DOWN TO TWO PRINCIPLES.

1. NE MUST OET THE MONEY TO THE CHILDREN WHO NEED IT THE
MO&T.

2. AND WE MUST HAVE THE SAME HIOM ACADEMIC STANDARDS FOR
EvERY CHILD, NO MATTER WHERE HE OR SHE GOES TO SCHOOL.

l THAT'S WHAT WE TOLD THE PRESIDENT AT THE CHARLOTTESVILLE
] XT. HE AGREED WITH US.

IN NEW JERSEY, WE'VE ALREADY MADE 38 EDUCATION REFORMS THAT
GHANGE THE WAY OUR SCHOOLS DO BUSINESS., FRANKLY, THAT TOOK SOME
DQT‘O. SUT NOW THEY'RE GETTING BETTER, NOT WORSE.

TWO CHANOES IN PARTICULAR, WERE CONSIDERED RISKY, ANO YRT
THJY ARE AMONG THE MOST IMPORTANT REFORMS T WILL LEAVE BEHIND.

FIRST OF ALL, WE CREATED A NEW NEANS TO LICENSE TEACHERS
THE “ALTERNATE ROUTE.™ WELL MEANING PEOPLE OPPOSED US. OUR
SYATE'S LARGAST TEACHERS UNION THOUGHT WE'D BE SRINGING GUINZA
pI6is INTO THE CLASSROOM, BUT WE WENT FORWARD. AND NOW EVEN THE
CRITICS APPLAUD THE PROGRAM,

NOW WE CAN CERTIEY BRIGHT AND TALENTED LIBERAL ARTS
GRADUATES WHO DIDN'T OET EDUCATION DEGREES. I7'S INFUSED NEW
BLQOD INTO THE THEACHING CORPS. MANY OF THESE MEN AND WOMEN
SCORE HIGHER THAN THE TRADITIONALLY TRAINED TEACHERS ON THE
NATIONAL TEACHERS KXAM.

| MOST IMPORTANT, WE ARE ATTRACTING MORE MINORITY TEACHERS
THAN EVER =~ TWICE AS MANY THROUGH THE ALTERNATE ROUTE AS
THROUGH TRADITIONAL PROORAMS, TEACHING I8 AGAIN RESPECTED IN
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NEW JERSEY. THANKS8 TO OUR REFORMS WE NOW HAVE FOUR PEOPLE VYING
FOR; EVERY ONE TEACHING OPENING.

X WAS EAGER TO SEOIN THE ALTERNATE ROUTRE. BUT I WAS
RELUCTANT TO CARRY OUT ANOTHER IMPORTANT REEORM: SCHOOL
TAKEOVEN. I BELIEVE LOCAL CONTROL OF NCHOOLS I8 THE SEET
ROL.

SUT I SELIEVS IN ACCOUNTABILITY AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY
MORE., THAT'S WHY I FOUOHT FOR THREE YEARS AGAINST QREAT
TO HAVE THE RIQGHT TO TAKE OVER FAILING SCHOOL DISTRICTS.
SCHOOLS FAIL TO SHDUCATE THEIR CHILOREN YEAR ABYER YEAR,
TIME THAT THEY @ET THE "E," NOT THE CHILDREN. THE CHILDREN
DSSERVE SETTER. THIS PAST SUMMER WE TOOK OVER THE EDUCATIONALLY
RUPT SCHOOL SYSTEM IN JERSEY CITY.

CLASSES WERE MHELD IN SUPPLY CLOSETS. STUDENTS USED
BOOKS WRITTEN IN 1970. THE SCHOOL DISTRICT SPENT MILLIONS
OBS FOR POLITICAL CRONIES. IN ONE CASE, JERSEY CITY PAXID A
ICALLY CONNECTED FELLOW 825,000 A YEAR TO SE THE SUPERVISOR
IRS EXTINQULSHERS.

NOW PRIORITIES ARE REINO SET RIONT. THR S8TATE~APPOINTED
RINTENDENT HAS PUT UP SIONS THAT SUM UP OUR PHILOSOPHY.
8EY CITY PUSLIC SCHOOLS -~ KIDS EIRST.™ AND SOME DAY SOON
E KIDS WILL GET NHAT'S COMING TO THEM -~ A DRCENT EDUCATION.

PROVIDING A QUALITY EDUCATION TODAY ENTAILS TAKING RISKS.
T 'S JUBT WHAT PSTSR SMITH'S SILL DOES. THIS SILL COMMITS
SC L DISTRICTS TO HIGHSR ACADSMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN RETURN FOR
FLEXISILITY IN DEALING WITM FEDERAL AND STATS' REGSULATIONS.
IT'B A TRADE OF PROFESSIONAL FREEDOM POR ACCOUNTASILITY.

THE TRADE WOULD BE REPRESENTED IN A CONTRACT, THE
EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT, WMICH WOULD BE ACCEPTED BY
THE, FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL PARTICIPANTS, LOCAL SCHOOL AND
SUSINESS LEADERS, PARENTS AND TEACHERS WOULD FASHION A LONO~TERM
PLlfl TO IMPROVE THEIR SCNOOLS,

THIS I8 AN EXCELLENT OPPORTUNITY. THE HARRY GALINSKYS OF
THIS WORLD WILL BE ASLE TO SAVE THE THREE~YEAR-OLDS THZY SEE
IN DANGER. REFOARMERS WILL HAVE A NEW TOOL TO USE.

CHANGING ANY LAW IS NOT TO BE DONE LIGHTLY. A FEDERAL LAW
RSPRESENTS THE COMBIHED WISDOM OF CONGRESS AND THE EXECUTIVE
SRANCH. IF WE CHANGE A LAW, WE MUST DO SO FOR ONLY A COMPELLING
REASON.

SAVINS CHILDREN WHO AR®N'T OETTING THE SCHOOLING THEY NEED
3 COM- ELLINS REASON.

OUR SCHOOLS WERE SUILT A LOT LIKE THE NEW JERSEY
STATEHOUSE. ONE WINO WAS SUILT 200 YEARS AGO. ANOTHER WING WAS
ADDED 40 YEARS LATER, TWO OTHER WINOS, 50 YEARS LATER. 8Y 1989,
WE HAVE AN ARCHITECTURAL HODOEPODGE IN OREAT NEED OF REPAIR.
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THAT'S WHAT WE'RE DOING RIGHT NOW. WHEN I SIT IN MY
STATEHOUSE OFFICE I CAN HEAR THE DRILLS AND HAMMERS AS WE
RERMUILD THE STATE'S HOUSE OF GOVERNMENT.

i NOW WE MUST DO THE SAMR WITH THE STATES' SCHOOLHOUSES. THE
OLD HAYS NO LONKGER WORK VERY WELL. WNE MUST RINODEL THEM.
1

RESTRUCTURING OUR SCHOOLS ISN'TYT DONR WITH DRILLS OR

§. IT STARTS NITH @NOD LAWS. IT MUST BX DONE DELICATELY
CORRECTLY. ZIT MUST BR DONE SY CRAFTEMEN SUCH AS CHAIRMAN
NS AND THE MEMBERS OF THIS SUBCONMITTEER

THIS DBILL REACNES THE SUBRTLE BALANCR THAT WE NEED TO
IMPROVE OUR SCHOOLS IN A FAIR AND RESPONSIBLE MANNER. I BELIRVE
THE| TIME HWAS COMR TO ENACT IT AND LEBAVE A LESACY OF LASTING
REF FOR OUR KIDS.

AS I SAID AT THE OUTSET, THI® IS A GAMBLE WE CAN'T AFFORD
TO PASS UP,

THANK YOU.
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Mr. PostArp. Thank you, Governor. I might ask at this point, if
there are no objections, since Mr. Albert Shanker, President of the
American Federation of Teachers. must leave at 10:30, if we could
go ahead and let him give a short testimony at this point in time
and then take questions from the committee for both panel mem-

rs.
Mr. Shanker?

STATEMENT OF ALBERT SHANKER, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

Mr. Suanker. Thank you very much. I am sorry to do this, but I
am due tn give a report at the AFL-CIO convention. This is our
last morning and I do have to get back there.

I do have a written statement, but I wish to say that there will
be some extensive changes in that in the next day or two. I will
submit those to you. I say that up front because the statement was
put together on the basis of many of our previous policies, and 1
think you will see in the changes that there is a shift that is in-
volved here along the lines that Governor Kean mentioned; that is,
we are very concerned that the populations targeted in the legisla-
tion continue to be the recipients of the additional assistance. We
are concerned that with a lifting of regulations local authorities
may shift the resources and may not accomplish the purposes.

However, we think that that does need to be done in a way
which is indicated; that is, along the lines of the spirit of this legis-
lation, which is that we need to move toward a system that deals
with results rather than a system that deals with bureaucracy and
rules and regulations which essentially tie the system up and, for
very good reasons in terms of trying to make sure that the right
kids are targeted, prevent you actually from doing the things that
you should be doing with those kids.

The extent to which this is, and indeed it does move us from a
series of inputs to the discussion of what are the results, I think it
is very good.

I have a few comments on the provisions of the legislation. They
are intertwined. One has to do with the fact that the goals are, in a
sense, negotiated among a number of groups Jocally.

I think that we need to be clear on what the goals are and I be-
%ie\_’e that you ought to consider a tew gcal definitions in the legis-

ation.

I was very happy to see the education summit deal with this, and
indeed it was a surprising and shocking and historic result but I
think one that makes a lot of sense.

I do not think we can agree that everybody should read “Julius
Caesar” or ““Silas Marner,” but I do think we can all agree that we
want as many of our kids to leave school with the highest levels of
reading ability possible and with the highest levels of writing abili-
ty and with the highest levels of ability to deal with numbers and
mathemastical concepts.

Now, there are lots of ways of achieving those, so we can still
leave an awful lot to state and local control. You can get to be
highly literate, a good reader and a good writer writing and read-
ing all kinds of different things. We do not have to mandate that.

&N
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What we ought to be doing is at the end assessing those things
that we want to get, because what we are going to get out of the
system is what we test. That leads me to a few of the other things
here, which deals with, for instance, increases in student perform-
ance outcomes higher than that previously demonstrated.

Well, what is now previously demonstrated, basically the only
tests we have got out there are standarcized multiple choice tests.
That means there is no test in writing. The results show it, that
only 2.6 percent of our graduating high school seriors are able to
write a decent letter or an essay. Well, if we do not test it nobody
is going to spend any time on it.

So the minute you say that it is going to be done on a basis of
tests that are already there and have been previously demonstrat-
ed, you are knocking out writing as a mandated standard. I think
that is a terrible mistake, because writing is not just a technical
skill. It is the organization of ideas. It is the ability to persuade. It
is thinking about what the other person is thinking and how to
reach them. It is more fundamental, perhaps, than anything else,
and yet that would be excluded here. So I would strongly urge that
that be rethought. I would also strongly urge that even in the pre-
viously demonstrated reading the ability to guess at five alterna-
tives on a multiple choice test does not really tell you whether any-
bodx can read anything.

Real reading material doesn’t come that way. If the world were
made up of jobs where every job gave you five things to choose
from, we would have the world's greatest experts. That is what our
schools teach. They teach you how to select from among five alter-
natives that are put in front of you, a passive type of knowledge—
three are ridiculous, then guess.

That is what we are goinc to get. You are going to get more
people pushing for that ridicuious sort of thing. As long as you are
changing these things, let's make the measures the things that we
really want to get out of tie system.

Now, that leads me to another issue here which is very closely
related, and that has to do with the year-by-year assessment. I am
strongly in favor of assessment. During all the years of the 1970s,
when there were a lot of people who came out against assessment
because kids would feel terrible if they failed a test, I appeared
here before this committee to say that if a kid failed a test he
should feel bad —maybe he will work harder the next time, try
harder—and that the American people are not going to spend hun-
dreds of billions of dollars without knowing what is going on, and
that we need testing for research to find out what is broke and
what needs to be fixed and what ain’t broke.

So I approach this from a point of view as a staunch supporter of
testing and assessment, but why don’t you say you are going to test
at least once a year?

The more often you test, the smaller the bits and pieces you are
going to be testing for and the less significant they become. It is
like that old saying about college specialization, that we know
more and more about less and less, until eventually we know ev-
erything about nothing at all.

7)
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That is the kind of thing that you get. Also, the business that if
scores decline over a two-year period the demcnstration gets shut
down~-I do not think that is an adequate period.

I think there are a hell of a lot of businesses that try to institute
new procedures and they may actually show a good deal of disloca-
tion and loss for a two- or three-year period of time. This is kind of
an indication of the short-term bottom line that American business
is criticized for.

I mean, you would not do this in any other field. Would you say
that you are going to cut off medical research if over two out of
three years people conduct experiments and they don’t come up
with the answer, then we are not going to do that research any-
more? Tk y may have learned an awful lot in that two years. The
third one may be the year when they come up with something. It is
too short a time span.

I think the shorter the periods of assessment, the more people
are going to be going for shortterm solutions and short-term solu-
tions are almost always gimmicks.

If you are going to do something that is really innovative and

quite different, you are not going to get it right the first time or
the second time or the third time. It takes a lot of experimentation,
a lot of adjustment, and there is a certain amount of disorder and
disorganization that is involved in the process of trying something
new.
I think if you had a span like four or five years, that is pretty
good, but if you make it two out of three where you have got to
show it, what you are basically going to get is that people are going
to do the same wrong things they are doing now but they are going
to do them a little better. You are not going to give—what you are
doing is creating a disincentive for changes that are substantial
and fundamental and building in a strong incentive for continuing
the same thing but doing it a little bit better.

Those are the—I think that the overall framework of getting
people at ihe local level to come up with some new ideas and plans.
getting commitments on the part of all of the constituents, combin-
ing sums of money, giving people the six-year, one-year planning
and then five years of time—I think the entire framework is excel-
lent and does deserve a demonstration, but it will ¢nd up not pro-
ducing the results you want if you make them short-term or if you
are not measuring the things you really want to get out of it.

You do not want to end up with kids who are good at standard-
ized tests. You want to end up with kids who are good at reading,
writing and solving mathematical ; ,blems. That ought to be what
you check and not something else.

Thank you.

{The prepared statement of Albert Shanker follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF
ALBERT SHANKER, PRESIDENT
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

“ qbgt" W""éﬂw

BEPORE THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, it is a pleasure

 p Aty v

to be here today to discuss with you a topic of mutual concern
and of national importance. I am referring to the great
challenge of how to encourage state and local efforts at
educational innovation and restructuring.

our schools today are organized along the principles of an

industrial factory system and are not responsive to the diverse
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needs of students or of society at larga. In a word, many of
the schools are failing, and the public is growing impatient.

At the same time, it is not entirely clear how schools should be

o e

organized. We know that there should be much greater
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opportunity for school-site decision making, for collaborative

Y3

decision making among the administration, teachers and other

staff, and for incentives that will spur schools to develop

L

innovative approaches to learning. We know that schools may
need to borrow some of the positive aspects of a competitive
market system. Yet, there is little real opportunity for
innovation, for experimentation, to discover and test new modes
of schooling. One reason for the lack of innovation is the

oppressive weight of existing state and tederal regulations,
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which constrain attempts at restructuring and drain good people
of their enthusiasm.

I would like to comment on H.R. 3347, a bill sponsored by
Representative Peter Smith, and others, which proposes to
encourage local school efforts at restructuring. Mr. Smith’s
bill would allow local school systems to pool the funds from a
variety of programs and set aside some of the regulations that
those funds ordinarily entail. Upon completion of an agreement
between the local school system, the state, and Secretary of
Education, which would stipulate alternative rules and
performance objectives, the school system would be given six
years to plan and carry out its experiment. If the school
system consistently fails to meet its agrsed-to performance
objectives, its license to innovate would be revoked.

H.R. 3347 correctly attempts to maintain existing
protections for civil rights, safety, and against private misuse

of public fund-. It also attempts to establish accountability

by requiring schools to meet their own performance cbjectives

and by incorporating periodic state evaluations of progress.
Most importantly, it would relieve the weight of many rules and
regulations which retard innovation. And, there is some
incentive for undertaking the burden of change -- in the form of
increased freedom and the likelihood of additional state
funding. All of this is positive and worthy of support.

H.R. 3347 also raises some concerns. To begin, increased
funding is not the solution to our educational probiems, but it

is a necessary part of the solution. I have elsewhere
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criticized President Bush's proposal for Merit Schools as
attempting to spread a modest level of financial incentives much

too thinly. Given the amount of inertia in our school systems,

1 believe significant change is going to require large carrots.
So, while the lifting of some regulations and rules is necessary
to remove impediments to restructuring, real change will very
likely require meaningful financial incentives. H.R. 3347 does
not envision an infusion of significant financial incentives.

The mingling of funds at the local level is essentially the
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formation of a local block grant. puring the last decade block

grants were often offered at the federal level as a means of

N R

consolidating federal spending. This is sometimes desirable, as

e
et

it provides funding in more meaningful amounts and allows
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greater flexibility in the use of the funds. However, blozk

Ry

grants can also be mischievous. They can lead to neglect of the g

é important federal purposes for which programs were first -
g enacted, and they can serve 2s 2a wedge for destroying public

% support for those programs. However, that is not the purpose

é here. Yet, as I read H.R. 3347, there is no limit on the extent

5 to which existing programs could be consolidated for purposes of

%’ restructuring. Although billed as a national demonstration
5 program, the bill could rapidly transform most of the large
* education programs. As strongly as I embrace the concept of
restructuring, I believe we must offer some protection to
current federal education programs that were sO laboriously

enacted.
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A related concern brings to mind the eveats recently

LA

unfolding in Chelsea, Massachusetts. In that beleaguered city
the school committes turned over the public schools to a private

A T

entity, Boston University, and in the process greatly reduced

R

Public accountability and the impact of law and regulations.
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Such a transfer of authority could be very tempting in many
locales, as it allows public officials to evade responsibility.
This type of mistake must be proscribed in H.R. 3347. With the
concurrence of a few national officials, many of whon promote
privatization in the form of vouchers, tax credits, and other
neans, this bill could inadvertently bacome an engine for

setting aside regulations, consolidating funds, abrogating
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existing contracts, and contracting out essential gchool
services. Appropriate proscriptions against removing services
from the school system must be included in the bill.

A tinal concern which I will mention is one of adequate
protection of the spscial populations and purposes now served by
the categorical programs that could be consolidated ynder H.R.
3374. It geems only right that in some aggregate sense the
services rendered should not be diluted, particularly in favor
of othar groups or purposes. Service to populations with
special needs is the central principle of federal education
programs and should not be abandoned. However, encouraging
innovation and restructuring in schools is also clearly an
important national concern and should be a focur of federal

policy.

Assuming that adequate protections can be included in
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H.R. 3374, that the extent to which the consolidation of
prograns is allowed can be appropriately defined, and that
meaningful guarantees against the privatization of public
schools can be included, then I believe it is a bill which
warrants support. I am confident that it addresses one of the
principal barriers to positive change in the schools, the weight
of restrictive regulations and rules, and for that its sponsors
are to be congratulated.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify today. I will be
happy to answer any questions, and I look forward to working
with you in our mutual endeavor to produce the kind of school

systems that our great democracy truly deserves.
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Mr. PosHARD. Thank you, Mr. Shanker. Do members of the com-
mittee have questions now? In the interests of time and knowing
that these gentlemen have to leave in seventeen minutes, I would
appreciate it if we could give all the members a chance to ask some
questions.

Anyone with questions? Mr. Chairman?

Chairman HAwkINs. Let me confine myself to the five minutes.
If you know how to operate that machine, put it on so we can limit
ourselves.

May I congratulate Mr. Smith for leading the revolution to
which Mr. Bartlett referred. I am surprised to be involved in this
revolution with my good friends on the other side and also my very
liberal friend from Illinois, Mr. Hayes, and the acting chairman
this morning, Mr. Poshard.

I suppose that these hearings will certainly accomplish a lot, and
for that reason I am very much in favor of them.

My problem with the proposal, obviously, is based on experience.
Since the Chapter 1 experience that started in 1961, we found that
as time went on Chapter 1 did obtain results.

I think every school is perhaps obtaining some results, and you
could show that every school, almost any school, has progressed
over the previous year. Therefore the child is reading better, but
probably reading at graduation at the eighth grade level, but has
progressed and you could almost justify receiving the Federal
money.

In the case of Chapter 1, we found that Chapter 1 was—even
though it was getting positive results, it was being expended for
football fields, for swimming pools, for faculty lounges and so forth
and not for the improvement of the academic improvement of the
children.

Therefore, we amended the Chapter 1 Elementary and Secondary
Act fifteen or twenty times. I suspect that there will be some who
will overlook why we have become involved in education, which ob-
viously is a state responsibility.

It is because of the neglect that we found. We had to legislate to
get handicapped children into the classrooms. We had to legislate
at the Federal level to get disadvantaged children, who were pick-
ing crops, back into the classrooms. We have had to go through this
process.

Now, it worries me as to which regulations are going to be sus-
pended or altered. One of the great concepts, I th'.ik, is comparabil-
ity of services. We know in this country that in every state, New
Jersey and Texas as examples that there are great disparities be-
tween school districts. When you leave it to the states, these dis-
parities are going to continue.

The state of Texas has just won a case. Hispanics in the case in
Texas just won a case that has been in the courts twenty years
showing a disparity almost ten to one, if I recall the ratio. It is a
very high ratio. They have no remedy now and that will continue.

In the state of New Jersey, Governor, you have a disparity of
more than two to one between the poorest and some of the richest
districts. Now, that means that students in some districts are re-
ceiving around $7,000 and in other districts around $3,000. In
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Maryland, Montgomery County has a disparity when compared to
Baltimore, even a higher disparity.

Now, if in any way this or any other proposal doesn’t take into
consideration the concept of disparities, or whether or not the Fed-
eral money is being used to supplant local aid and not to supple-
ment it, then obviously there is a need for regulation.

I think a lot depends on which regulations we are talking about,
but to simply group Federsl programs under one concept of deregu-
lation, which the President talked about, and the governors ap-
plauded him, to me is a dangerous trend.

I think this committee has an obligation to look at this. I think
we can come to some agreement with Mr. Smith’s idea, because I
think his motives are good, and I think we should try to see what
is wrong and what is right. He has a good shell, but we have got to
look at it very, very carefully and know where we are headed.

I think we have the time and I commit, as chairman of the full
committee, that you will have all the resources and help that you
need in order to do that.

I think that by January, you and I will be much closer together,
but I think there are some real serious problems that we need to
scrutinize and not just say simply, that one gimmick, which allows
everybody to do what they want to do and assume that they are
goingk to do right, and assume that that is good is not the best route
to take.

I just don’t go for these gimmicks. As I have said on the question
of “Choice,” I just don’t want to waste Federal money. Now, if the
local people want to do it, the states want to do it and local dis-
tricts want to do it, to use their own money, that is fine, but don’t
take it away from the poor children who are now protected by
Chapter 1, Head Start, and other Federal programs.

That is my position. Other than that, I will work with you and
see if we can come to some agreement.

Mr. Posaarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Response from the gov-
ernor or the president?

Governor Kean. Well, the only way I could respond is to say that,
first of all, I have testified to ask if you would more greatly target
Chapter 1 to deal with some of those more disadvantaged children
instead of spreading it out more frankly than I would like to see it
spread out.

The disparities at the state level are being addressed 1n one state
after another. The difficult is that while we, for instance, have
added New Jersey just in the last three years, almost $1.25 billion
under a formula that, for instance, pays for ninety percent of the
education in a district like Newark and gives almost nothing to a
district like Princeton, the Princeton people themselves with their
own local property tax keep raising the values up, and that is why
the disparities often unless you stop that, unless you put some
cap, which we have been unwilling to do and what the local tax-
payers were willing to do—it is very hard at the state level to ad-
dress those disparities.

Nevertheless, we are increasing expedientially the moneys avail-
able to the point at which we are number one in the country right
now.
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Chairman Hawkins. May I merely suggest that the state legisla-
ture could address this issue of deregulation. The Supreme Court,
ten years ago, ordered disparities removed in the state of New
Jersey, and the case is now back in court. The state lsgislature,
with the governor concurring, could address that disparity and cor-
rect it, but it is because of that disparity that the Federal Govern-
ment sometimes finds it necessary to go in and make up the differ-
ence between the disadvantaged and the advantaged children.

I am just saying why should we b2come involved in what seems
to be a local matter, which should be addressed at the local level.

Governor KEaN. Mr. Chairman, I would say I would be delighted
if you would come in and address that disparity. The more money
you can give to disadvantaged children right now, we will accept
every penny of it and we will accept only for those districts.

Chairman HawkiNs. Yes, but not if you withdraw your local
money, because then you violate comparability of services. If we
are simply making up for what you don't do locally, the disadvan-
taged children are no better off.

e are trying to supplement, not make up the differences.

Governor KeaN. You know. I can talk with you about New
Jersey. I will only say that we are doing more than any other state
right now for those very same children in terms of dollars alone.

The difference is only that some of the suburban districts with
their local—not with state, but with their local property tax
moneys keep on raising their own dollars just as fast as we raise
the moneys that we give from the state taxpayers as a whole to
some of the most disadvantaged children.

I would also say, I think, that there has been a sea change since
the times which you are talking about, when you, rightfully so, in
the United States Congress and with your good leadership went in
and addressed some of these problems that were not being ad-
dressed at the state level.

When I was first elected, I was told politically that the worst
thing I could do as governor was get involved in education issues,
They said it was something that you really should not get involved
in because it is politically difficult and you couldn’t win.

Having been a teacher and all of that, I went ahead. First there
were three or four education—what we called governors who paid
attention to education. Then came “A Nation at Risk” and then
there were ten and then there were eleven,

Right now it is very hard, I think, in this country to find a gover-
nor, Republican or Democratic, who does not feel they have a re-
sponsibility to education, and in particular a responsibility to the
very poorest of the children, who everybody recognizes is not get-
ting an education in spite of the best efforts of either state or Fed-
eral Government.

We have found, however, an exceptional amount of creativity,
even in the administrators and teachers in some of our poorest
cities.

I think what Congressman Smith is trying to do with his bill and
what a lot of us are trying to do at the state level is to unleash
that creativity, but also hold the accountability, so that when the
creativity is released we expect results to be achieved and we want
to measure those results and only come up with not only Federal
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but additional state moneys when we can see the commensurate
improvement in the kind of skills that Al Shanker was talking
about articularly among the children who are poorest.

osHARD. Mr. Shanker, do you have a response?

Mr SHANKER. | agree with the concerns expressed by Congress-
man Hawkins. I think perhaps the answer is along the lines that
the governor addressed in his first two or three sentences, and that
is that we in the AFT proposed some years ago that there be spe-
cial assistants to areas with a high concentration of youngsters,
targeted youngsters.

A predecessor of mine used to say that anybody who buys a
bottle of gin and drinks one drop a d)z,ay is wasting i,us money, be-
cause he will never get the desired effect.

The tendency to spread out the moneys to make sure that every
district gets some of it is very good and important polltlcalli):l I un-
derstang that, but it also means that you do not get enough of an
impact.

There is a very substantial difference, even with kids at the same
poverty levels. If you are a kid who is attending a school where
there are a lot of kids who are not in poverty and you are living in
neighborhoods where there are lots of people around you working
who can offer you a helping hand in some way or other—well, if
you didn’t do well in school, come on, you can be a night watchman
in my place or you can be a driver or there is this opening.

That is totally different from a kid who is in a neighborhood
where he hasn’t seen anyone work in four or five years except
people involved in various illicit dealings. Those kids do not have
any helping hand.

I would say that if you dealt with those areas where there are
high concentrations you would be less likely to deal with the ques-
tion of whether you are going to be moving money over from tar-
geted kids to nontargeted kids. Essentially you would be dealing
with schools where all the kids are targeted and you would be
giving them greater discretion in that school as to how they use
their moneys.

Mr. PosHARD. Thank you. Members of the committee, any other
questions? Mr. Smith?

Mr. SmITH. I have a question only if other people don’t, because 1
get a chance to bother these gentlemen from time to time on the
telephone anyway.

Mr. PosuArD. Do you have a question, Mr. Hayes?

Mr. EAYEs. No. CKalrman Hawkins, I think, adequately expound-
ed on some of my thinking.

I would like to know from Mr. Shanker, you know, our Chicago
scheol system has been categerized, which I don’t agree with, as
one of the worst in the Nation. I was very startled and alarmed the
other day when I saw that one of the newspapers said that we are
two thousand teachers short in the public school system in Chicago.

1 know this does not cover that situation, but you have been talk-
1ﬁg about improvement of reading testing scores and this kind of
thing.

The teacher’s role is important. We need teachers who are going
lto bk: lqkle to do that. The funds are not available at this point, it

ooks like.
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Mr. SHANKER. It is not only a question of funds. It is a question
of how many people of talent are going to be available in the next
ten or fifteen or twenty years for jobs like this, even if we had
more funds.

I indicated here the other day, if you will look at the NAEP re-
sults at the highest levels of achievement—that is, those who are
able to write an essay or a good letter, those who are able to read
something that is worth reading and those who are able to solve a
mathematical problem, arithmetic but nevertheless more than one
step—the percentage of kids graduating high school who were able
to do those things ranges, depending upon the school you are talk-
ing about, between 2.6 and 5 percent of our graduates.

Now, all right, so we then send fifty-five percent of our graduates
on to college, which means that about ninety percent of our kids
who go on to college wouldn’t get into any college anywhere else in
the world.

Let’s say that their skills improve, so maybe by the end of a col-
lege career it i8 not 2.6 percent who can write an’essay. Maybe it is
five or six percent. Maybe it is seven. Maybe it is eight or nine.

Now, we need twentrthree percent of all college graduates to go
into teaching just to fill the vacancies that are normall incurring.
Now, that tells us that if we continue to operate on a basis of one
teacher in every self-contained classroom we will guarantee that
we will have a substantial number of teachers who themselves
cannot write a letter or an essay and cannot count and cannot read

veIr\{ well.
ow, I take it that these are the kinds of changes that are antici-
pated in this legislation, that you may need to think of schools that

don’t have self-contained classrooms, that have one or two out-
standing, nationally board certified—the governor and I both sit or
the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards—together
with a few people who have a lower certification, together with
some paraprofessionals who have some training but are not at the
level of the board certified teachers, together with getting industry
to agree to have some volunteers to come in and help, especially in
fields like math and science, together with the use of some technol-
ogy.

We are going to need some very different structures as to how to
reach kinds, because, I will tell you, there just are not enough
people who can do two-step arithmetic problems around. If you
took all of them that the colleges are graduating you would not
have enough teachers alone, forget about what IBM needs or Hew-
litt-Packard or the military or the Congress or accounting firms or
anybody else.

we need—if we really had standards in this country for hiring
teachers, I will tell you, there would be a huge shortage right now,
and not just in Chicago.

Mr. PosHARD. Thank you, Mr. Shanker. Mr. Smith?

Mr. Smrrh. I do not have a question at this point, because I am
not sure who has to leave and who doesn’t, but I do have a request
for both of you, understanding that you are both enormously busy.

I, in fact, you or your staffs or through your various associations
you can give us some examples of responses to the chairman’s con-
cerns—I think the chairman speaks for all of us wher. he says that
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we want to make sure, as I said in my opening statement, that this
legislation and its consequence is not a retreat from the social and
the civil rights and the equity commitments that this country has
made to its children. That is the way I have spent my life. That is
why I am an educator on vacation right now in the Congress.

So, to the extent—my observation has been that the closer we
get to schools in terms of our lives, the more concrete examples we
hav;a(, “for-instances” my father used to call theia, of how it might
WOrK.

As vou reflect on his concerns and the other concerns, Mr.
Hayes’ concerns and others, to the extent you could get to my
office or to the committee staff your ideas and examples about how
to deal with these issues as we have a conversation over the next
couple of months, it would be very helpful and I would appreciate
it—especially Chapter 1, P.L. 100-297. We all know where the
sticking points on this are and we are not going to proceed until we
have answered those questions.

Mr. SHANKER. We will try to do that. This is sort of a Catch
Twenty-Two. I agree with the chairman that if you just send the
money out there and if you have got poor kids and rich kids in the
district, the rich kids will end up getting that money. If you have
got black kids and white kids, the white kids are going to end up—
I mean, we know what is going to happen in terms of local decision
making power. That is why these regulations were put in in the
first place.

On the other hand, every problem is the result of a solution.

{Laughter.]

Mr. PosHarp. Gentlemen, we thank you for appearing before the
subcommittee today. Thank you very much.

Our next panel is Mr. Robert Holland, who is President of the
Committee for Economic Development; Stephanie Robinson, who is
Director of Education and Career Development of the N 'ional
Urban League in New York; and Roger Semerad, Senior Vice-
President of R.J.R. Nabisco, Incorporated.

If those folks could come forward.

Mr. SMitH. Mr. Chairman, I would simply like to note that in
this panel, due to the howling wind we are hearir , outside, Steph-
anie Robinson called about twenty minutes ago. She is on the
ground in New York and National Airport is closed.

So I would appreciate it i we could keep the record open for ten
days for her testimony to be in~luded.

We also have a Vermont state senator who is now in Richmond,
Virginia enjoying their hospitality, so 1 would ask the same courte-
sy for him, and ditto Mr. Alan Gartner and Ms. Dorothy Kerzner
Lipsky, who are enjoying the company of Ms. Robinson in the La
Guardia Airport lounge. They have submitted testimony today, but
they may want to update it.

It is important testimony because it gets directly at the special
education concerns that have been, among others, alluded to.

So I would appreciate it if the record could be kept open for ten
days so these and other statements could be filed without objection

Mr. PosHARrD. Without objection. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman Hawxkins. Could I by unanimous consent request that
my statement with respect to the disparity in New Jersey be cor-
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rected if it is incorrect? I tried to verify the statistics. I am fur-
nished with this by the staff,

In 1986-87 the Englewood School District spent $7,279 a student
and the poorest, Monroe Township, spent $3,340, so the top district
speat about $4,000 more per student in New Jersey. That is why
the state is back in court.

I threw a percentage around and I did not have the precise
amount—but this, I understand, is more precise.

Mr. PosnArp. Without objection, Mr. Chairman, your clarifica-
tion will be entered into the record.

Mr. Holland, thank you for being with us.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT HOLLAND, PRESIDENT, COMMITTEE
FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Mr HoLLaNnD. I am pleased to be here, Mr. Poshard and Chair-
man Hawkins. I am glad to say my piece on this significant piece
of testimony.

I presented a written statement. I believe it is before you. Let me
use my oral time to call its main points to your attention.

First, concerning the unusual group I speak for here, I amn Bob
Holland, President of the Cominittee for Economic Development. I
am also Co-Chairman of the Business Coalition for Education
Reform, along with Bill Kolberg, who is President of the National
Alliance of Business.

The organizations participating in this new coalition are the
Committee for Economic Development, the National Alliance of
Business, the Business Roundtable, the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, the National Association of Manufacturers, the Conference
Board, the American susiness Conference, the U.S. Hispanic
Chamber of Commerce and the Business Higher Education Forum.

Our coalition’s interest is in the quality of America’s public edu-
cation system. That interest is deeply rooted in the concern Ameri-
can business has about the impact of lower quality cducation on
the ability of the American work force to compete in an increasing-
ly global economy.

There is a clear consensus among our business leaders that fun-
damental changes must be made at all levels to insure a quality
U.S. public education system. As we see it, the long run strength of
the American economy is greatly dependent upon the strength of
our public schools.

The Federal Government can have a significant rofe in changing
how we provide education, even though most of it is handled at the
iocal level. By providing the right mixture of guidance and freedom
the Federal Government can be the catalyst for restructuring ef-
forts which enable or enhanze opportunities for systemi¢ reform.

Our own management experience convinces us that a ranige of
flexibility is needed, not only in statutes but in regu'ations. to
allow a school or any other institution to try something uew that
may improve the quality cf services or goods that it provides.

We believe our school systems need to experiment with some of
this flexibility. We do not think progress can proceed effectively if
we remain rigid in the ways we conduct the business of education.
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Just as any other business wants to obtain a maximum return on
its investment, the joint statement issued at the end of the summit
education conference by the president and the Nation's governors
stated that they, and I quote, “are committed to achieving the max-
imum return possible from our investments in the Nation’s educa-
tion system.”

That phrase I just quoted comes from the flexibility and account-
ability section of their statement. Within that section there is
agreement to introduce legislation that provides state and local re-
cipients of Federal education dollars a greater measure of flexibil-
ietg in the use of those funds. This represents a strategy to increase

ucational flexibility, but not flexibility without accountability.

The president and the governors say they want to “swap red tape
for results,” to quote them again. We applaud this concept and the
efforts to act upon it.

We like the principles on which H.R. 3347 is based. As we under-
stand it, what this demonstration prograz: attempts to do is to
allow local educators to creat: a structure within which children
with the greatest needs can receive the best our schools have to
offer in an effort to enable these students to achieve their highest
education potential.

Now, we in the Coalition share the concern expressed by Chair-
man Hawkins here this morning and elsewhere that that extra
flexibility, if it is misused, could lead to a dilution of the education-
al services for the very children most in need of them.

Mr. Chairman, I want to tell you, the businesspeople around the
people around the country who are getting more and more con-
cerned that schools are not turning out good future workers and
good future customers are themselves going to be watchdogs right
i).n the front lines of a lot of these iocal school experiments, I be-
ieve.

You will find them, I think, quick to fuss if they find the inten-
tion here to allow progress and improvement to develop to be
skewed away from the very schools that need the most help in
order that tﬁose youngsters can grow up and be good future citi-
zent and good workers. So count us as numbering some of the
watchdogs over the kind of concerns you express and that we share
with you.

At the same time, we realize that if a critical system is going to
be restructured successfully—again, I am drawing on business ex-
perience—the smart way to do a structural reform is to test it in
small and delibeiate fashion under ciose scrutiny which will
enable the concept to be continually revised and sharpened to
make it the best obtainable one.

Because we are testifying in support of this legislation does not
mean we are endorsing changing all education programs to block
grants or asking for the deregulation of education programs.

We see this proposal as ar effort to help change a system that is
badly in need of change, but by means of carefully controlled dem-
onstrations with a clearly defined purpose, tied to performance
goals, and with the tools at hand to fix errors that begin to crop up
if they should in this application.

As a matter of fact, we believe demonstration programs such as
provided in H.R. 3347 should be worthwhile not only in the educa-
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tion field, but also in some other Federal program areas that have
an impact on the effectiveness of education services provided to
children.

In addition, I want to emphasize our conviction of the need for
more effective coordination among all those programs.

My statement points out what [ think are the four strong points
of this bill. They are on pages five and six. It goes on on pages six
and seven to mention four more concerns, however.

First, we hope for more clarification about who will be eligible
for this program.

Second, we think there needs to be more thought given to the
language and examples used in the setting of goals. Al Shanker
touched on a bit of this this morning. I have some more language
in my written statement on that point.

Third, we chink you might want to provide some more guidance
to states and local districts as to what is meant in that section, par-
ticularly section 2[d], concerning the delivery of services. We think
that needs to be a little clearer.

Fourth, there is no mention, we notice, in the legislation that
those states which are participating will also need to initiate simi-
lar waivers of restrictions for their own state programs. I am
pleased that when Governor Kean sat here this morning he intro-
duced a statement from the National Governors Association that
cites this very need. I take some reassurance from that support.

I can add more details on these if you wish. Let me say that on
the whole we see this bill as a worthy step forward in encouraging
a strategy of bottom-up management of the schools.

Now, whilc: I have not yet polled all of our business coalition
members on \his particular strategy, I know CED favors it, I know
the National Alliance cf Business favors it, and 1 would not be sur-
prised if all the others will and do, too, when we speak to them.

Let me say in conclusion that our coalition wants to work with
educators, community leaders and government officials, Federal
and state and local, to help remedy the serious shortcomings in our
educational system.

We intend to keep speaking out in support of those eftorts that
we think make a positive contribution to the cause of revitalizing
public education through systemic change.

Thank you.

(The prepared statement of Robert C. Holland follows:)

)
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Mr. Chairman and other members of the Committee, I want
to thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today on H.R.
3347, introduced by Congressman Peter Smith of Vermont and
cosponsored by numerous members of this committee, including yourself,
Mr. Chairman.

I am Robert C. Holland, President of the Committee for
Economic Development. | am a co-chair of the Business Coalition for
Education Reform along with William Kolberg, President of the National
Alliance of Business. The organizations participating in the Coalition are
the Committee for Economic Development, the National Alliance of
Business, The Business Roundtable, the U.S, Chamber of Convnerce, the
National Association of Manufacturers, The Conference Board, the
American Business Conference, the U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce,
and the Business.Higher Education Forum,

The purpose of this Coalition is (a) to further the dialogue on
the need for changes in education policies at the national, state, and
local levels; (b) to increase the actions of business people, educators, and
government officials in addressing the issue of improving the quality of
education for America’s children; and (¢) thereby to improve the quality
of the future American workforce and the well-being of our future
customers. The Coalition members all agree that there is an urgent
need to make fundamental changes in our public education system. Each
organization that participates in the Coalition conducts its own efforts in
this area. The Coalition has and will continue to speak out on issues
where there is a common concern and position. Coalition represents.lives

have already done this with the Governors and the White House prior
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to the Education Summit in Charlottesville, and intend to continue to
participate in the follow-up activities to the Summit to help set national
education goals.

The Coalition’s interest in the quality of America's public
education system is deeply rooted win the concern of American bustness
about the impact of lower quality education on the abdity of the
American workforce to compete in an increasingly global economy. There
15 a clear scnisensus among business leaders that fundamental changes
must be made at all levels to ensure a quality U.S. public education
system:. The long-run strength of the American economy is greatly
dependent upon the strength of our public schools.

Federal and state public education policies should be designed
to create conditions that give school systems, schools, administrators, and
teachers the incentive to (a) improve and innovate, (b) provide the
necessary educational and related services, and () meet Qquality
performance standards. This means providing the freedom for local
education professionals to try new approaches and strategies to attain
educational goals. Fragmentation and duplication in Federal and state
laws, regulations, and organizations create barriers to change at the local
level and inhibit efforts to improve the management of education and
upgrade educational performance.

The Federal government can have a significant role in changing
how we provide education. By pruviding the right mixture of guidance
and freedom it can be the catalyst for restructuring efforts which enable
or enhance opportunities for systemic reform. Our management

experience convinces us that a range of flexibility is needed, not only in
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statutes but in regulations, to allow an institution to try something new

that may improve the quality of services or goods provided. Our school :
systems need to experiment with this type of flexibility. Progress cannot |
proceed effectively if we remain rigid in the ways we conduct the ]

T PO &;ﬁfmw.g;:;‘ﬁm P

business of education. In a practical sense, education is a business in
this nation -~ a very big business, a biz employer, a big user of L
resources.  Thir nation will spend over $200 billion in 1990 on

elementary and secondary education alone. That is more than double the

A EEERN

combined profits of the nation’s 500 largest firms.
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Just as any business wants to obtain a maximum return on its
investment, the joint stalement issued at the end of the Summit by the
President and the nation’s Governors stated that they "are committed to

AR

= achieving the maximum return possible trom our investments jn the
A nation’s education system.” This phrase is quoted from the flexibility
and accountability section of their statement. Within that section there
is agreement to introduce legislation that provides state and local
recipients of federal education dollars a greater measure of flexibility in
the use of those funds. This represents a strategy to increase
educational flexibility. But not flexibility without accountability. The
President and the Governors want to "swap red tape for results.” We
applaud this concept and the efforts to act upon it.

H.R.3347 provides an opportunity - through its demonstration
program for local school districts - to bwld bndges between federally
funded programs, rather than maintain barriers to effective educational
services. ‘The principle behind this legislation is a simple one. [t

provides an opportunity for a select number of school districts to attempt
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to restructure the means by which education services are provided, as

long as there is an assurance that the services required by current

authorizing legislation are provided, and an acceptable local plan that

proposes high performance goals and standards for those participating.
In this way, local people will be responsible for the delivery of the
services, unencumberéd by rigid rules, as long as they meet the targets

they set which are approved by the state and federal government.

ATy PR L O 4 RO g p 5 e S

What this demonstration program attempts to do is to allow
local educators to create a structure within which children with the
greatest needs receive the best our schools have to offer in an effort to
enable these students to achieve their highest educational poteatial.

We understand the risks involved in attempting to change the

I T M)

way we have traditionally conducted the business of education. In this

P rs

process we need to be particularly watchful that quality education will

be provided to the disadvantaged, the handicapped, and those needing

vocational training or a second chance to build skills for the workplace.
Z Bat, in the long run, no one will make progress without taking a risk.
Business has learned this lesson well during the last 15 years as it has
tried to restructure to meet the demands of a more competitive market
place -- a more global market piace.

We support this legislation in principle, with the full
understanding that the requirements set forth in Section 2(a)(3) and
b)2KC,D,E,and F} need to bo carcfully adhered to  We chare the
concern, which ! understand was expressed by Congressman Hawkins,
that the extra flexibility, if misused, could lead to a dilution of

educational services for the very children most in need of them.
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However, we in the business community realize that if a critical system
is to be restructured successfully, the structured reforms need to be
tested in small and deliberate fashion, under close scrutiny, which will
enable the concept to be continually revised and sharpened to make it
the best attainable.

Because we are testifying in support of Congressman Smith’s

proposed legislation mmw_am_endmmumm
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education programs. We see this proposal as an effort to help change

a system that is in need of change, but by means of carefully controlled

demo;lstrations with a clearly defined purpose and tied to performance
goals.

I believe more and more people in the business community are
grasping these issues and seeing the need to provide more flexibility
within and between federally funded programs. Demonstration programs,
such as provided for in H.R. 3347, should be worthwhile not only in the
education field, but also in those other federal program areas that have
an impact on the effectiveness of education services provided to children
and youths. In addition, I want to emphasize our conviction of the
need for more effcetive coordination between education programs and
other human-resource-related programs. That coordination is particularly

needed among childrens’ programs.

I realize I have not spoken directly to the legislative language
but to the principles on which it has been developed. Those principles
are its great strength.
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Let me point to three other strong points of the proposed
legislation as I read it. The planning component, including goal-setting,
is of critical importance, and it must have a broad base of community
leadership involved in the process in order to succeed. Second, continued
participation in the demonstration program by any school district is
predicated on its enhanced educational performance and that needs to be
affirmed by meeting goals set at the local level. Third, a state
commitment of funds and staff for technical assistance, planning and
development, implementation, and evaluation is called for, and that is
surely necessary for success.

I want to mention four more concerns, however:

First, we are not clear about who will be elimble for the
program, given the language in Section 2(b)1). Even though the bill
wants to give high priority to school districts with high poverty rates or
other indices of disadvantaged status, that does not mean they will be
the preponderance of participating districts. We prefer a demonstration
program which allows those districts not currently succeeding to have a
chance of succeeding in the demonstration. [ believe the approach in
this bill does that, but | hope the legislative history will make clear that
such needy districts should have the opportunity to be well represented
in the demonstration program if they have the will to participate.

Second, we think there needs to be more thought given to the
language and examples used in the setting of goals in Section 2(d)X10).

The concept of having a local planning year and a strategic plan is a

good one. However, the set of examples of goals that is presently

provided in the proposed legislation 1s very traditional and may be too
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narrow. The goals in the eventua! legislation should also take into
account the national education goals and standards which will be set
early in 1990, and the respective state and local education goals and
standards, when and if they 2re established.

Third, you may want to provide some guidance to states and
local districts as to what is meant in Section 2(d)(12 through 14)
concerning the delivery of services. For example, does this include the
delivery of social services to students of special populations and dropouts?

Fourth, there is no mention that those states which are
participating will also need to initiate similar waivers for their state
programs. If a waiver program is to be successful, there is need for
coordination of policy changes at the national, state, and local level. A
reduction in only the federal barriers will limit the impact and
effectiveness of this demonstration effort. It would seem to be counter-
productive to loosen federal regulations and increase flexibility in federal
programs, on the one hand, and for local districts to be constrained by
regulations of analogous state education programs on the other.

Before | conclude, let me try to sum up clearly the
management strategy that underlies my comments nn this legislation.
Here 1 am drawing on the research and thinking of my own
organization, CED, and several other of the organizations in The Business
Coalition. Both CED and NAB have publicly supported the strategy of
"bottoin-up” management of the schools. This strategy views each
individual school as the place where meaningful improvements in
education quality and productivity can best be made. This strategy does

not minimize the importance of states, loczlities, and the federal
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government in defining goals, setting priorities, and providing resources.
Nor does it overlook the role that the state and local authorities must
play when schools ana school systems fail to meet minimum standards.

With a "bottom-up” strategy of school management, we at CED
and others believe that states should provide guidance and support to
local schools by establishing clear goals and quality performance standards
and by developing objective measuring toois to evaluate educational
achievement. At the same time, we believe that the states should give
the schools freedom to develop and implement the methods that would
best achieve those goals. This also applies to the role of the federal
government, recognizing that a number of federal statutes and regulations
have a direct impact on the ability of states and localities to carry out
their educational mission. This, we believe, is a practical operating
strategy for achieving systemic school reform.

In conclusion, the Business Coalition wants to work with
educators, community leaders, and government officials - national, state,
and local -- to remedy the serious shortcomings in our educational
system.

The Coalition expects to keep speaking out and supporting those
efforts that make a positive contribution to the cause of revitalizing
public education through systemic change.
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Mr. Possarp. Thank you, Mr. Holland. Mr. Semerad?

STATEMENT OF ROGER SEMERAD, SENIOR VICE-PRESIDENT,
RJ.R. NABISCO

Mr. SEMERAD. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. Chairman
Hawkins, I am pleased to once again appear before you in my new
life. I want to take—right at the top I want to commend Congress-
man Smith for introducing “PERFORMANCE” in capital letters to
the conversation.

As I think we have heard this morning, everyone agrees that it
has got to become more an integral part of not only what the
schools are doing but what they are doing with the taxpayers’
money they receive.

Everybody needs to perform at a much higher level—students,
teachers, parents and the community also. The community must
demand more, must pay attention and must help.

I am pleased to join you as a businessman now this morning. We
at RJ.R. Nabisco firmly believe that we are indeed a “nation at
risk.” However, we have to remind ourselves that American public
education admirably supported a most successful industrial age in
the history of this nation and was the envy of the world not too
many years ago. But the industrial age, as we know it, passed into
a much more integrated world economy, demanding new skills,
higher educational competencies, combined with the flexibility, mo-
tivation and ability to learn and relearn throughout the work life
of the future.

Long-held assumptions about our superiority and dominance are
crumbling. The standards we are talking about this morning are
being set somewhere else. They are not being set in America. They
are being established by other nations, many of whom are our
toughest competitors.

If we want to compete successfully we have to restock our supply
of human capital with world-class minds. Education reform is man-
datory. There really is not any choice.

We at R.J.R. Nabisco reviewed everything that has been written.
We discussed all of the studies and all of the data with experts. We
argued amongst ourselves and finally determined that we needed
to try to underwrite change now.

We also came to the conclusion the.t what needs to be done to fix
education in America is more than likely being done today some-
where in America, but we need to make these examples the rule
rather than the exception.

Our chairman, Lou Gerstner, likens this to guerrilla warfare—
town by town, school .y school, student by student.

Three weeks ago we announced a major corporate commitment
to helping our schools change, to develop our next century schools,
and that is what we called it. It is a five-year, $30 million challenge
grant program directed to individual schools—the educational en-
trepreneurs, if you will, the risk takers—those principals, teacliers,
parents who for a long time, too long, have been swimming against
the tides of bureaucracy.

We hope by this program to increase the pace and level of educa-
tional attainment of all students in existing schools, and we have

ERIC g5
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included rigorous performance standards, goals being set at the
school level, not against national norms but at the school level, up
front, to determine over the course of these programs whether or
not they make a difference.

Now, I have to justify spending the money. The schools have to
justify having received the moneys—basically the same goals that
are proposed in H.R. 3347.

In establishing the Next Century Schools we were really the
beneficiaries of the wisdom and intellectual support of an outstand-
ing group of public officials and educators—Al Shanker and Gover-
nor Kean, Ly the way, are members of our board—and business-
men who I think share a common frustration themselves and a
common frustration with you about the slow pace of educational
change, even though there is incontrovertible evidence supporting
the fact that our workers and our students really do not measure
up very well today.

Your introduction of H.R. 3347, in trying to promote perform-
ance standards, really is very timely and very necessary. We think
that Next Century Schools as a corporate endeavor really comple-
ments what is possible under these performance agreements.

I think that it is also important to keep in mind what the state
of North Carolina has done recently in what they call Senate 2,
which authorizes the superintendent of instruction to waive all
rules and regulations for innovative programs at the school level in
that state, again freeing up another barrier to change that school
administrators and teachers have been bumping up against for
some time.

We think that is a most fortuitous event. We cannot take credit
for it, but that in combination with this legislation at the National
level may begin to provide the kinds of movement that we are all
looking for.

My only questions, really, with the educational performance
agreement as written—I would like to associate my concern with
Mr. Shanker's remarks on standards and how we are going to de-
termine them, but also I think incentives are fine.

I must admit to a certain amount of skepticism whether or not
state education bureaucracies will sit still for change, let alone
willingly encourage it. I certainly hope so, but I think we have to
be circumspect in whether or not that is going to happen or not.

If we can give some leverage to the change agents out there—you
and your cclleagues in the state legislatures can make it legally
possible and budgetarily feasible to try revolutionary ideas and
impose real, serious goals on thera—we, meaning all of us, just
might be able to put American public education on an exciting
path to the twenty-first century.

I just would close with the best thing that has been said to me in
the last couple of weeks, maybe ever. It was by a school principal
who was excited about the prospect of the Next Century Schools
initiative. He said, “I would really like to just throw the book out,
throw it away, and start over from scratch.”
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Well, we are hoping to try that with your kinds of programs.
Maybe if that is successful we can get a movement going in this
country and get it on the right track.

you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Roger Semerad follows:]
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HONORABLE ROGER D. SEMERAD

N L T T o

REMARKS TO THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY
AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

November 16, 1989
2175 Rayburn HOB

et >

Hearing on: H.R. 3347, The National Demonstration Program
for Education Performance Agreements for
School Restructuring

St h

: Mr. Chairman, Chairman Hawkins, Corgressman Smith,

I commend Congressman Smith on introducing "performance"
legislation, H.R. 3347. As far as education is concerned,
we all need to perform at a much higher level that includes
students, teachers and parents. The community needs to
demand more, pay attention, and help this process.

I am very pleased to join you this morning. We at RJRN
firmly believe we are indeed a "nation at risk." However,
we must remind ourselves that American public education
admirably supported the most successful industrial age in
history and was the envy of the world, not too many years
ago. But, the industrial age, as we knew it, has passed.
We are now a much more integrated world economy demanding
new skills, higher educational competencies combined with
the flexibility, motivation, and ability to learn and
re-learn throughout the worklife of the future. Long held
assumptions about our superiority and dominance are
crumbling, and the standards of performance, you and I hope
for, are not being set in America. They are being
established by other nations, many of whom are our toughest
competitors. If we want to compete, we must restock our
human capital with world class minds.

Education reform is mandatory - there is no choice.

We at RJR Nabisco reviewed everything that has been written
on the problems with our education system, discussed the
problems with experts, argued amongst ourselves, and
ultimately determined to try to underwrite change NOW!

We also came to the conclusion that what needs to be done
to fix education in America, is being done today, somewhere
in America. But we need to make these exceptions, the
rule!
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Lou Gerstner, our chairman likens it to guerrilla warfare -
taking town by town, school by school, student by student.

Three weeks ago we announced a major corporate commitment
to helping our schools change - to develop our BEXT _

' The $30 million NEXT CENTURY SCHOOLS
fund is designed as a challenge grant for schools willing
£o take risks in order to improve education at the
grassroots level.

By forging a partnership between public education and
private business, RJR Nabisco is hoping to encourage and
support radical change in K-12 schooling. The challenge is
to undertake bold reforms to improve education for
individual schools based on their specific needs.

To do this, NEXT CENTURY SCHOOLS is providing $30 million
over a 5-year period. We will make three-year grants
ranging from $100,000 to $250,000 a year to elementary and
secondary public schools.

The fund will make 15 grants in the spring of 1950 for fall
start-up. Applications will be accepted nationwide, but
preference the first year will go to applicants from North
Carolina and one or two other locations. North Carolina is
home of three of RJR Nabisco's four operating companies.

In the second and third years the program will make grants
to a much larger number of schools in urban, suburban and
rural districts throughout the United States.

Criteria for awarding grants include: a broad-based
commitment to reform shared by parents, teachers and the
community as a whole; commitment of matching resources;
prospects for improving student performance; and a plan for

sustaining and expanding the program once it proves
successful.

Quite often we read stories about the "local heroes," those
individuals who really are making a difference in their
schools. It is those individuals, and others like them who
we are trying to attract to this revolutionary funding
proposal.

RJIR Nabisco is concerned about the future of education and
hopes that this partnership will provide 2 substantial
impetus for change. NEXT CENTURY SCHOOLS will look for
teachers, principals and community groups with bold and
innovative ideas and strategies -- risk takers -- and give
them a chance to put their ideas into action.

)
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In est:ablishing NEXT CENTURY SCHOOLS we were the
beneficiaries of the wisdom and intellectual support of an
outstanding group of public officials, educators (Al
Shanker and Governor Kean, among them), and businessmen
who, I think, share a common frustration with the slow pace
of educational change - even though incontrovertible
evidence is well documented that our young workers and
studients do not measure up.

NEXT CENTURY SCHOOLS grants will be made by a 17-member
board to be chaired by Mr. Gerstner. The Board members
include: Lamar Alexander, former governor of Tennessee and
currently president of the University of Tennessee; Bill
Clinton, Governor of Arkansas; Keith B. Geiger, president
of the National Education Association; Dr. Patricia A.
Graham, dean of Harvard University's Graduate School of
Education; Vernon E. Jordon, Jr., partner, Akin, Gump,
strauss, Hauer & Feld; Thomas H. Kean, Governor of New
Jersey; David T. Kearns, chairman and CEO, Xerox
Corporation; Ann McLaughlin, former Secretary of Labor in
the Reagan Administration and now visiting fellow at the
Urban Institute; Albert Shanker, president of the American
Federation of Teachers; Richard I. Beattie, partner,
Simpson Thacher & Bartlett; Dr. Pat Choate, vice
president, TRW's Office of Policy Analysis; Dr. Denis P.
Doyle, senior research fellow at the Hudson Institute;
Richard E. Heckert, former chairman and CEO at E.I., du Pont
de Nemours and Company; William B. Johnston, vice
president of the Hudson Institute; ODr. Floretta McKenzie,
president of the McKenzie Group; and myself, Roger D.
Semerad, president of the RJR Nabisco Foundation.

our goal is to nurture risk taking, not to reward
entrenched conventional wisdom. This means NEXT CENTURY
SCHOOLS will be associated with exciting concepts and ideas
that don't get the expected results. We may also fund
controversial strategies and programs -- ones that ruffle
feathers and raise eyebrows, but that produce results.

We want to increase the pace and level of educational
attainment. The same goal you propose in H.R. 3347.

Your introduction of H.R. 3347 - trying to promote
performance standards is very timely and necessary to the
overall process of education reform. To encourage local
education agencies to effectively measure student
performance and give them the regulatory and budgetary
flexibility to do so, places a premium on attainment of
excellence, not just exceeding "the norm." If this
legislation could really generate participation of parents,
business, and community representatives, with teachers in
establishing goals for the young people, a giant step
forward would be made.
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My reading of the proposed legislation suggests that the
performance standard would be determined at the local
level. That certainly is desired if the resulting levels
of attainment are significantly higher for all students.
The current practice of teaching to the least proficient
student, cheats all students and deadens the enthusiasm of
teacher and student alike.

My other reservation is whether state education
bureaucracies will encourage this kind of change, even with
incentives, but without massive new funding. For federal
funds, perhaps some bonuses for planning, implementation of
performance standards and then documenting student gains
would be in order.

I would also call the committee's attention to recently
enacted legislation in North Carolina (Senate 2) which
authorizes the superintendent of public instruction to
waive any state requlation which would preclude
implementation of innovative education programs at the
school level. fThis is a radical step and one which will
drastically improve the chances of success of North
Carolina's NEXT CENTURY SCHOOLS.

We believe our NEXT CENTURY SCHOOLS initiative really
complem2nts the intended goals of the Educational
Performance Agreements for School Restructuring Act. 1If
enacted, educators might be able to breakdown some of the
barriers currently retarding reform efforts.

If we can give some leverage to the change agents out there
and you and your colleagues in state legislatures make it
"legally" possible and budgetarily feasible to try
revolutionary ideas - we (all of us) just might be able to
put American public education on an exciting path to the
21st century.

Thank you.
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Mr. Posaarp. Thank you, Mr. Semerad. Questions from the com-
mittee? Mr. Martinez?

Mr. MarTINEz. I don’t know as I have so many questions as I
have more thoughts and statements. You might react to those.

You know, it seems to me when I started school in 1934 the
schools had plenty of flexibility. That flexibility only resulted in
people like myself being denied educational opportunities. We were
sent into a system where we would sink or swim. We maybe came
from a home where English was the second language. There was no
consideration given to those children.

Then a lot of them even sit today in places like I am and say,
“Hey, it wasn’t too bad. I made it, didn’t I?”” Well, I made it here,
but T am not so dumb that I don’t realize that there are a lot of
them that didn’t, that I left them behind somewhere, because I was
able finally to overcome those disadv..ntages.

That still exists today. I think that, except for the lack of imagi-
nation on school boards, there is no reason why they cannot be in-
novative and creative. In fact, there are innovative, creative, and
effective schools.

We visited Mr. Goodling’s district in York, Pennsylvania, where I
listened to a superintendent of schools—excuse me, I keep calling
him superintendent of schools and he is not. He is the secretary of
education of the state, is he not, Mr. Goodling?

Mr. GoopLING. Right.

Mr. MarTiNEzZ. He talked about something that really is not a re-
alized nationally. One of the reasons successful programs through-
out the country, and there are plenty of them, are not emulated
anywhere else is because there is no networking of information. So-
called flexibility will result in local school boards with their own
biases and prejudices determining what they are going to teach and
what they are not going to teach and to whom they are going to
teach it and to whom they are not going to teach it, regardless of
who benefits or does not benefit.

The point is that in that hearing he talked about ways for stu-
dents to learn and ways to teach never being linked. That is the

key.

gome learn by reading. Some learn by sight. Some learn by
doing. There are countless thousands of ways.

Nobody ever takes the trouble to assess the kid at an early
enough age to see where he is falling down and giving him help in
that area.

My son, my oldest son, was having problems reading. Nobody in
the school took the time to determine why or what was creating
the problem. We sent him to a special class because we were con-
cerned parents. One section of this legislation states that the par-
ents are able to better determine what their kids need at a local
level: it is often not true in poor neighborhoods.

Most of those parents do not have a good education themselves.
Evidently whoever wrote that statement never lived in East L.A. or
in Watts—we must understand that people trom low economic
backgrounds, often struggling just to make a living, just do not
have the time and do not have the education themselves to encour-
age their children or tc take the time to show their children or
teach their children or lead them the way.

102
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I am fortunate that my parents were partly educated and that I
obtained an education and that I was able to make sure that my
children were fully educaied. But that is the exception in poor
neighborhoods, not the rule.

I am not too sure that, other than encouraging them to deter-
mine for themselves how to best use the programs that they have
in place now, that we are really going to do anything by saying,
“You can have the flexibility to put all of these different programs
together and use the money as you see fit,” because some of those
things will not be done. ‘

I know several school districts, even in my own area, that would
not be teaching bilingual education if it was not mandated to them
to teach it. They would not.

In one school district right in the city where my office is there is
a particular school board member who has a lot of influence who
says, “Bilingual education is a bunch of crap. When I came to this
country as a young person”—and she is Asian, not Hispanic—“1
did not speak the language. And look at me today. I sit on the
school board.”

The truth of the matter is that she made it in spite of the handi-
cap and she does not realize it. Maybe she had an extra special ca-
pacity that the average person does not have.

When we talk about what we are going to do to improve the
schools, the one thing we have to understand, if somebody says
don’t throw money at the problem, is that you need money to solve
the problem. Not long ago in California Serano v. Priest proved
that in Baldwin Park, where the vecent SAT scores and the level of
education was so low, it was because they did not have the money
to spend on the students. In Beverly Hiils, a wealthy community,
the parents come forward on a voluntary basis and contribute
extra dollars to the school curriculum and extra programs.

In those poorer districts for a period of time extracurricular ac-
tivities, like sports and band and things like that, were cut out be-
cause there was not the money to provide for those activities. They
never cut them out in Beveriy Hills. Those are enriching programs,
too.

So I get a little frustrated sitting here and listening to people say
that people on a local level have a better understanding and knowl-
edge of how to correct their situation.

If they do, they are not using it, but in a lot of cases it is just
because they don’t. In a lot of cases it is because our system is one
uf local control, where local the school board determines a lot of
the policy, and they elect the superintendent of schools, and that
superintendent of schools, if he is innovative and creative, will
create the innovative and effective programs in that school district
and give direction and pride to that school district. There are some
that have.

Two of my children went to Garvey Intermediate. They had some
of the highest standardized test scores in the Nation because thc
principal there was very innovative and very creative and the su-
perintendent of schools went along with it.

So the possibility is there, but one thing we have to understand—
we can’th j}.’lst say, “We are going to fix this situation unless it costs
too much.
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There are members in Congress today that believe that the only
reason the Federal Government exists at all is for defense: to pro-
vide for the common defense. They say the Constitution says so.
They ought to read the Constitution again, because in the Pream-
ble it says & lot of other things, like “‘promote the general welfare.”

I don’t know how you do that without providing people with an
edvcation so they can take themselves into any kind of career they
want or any kind of vocation they want, so they can earn at least a
reasonable standard of living.

So I really get frustrated. I see us enacting new legislation and
yet we have enacted a lot of legislation that would do a lot of good
if we would put the money into it. But we don’t put the money into
it, because all of a sudden the bottom line becomes, “Well, how
much can we spend?”’

If we can spend $660 million on a B-1 bomber that finally got to
fly, we can sure as heck spend some money on education. We have
not spent the kind of money on education that we need to.

One time a long time ago—I will never forget it—my chairman
Mr. Hawkins was in the well of the House talking about the differ-
ence in defense spending and education spending. The difference
was pathetic, pathetic.

Then there was a member that took the well the next day, de-
fending himself because Mr. Chairman used the example of two
members of Congress and what they voted for as to who was really
a big spender. That Congressperson said that the only reason for
the Federal Guvernment to exist at all is to provide for the
common defense. As long as we have a mentality in Congress like
that, education will suffer.

Thank you.

Mr. Posnarp. Thank you, Mr. Martinez. Do either of you wish to
respond?

Mr. SEMERAD. Well, first of all, we don’t have enough time today
to defend school boards. I am pleased that today I do not have to
defend any budget numbers, rationales or whatever.

I do think that your points are well taken. We feel very strongly
that there are an awful lot of school principals out there who,
indeed, if they had the freedom—and our program, for instance, is
directed to the school, not the superintendent, not the state, to the
school. There are schools out there that have shared commitments
of parents and the teachers and the principals that do—on the as-
sumption that they know what is best for the young people in their
school and their community.

We have to start someplace, because if you don’t then you end up
with nothing that we have confidence in. I am not prepared to
accept that. I think, as you say, there are lots of very good schools,
lots of very dedicated people out there and they need resources.

We are trying to give them the leverage. This legislation, the
kind of legislation that Norta Carolina just passed, maybe will give
them the flexibility to do some of those things and use what money
they have more effectively to help those young people become pro-
ductive citizens and also to overcome really what I think we would
all agree is a certain degree of stagnation.

Our program will go urban, suburban, rural. It will not be just
pouring into one kind of school. So we are very conscious of the
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fact that there is a diversity of schools and there are diversities of
young people that need a wl{ole heck of a lot more.

e cannot solve it and I am not sure that the Congress can solve
it, but we need to get moving.

Mr. PosHARD. Gentlemen, let me pose a question to you. I am

going tc talk like an educator here for a minute. It is something
that concerns me.
All of us who have been involved in the education community
know that in educating our children there is a cognitive side and
there is an affective side, the one having to do with learning the
basic fundamentals of any discipline and the other having to do
with the emotion side of that, citizenship, sensitivity to values, all
of those kinds of things.

From the point of view of the business community and your par-
ticipation in helping to establish common goals and objectives and
so on in working with local school districts, generally you are
viewed as a producer-oriented group of people. You are more con-
cerned about that cognitive development than you are the sensitivi-
ty to societal values and that sort of thing.

Is that a danger here?

Mr. SeMERAD. We do not think so in our company. I think that
business more and more is becoming aware that they cannot deal
with—that it is not just their supply of workers with the skills they
asd going to need to service their customers or manufacture their
products.

I think more ad more the quality of the community, the general
quality of democracy, I find, the whole American democratic exper-
iment is very fragile. We have seen it over and over again. We are
still learning it, but it certainly requires a literate citizenry to par-
ticipate fully and people that feel fully invested.

We have had this conversation in years past. We have to do a
better job with education and training so we get more and more of
our people intu the game. Now we do not have the luxury of these
enormous surpluses of people that we have enjoyed in this country
for a long time. We need everybody.

the conversation has shifted. I think we have to shift with it.
We have to understand that moral obligations and great social
commitments and everything else are wonderful, but now we are
really down to or getting to—we have got maybe a ten-year window
of opportunity, if you will—but we are getting down to it now. We
have got te fix it now.

I think anything—this legislation, our business participation in
the schools—anything that enhances the educational experience
and accelerates it and makes it fun and makes it worthwhile, that
young people will understand the connection between algebra and
the discipline that that implies and success in the werk place.

I mean, it is astounding. We do not have to recite all of the data,
which are all horror stories. I think that the business community is
ready to invest. I think we are just beginning to get going. It is
much broader.

It is self serving, because we know that if we do not have the
workers and we don’t have the customers and we don’t have the
communities we are out of business,

Mr. PosHARD. Mr. Holland?
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Mr. Horranp. R.J.R. Nabisco has just given a dramatic demon-
stration in this big, new program of theirs of how far business
thinking has moved among the enlightened leaders of American
business, from where they were when I was in school fifty years
ago and what went on inside that school building was not thought
to have any effect at all on the businesses up and down the street.

Fifty years of learning, of civil rights legislation and broadening
appreciation of the need for the community to enthuse together,
the changes in the demography that are giving us this increasing
scarcity of qualified people and that tough international competi-
tion—all that kind of stuff is waking up anybody who really cares
about the American economy.

Anybody who rares about American business has to recognize
that he or she can’t just sit there and figure that there is going to
be a continuing stream of well-qualified workers at reasonable
wages and low side cost to come in and wurk for them, and there
are plenty of people to sell them to—that just won’t happen if we
let schools stay as bad as some of the ones that you are pointing to,
Congressman. We have just got to change.

Now, when it comes to the kinds of changes we are talking
about, Mr. Chairman, we in CED speak in terms not only of—I will
put it this wa:f'. We speak not only in terms of the cognitive courses
that are held, but in the invisible curriculum that needs to be
taught inside the schools.

I am not just trying to distinguish between the hard sciences and
the liberal arts, but between what a school teaches about how to
get along, how to relate to other people, how to work together, how
to communicate with other prople back and forth, how to learn,
hgw to keep on learning in this world that is changing so fast now-
adays.

That kind of thing—not all educators are yet sure how to create
it, but we in the business community are sure that that is the kind
of qualifications that increasingly we are needing and the people
that are going to be a part of our work force today and toinorrow
and the next day.

So you will find, I think, the kind of documents written by the
organizations that are part of this coalition speaking more and
more about that breadth of education, learnirg creativity, adapta-
bility and good citizenry. All this is part of what we need.

Mr. PosHARD. Thank you, sir. Mr. Goodling?

Mr. GoopLING. Just a brief comment. First of all, I don’t care
about business’ self serving ideas. As far as I am concerned, busi-
ness may be self serving but those youngsters are going to get a
darned sight more than they have ever gotten before, and that is
what it is all about. We give them an opportunity to get into the
work force and really enjoy this country.

Having sat through two days of a symposium and the testimony
thus far, I think we as & committee have to do something. We have
to rise above this idea that somehow or other Head Start is the
greatest thing since motherhood and Chapter I is the greatest
thing since zpple pie and ice cream—a darned sight better than
anything those kids ever had before, but I will guarantee that if it
doesn’t get a darned sight better than it is those kids are not going
to make it.
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So I think we just have to find ways to make both of those pro-
grams much, much, much, much better than they presently are or
we are denying those youngsters. I mean, Jjust the schools the gov-
ernor talked about having to take over as a state were exactly the
schools who received the most Chapter I money, Head Start money,
et cetera, et cetera, the schools in the area, of probably his entire
state.

So just the fact that we l;;our that money in may have given
them something more than they ever had before, but we have a lot
more 0 do. I hope we can find ways—and if some kind of flexibility
is some way to help that, I want to do it, because we are not serv-
ing children at the present time who are most in need nearly as
well as we are going to have to if they are going to be successful in
life and enjoy life as many of us do in this country.

I thank you for the part business is playing, because I have told
educators for the last five years, “You know, we as educators
should be driving this whole thing and we are not. It is business
that is really driving the reform and the improvements, et cetera.”

I hope that we as educatovs will catch up with you pretty soon
and the end result will be that we will certainly have a better edu-
cation for those most in need. Those who aren’t quite in need will
make it anyway, but for those who are in need we have to do a
better job than we are presently doing.

Mr. PosHARD. Questions from other members of the committee?
Mr. Chairman?

Chairman HAwkINs. Let me also commend the Committee for
Economic Development and the Coalition that Mr. Holland re-
ferred to.

No group has contributed more to education, at least in the eyes,
I think, of this committee than that commi‘tee.

Mr. HoLLaND. Thank you.

Chairman Hawkins. T am very appreciative of the statement
made by Mr. Holland that they will be monitoring this or any
other proposal.

I guess my question, Mr. Holland, is this, and Mr. Semerad may
want to respond also since he is from the business community.

For two years, we worked on the School Improvement Amend-
ments, which incorporated accountability—a very strong account-
ability provision. That in itself requires monitoring. However, it
isn’t being enforced. It is not being implemented.

I am wondering whether, if we are not monitoring what we al-
ready have on the statute books to provide for school improvement
and to hold the schools accountable, whether or not we are going to
do it with respect to anf' other new proposal. We do not need any
new proposals if we implement what we already have.

It worries me, because the business cominunity stands to lose a
lot in the first place—all of ue stand to lose if we do not educate
the children. I think it is pretty obvious that eighty-five percent of
those entering the labor market, not after this century, but in the
next decade, beginning next year, will be minorities, will be immi-
grants, will be those desperately in need of being given the skills to
become productive.

Yet, we have not implemented the very amendments that would
provide the means of holding schools accountable for educating
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those children. It worries me to no end to see other countries
moving past us and we are falling behind because we do not imple
ment what we already know and what we already have on the stat-
ute books.

When I see members of the business community grasping at
something like “choice,” embracing ant idea which has never been
analyzed, never been evaluated—we have no idea what it will do—
and then passing up the opportunity to provide the means of edu-
cating those that will go into the labor market, go into national de-
fense and so forth. We are doing nothing in regard to the teacher
shortage. Current law has provisions which would remove that
problem or at least train and retrain teachers enabling them to get
into the labor market.

It just seems to me that the future is bleak if we do not do some-
thing about the implementation of current law. Mr. Holland, I
would like to get an opinion from you because I value that opinion.

Why is it that the business community is not saying, “We can do
things now about accountability and we can monitor,” because this
committee would love to have some help in monitoring the educa-
tion programs. We cannot do it alone. We have got to look for
others to assist.

We look to the PTA, to teacher groups, and others, when I think
the business community could be of tremendous help to this com-
mittee. I think we are seeking your cooperation and help.

Maybe this new idea is good, but there are also provisions cur-
rently on the statute books where we could use your assistance.
When we see you going off into an opposite direction, emkbracing
ideas that you have not evaluated and nobody else has evaluated,
and that certainly is not in the law itself, then it worries me.

I don’t know how we can convince you to work with us to do the
job that I think has to be done to best benefit you, the business
community, as weil as the rest of America.

Mr. Hoianp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for putting it that
pointedly.

I think one of the things that is going to help is the kind of dia-
logve that we are having back and forth across this kind of table,
you :alling your concerns to our attention and us giving you judg-
ments and experiences as we go along.

I think I ought to say very clearly that, in effect, business has
gone to school on this school problem. Working hard and intently
on school issues, local and state and national, was not a major oc-
cupier of school business leader time ten years ago or fifteen years
ago.

What we have done——

Chairman Hawkins. Mr. Holland, may I apologize? I have a very
urgent call from the speaker and I have to respond.

Mr. HoLLAND. Let me write you something, may I, or come back
over and talk to you about this later on, because I would like to
continue.

Chairman Hawkins. We would be delighted. I, with the ranking
Republican leader, would like to sit down with you and go over the
point that I raised, because I think it is most important. We appre-
ciate the Business Coalition and what the Committee for Economic
Development has done and certainly value your opinion.

103




105

I hope that we can have that type of dialogue.

Mr. HoLraND. We value yours, sii.

Chairman Hawkins. Thank you.

Mr. PosHARD. Mr. Smith?

Mr. SmitH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Two or three things—
first, with the two of you here and representing in some rough way
the business community, I just want to point out to you in the form
of stating my appreciation for Representative Poshard’s assistance.
He is the primary cosponsor of this bill. It is interesting, he and I,
for better or for worse, came to this committee at the same time
from opposite sides of the aisle, both sharing background in educa-
tion.

I just want to make sure that as you go back and talk about who
you will be communicating with here, and clearly the leadership of
the committee are the key people for you to be communicating
with because we are going to get this done all together or not at
all, but at the same time please understand that this gentleman
who is running the hearing today has been enormously helpful in
this idea sv far and I appreciate it very much.

Second, Mr. Holland, I would tell you that in terms of your point
about the state role, we just vrent back and looked at H.R. 3347
and, in fact, we have stated it differently. It is in there. We abso-
lutely concur, and I just want to tell you that we will, I think, as a
result of your comments and my understanding of Chairman Haw-
kinsg’ concerns over the last few days, state it far more boldly.

My conviction as one who has taught, been chairman of a local
school board, worked in a state department of education, started a
college and done all sorts of other horrible things, is that if the
states are not committed to playing an active role in this kind of a
change effort, then it will not work and that, in fact, the ability of
a school district to have such a demonstration program in a state
would be contingent on the state governors and department of edu-
cation stating that they were on the hook also, not only in the as-
sessment in the goals areas but also in the waiving of rules and
regulations area.

I mean, you cannot have one without the other. We do not
intend that—it would not work educationally and it would not
work politically.

So I appreciate your bringing it up. We are going to look and we
will make sure that it is more explicitly stated.

Mr. Semerad, I would only thank you for being here. I under-
stand you have had a fairly extensive travel schedule the last few
days and I am only glad you came home yesterday instead of today.

If you would be willing to submit a statement for the record and
part of it would just be an articulation of the R.J.R. program, the
criteria you are using, the kind of thinking you have done, we
would appreciate it.

Finally, in response to the conversation that has been going on, I
would simply say two or three things about H.R. 3347 in an at-
tempt to encourage your continued thought about it, because obvi-
ously we are involved in a conversation here that is going to go on,
I hope, for a few months, not a few years, but anyway it is going to
go on.
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The first is that when we, in my state of Vermont and in, I
think, ten other states, went out and asked teachers what was the
single greatest obstacle to their being able to do the job in front of
them, or the two or three—this was about four years ago—we
found consistently across the country, urban and rural, it didn't
make any difference where you went, two things.

One was building leadership and two—actually, the highest
one—was time. They said again and again and again that they
were forced to put their time into activities, filling out forms, going
to meetings, just doing all sorts of things, and then they were
forced to use their so-called professional time in the classroom
doing things that were not special or specialized at all, and that if
they were able to do some redesigning they could get far better
time on the tasks that only they as a professional person could do.

Oéle s;aid, “It is like asking a doctor to wipe somebody’s forehead
all day.”

So I would ask you as you think about this, to think about differ-
ent time management models and whatever.

One of the ironies of this, and I go back to when I started the
community college system in Vermont, where we found that people
who had been poorly served or not served at all by the higher edu-
cation system in the state—we had more higher education per
dollar per person per square foot than any other state in the union
at t}::lt point, and still enormeus numbers of people were not being
served.

They were the people who were willing to take a risk on a struc-
ture that was radically different from any other college structure
in the United States at that point and to help us with an experi-
ment.

So to the extent that as you go out in your programs and you are
thinking you can find any information about who is willing to par-
ticipate and why and other parallel examples that will help us get
at the point that Mr. Shanker was making earlier—we tried to be
quite conservative about the assessment and the evaluation part of
this. Mr. Shanker comes in and blows that all up and says, “If you
do it that way you are going to lock in mediocrity again.”

So, again, as you are out there, if you hear examples or studies, I
think it would be very helpful to us.

Finally, I would like to say that my concerns as evidence about
the regulation side of what would happen in this legislation, I am
trying to get around something that I think has been a fundamen-
tal and negative reality in American education since we started the
program.

The one that I will think of, the longest term one, is vocational
education. If you go back and read the history, and again I ask you
for any input that you cen give us starting on this one with your
comment today, effectively my understanding is that when our
schools first began to attract a diverse mix of students, which was
after the turn of this last century, and between 1905 and 1915 we
really began to get, still small percentages, but numbers of kids
that were diverse and were not automatically winners or kids who
were going to profit from the school system, the enlightened thing
to do was to create a separate program called vocational education.
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This did two things. It got them an education and it also got
them out of the c'assroom and got them into another place and
made life easier.

As a member of a school board and a teacher I have seen, unfor-
tunately, the same things happen with 94-142 and with Chapter 1.
They beccme not simply the step up that we intend them to be and
want them to be, but they effectively become traps into which chil-
dren are assigned, out of which children cannot be taken because
the local and the state authorities are afraid of being in violation
of or evali.ated as wanting in terms of the Federal, even if that was
not the inte-tion of the Federal legislation.

So you have incredibly constrained behavior that works against
the best interests of children at the local level as a result of these
sort of cones of authority and responsibility that are initially set at
the Federal, then reinforced at the state, and they get worse, it is
my experience in too many cases, at every level as they go down.

So to the extent, again, that as you are in your thinking or as
you are looking at other schools and seeing ways and examples
where schools are trying to use those programs for what they were
intended to do, obviously, the examples of flexibility that work—it
would be very helpful to this committee to get them.

Mr. PosHARD. Gentlemen, let me say before you respond, if you
respond, that in the interests of time, since some of us have other
appointments at twelve o’clock and we have another panel yet to
go, I am going to ask both the members and the panelists to keep
their answers very short. We just do not have a lot of tine left.

Do either of you want to respond?

Mr. SEMERAD. I think, one thing right off the bat, that this com-
petition that we are starting is going to surface a lot of principals
and education groups that are willing—hopefully doing things
right within the law today and hopefully want to try new things.

I think accountability is built in, going back to Chairman Haw-
kins’ question. Clearly we are going to have to—the winners are
going to have to demonstrate that they have an understanding that
this is not just a frivolous exercise in giving away corporate money.
They are going to have to establish their goals.

It will be monitored and evaluated not only by school but across
state lines once we get a little nucleus of schools and states togeth-
er that are trying this Next Century Schools initiative.

We are going to watch that very carefully. I mean, I think that
the standards here are standards of business. I have to show re-
sults, positive results, and productivity. I cannot just dump this
money and pat myself on the back. I think that that is the differ-
ence.

I think we have to be careful of the Lake Woebegone principle,
you know. In each of our neighborhoods the men are good looking,
the women are smart and all the kids are above average.

I think we have got to understand that there are children at
risk, children that need more virtually in every community in this
country.

Mr. HoLtanp. I might just say to Congressman Smith, I hear
your call for information and attention as we move ahead in our
activities. We will keep you very much in mind.
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I will say to both of you «nd to Al Shanker, whc has already left,
I think this teacher shortage that we have out ahead of us—we
have gnt some now and it is going to get a lot worse. It is a very
serious problem.

We and others are looking at this through other avenues, as
well, but there are simply a lot of different places we have to be
working here at the same time in order to achieve the kind of
move away from the status quo at a rapid enough rate of improve-
ment to really give this country what it deserves, and that is a
good school system.

On the subject of choice that Chairman Hawkins raised, I just
want to reaffirm here what other CED spokesmen have said other
places—we do not think choice is a panacea. We think it is a
worthwhile thing to try. We do not think it solves the problem. We
think it is going to take a lot of effort and a lot of learning and
some mistake making and correcting and feedback, and also more
money to help fix it, but we see most of that money needing neces-
sarily to come from the local and state level.

I think you will find more and more businesspeople coming to
understang the importance of standing up and paying some more
taxes for better education. They will not pay them, I do not think,
for bad education or for wasteful education, but for good education
I think you will find more and more willing to pay the bill.

Thank you.

Mr. PosHARD. Mr. Martinez?

Mr. MarTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, very briefly—because I know you
are concerned about the time—there are a couple of points that 1
have got to make.

There are a couple of things that this bill is really trying to do.
That is to achieve higher performance standards in a reasonable
period of time and to inspire local school districts.

Let me share with you an interesting situation that I just read
a* 1t, while flying back from the district on United Airlines. I do
aot know if anybody else has seen it.

The owner of the Kansas City Royals did something—he went
into a ghetto school with very low performance standards and a
very low record of achievement and a dropout rate exceeding sixty
percent. He dropped that dropout rate to fifteen percent. How he
did it is simply like I said before. There are some things that
money will help, but you hava got to give incentives.

He signed five hundred contracts with freshmen and sophomores.
In the contract he stipulated four things that they must do. They
should not use drugs, they should not use alcohol excessively, they
should not get pregnant if they were ladies and they should not
miss classes and should maintain at least a C average.

If doing that until the end of their four years of high school and
graduation he woull guarantee them a four-year university educa-
tion at the outside and at the inside a vocational school of their
choice, whatever time it took. They would be assured of a higher
education if they would compiy.

From sixty-plus percent to fifteen percent: that is an incentive.
In that statement that he made after the story, he said that he
challenged all of the business community and all of the wealthy
people in the United States to come in and do the same thing.
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Now, that is creating an incentive, rather than increasing flexi-
bility. They did not change the programs. They did not lump the
programs together.

If you think that Choice is a good thing, then read the issue of
“U.S. News and World Report” just, I think it was, two issues ago.
There was a great story on the little success that Choice has had
but the great harm that it has caused. I recommend it to you for
your reading.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. PosHARD. Thank you, Mr. Martinez. If there are no other
questions for the members of this panel, we thank you for being
here very much.

Our last panel is, as I understand it, the people are here are
LaVaun Dennett, Principal of Montlake Elementary School in Se-
attle; and Mr. G. Alfred Hess, Jr., Executive Director of the Chica-
go Panel on Public School Policy and Finance.

Knowing that your written statements are rather lengthy, if you
could synopsize them in five minutes or less we would appreciate
it.

We will begin with Ms. Dennett.

STATEMENT OF LAVAUN DENNETT, FORMER PRINCIPAL,
MONTLZXE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

Ms. DENNETT. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, Chairman Hawkins
and members of the committee, I thank you for this opportunity to
speak to you about restructuring schools in this bill, H.R. 3347.

I have been the principal for the last six years at Montlake Ele-
mentary School in Seattle, Washington. The school has been in-
volved in restructuring efforts since I was there and we feel like we
have accomplished some :mportant things in that work.

Now I am at Harvard working on a doctoral and trying to find
out how to make even more of a difference by turning these great
ideas into reality.

In universities we often do a lot of research and there is a par-
*‘>ular research project that I would like to relate to you this
morning that was carried on. They wanted to find out if fleas were
intelligent, if they could indeed learn, and so they put them in jars
and they put a lid on the jar and these fleas were so brilliant that
in no time at all they figured out that if they jumped up too high
they hit their head on the jar, and so they learned to only jump so
high so that they would no longer hit their head.

One day a careless research assistant left the lid off of the jar
and everyone ran to see what had happened. To their surprise,
nothing had happened. The fleas had not jumped out of the jar be-
cause they had learned so well to only jump this high.

We have sort of taken the lids off the jar and we have said,
‘f‘(:lg,ay, schools, go out and restructure and do something wonder-

ul.

I think it is going to take a little bit more than taking the lid off
the jar, that we are also going to have to create an environment
where it is safe for people to get all the way out and really do
something different. I think this bill is an important conversation
around how to begin to do that.
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This environment—now that I am at Harvard I have learned
these big, important ways to frame this stuff—it is “holding envi-
ronment,” and I like that metaphor of really holding the schools in
a way that they can begin to do what they are trying to do.

It has sort of three parts: confirmation, contradiction and conti-
nuity. The confirmation piece of it is supporting people where they
are, helping them discover what they are doing well and how to do
more of it.%t believes that everyone can grow and change and that
schools could become a place where everyone is a teacher and ev-
er}i‘one is a learner.

here is also a piece of it that is contradiction, giving people a
push to be more than they thought that they could be and continu-
ously asking the hard questions about why we are doing what we
are doing and how we know that it works, always looking for an-
other alternative that would be even better and creating schools
that are actually constantly restructuring, constantly questioning
what they are doing and how to make changes.

Continuity is the piece that is hanging around and working
things through, creating the safe place piece, allowing mistakes
and even encouraging them for wonderful learning opportumties
that they provide, taking risks and holding each other’s hand in
the process as we hold our breath, trusting one another to do the
right thing.

Again, this bill provides a good balance in doing that, where
there is some accountability, some promise to hang in there and
help us through the changes, and also pushing people to try new
things and to take the risks necessary to really improve schools.

As a great philosopher, Poge, once said, “We are faced with in-
surmountable opportunities.” Changing schools sometimes seems
like one of those insurmountable opportunities.

When I decided to come down here I decided to drive. I talked a
friend into coming with me. Her class wasn’t through until ten
o'clock, so we left Boston last night at ten o’clock to drive here to
talk to you this morning.

When we told people that we were going to do that, they said,
“Impossible, you can’t do it,” and even made terrible remarks
ta}ll).out how when you get older your body won't handle that kind of

ing.

Well, we made it. Not only did we make it down here in the nine
hours, but we even made it through tornado warnings and rain
that was so hard sometimes you couldn’t see the road.

When we got here someone had quite accidentally called my
friend and offered a place for us to shower and change clothes.

When things began to happen, amazing things hiappened. Those
insurmountable opportunities really become realities.

Changing schools is quite possible. It takes hard work, thinking
differently, giving up who you are for who you might become,
learning new strategies and techniques, walking the talk, thinking
anew and acting anew, turning little successes into important vic-
tories and accepting that there is more than one right answer, join-
ing with the kids instead of sometimes thinking of them as the
enemy that we somehow have to conquer.

I spend a lot of time in schools trying to help them think about
what they are doing differently. I am constantly amazed, to the
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point of tears myself sometimes, as I watch the struggle that teach-
ers go through to make a difference for every child.

Changing the system is a little harder. There are all those things
about the way it has always been and the rules and regulatiocns
and sometimes the interpretation of the rules and regulations,
which is even more restricting.

Sometimes we have trouble giving power away and we get very
mixed messages. At Montlauke we constantly got messages about
how we were doing the right thing and not to do it anymore.

For instance, we said, “We want all special ed kids to be totally
integrated into the classroom. We do not want to have these pull-
out programs that are sending them down the hallway. If we could
really do that in special ed, we would have a real success.”

Well, we did that. In fact, we even stopped labeling them because
we thought the label itself was handicapping. When we did that we
lost the money, because if you do not label the kids you cannot
halve the money, and it made what we were doing much more diffi-
cult.

It also meant that when our Chapter 1 students’s scores went up,
so that they were not quite as much at risk, we lost the money.
There were restrictions on how we could implement the program,
and even though that meant class size went up people continued to
do what they knew was the right thing and to make a difference
for every child.

It can happen. It can happen now. It has to happen now. If we
give schools both the support and the flexibility to do what they
need to do, teachers, communities, universities, businesses, the
people that you have heard of today, will end up making the kind
of difference that you want to see happen in schools.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of LaVaun Dennett follows:]

.
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Chairman Augustus F. Hawkins
Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary,
> and Vocational Education

U.W. House of Representatives
B-346C Rayburn House Office Building
Washington DC 205158

Last might my daughter called me. Usually she waits until Saturday so the cost of
talking between Seattle and Boston is more manageahle This was Tuesday

Usually she starts her conversation with a funny story o some on-going joke that
v tell me.in her own unique way. that she loves me and misses me Her voice
sounded very brave above tears she could not hide. Not an unusual experience for
a 19 year old girl who 15 out 1n her first apartment and mother has just moved
3000 mtles away

talented artist. She has a tenderness about her that makes her take flowers to the
old man on the hespital ward where she works because he is o fonely and a sense
of humor (hat turns the most impossible situation into something (o laugh at.
Perhaps. most important of all. she is stubborn She's determined to make her life
work - somehow Terra will need her stubborn determination because Terra is a
Sped.

1

. |

But Terra 15 unusual Terra 15 a beavtiful, bright, 19 year old woman who is also a ‘
|

|

\

J

|

Terra went through Seattle School District in the Special Education program
When she was first tested. they told me it would be a temporary placement She
Just needed to catch up  After all she was abviously very bright with scores in
the 99 percentile n things like auditory tracking and verbal reasoning skifls She
Just needed a little help Her profile was quite common in special ed Years later
when | talked to them about getting Terra out of the program, they were very
surprised | wou'd even consider such a thing. She would never he able to handie
a regular program. But did cheir program meet her needs? Not really, they said
But they had so many kids in her group (11) and they were so diverse

Her story came across tae wire 1n halting tones Interspersed with frustration with
herself for bothering me. The conversation was something like this. | don’t want
life to always be so hard. How did I get all the way through school without
learning even the basic things a person needs to know 1o be successful in the
world? I'm never going to be able to get a really good job. If I work. I can't go to
school. If 1 go to scheol, | can't work I need to do both. }'m 50 afraid I'm going (o
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end up on welfare like Daniefle ] just want a nice job. and a family, and a home
ke everyone else  After the usual reassuring mother words. she went on, ‘But
you don't understand. Mom You re not a Sped. You don't know what .. feels Lke
to always be so dumb 1 m never going to find a way to get the education | need.

Terra survived the name calling. teacher s low expectations, and boredom to
graduate from high school She is one of the lucky ones. Her friend, Danielle is
unmarried and on her second child Several of the students in her group are
heavily involved with drugs Few graduated from high school Those who did
are like Terra they just couldn't find another alternative that worked for them.
At school they at least got to see their friends. And then there is the one who

commitled suicide and the one that was found dead in the lake Speds all.

Terra didn't enter school as a Sped She was eager, happy. and learning  just like

the rest of the kids She thought she could solve any prodlem - and was usually

the first one to come up with an answer She was learning and growing - and

hungry for more Wha, happens when these kids get into school? How do we -
twist their dreams into tears and despair?

An exaggeration® As & principal 1 see children like Terra go through my school
every year Bright, eager. wonderful kids who don't iearn quite hike everyone else
Are they handicapped? Not until we teach them that they are

Unfortunately. the Speds aren t the only ones who loose their spark 1n schools
Many very normal students also become [rustrated and bored Those who find

other alternatives drop out Many of the drop outs and those that stay in their
seats but drop out in their heads have been sitting for years in our classrooms -

disinterested, resistent.

But do schools have a choice? Yes! At Montlake Elementary in Seattle,
Washington, and at many other schools across the country, schools are doing what
they must to see that all kids learn and are successfy' They do it with too few
resources, with crowded classrooms. amid great diversity and challenge They do
1t with old textbooks and the latest technology. in dilapidated buildings and new,
shiny buildiogs. in urban and in rural schools They do it because they care about
the kids They do it because there is nothing like the look on a child s face when
they have just discovered a great truth  They do it because there is nothing as
beautiful as children s Jaugster They do it because they believe they can make
some small difference in the world or in one small child.
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So why aren't there more stories of school successes? Why aren't we singing the
praises of the educational system that makes America strong? If we can do it in 3
few good schools why not all schools? Of course, there are no easy answers But
there are some things we have learned that can help us make a sigr ficant
difference while we are looking for better and detter answers

There was a study about maverick principals” several years ago that 1s very
tnteresting These were principals who went into schools that had been neglected
and/or were in disastrous shape and turned them around  When asked what it
was that made it possible for them to make such a difference. they ali responded
that one critical ingredient was that people left them alone to lead their butlding
asthey needed. Either the district thought the situation was so hopeless or the
school had been neglected for so long. no one thought to keep track of what was
going on there. The principals rolled up their sleeves and created great schools
with their staffs and communities Then people decided to pay attention for one
reason or another In every case, the principals reporied that once people started
watching clasely what was happening in the school, the work was much harder.
There were rules and regulations to observe, politics to play, and time consuming
paperwork to be done. There were people saying, "we've always done it this

way. " and "if we let you dn that. someone else will want to do it too.” They had to
fight for the flexibility that had allowed creative, "different ideas It took time
away from fighting for even more creative. better jdeas for continued
improvement.

I'm sure we would all agree that the rules and regulations were established for all
the right reasons |m sure they brought vital attention to critical areas that
desperately needed attention Chapter 1, Special Education. At Risk Programs -
the very systems that were created to help, are being implemented in ways that
are now crealing part of the problem Labeling students and isolating them in pull-
out classes are more of a handicap than the student's disability Slavin s research
at John Hopkins University has pointed out the problems with such techniques
aver and over again and he has offered solutions that have been proven successful
that do nat require great expenditures of money or tremendous hardships on
people Somelimies a person just has to think differently Henry Levin at Stanford
decided that at risk students need to be challenged. worked harder, rather than
being tracked into remedial, plodding classes. Then he went out and convinced a
number of other peaple 1o think differently about these kids too and had dramatic
results.

When there are such limited resources available. we need to use every possible
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penny to get the results we want The funds for special programs are vital to the
provision of restructured classrooms and schools that can make these kinds of
differences The resources must not be lost And we must continue or more
accurately - begin. to make a difference with these children who need our special
attention. But that special atiention can be provided 1n new and different ways.
At Montlake, we restructured our school in such a way that it worked much better

Jt didnt take magic It did take asking some hard questions about why we group
students the way we do, why we isolate teachers rather than work In teams. why
we use time the way we do, why we break subject areas up into small discrete
biocks etc  We didn’t like scme of the answers we discovered so we made some
very basic changes We too got dramatic resuits.

One of the fesults we were most excited adout was the fact that we completely
integrated all of vur Learning Disabled. B2havior Disablzd. and Mildiy Retarded
studants into our regular classes In fact, students stopped being referred to
special education at all because they were 3o successful in the new structure Our
test scores went up Jt all seemed like good news until we lost the resources that
we had initially been allocated. If you don't label students, you dont get resources
even if they are still in the program. We felt the labels themselves were a
problem. We refused to label the students. When an article was published about
the dilemrna at Montlake in Education Week, people calied from aii over the

country with similar stories. People offered advice, support, encouragement and
ideas Unfortunately more energy and ideas concentrate on how lo get around the
rules and regulations than fixing them.

Olympia Schoo! District in Olympia, Washington proudly dispiayed their new
program which had successfully intcgrated all of their Learning Disabled
students. with pernission, they thought. from the state. There had been some
mistake They had to frantically relabel all of their students to prevent the loss of
thousands of dollars The funds had been essential to the integration Everyone
agreed the program worked better for schools and kids. they just couldn’t do it
and fit it into the rules and regulations.

Governor Booth Gardner and the Washington State Legislature decided to think
difterently They created the Schoots for the 21 Century Legislation that
encouraged schools to be innovative and to invent better scheals There was
support through resources. waiving of state rules and regulations. information, and
celebration of the great ideas that began to be proposed Not only were schools,
dramatically improved, but the excitement and enthusiasm in those schools was
infectious. Even schools who applied but were not selected in this round of grants
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went on to improve their schools They had become so excited about the
possibilities as they went through the process, they decided to do what they could
even without supportive funds Now the state is accepting a second round of
applications. ] would anticipate that these proposals would be even more
innovative now that everyone knows that Governor Cardner and the legislature
are reslly serious

One of the critical components in all of these examples. is the willingness of people
1o take risks and to think differently The ability to reach out for new ideas and
the information ieeded 10 even formulate new concepts and contextual
possibilities. and the willingness to put in the time. energy. and commitment 1o
change schools 1s a challenge for cach of us. That leadership must come from the

school, from the district, from the state, and from the federal government ]t must
come from businesses and communities as well If we reward this behavior, we ||
#¢t more of it School leaders. in particular, have rarely been rewarded for such
behavior. We tell interesting stories about our maverick principals, but we hope
they don't show up n our district Universities and colleges do not require a
course in creative thinking to earn an administrative certificate. In fact, one of the
biggest challenges in reforming schools wiil be to train and retrain principals to

think in new ways, to find new solutions, and to take new fisks

One of those areas of risk will need to be how we hold schools accountable Good
schoois will welcome the accountability that is required with the new
responsibilities we are proposing through restructuring. But that accountability
must be more than achievement test scores The state of Connecticut is trying a
new performance based test for students. Lee Schulman, at Stanford University
is suggesting teachers could provide a portfolio of their best lessons as artifacts

that would be an important part of their evaluation. Both of these and many other
similar ideas will allow us to take a much more effective ook at teaching and
lesrning. We must ask ourselves what we really want kids to know what is the
best way to teach them what we want them to know. and how do we know we
taught it. Achievement tests are only one. and perhaps, not the best one, measure
of how we know This 1s a complicated problem and will have dramatic effects on
the restructuring of schools.

In"To Secure Our Future™, the National Center on Education and the Economy
propose four missions that will make the kind of difference we are looking for.
-First. America will do what is necessary 1o assure that every child starts
school healthy and intellectually prepared to take full advantage of what school
has to offer. No longer will millions of children enter kindergarten as damaged
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goods, already marked for failure;

.Second, the country will dedicate itself 10 restructuring elementary and
secondary education for high performance, according to the principles previously
suggested By the end of the century. high school graduates all across the fand
will hold a diploma that signifies more than twelve years in the seat [t will testify
that the holder 1s among the best educated high school graduates in the world.

-Third, America, for much of the twentieth century the most scientificaliy

and technologically accomplished country on the globe.will finally turn its
technical genius to the problem of education. to make our schools a showcase for
the contributions that information technology can contribute to learning. and
-Fourth. our workers will no longer be leaders among the functionally
illiterate  America will provide a second chance to every Americas nov. in the
workforce to get the skills they will need to contribute effectively in an
information-based economy where success means thinking for a hiving

This mission wlil require some important changes in priorities for our country and
for our schools But there is absolutely no reason why we cannot. very quickly
and very effectively move: to make those changes We must start now. Cur
students cannot wait any longer for us to discuss the issue. They continue to pass
through the system taking with them all of the knowledge, skills. and abilities we
are adle (o help them acquire. But in that process they aiso gather a vision of the
worid and their place in it. an understanding of others and the diversity that we

all share. a pattern of risk taking and change and many. many more concepts -
some directly tsught. some simply ‘experienced’ For some Kids this is a joyous
process and they come out the other end ready to live each day fully and to make
a difference in the world. For far too many others. they never reach their full
potential. they end up insecure and unable to handle change and risking They
emerge with scars that will handicap them the rest of their lives.

And our students are not the only ones. as this letter from 8 teacher illustrates.

I m tired this year more than any other year [ can remember of not being abie
to teach 1find myself as [ go out the door in the mornings, wishing | wert going
to work in a bank or an insurance office. or some other place of relative calm,
some ptace that doesn't drain every ounce of energy and creativity I can muste,
and then still leave me feeling like its never enough I am puzzled | have loved
teaching. 1did not make a mistake seventeen years ago when 1 came into the
classroom | am proud of the school 1 teach in now; and the cooperation of the
staff and the support of the principal could not be more heartfell. So what is the
problem? What is siphoning off the joy [ have found before in my work? It isof
great importance that | find out, and then try to turn things around. if1cant. 1
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need to leave education

There is especially the frustration of never having enough planning time. much

less time for careful reflection on teaching practicrs ang individual Student needs
Nearly every morning and every afternoon there is an important meeting of some
description: a parent conference. grade level mer.ing. total faculty meeting, media
advisory committee Student Councll. planning/assistance team. inservice
committee  and aii of them appear to be of great importance! The bookbag of
bapers to grade. lessons to plan, and reports to do goes home each night, seeming
heavier and heavier. but the energy left at the end of the day is not of sufficient

quality to get the bag of work completed in the way | wish I coutd

There is the inner anger at having yet one more form to do:

a foider to keep for the observers (wili | just put in a copy of my schedule. a
copy of the rules and consequences for my class. a listing of any unusual situations
in my class?),

a professional development plan that will prove: to all the world that | am
actually "growing and deserve the pay that the legisiature has alioted me.

alisting of students who purchased pictures:- and which package.

a listing of students who will swish with fluoride mouthrinse once each
week. of students who haven't been fingerprinted, and of students recorded time
for the mile run.

a plan to show how I will use the health guide sent out by the system.

records upon records of discipline measures time out sheets. lelters sent lo
parents. pink slips and green slips, requests for assistance from specialists. and

action alerts”.

And there is. beneath it all. a profound sadness, a mourning for what might have
been: or is it yet a longing for whal might still be  if answers can be found?”

from a Ietter by Lorella Fodrie. Fifth Grade Teacher. Charlotte Mecklenbursg,
N C. to the Holmes Group. December of ! 988

Together we can make schools a place where everyone In the system s hoth a
teacher and a learner. and where learning and teaching are so exciting everyone
wants to be doing it

Let's get started!

M
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SUMMARY :
Here is Edward Bear. coming 3
downstalrs now, burp, bump, ]
bump, on the back of his 3
head, behind Christopher ¢
Robin. Itis, esfar ashe 3
knows, the oniy way of coming 3
downstairs, but sometimes he 2
feels that there really is b
another way, if only he could 3

stop bumping for a moment and

think of It.
AA. Milne

s
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Like Edward Bear. it often seems publi~ tchools hold some vague notion that there
15 8 bettar way. if only we had time to stop bumping our heads and look for it.

<

We must: N
Give people room to lead and create
Take risks and think differently
Stop doing what doesn’t work
End the battie between rules and regulations vs. irtegration and elimination
of labels
Look at a complex. multi-faceied accountabdilily systam
Implement the “To Secure Our Future” mission statements
1. assure that every chitd starts school healthy and intellectually
prepared;
2 dedicate the country to restructuring elementary and secondary
education for high performance;
3 make our schools a showcase for the contributions that information
technology can make to learning:
4 provide a second chance to every American now 1n the workforce
11 get the skills they will need to contribute effectively in an
Infor mation-based economy
Get started now!
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Mr. PosHaRD. Thank you, Ms. Dennett. Mr. Hess?

STATEMENT OF G. ALFRED HESS, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
CHICAGO PANEL ON PUE' iC SCHOOL POLICY AND FINANCE

Mr. Hess. Thank you, Mr. Poshard, Mr. Smith and my colleague
from Chicago, Mr. Hayes.

I am delighted to be with you. I do have a lengthy testimony,
which I will not try to enter into the record this morning by read-
ing it, but I do want to point out a couple of key points about it.

As many of you are aware, Chicago has just enacted through the
state legislature in Illinois a major school reform effort. I was
author of part of that effort. We were trying to do some things in
Chicago to deal with a school system that is not working.

Chicago has 410 thousand young people in its system. Seventy
percent of those children qualify for free or reduced lunch. Forty-
five percent of those children are Chapter 1 eligible. Eighty-eight
percent of those children are minorities.

The legislation was citizen initiated legislation. It started in a
mayors’ education summit convened by Harold Washington, a
former member of this committee whose seat Mr. Hayes now holds,
not that it was only his seat ever, but he preceded you in it.

We were really trying to deal with a situation of a school system
that was not working. In 1985 a sister organization of ours released
a study that showed that one out of three seniors who are about to
graduate in Chicago schools could read at normal levels.

A few months later we released a study that showed that two out
of five young people who started the ninth grade ncver made it
through the Chicago public school system. They have a forty-three
percent dropout rate.

That means that if you take those two studies together, out of
five kids starting in ninth grade oniy one them graduates reading
at normal levels. That is the kind of background that led to the
Chicago school reform effort.

The essential elements of that effort are that we were trying to
create a way for local schools to be freed of constrictions, from our
perspective primarily local constrictions, that kept schools from
doing a good job.

We had two professors from one of our universities in Chicago
who did a study of Chicago principals. The term that they used ‘.r
the principals who were doing very well was that these were the
creative insubordinates, that in order to do well, to be creative in
the Chicago public school system you had to be insubordinate. You
had to do things to break the rules.

So we tried to create an effort in reform that would allow us to
put people in a position not of having to break rules to do well.

We tried to eliminate restrictions, eliminate the sanctions and
mandates, and to change the locus of accountability for principals
from the bureaucratic mind set, which after all is basically to keep
things going smoothly, to the parents, who are concerned about the
performance of their children, the community residents who are
concerned about the reputation of the schools in their neighbor-
hoods and to the teachers themselves who are concerned to see
good things happen to the kids in their classrooms.
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So we established a school-based management approach to school
reform that removed many of the restrictions, moved more dollars
to the school level, and we did it on the basis of numbers of disad-
vantaged children, so we were moving more dollars to the schools
with the largest numbers of disadvantaged children and fewer dol-
lars to the schools with fewer disadvantaged children.

Concerns that have been expressed this morning earlier about
making sure that disadvantaged kids get the benefits of those dol-
lars are concerns that we share, but we found ways to do that
within that system.

It seems to me this legislation is built on the same philosophy, a
philosophy of removing restrictions and constraints to allow people
to get things done, and that the real key is, can we in fact keep
them accountable for making things work for kids who need them
to work for them most?

That has to do with ideatifying which populations were most
concerned advance under these regulations, and that is one of the
things our organization is going to be doing with the Chicago
School Reform Act.

We are going to be monitoring which kids do better and we are
going to be out to make sure that the kids who are most in need
are the ones who do better. It seems to me that should be one of
the elements that is built in to the agreements about accountabil-
ity that are made at the state and local levels with the Federal
Government.

We would strongly support this legislation. We would also echo
the concern that was expressed earlier—and, Mr. Smith, I know
you have already spoken to it—that the encouragement to the state
and local jurisdictions to give waivers and to relax their regula-
tions is an impor.ant piece of this, but we would strongly encour-
age that the House enact this legislation with whatever accommo-
dations sre necessary to meet the various concerns that were
raised this morning.

[The prepared statement of G. Alfred Hess, Jr., follows:]
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Chairman Hawkins, Mr Smith, members of the committee, I am G. Alfred Hess, Je,
Exccutive Director of the Chicago Panel on Public School Policy and Finance, The Chicago
Pancl is a coalition of twenty agencies concerned to improve the quality of education in the
Chicago Public Schools. Weare an independent, non-profit, agency which monitors the actions
of the Chicago Board of Education, does rescarch into its policies and practices, provides -
information to parents, community residents, school staffs, policy makers, and the general
public, and advocates for policies which will provide direct benefits to students in the city's
public schools. The Chicago Panel was onc of the leaders in the recent school reform
movement which culminated in the passage by the General Asse.aoly of the State of Iilinois
of Hlinois Public Act 85-1418, the Chicago School Reform Act. I am the author of several
sections of that Act which was the result of more than two years of concerted ef fort bya wide
coalition of civic agencices, business interests, community organizations, parents, the teachers
union, and concerned members of the city and state government.
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I am here today to support HR. 3347, a bill to establish a National Demonstration
Program for Educational Performance Agreements for School Restructuring. This bill is built
i upon the same philosophy which underlay the Chicago schoot reform effort, to provide schools
> (and school districts) more flexibility and independence in return for higher performance. We
were forced to proceed within a whole series of constraints, because this bill has not yet been
cnacted. School restructuring in Chicago could proceed much further if this bill is enacted
2 by the Congress.

Background to the Chlcago School Reform Act

The Chicago School Reform Actinitiates the most radical school restructuring of urban ,
public education which has been undertaken in at least the last two decades and perhaps in i
A this century. The Act dramatically increases the power of individual schools to shape their
local cducational programs to more closely meet the needs of their enrolled students. It does
so by severely curtailing the powsrs of the Board of Education and the central administration
to impose systemwide programs and by shifting the relationships between the administration
. and the school from one of mandating behavior to one of service provision. The basic
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approach of the Reform Act is to require improvements in performance of local schootls in
exchange for the climination or casing of systemwide constraints.

The Chicago School Reform Act is citizen written legislation. The major provisions of
the legislation were argued, debated, altered, and ultimately agreed to in the Mayor’s
Education Summit, a collaborative effort initiated by Mayor Harold Washington (8 former
member of this subcommittee, 1 believe) and involving the participation of morc than 60
citizens representing the various constituencies listed above. The Act itself rep:<sents the
collating of three picces of legislation drafted by three of Chicago’s non-profit agencies (the
Chicago Pancldrafted onc of these precurser bills). In its passage through the state legislature,
the final language of the bill was hammered out in a four day, ten hour a day, conference of
more ‘than 60 representatives of the same agencies who had participated in the Mayor's
Summit, under the leadership of the Speaker of the Illinois House of Representatives, who led
the conference in a line by line consideration and agreement on the final shape of the bill.
What I am trying to convey is that this legislation was not somebody's quick solution to citizen
discontent. It was & citizen solution to a massive problem in the failure of a primary public
service, the cducation of 410,000 children in the city of Chicago.

Before cxplaining the major provisions of the legislation, 1 would hike to briefly
describe the conditions which gave rise to the school reform movement in Chicago. I am sure
that the members of Congress are all aware of several Key events in the chronology that led
to the school reform effort: & nincteen day school strike in the fall of 1987 and, later that fall,
the proclamation by then Secretary of Education William Bennett that Chicago had the worst
school system in the nation and that it wasan example of "educational meltdown." While both
of these events were important to the passage of school reform lcgislation, the roots of the
reform effort go far decper, and ncither would have had much effect on the school system had
not the reform effort already been well under way.

Concern about the quality of the Chicago Public Schools dates back to the carly 1960s
when several blue-ribbon commissions severely criticized the segregation of minorities in the
school system and the resulting inferior education offered in those schools. For the next
twenty years, the short-comingsof the system were articulated primarily by those sceking more
cquity in the quality of education delivered across the system. However, unlike many other
major urban school systems, no scrious descgregation litigation was undertaken in Chicago
during the 1960s and most of the 1970s. By the time Justice Department took the system to
court, resulting in the 1980 Descgregation Consent Decree, the proportion of white students
in the system had fallen to 18 percent. Currently, about 12 percent of public schoot students
in Chicago arc white At this point, cven the best descgregation effort could not seriously be
expected to deal with the educational shortcomings of the Chicago Public Schools. One of the
basic tencts of using desegregation to improve the quality of cducation for minorities is that
if minority and majority students attend the same schools, resources within the system will be
used more cquitably and the quality of education for minorities will improve thereby. That
premise is untenable when majority students have disappeared from the system.

During the carly part of this decade, the primary focus of those seeking to improve the
Chieago Public Schools was on the fiscal unhealth of the system. In 1979, banks in Chicago
refused to roll-over the system's outstanding loans when it became pubtic knowledge that the
system was using new loans to pay the coscs of carrying and r~tiring carlicr endebtedness. The
system was virtually bankrupt. An emergency bailout was fashioned by the state legislature
along lines agreed to at a New Year’s Day summit convened in the Governor’s Mansion. The
carly years of the decade were focused on restoring the system’s fiscal health. However, in
the process, the district’s edu..ational programs were severely curtailed. Artand music teachers
were climinated, despite state mandates to teach those subjects. Special education services
were cut back. More than 8,000 positions were climinated from the budget. However, in the
first study commissioned by the Chicago Panel, we were able to document that these staff
cutbacks had a more severely impact on direct services to children (18 percent reduction in
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staff) and care for the system’s facilitics and Junchroom services (17 percent reduction) than
they did on the number of administrative jobs (down only 12 percent; see Budget Cuts at the
Board of Education, 1982). Unfortunately that pattern continued throughout the decade, with
the number of jobs in the central administration growins cvery year between 1981 and 1987,
while total enrollment declined by more than 50,000 students. It was our numbers on the
increasc of thesize of the administration which Secretary Bennett characterized as "the growth
of the bureaucratic blob!"

was under control. At that point, the Chicago Panel and the other major school focused non-

profit agency in the city, Designs for Change, began to focus more directly on the quality of

education ! sing provided by the Chicago Public Schools. In carly 1985, these two agencies -
released two complementary studics detailing the failure of the Chicago Public Schools to
adequately education the young people of our city. In The Bottom Line, Designs documented
the fact that only onc in three high school seniors was reading at nationally expected levels.
Two months later, the Chicago Pancl, in Dropouts From The Chicago Public Schools, announced
that 43 percent of the students who entered ninth grade dropped out before graduation. Thus,
nearly half of every entering class never makes it through high school, and of those who do,
only a third read at expected levels!

B I IV oy o A

In the years since 1985, the Chicago Pane! has released four further studies
documenting the scope of the dropout problem in Chicago, including one study which
documented the shortchanging of Chicago high school students, through the use of phantom
study halls, by providing the average student with less than four hours of school per day
despite state law which requires five hours of daily instruction. As each of these studies was
released, and extensively covered in front page headlines and on the electronic media, the
public conviction grew that something had to be done about the Chicago Public Schools.

ey

oy

By 1984, under the prodding of the Chicago School Finance Authority, the fiscal crisis
¢ Facing a campaign for reelection the following spring, Mayor Harold Washington
convened his Mayor’s Education Summit in Qctober of 1986. Many observers of the Chicago
‘ reform effort ignore the fact that the Mayor’s Summit had been meeting for a full year prior
. to the nineteen day teachers strike 1n 1987. That first year of the Summit was focused on |
! creating a Series of agreements between the school system and other interested parties similar
to those fashioned as part of the Boston Compact. The effort was designed to include a ‘
commitment by the school system to improve the quality and quantity of its graduates in |
return for a promisc of increased employment opportunities for the system’s graduates and ‘
increased access to higher education. One task force of the summit, which I staffed as a
released time consultant to the Mayor’s Office, created 15 strategic objectives to measure J
improvement in the performance of the school system. Although the Summit as a whole |
adopted those objectives, the administration of the school system rejected all but five of them. |
Duting the summer of 1987, necgotiations between the school system and the business |
community broke down without reaching any agreement about 1mproving the public schools ‘
During that same summer, the General Superintendent was in negotiaticns with the |
system’s employee unions. He entered the negotiations by proposing that all union employees
take a pay cut while at the same time proposing a budget which continued to expand the
central office administrative staff. 1t was an open secret at the administrative headquarters
that this was the year to face down the union. The federal government’s success in breaking
PATCO, the aiz controller’s union, wasa frequent topic of conversation. In this atmosphere,
the ensuing nineteen day employee’s strike, dclaying the opening of schoo! by a month, was |
inevitable. Ultimately, an agreement was reached which very much resembled the agreement |
the Chicago Pancl had described as possible 1n July testimony on the Board's proposed budget.
In short, the resources were available for an employee settlement prior to the strike, but to
utilize them would have required a reallocation from bureaucratic growth to school site
' services
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The amazing thing, to many observers, was that the widespread parent and community
protests during the strike did not disappear as soon as schools reopened. This time, parents
were not satisfied with labor accord, they demanded a real improvement in the quality of the
schools their children attended. A week after the strike ended, Mayor Washington invited 500
representatives of civic, community, and parent groups to attend an assembly at the University
of Ilinois at Chicago to hear plans for improving the s.hools, including his intent to reconvene
an cxpanded Mayor's Education Summit. More than 1,000 persons showed up and the Mayor
had no choice but to open up adjoining space to expand the mecting. Further, the parents and
activists demanded morc than platitudes from union, school, and city officials. They
demanded a real voice. The mayor expanded the summit by convening & Parents Community
Council and placing ten of its leaders on the Summit. Unfortunately, a month later, he
succumbed to a massive heart attack, leaving the city essentially lcaderless for the next 16
months.

Mayor Washington's appointees to the Parents Co:nmunity Council (PCC), however,
converted school reform into 2 martyr’s mission. Fortunately, there were several vehicles at
hand for their use. The first was the work of the first year of the Mayor’s Education Summit
and the agrecments achicved on its six constituent task forces. In addition, the Parents
Community Council invited the various civic agencies which had been working for school
improvement to present their plans and concerns. Chief among those presentations were plans
presented by Designs for Change and the Chicago Panel. Both groups had been developing
plans for school based management and other reforms within the Chicago Public Schools The
PCC adopted school based management as the hall mark of its reform agenda in the Educaticn
Summit, along with concern to ¢xpand carly childhood opportunities f5r disadvantaged
children, expand noa-school services to meet the physical and sociai needs of inner city
children, and various other programs.

Schoo! based management was seen by the Chicago Pancl and Decigns for Change asa
key element to implement the findings of cducational research about what makes an effective
school. Two professors in Chicago, Van Cleve Morris and Robert Crowson, had donc a study
of principals in the city's schools. They characterized effective principals they studied as
“creative insubordinates.” They said, the only way to be a good principal in Chicago was to
be insubordinate. The school system, the state, and the federsl government had created such
a maze of regulations and sanctions, that it was impossible to be creative without being
insubordinate. Chicago's schools were the ultimate example of the failure of the attempt to
assure the quality of schools by controling the conditions of education Chicago’s failures
disclose the poverty of the philosophy that controlling the inputs will assure the quality of the
outputs. From this perspective, school based management was scen as a way to climinate the
stiffling effect of central burcaucratic mandates and sanctions in order to encourage
principals to be creative without the necessity of also being insubordinate. A second cffort
to encourage more creative educational efforts by the local cducational leader was to shift the
locus of accountabilityof principals from burcaucrats (whose values inevitably revolve around
maintaining an institution without making waves) to parents of enrolled students, community
residents, and teachers whose concerns would be focused on improving the performance of
those enrolled in the school. Both of these measures were designed to put responsibility into
the hands of local principals, to give them greater opportunity to be effective educational
leaders (a key clement 1dentificd by the »cffective schools” research), but to also increase their
accountability for the performance of the schools under their care.

1 have stressed this point for three reasons. First, many media accounts of school
reform in Chicago have portrayed the effort as primarily a political shifting of power, but the
primary shift in power is between levels of the school system. School reform in Chicago i3
based on the empowerment of the local school by releasing it from the constrictions of the
central administration. Second, I want you to be awarc that school reform 1n Chicago is based
upon an assessment of current educational research and is designed to bc a means to impiement
aspects of that research. Itisa carcfully designed approach, built on the specific history and
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conditions in Chicago. It was not just the result of a bunch of unknowledgable radicals
cngaged ic a gigantic cxercise in horse-trading. Third, the cffort could have been more far-
reaching had we been able to also remove some of the constraints tmposed by the state and
federal governments, an issue which H.R. 3347 addresscs.

! The Chicago Panel oo Publle School Policy and Finance
: Before describing in greater detail what the Chicago School Reform Act accomplishes,
b 1 want to present a brief background on the Chicago Pancl, which I represent.

The Chicago Pancl on Public School Policy and Finance 1s a coalition of twenty civic
: agencies concerned with citywide public education issues. The purpose of the Panel is to
¢ work for the improvement of the public schools in the Chicago arca. It conducts rescarch
into the policies and practices of the Chicago Board of Education, provides information to
parents, citizens, Board members and the public about the management and finances of the
Board, advocates for the priority of students as policy, financial, and managenial decisions
arc being made, and promotes knowledgeable public participation in school poiicy and finance
decision making.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE CHICAGO PANEL

During the Pancl's first three years (1922 323 1ts research and information efforts
focused on assisting *he Chicago Public Scnools to restore its fiscal integrity while devoting
*he maximum possible rcsources to direct services to its students. During that period, the
Panel established the serious under funding of the pubhic schools in Illinois, primarily through
its study Revenue Short Falls in the Chicago Public Schools, but also began to document the need
to shift resources within the system away [,om the central administration and towards the
school level.

Nuring the next three years, the Panel's cfforts focvsed on defining the shortcomings
of the ecducation offered by the city’s public schools. Four different studies of the dropout
problem defined the accurate dropout rate and ident:ficd ma jor problems 1n the school system
which contributed to that rate, including the discovery of mythical study halls which
shortened the school day by more than an hour for most Chicago high school students. The
Pancl’s initial dropout study, Dropouts From The Chicago Public Schools, tracked students in the
graduaticg classes of 1982, 1983, and 1984, establishing a systemwide dropout rate for 1982 of
43 percent. The Chicago Board of Education’s Research and Evaluation Department has
produced two follow-up reports, using the same format, for the classes of 1985 and 1986. The
dropout rate for the class of 1985 was 45 percent, but the rate decreased to 41.4 percent for
the Class of 1986. The Pancl also regularly chronicled the failure of the Chicago Public
Schools to implement statc reforms cnacted in 1985. During this period, the Panel’s
infurmation programs focused on helping parents and school personnel understand their school
budget, learn how to do needs assessments at thear schools, and begin to do school improvement
planning. The Panel produced a widely used guide to school budgets called School-Based
Budgeting, What Cit1zens and Parents Need To Know. The Pancl is currently updating this guide
for usec by the new LSCs. The Panel also produced annual reviews of the implementation of
school budget hearing and Local School Improvement Council provisions of the 1985 statewide
school reform act.

During the past two years, the Chicago Panel has been one of the leading organizations
focused on school reform. The Panel’s executive director helped conceive and design the
Mayor's Education Summit, serving as a reclecased time consultant to the Mayor’s Office. He
staffed and helped craft the 15 School Improvement Objectives adopted by the Summit, which
later became the basis for the school reform agreements in the second year of the Summit. In
1987, the Pancl drafted legislation for House Speaker Michael Madigan to irtroduce which
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would have created a pilot project in school based minagement, a precursor of the 1988 school
reform bill. The Panel was a major actor in the post-strike session ot the Mayor’s Summit and
led the movement to significantly strengthen the draft agzcements. Pancl staff were key to
the resolution of many differences in the drafting of the Chicago School Reform Actand were
primarily responsible for drafting provisions creating the Professional Personnel Advisory
Committee (which gaaranteed a role for teachers in the school management process),
redistributing the Stats Chapter I funds for disadvantxged students, and mandating an
administrative cap on the size of the burcaucracy.

The Panel has been working cffectively with other reform groups to ensure & smooth
implementation of the school reform act. It worked closely with the previcus Board of
Education to shape proposals to implement the act. Iis caitiques of the resulting plans and
of the tentative budget for the 1989-90 school year led the new Interim Board of Education
to reject these documents. Panel staff helped reshape the Board's budget to reallocate $40
million into local school budgets by cutting 544 burcaucratic positions. The Pancl has assumed
lead responsibility for monitoring the implementation of the reform cffort and has received
significant funding for such monitoring and research from the MacArthur Foundation, the
Woods Charitable Fund, The Ficld Foundation of Iflinois ~nd the Spencer Foundation. At the
same time, the Pancl has also been onc of the primary sot e of technical assistance for local
school people trying to improve their schools, providing :r2ining and information resources
created out of its monitoring activities. The Pancl has received funding from the Joyce
Foundation, the Chicago Community Trust,and other foundxtions and corporations in Chicago
to undergird these activities. The Pancl 1s prevented by its bylaws from receiving any funds
from the Chicago Board of Education 2nd currently reccives no funds from cither state or
federal governmental sources.

OBJECTIVES FOR 1989-%0

PLAN TO MONITOR SCHOOL REFORM IN CHICAGO

The Chicago Panel on Public School Policy and Firance has developed a plan to
monitor the implementation of the Chicage School Reform Act.

Some Observers have been skeptical that any signiicant change will occur as a result
of the passage of the Chicago School Reform Act. Others arc concerned that changes which
do occur will be negative as a result of political interference in the newly mandated process
Monitoring is a key element in the success of school reform to assurc the public, various
advocacy groups, the Board of Education itself, and Local School Councils that they will have
adequate information from unbiased and objective regorts of the progress made and the
problems encountered in implementing reform. Assessments by independent observers like the
Panel can lend credence to claims of proper implementation of the act and to resulting changes
in the system and in the performance of students At the same time, vigilant monitoring can
identify problems as they emerge so that they may be addressed in a timely fashion. This
project, Monitoring School Re form in Chicago, will provide that independent assessment through
a series of sub-projects. .

The monitoring plan lists cleven specific monitoring projects with additional
information sbout each project including key questions, scope of the study, source of the
data, comments on the availability of the data, analysis proccdures, and start and completion
dates. A detailed timeline has been created for cach of ths eleven studies and a work plan
designed that indicates the allocation among the monitoring studies of the staff time necessary
to complete the projects. Copies of the full monitoring pian are available on request.

The cleven projects are organized into three major areas. School Governance Issues,
School Improvement Issues, and the Outcomes of Schoo' Reform Four momitoring studics
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fall under the csicgory of School Governance Issucs: Composition of the Local School Council,
Operation of the Local School Councils, Principal Contract, and Personncl Changes. Three
studies fall in the category of School Improvement Issues: School Improvement Plans, Resource
Allocation, and the Implementation of School Improvement Plans. The third category,
Outcomes of School Reform, contsins four monitoring studiex: Student Achievement,
Attendance and Graduation, Grade Retention, and Teacher and Parent Attitude. An outline
of the project is included in Figure 1 on the next page.

In addition, the Pancl intcnds to provids regular communication with Local School
Councils, principals, central and district office offi~ials, Board members, and other policy
makers vhrough a regular Monitoring Update. The cxchange of relevant information is a
critical part of any monitoring plan.

RESEARCH

The Chicago Pancl is well known, both locally and nationally, for jts extensive research
on the Chicago Putlic Schools and significant policy arcas which affect urban educatjon
cfforts nation wide. The Pancl has produced 17 différent studies since jts inception jn 1982
(sec list attached). During 1929-90, the Pancl will be conducting four primary research
projects which are relrted to the implementation of school reform and which build on the
monitoring project.

Two of these projects provide supplementary resources needed to complete the
monitoring studics of the implementation of school improvement plans and of changing
teacher and parent attitudes. The other two projects sr¢ focused on providing & fuller
description of the effects of reform and on attempting to discover the important causal factors
contributing to its success or failure. The first is a massive regression analysis of changes in
student performance jndicators (test scorcs, grades, attendance patterns, dropout rates, ctc.)
resulting from changes in the important reform gencrated inputs (doliars per pupil, teachers,
alternate programs, improved performance of cntering students, etc.).

This coordinated rescarch plan has been funded for three years through a grant from
The Spencer Foundation. Additional rescarch projects have been identificd and will be added
to the rescarch agenda as work plans can be developed and proposals submitted and funded.

INFORMATION SERVICES

In addition to the ncwsletter, Monitoring Update, the Chicago Pancl will make
information about school reform and other jssues relating to the Chicago Public Schools and
urban cducation available toa wide varicty of audicnces through a diverse sct of mechanisms,
inctuding newsletters, seminar programs, training cvents, and published materials.

The Chicago Pancl is onc of the preeminent training agencies working with parents,
school staffs, community organizations and the general public. The Pancl has been providing
training opportunitics for morc than five years, and last year provided training to more than
5,000 persons. The Pancl provides a series of basic training programs (sc¢ attached list) and
tailors specific training opportunities to the needs of sponsoring agencies when appropriate.

The Pancl provides a wide array of workshop materials and two page handouts which
explain many of the basic clements of school reform and basic school operating procedures.
The Pancl is currcntly updating jts publication, Schoo! Based Budgeting, What Citizens and
Parents Need To Know. In addition, the Pancl produces a quarterly ncwsletter, Panel Update,
which it distributcs to all who have attended one of jts training sessions and others who wish
to be included. The Pancl distributes its research studies, testimonies, and other technical
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reports to a more limited number of policy makers both inside the school system and outside
of it. Known as Panel Briefs, these mailings go to top administrators, Board members, politics!
office holders and staffs, funders, and other shiapers of public opinion.

METROSTAT

Scveral years ago, the Panel launched 2 semi-autonomous division which would do
two things: create a database on the 298 other school Systems in the six county metropolitan
arca and utilize the Pancl’s expertise in assessment and planning to prov ic fec-based services
to those capable of helping to provide Support to the Panel in retu- or specific services.
METROSTAT has now published two editions of its METROSTAT DataBook, the latest for the
1987-88 school year. Its database combines gencrally available school report card data with
more limited access information including tax base, cxpenditures, and staff characteristics.
The DataBook is available to school districts, civic organizations, universitics, and individuals
who become members of METROSTAT. Members also have access to the database on which
the book is established through electronic nedia.

A L B o

METROSTAT staff also provide technical assistance to suburban school districts,
corporations, universities, or other entities on a consulting basis. METROSTAT staff atc
presently assisting & southwest suburban high school district to prepare for its Northcentral
accreditation review by conducting a needs assessment. METROSTAT has provided similar
services to Chicago schools at the request of corporations who have adopted those schools.
Currently, carned fees provide a small but growing proportion of the Panel’s revenues.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRENGTH

G. Alfred Hess, Jr. has provided overall leadership to the Panel as its Exccutive
Director and shapes its policy and programmatic orientations. Through much of the Panel's
history, he has dirccted the Panels research projects and been the spokespersons for its
advocacy positions. The delegates of the twenty member orgamzations make all ultimate
policy decisions and provide general guidance to the dircctions of the Panel. With the
inception of the Panel’s monitoring project and the related research, the Panel’s full time
staff has grown significantly. The Panel will quickly move to 12 full time personnel.
Dirccting the Panel’s monitoring and research activities 1s John Q Easton (Ph D., University
of Chicago), who was formerly in charge of monitoring the Board of Education’s desegregation
programs. John has a wide knowledge of the schooi system and knows how it works; his
contacts across the system are important in a smooth implementation of the monitoring and
rescarch projects.

The growth in staff has necessitated a2 move to larger offices, which should occur in
mid-November, when the Panel moves to the twelf th floor of its present building (Suite 1212).
Larger space entails significantly larger costs and more equipment, particularly computer
capacity, to accomplish the larger tasks it has undertaken.

The Chicago Schoo!l Reform Act

On December 12, 1988 Governor James R. Thompson signed into law the Chicago
School Reform Act (P.A 85-1418). That act focuses the Chicago Public Schools towards school
based management by creating Local School Councils composcd of s1x parents, two community
representatives, two teachers, and the principal. Jt gives unprecedented power to these councils
to adopt a school improvement plan, hire and dismiss the principal, and control the use of
resources at the schoo! through lump sum budgeting. More than 17,000 persons nomina,ed
themselves as candidtates for election to Local School Councils These councils were elected
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by more than 313,000 voters October 11th and 12th More than a tmird of cligible parents
voted in these ¢lections, and total turnout cxceed that of suburban schoo! district clections
held last week. The essential elements of the Chicago School Reform Act are as follows.

LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCILS: Beginning this fall, cach of Chicago’s 544 schools will have
 local council with 11 members: six parents, two teachers, two community residents, and the
principal. The council will be able to decide whether or not to retain the current principal or
tasclecta new one. Half the schools will make that determination this school year, half next.
In cither case, the principal (retsined or newly sclected) will be signed to a four year
performance contract. The Local School Council (LSC) also has the responsibility to adopt a
three year school improvement plan and will approve a school budget, sllocated on a lump sum
basis, to support that plan. Resources will be allocated to jndividual schools on the basis of
enrolled pupils and their special needs. The principal, working with the school faculty, the
LSC, other parents and community residents, is responsible for developing the school
improvement plan and the school budget; but, it is the LSC which must debate, refine, and
adopt both the planand the budget.

DISTRICT COUNCILS: District councils will be created in each of the system’s ]}
subdistricts (10 clementary districts and one citywide high school district) composed of one
parentor community resident member from each LSC. During the 1990-91 school year, district
councils will have the same powers to retain or select anew the District Superintendent which
LSCs exercise relative to the principal. District Councils are to be clearinghouses to facilitate
cooperation oetween geographically related schools. District Superintendents are charged to
track the improvement progress of local schools and may recommend to the district council
remediation steps for individual schools. With the district council’s support those remedies can
be imposed on non-performing local schools, with the ultimate action being the closing of the
school, if necessary. Each districtcouncil will select two members (three from the high school
district) to serve on & Board Nominating Commission, slong with five mayoral appointees.
Through an open hesring process, the Commission will nominate three candidates for ecach
Board member position, for the consideration and appointment of the mayor.

NEW SCHOOL BOARD: Between May 1, 1989 and May 15, 1990, a seven member Interim
Bourd of Education, appointed by the mayor, governs the initial implementation of school
reform. The Interim Board will be dissolved by the appointment by the Mayor of a new, 15
member Board, from nominations proposed by the Nominating Commission The 15 members
will scrve staggered four year terms.

PRINCIPALS: All current principals are deemed, by action of law, to be serving under
performance contracts, half of which will expire at the end of the current school year, and
half at the end of the next year. Principals will then be signed to four year performance
contracts, the central clements of which apply systemwide, but key performance ingredients
arc to be individually negotiated. Principals will be able to select cducational staff to fill
all new or vacant positions based on merit and ability (not seniority). They will also be able
to dismiss teachers who continuc to receive an unsatisfactory rating after a 44 day in-school
remed istion period. The principal is charged to be the eduational leader of the school and is
to initiate the school improvement planning and budgeting process.

TEACHERS: Each school will have a Professional Personpel Advisory Committee (PPAC)
which will advise the principal and LSC on educational matters and help shape the school’s
cducational program The teachers at each school will determine the size and composition of
the PPAC. The PPAC is entirely separate from the gricvance committee established by the
Board’s contract with the Chicago Teachers Union.

SUPERINTENDENT: The Chicago School Reform Act required the Interim Board to conduct
3 national scarch for a new General Superintendent to be hired under a three year
performance contract. The Interim Board has recently signed a contract with Ted C.
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Kimbrough, a 26 year veteran of the Los Angeles school system and currently superintendent
of the Compton, California public schools.

STATE CHAPTER I FUNDS: Unlike most states, Illinois includes in its school 2id formula
a component which provides extra resources to school districts with more than the sverage
number of disadvantaged students (based on the federal Chapter | count). That provision
provides sbout $262 million in the current year. Previously, 60 percent of those funds was
N to be allocated to schools on the basis of enrolled fres and reduced lunch students; 40 percent
£ was to be allocated on the basis of total enrollment. The funds were to be used for a restricted
list of services. In fact, the Board deducted onc third of the targeted fund to support
administrative overhead for services provided to all schools. The refo~m act requires 81l State
Chapter I funds to be spent at schools, and only at schools. Furt:cr, phased inovera five year
- period, the funds will become allocated solely on on the bas s of qurlifying students and will
B become completely discretionary for use over and above the basic S.ogram level to be provided
to all schools. Suggested uses of the funds include early childhood programs, enrichment,
tutoring, and lowering class sizc, but any beneficial cducational use beyond provision of basic
programs is permitted. In the first year of implementation, this requirement forced a
reduction in the Size of the central administration of approximately $40 million; the
reallocation of thosc funds mecant about $90,000 in additional discretionary funds was
available to the average Chicago clementary school to begin to implement school based
management. At the end of the phase in period, this discretionary fund will have grown to
about $250,000 per school. This resource component of the Reform Act is often overlooked
in reports of the Chicago cffort.

P e T 2 L TR e

ADMINISTRATIVE CAP: To cnsurc continued focusing of cducational resources on the
educational program of the schools, a cciling has been put on the percentage of funds which
can be spent on non-instructional purposes. The ceiling is cqual to the average proportion of
non-instructional spending in all other districts in the state in the prior school year. This
provision was the source of funds for implementing the first year of reallocation of State
Chaprer 1 funds.

SCHOOL CHOICE: The legisiation contains a nrovision requiring the Board to implement
a program of additional enrollment choice beg'nm g in the school year 1991-92. Low income
students must be provided access to free trar sportn.ion to facilitate such enrollment choice.
Any enrollment choice plan enacted must c.mply with the Board’s descgregation plan which
currently provides enrollment choice for alout cight percent of the district’s students

OVERSIGHT: The Chicago School Finance Authority, originally established to force fiscal
stability on the school system in 1980, was given expanded powers to mornitor the
implementation of the Chicago School Reform Act. The Board of Education must file an
annual plan containing its goals and objectives for reform and an annual report on the
implementation of the previous year’s plan. However, while the Finance Authority can
prevent the opening of school if the system's budget is not balanced, its sanctions relative to
the reform plan are himited to making an annual report to the governor, the mayor, the
leadership of the General Assembly, and to the public. These reform powers terminate on
June 1, 1994.

GOALS OF REFORM ACT: The Chicago School Reform Act lhists ten specific goals which
the public school system is expected to meet within five years. They are!

1. Meet national norms of student performance in reading, math, writing, and

higher order thinking.

2. lraprove attendance and graduation rates of students to national nerms.

3. Assure students arc adequately prepared for and make a successful transition

to higher education.

4. Assure students areadequately prepared for and make a successful transition

to employment.
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5. Assure students arc provided a common cducation of high academic quality
and with high cxpcctations of their capacity to learn.

6. Assurc all students have foreign language proficiency and arc cxposed to
intcrnational studics.

7. Assurc all students arc cxposecd to journalism, drama, art and music.

8. Assure individual teachers can make decisions about instruction and method

of tcaching.

9. Assurc opportunity for student cxpression through visual arts, music, drama,
and dance.

10. Assure all students have adequate athletic programs.

Relevance for H.R. 3347

It should be obvious, by now, that there arc a number of similaritics between what we
are trying to accomplish through the Chicago School Reform Act and the intent of the
National Demonstration Program for Educational Performance Agreements for School
Restructuring. The basic philosophy is very similar: that the very effort to assure a quality
cducation is available to all children through rcgulating the usc of inputs (whether funds,
programs, qualifications, ctc.) is sc stiffling that it prevents creative local approsches to
mecting the nceds of our children, particularly those of our most disadvantaged children,
and that the best thing that can be done to help those children is to remove those regulations
while requiring in return higher performance. To accomplish that philosophy, there must be
a clear articulation of goals to be met and sanctions to be imposed if the goals arc not met.
At the same time, it must be clear that the civil rights of individual children must be
protccted as this cxperiment is carried out.

In my rcading of H.R. 3347, I find cach of these components is present. The bill
proposcs cstablish a program of pilot projects in cvery state in which school districts, states,
and the Sccretary of Education cnter into agreements under which the school districts will
be frced of the constraints on uses of federal funds in exchange for achievement of .lcarly
agrced upon improvements in studcnt performance. The three key indices of improvement
included within the act are virtually identical with the key indices of improvement in the
Chicago School Reform Act: reduction of the dropout rate, reduction of teacher and student
absentccism rates, and improvement of student skill levels ic reading and math. These are
cxactly the key measures in the Chicago reform cffort. Each is mcasurcable and quantif iable.
Other goals may aiso be desircable which focus attention beyond the minimalist measures such
quantifiable goals utilize, and such goals can be included under H.R. 3347, as they are in the
Chicago School Reform Act.

As I mentioned carlier, I wish Chicago could have qualificd for such a national
demonstration project when we were enacting the school reform bilt This project would
significantly cxpanded the flexibility we were trying to give local school councils and the
professional staffs at local schools. Let me mention a few specifics.

Recently the federal government has relaxed regulations on the isc of federal Chapter
I funds for disadvantaged students when more than 75 percent of a school’s cnrollment
qualifics for such funds. More than half of Chicago's clementary schools have more than 75
percent of their students who qualify for such aid. Unfortunately the total number of dollars
available under the program does not provide assistance for all qualifying students, due to
underfunding of thc program in the federal budget. This mecans that federal aid must be
concentrated in the schools with the highest concentrations of qualifying students. But the
method of counting qualifying students creates a quite distorted vision. The use of enrollment
choice mecharisms, cxtensively advocated by recent federal administrations, means that
aisadvantaged students often attend schesls outside their residential ncighborhood. In their
new schools, they are not counted as disad vantaged! The dollars do not follow the child! At
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a inceting last Week, the principal of the Burley School complaiced that she had a student
body in which more than 90 percent of the students qualified for a free lunch, but, because
the school is located in a more affluent neighborhood, she did not qualifiy for federal Chapter
Iassistance. The climination of regulations on the use of federal Chapter I funds would aliow
the school system to distribute these funds ¢venly to all students on the basis of the
enroliments of disadvantaged students, the mechanism we have now included in the Chicago
School Reform Act for distribution of state poverty generated revenues. It would also allow
all recerving schools to utilize these funds in educationally beneficial ways which would not
require pulling disadvantaged students out of regualar classrooms, and thereby fabelling them,
in schools with less than 75 percent disadvantaged cnrollments.

Let me give you another example. Federal vocational education funds have been an
important factor in assuring that job-oricnted cducation is available in the public schools of
the land. However, these funds are not always utilized as inténded. Several years ago |
reported to this committee on our studies of the dropout problem in Chicago. In that
testimony, I mentioned that one of the ironies in Chicago is that attendance at a vocational
high school is onc of the ways to avoid attending a ncighborhood high school with a dropout
rate over 50 percent. Six of the 21 high schools with the lowest dropout rates in Chicago are
vocational high schools which arc able to offer outstanding educational programs, in part
because they receive extra funding through the Carl Perkins Act. The irony is to see the pride
the principals of those schools have, shared by other Voc Ed officials in the district, at the
high proportions of college matriculation among the graduates of those schools. In fact, the
proportion of graduates going on to college 18 signficantly higher in those vocational high
schools than in most general high schools 1n the city, and their ACT scores are significantly
higher. In effect, for ycars Chicago has used federal Voc Ed funds to maintain a set of
selective, college prep high schools for inner city kids, by requiring them to take 8 minimum
of vocational education courses, in effect as electives on the college prep track  While this
may have a broadening cffect on these students, it does narrow their opportunities to take
courses which would make them competitive with their suburban peers 1n preparation for
college entrance tests and placemen: in freshman courses when they do matriculate. H.R. 3347
would offer the possibility of freeing these students from this constraint and opening up more
vocational course opportunitics for students 1ntending to seek employment after high school

I have one concern about H.R. 3347 as [ have reviewed 1t State governments and local
school districts alsv have a number of constraints which hamstring local schools and keep their
staffs from being creative in mecting the needs of their students Freeing those school: of
federal constraints is quite important, but it may not be cnough to have the results you hope
for. I would suggest that you to add a provision encouraging participating state and local
jurssdictions to provide corresponding waivers of constraints for school districts entering into
these agreements. In Chicago, we felt if we could just free local schools from the burcaucratic
constraints of our own local district, we would accomplish much | would hope you would not
overlook the importance of similar cncouragement in this federal legislation

Support for H.R. 3347

On behaif of the Chicago Panel on Public School Policy and Finance, and as a
representative of the school ref orm movement in Chicago, I urge the House of Representatives
to cnact a bill to establish a National Demonstration Program for Educationual Performance
Agreements for School Restructuring. Evidence 1s beginning to emerge that an emphasis on
the outcomes of education rather than control of the mnputs ;s likely to be more appropriate
for those seeking to improve the quality of public education in this country Continucd
controls on the nputs are comfortable for eduational professionals It makes 1t clear what
things they can do and what things they cannot Their decisions are not then subject te
negotiations, whether with unions, or parents, or principals And cmployce groups also f114
such regulations comfortable, for they guarentec jobs fur specialized parts of thor
membership. A focus on outcomes 1s not comfortable, for anyone. But it is likely to be
beneficial for children. A further cffort to demonstcate that outcomes will improve 1f we
focus on them rather than on controlling inputs secems entirely appropriate [ urge you to
enact H.R. 3347,
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CHICAGO PANEL ON PUBLIC SCHOOL POLICY AND FINANCE
220 South State Street. Sulte 1212+ Chicaga lllinols 60604 -  (S12) 939-2202

RESEARCH STUDIES COMPLETED

: i Wts, an analysis of student
data from kindergarten through the high school years showing that students at
high risk of becoming high sclool dropouts can be identified with 90 percent
accuracy by the fourth grade. by Fred Hess, Arthur Lyons, Lou Corsino, and
Emily Wells, Junc 1989, $5.00.

visi o an analysts
of the dynamics of teen pregnancy and dropping out through case studies of
teen mothers who attended Chicago Public Schools. by Fred Hess, Denise
O’Neil Green, Anne Elliott Stapleton, and Olga Reyes, December 1988.
$5.00.

7.

Schools, the third annual assessment showing the lack of significant
implementation of the 1985 re form legislation. by Christina Warden, Djana
Lauber, and Fred Hess, August 1988. $5.00.

Mmmmm a review of desegregation programs between 1980
and 1986 showing fewer than 4 percent additional minority students are now in
desegregated settings than be fore plan imuiation. by Fred Hess and Christina
Wwarden, December 1987. $5.00.

wi
an analysis of the elementary schools from which the Class of

1982 entered high school, compared with conditions sor the Class of 1990.
preaictin;, a lower dropout rate. by Fred Hess and James L. Greer, July 1987
$5.00.

Schools, the second annual assessment showing the lack of sigmficant
tmplementation of this reform legislation, by Diana Lauber and Fred Hess,
June 1987. $5.00.

W, ¥ 1857 w ols an
echnographic study of four marched pairs of high schools. Deternines the
school management factors affecting dropout rates. by Fred Hess, Emily
wells, Carol Prindle, Beatrice Kaplan and Paul Liffman, December 1986, 1n
two volumes. First volume $5.00, second volume $10.00; sct $14.00.

an assessment of the Chicago Board of
Education’s implementation of school-based budgeting procedures mandated in
1985 by the Illinois legislature. by Fred Hess, Diana Lauber, Carmen
Vazquez, and Claudia Ingram, Junc 1986. $3.00.

Who Gets Extra Staff, a review of government funded programs in the Chicago
public school system. by James L Greer and Fred Hess, May 1986 $400

Mexicon Amecon Lagal Defonse ond Edh FurdsThe Woodiown Orgor Unted Neights d Org: of Chwogo® Youth Gudonce
OFFICERS: Witham Smith. Provident, Josmes Lucien & Arturo dauregut Vice Presidents
Lawren E Allan, Treasurer, Carolyn Cordes, Secretary
Tee Gaklay, Honorary President G Athed Hess & . Esecutive Director
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Educatj m in IHlinois, an analysis of the eaucational reform
< legislation passed in lllino:s in July 1985. and historical levels of state Junding
,?g Jor schools, by F. Howard Nslson, Fred Hess, and Richard Yong, November
1985. $4.00.

jew Thei i a public opimon survey imtiated and
conducied by an gd_hog committee of former members of the Board of
Education and other educctors. with the advice and logistical support of the
Panel. by Herbert J. Walberg and Fred Hess, June 1985. $3.00.

i Schy an analysis of all educational
reform measures proposed jor Illinois in 1985, by F. Howard Nelson and
Fred Hess, May 1985, $7.00.

Chi i an analysis of Dropout Rates for the
high school Classes of 1982, 1983, and 1984, by individual schools. based on
100.000 student records. b% Fred Hess and Disna Lauber, April 1985. $5.00.
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Recrenti i ime cf Fisca int, an analysis of programs
supported by the Playground Fund Tax Rate. by Fred Hess and Michael E.
Davidson, January, 1985. $2.00.

Re:cnue Shors Falls at the Chicaro Board of Education: 1970-1984, a I5-yecr
analysis of revenue trends. ad justed for enrollment changes and inflation. by
James L. Greer and Fred Hess, June 1984 (updated annually). $3.00.

T i i a study of teacher reassignment
practices and resulting classroom disruption, by Fred Hess and Hannah
Meara, January 1984, $3.00.
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v i i Publj a study of teacher absences and
substitute coverage. by Hannah Mcara, Marilou Fallis and Anne Carlson
Hallett, June 1983. $3.00.

ion, a five year look at spending and staffing
changes following the 1979 fiscal crisis. by Fred Hess and Arne Carlson
Hallett, July 1982 (updated annually). $4.00
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Assessment of the Sarg Lee Cornoiation’ A~
School 1982-1988, an assessment of existing Adopt-A-Schoo] programs with

recommendations to shift lo a data driven apprcach 10 tmproving siudent
achrevement, by Fred Hess, Virginia Lazarus, Christina Warden, and Denisc
O'Neil Green, August 1958,
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Mr. PosHARD. Thank you, Mr. Hess. Just a couple of comments.
First of all, I am well aware of what everyone went through in the
Chicago school reform movement. What struck me as the legisla-
ture was considering that some years ago was that all of the years
that Chicago had gone through without ever trusting the parents
to be involved in the process—thet seemed to be the constant re-
frain through the whole reform movement, as you know, that par-
ents really can be trusted to help decide what happens to their
children and we need to give them more of that empowerment to
do that.

I think Chicago is going to be much better served in the future
because of the reforms that you folks have made. I do hope that
you stand as a watchdog to make sure that those things are fol-
lowed through and that people, once again, have something to say
about what happens to their children in the classroom.

Ms. Dennett, just one comment on your questioning. In the years
that I spent in education, one of the most frustrating parts of our
system to me was the fact that when you succeed you are punished.

To me this bill, if we can ever get all of this ironed out, will
never again allow that to happen. When you can take the Chapter
1 children or the other special ed children or remedial children and
get them to succeed without losing your funding base that would be
a great improvement. But there are so many disincentives right
now to show success in our school systems.

It weighs most heavily upon those school systems that have the
highest number of disadvantaged students, because we are forced
not to succeed sometimes, not to want to do very much to succeed.
That is the pity of all of it.

Mr. Hayes, you had a question, sir.

Mr. Haves. Not so much a question as a comment. I will be very
brief, Mr. Chairman.

I must say that the young lady there who endured a rough night
to get here, I admire you for your courage. It even disturbed me
when I tried to sleep.

Ms. DENNETT. | knew someone would take care of us.

Mr. PosHARD. Not too many things disturb Charlie when he is
trying to sleep.

Mr. Haves. I just want to commend first my colleague Mr. Smith
for taking the initiative in introducing this legislation. I think that
the opportunity to really improve the public school system is
within this piece of legislation.

It is possible and I think some of the testimony we have heard
here would steer us ir the right direction to make certain revisions
in the bill that is now structured to bring about the performance.

I was glad to hear Mr. Hess point out some of the things that we
at least need to look forward to in the way of correction in Chicago.

One thing I would like to have you maybe give me some informa-
tion or some opinion on—ycu know, one of the things that is be-
coming more and more visible is the usage of our Lotto money in
the state of Illinois. You know, the state handles the distribution.
When that was instituted the big reason for it was to help spend on
our educational system.
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We have got a lot of poor people who line up daily and weekly
playing that Lotto, trying to become members of the Fortune 500, 1
guess, which is quite unlikely.

I have tried and I am still trying to, and I wish the Committee
on Reform would demand of the state an audit of that fund as to
how it is used and what percentage of it really goes for education
as part of our monitoring process.

Money is not the only answer, but if we are going to do some of
the things that we have talked about here we have got to begin to
{)riake people, leaders who are handling the funds, to do it responsi-

y.

I am concerned about the shortchange that poor kids are getting,
particularly when they spend $800 more, as I am told, on a kid who
goes to school in the suburbs surrounding Chicago than they do on
a kid that goes to the inner city.

Now, certainly this kind of inequity cannot continue to exist.
That is why we have such a high dropout rate among some of the—
and teenage pregnancy and these kinds of things that lead kids to
drep out of echool.

I introduced some legislation on that. In fact, funding on the Fed-
eral level is still pending at the expiration of this third year of that
existence. I do hope we will get funding for it.

I think performance is key and our monitoring apparatus as a
part of the school councils is something that is very necessary. I
would like to hear your comments on that.

Mr. Hess. Thank you. I also am concerned about the inequities in
funding in Illinois. I was glad that Illinois’ name did not get
dragged into the mud with Texas earlier, but it should be, really. I
mean, we have about a four-to-one ratio between our richest and
poorest districts. We do have to do something about it.

I urge you, Congressman Hayes, to join with the Urban League
on our school finance effort that we are going to be doing jointly in
November, December and January, but that is basically a state
issue. We have to fight at the state level.

I think we do have to find ways to fund our schools adequately.
One of the things—you know, it does not do any good to talk to you
about our state problems, but we do need full funding for Head
Start programs. We do need full funding for Chapter I programs.

Right now we have the irony that when we have Choice pro-
grams in operation within our school system, which we do, the chil-
dren who come from low income backgrounds who exercise that
Choice and go to a middle income school, their funding does not go
with them.

So the irony is that they leave a bad school to go to a better
school, but that better school cannot produce any particular pro-
grams for them. So there are some of these ironies that are in-
volved in the regulation of the Federal effort that I hope this bill
will help to iron out.

Mr. Postarp. Thank you. Mr. Smith?

Mr. Smits. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you both
for being here. 1 cannot say that I thought of it as I was sleeping,
but I heard you were driving yesterday, Ms. Dennett, and I
thought, my god, what a day to drive anywhere and what a night.
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You have both described in different ways the importance which
the chairman picked up on of community-based involvement and
the question of reintroducing a fundamental component of any suc-
cessful school anywhere, which is that individual people are invest-
ed in it. They are invested in its success. They are excited by it.
They feel welcome in it.

I would like to tie that to the issue of the involvement of the pro-
fessionals, because I do not think you could show me a school in
which the professionals look forward to coming to work every day,
where the professionals going into that school felt well used and
felt in control of their lives, where in fact the rest of the communi-
ty would not also feel positive.

It strikes me that you cannot have one without the other. When
you have neither, what you have is a school that is, even on its best
days, moribund, where people with winning scripts survive or pros-
per and people without winning scripts do not survive.

I would also connect that in my own mind to the shortage of
teachers. To me, along with all the laws we can pass, and I want to
add this as a natural corollary for your comment, that we will
never succeed in getting more people or as bright, let along bright-
er, people—and I have always resisted that distinction—to go into
schools until we treat them like adult professionals.

There is a fundamental recruiting problem and it is not just the
money and it is not just all the other things. It is, in fact, that they
are treated like children themselves in tco many cases when they
finally surrender to the daily routine of the classroom.

Could the two of you briefly just talk about from your experi-
ence, in Chicago and Montvale, how this legislation and how your
experience come together around the issue of community-based in-
volvement and investment, teacher involvement and investment
and excellence?

Ms. DENNETT. Actually, something that Roland Barth said in his
book, “Run, School, Run,” is exactly that point, although maybe he
said it better than I could, quickly anyway.

He says, “Probably nothing within a school has more impact on
children in terms of skills development, self confidence and class-
room behavior than the personal and professional growth of teach-
ers. When teachers individually and collectively examine, question,
reflect on their ideals and develop new practices that lead toward
those ideals, the school and its inhabitants are alive. When teach-
ers stop growing, so do their students.”

I think it is a major problem. I think we have told people that
schools are in trouble. There is not a lot of respect for teachers. We
constantly point out that they are the problem in many cases, and
so why would anybody choose a profession that does not pay all
that great in the first place, so that they can get beat up on on a
regular basis and feel that they are out of control of the important
things that happen in their lives?

One of the things that was important, I think, about the changes
that happened at Montlake was that it was not just the kids that
started to grow and kept growing and grew more, but the teachers
themselves made dramatic changes, both in their skills inside the
classroom and in their personal lives.
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It was one of those places where everyone loved to be there.
When you came in the door, even strangers would walk into the
building and say, “Wow, what is going on here? You can feel it in
the air.” It is just so important. It is time, support, encouragement,
vision, all of those kinds of things.

While resources are absolutely critical, these things in some
ways are even more fragile and more critical. Teachers are there
because they care about what they do and they care about the kids
and the will go to unimaginable f;ngths to do that and do it well.

We have got to provide a place where that really gets supported.

Mr. Hess. If I could also comment, we did some work with one of
the high schools in Chicago last year and sat down to work with
them in terms of creating a school improvement plan and working
-with their faculty.

In the beginning stages of that what we did was to go and talk to
all of the teachers and say, “If you could do anything you wanted
in this school to make this school better, what would you do?”

About eighty percent of them gave the same answer. The answer
was, “We would change the kids.”

Unfortunately, that is the fallout of the Coleman report as it has
been used through the education community. While it produced
Chapter I in its original effort in the 1960s, it has been used in the
educational community to say, “Poor kids cannot learn and you
cannot expect them to learn. If we have poor kids we can’t expect
it to work.”

Fortunately, we have had a whole set of literature with the Ef-
fective Schools work that shows that that is not necessarily true
and that that connection is not an automatic connection and that
we should not use that to limit kids’ visions.

What has happened is that it has limited teachers’ visions, a lot
like the fleas that Ms. Dennett was talking about a few minutes
ago, and to give tcachers that sense to be creative, that sense of
taking control of their environment again, I think, is one of the
things that is going to overcome the dearth of morale in the teach-
ing force right now.

We have teachers who simply do not believe you can do anything
good in schools, so why try, and therefore why encourage anybody
else to go into teaching?

So I think it does relate to the teacher shortage question, the
lack of morale, and I think one of the major issues here is to get
teachers involved in creating programs that they know will work
with kids that will be their projects, the investment of their lives
in something that works and that they feel good about. That is
going to encourage other kids, then, to go into teaching to be
among the brightest and the best who also want to go and put their
lives in the service of other young people.

That is not happening today. Money is a part of it. We only
moved within five years from about a $14,000 a year starting
salary in Chicago, and that is not enough to attract the bright kids
coming out of college.

My son was going to be a teacher until he saw what the starting
salary was and that he could get twice that in other fields, and he
went into something else. I am sorry about that.
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So money is a part of it, but I think also this sense of being in
control of their environment, having an ability to put their lives
into what they are doing and having it have some effect. This is a
keKleart of that whole environment.

r. PosHARD. That carries over also—I have observed over the
years that in those authoritative, straight-jacketed kinds of admin-
1strations there is a direct correlation between what is taught in
the classroom and the way a teacher is so-called “governed.”

In those authoritative, straight-jacketed environments I never
see kids going much above the lower level thinking skills, memori-
zation ard regurgitation, but where teachers are allowed to partici-
f)ate, they are allowed to be creative themselves, then you see ana-
ytic, creative, and critical thinking skills being taught to students.

It goes all the way through the system. That is why flexibility
has to be a key here and administcators and teachers simply have
to be able to engage in those kinds of activities together.

Mr. Hess. We had a superintendent in Chicago who came in a
number of years ago and her basic approach was to create a cur-
riculum which was teacherproof.

If you start out from that perspective you are never going to get
any creativity in the classroom, never.

Ms. Dennett. In fact, one of the things that 1 think—you talk
about first level change and second level change. First level change
is sort of doing things a little bit better that we have always done.
We can do that. We know a lot about how to do that, but if we are
really going to get to s.cond level change, where we dramatically
change the way we are doing things, which is what I think we have
to do now with schools, then we have got to stop putting all of our
energy into that kind of stuff and realiy provide places for people
to think about it in completely different ways.

We haven’t done that. I think this is an important step in trying
to do that.

Mr. PosHARD. Mr. Smith?

Mr. SmrtH. I think we are approaching the witching hour—I
don’t know if I should put it that way anymore, but with the noises
and sound effects of the day, however, it is sort of Halloween-like.

I just want again to thank you, one for your effort to be here,
two for your patience—and I hope some of it was interesting to
listen to in listening to what the other people said and we will try
to make sure you get a full copy of everything that happened—and
three for this last conversation, which was triggered by Mr. Po-
shard’s comment about getting the community invested, because it
reminded me why I started out working on this idea five f'ears ago,
which is based on the conversations with teachers especially.

My fundamental conclusion is that until schools become fit
places for teachers to spend time and to work they will never be fit
places for children to learn.

It is a fundamental reality of the work place, whatever you do—
and we have learned it in other places and we have yet to learn it
except by exception in our schools—that, short and sweet, is what
we are trying to do.

I think your testimonies today, along with the other testimony, is
helping us to get the concerns—one, about the system, and, two,
about retreating from our commitments all on the table—because
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it is only when people are candid about, one, what is wrong, and,
two, the mistakes we could make if we went too rapidly or in the
wrong direction—we have got to get ali those things on the table.

I think that then this committee cai: fashion something which

3 achieves the dream that we have about schools and the people who N
3 work in them and learn in them. 5
g You have been enormously in that regard, coming as you do ‘

5 from positions somewhat closer to the classroom than any of us
g currently have. I appreciate your being here and your testimony.
e Ms. DenNErT. Thank you.

% Mr. PosHARrD. Thank you, Mr. Smith. I second Peter's remarks
and I thank you very much for being here. I would make a note

Rt f Fo e S

3 that we are leaving the record open for ten days for submission of
3 additional statements and testimony of those people who could not
S be here today. 3
If there are no other questions from the committee, the Subcom-
mittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education is ad- ‘

ek

D¢ journed. Thank you.
) [Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned.] v
i [Additional material submitted for the record follows.] :
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iy Agreements for School Restructuring”
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My name is David Wolk. | have been a Vermont elementary and

middle school Principal for the past 6 years at the Barstow School in

H

%)
Ny

;:y:; Chittenden The school, serving 300 rural youngsters from Kindergarten
E%"
g;; through eighth grade, was one of Vermont's three selections last year for

the U.S. Departiment of Education Elementary School Recognition Program

AL Lt
LY

and in 1986 the school became the first fully sccredited K-8 school in

New England  Previously, | have werked for seven years as a high school
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teacher and administrator. | am also a Vermont State Senator, serving on

the Senate Education Committee among others. | was educated in Rutland

%7 ‘ City public schools, Middlebury College, the University of Vermont, and

Harvard University.

f - | am here today to express my very enthusiastic support for
v H.R. 3347, a National Demonstration Program for Educational Performance

2 Agreements for School Restructuring.

pR
8

As an educator and as a State Senator, | am not here to merely issue

the perennial complaint that the federal government mandates programs

e

and services which others must fund. | am pot here to stridently suggest

w;;'l i
R

that because P.L. 94-142 has never been adequately funded that we should

A

radically increase the federal share of special education to meet that

'Y

7
i

promised goal. Instead, | am here to ask you not to send us more money.

S

H

Please —- do not send us federal aid to education beyond current levels.

Instead, let us plan together for creative ways to allocate existing

resources. Let us remove the imposed straitjacket of federal regulation.

R AT IR T

Let us agree upon measures of performance which will focus on the ends,
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not the means. Lel educators, in concerl with perents and communities,

%

develop the means Lo that end of improving performance. In short, trust ~

45, HR. 3347 assumes that we Lrust each other, and that we will earn our :

right to maintain that reiationship built on trust. )
Several months ago | mentioned to Vermont Congressman Peter :?;‘

. Smith that we need to establish and maintain this sense of mutual trust in i

20

our federal-state-local partnerships. Furthermore, while we need to

e
.

aggressively ensure accountsbility, we must also provide the autonomy,

A Ay,
Y. s S

flexibility and creativity which might unleash the innovative ideas and

L AR

exemplary practices which we all desire for our schools.

A S AR A

2 This partnership, and the unleashing of human energy and innovation,
; would be greatly facilitated by enactment of this legisiation. 7
2 ;
g A special education teacher recently told me that ~our priorities are

; twisted: Lhe federal focus is on dates, deadlines, forms and procedures,

> when instead the emphasis should be on children and learning.” There are
&
¥ currently 27 forms which must be faithfully completed and included in

each student’s file each year. Filling out forms, filing the proper

)
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paperwork in the appropriate compartments, and conducting the requisite
number of planning meetings and parent conferences are all the steady

diet of special education teachers who thought they were going to be able
to teach children when they entered the profession. We can do better than

this.

The paperwork burden and regulatory limitations have been
promuigated not by those of you who enact such legislation, but instead by
the bureaucracy responsible for administering such programs. Clesrly,
government must continue to closely scrutinize public programs and to
ensure protections related to civil rights, discriminalion and sxfety. But
government at all levels must also enable and empower local schools,
providing the incentive for flexibility in attaining improved student

performance.

Over the past three decades there have been periodic calls for
educational reform, including national studies, blue ribbon commissions,
special task forces and other well intentioned efforts. Most of their
reports and prociamations have resulted in new federal and state
mandated programs which have been funded primarily by local property

taxpayers.
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These reforms come from special interest groups, colleges, X

universities, private foundations, business think tanks and federal snd

state educalion buresucrats who recommend sltruistic initiatives for the

educational practitioners to implement. Educators by and large try their

best to react to and act upon calls for reform. But volumes of resesrch

reveal to us and, more importantly, human nature tells us that those who

< i TLddh ¥a O

are involved in collaborative decision making from the ground up are more

invested in reform than those who react to missives from on high. H.R.

3347 provides for such collsborative partnerships for reform and further ¢

offers the guarantee of accountability and performance. .

I can tell you with confidence that Vermont will enthusiastically

embrace this proposal. We in Vermont sre increasingly supportive of *

incentive programs in lieu of mandates. This yesr we allocsted seed

money, matched oy vusinesses in the state, for those districls who, by

competitive proposal, committed themselves to “reinvent schools for very

high performance”, an initiative preoosed by Education Comissioner

Richard Mills and supported by the State Legislature. State and local

authorities are ready, willing and able to devote the financial resources
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as well as the phllosophical support and commitment called for in the
proposed legislation. We &3 poised to pursue this today, tomorrow and
whenever you deem it sppiworiste to enter a new era of mutual trust and

improved accountability.

Local educators, psrents and board members will not improve
schools by being cajoled or coerced. They instead will improve schools by
being trusted and then tested. H R.3347 offers cooperation, not coercion;
incentives, not mandates. We must listen to the relevant research as well
as to our own common sense about what works for our schools and for our
kids. Please enact H.R. 3347: a catalyst for collaborative creativity and a

springboard for school success. Thank you.
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U.S. House of Representatives

H.R. 3347

A _National Demonstration Program for Educational
Performance Agreements for School Restructuring

Dorothy Kerzner Lipsky
Assistant Superintendent
Oceanside (NY) Public Schools
and

Senior Research Scientist
The Graduate School and University Center
The City University of New York

and
Alan Gartner
Director of Research

The Graduate School and University Center
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We are pleased to have the opportunity to testify on H.R. 3347,
to establish a national demonstration program for educational

performance agreements for school restructuring.

To create schools that serve and succeed with all children and to
develop school systems of both excellence and equity, the
rollowing principles are essential:

* to implement the characteristics of effective schools;

* to strengthen the individual school as the locus of
decision-making;
3 * to create effective parent-school partnerships, including
5 opportunities for choice;
§ * to provide resources and training for teachers, so that
they are able to adapt instruction and curricula to meet
individual student needs;

* to promote students as learners and workers; and

AR R X

* to assure sufficient and equitable funding.

Two further factors, we believe, are essential. The first

2 15

is to promote respect for students that grows from the
recognition that while their learning is the desired outcome, it

is their engagement that produces that learning; and, the second

L A s Bk

is to assess and evaluate both the students and the adults, using

R

appropriate measures.
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We make thegse points to emphasize that there is no "silver
bullet", no single solution, no one step that itself will produce
the schools we seek for our children. This is not to gainsay the
importance of the factors noted above -- nor the proposal
incorporated in H.R. 3347. It is to place them -- and it -- in

context.

Before turning to the topic we have been asked to address --
namely, the extent to which it is appropriate to include students
labelled as handicapped in a program of educational performance
standards -- let us say a word in general about the concept of
providing relief from categorical regulations. Here, we have
reference to our experience in the New York City Public Schools,
where one of us was Executive Director and the other chief
Administrator, in the Division of Special Education. Then
Chancellor Frank J. Macchiarola instituted a program where school
principals in planning for the use of resources -- personnel and
physical -- were instructed to consider all resources (regardless
of source) as a single pool. Of course, the reality was that
neither the chancellor nor the principals could disregard the
federal and state restrictions of the categorical programs,
either in their use of money or in the targeting of programs.
Nonetheless, there i5 reason to believe that the improvements of
the city's schools under Chancellor Macchiarola were at least in
part a function of this conceptual framework that sought to view

not only all funds coming into the building as a common pool but

e e rs Dol
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L et

also to understand all students in the school as a common

VR3S

concerne.

In addressing the application of the provisions of H.R. 3347 to

o e ag L, s KR dil X2 Lty

students labelled as handicapped, we will divide our testimony in

two parts. First, we will describe the general issues of the

&3

Y

learning of students with disabilities, and, second, we will then

B

1
g...
¢

Y

turn to comments about specific features of H.R. 3347.

Sty

BRI,
4

)
v

According to the latest report of the Department of Education to
the Congress on the implermentation of P.L.94-142, during the
1987-88 school year, 4,494,280 s..dents with handicapping

conditions between the ages of 0 and 2i were served. This

TN YA iy

represents an increase of 1.6 percent over the previous year, the

ety

highest percentage increase since 1980-8l. Students with

handicapping conditions, ages 6 through 21, were most frequently

e

classified as learning disabled (47 percent), speech impaired (23

*

percent), mentally retarded (l¢ percent), and emotionally
disturbed (9 percent). These four categories included more than
93 percent of the students served; no other category included
more than 2 percent of the toral. (3etwseen the 1986-87 and 1987-
5 88 school years, continuing trends of Previous years, the numbers
of students labelled as learning increased by 2 percent, while
the number of students labelled as mentally retarded decreased by

3 percent.)
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fj* "Capable of achievement and worthy of respect" expresses our view
"% about the capacity of students labelled as handicapped. While .
S ¢
B P.L. 94-142 has been successful in providing access to students s
%? labelled as handicapped, it has failed in terms of their N
learning. We can see this in examining several outcome measures : é

student learning; drop-~ut rates; graduation rates; return to
general education; and post-school education, employment, and

community living.1

Student learning: Although more than a third of school
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districts excuse students labelled as handicapped from the
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standaurdized tests that all other pupils take -- a telling
comment in itself -- the results available indicate the school's .

failure in terms of academic knowledge acquired by these

students. According to the National Longitudinal Transition

Study, nearly one in four students with disabilities failed to [
pass any part of the minimum competency tests they were regquired

to take, a third of the students passed some of the test, and

four in ten passed the entire test.

L A G R E TS Y, o Fad Ko,

¥ The data cited here, as w2ll as many of the basic ideas,
arc pruzsented more fully in Gartuner and Lipsky {1987;. Beyond
special education:Toward a quality system for all students.
Harvard Educational Review; Gartner and Lipsky (1989). The Yoke

of Special Education: How to Break It. A monograph for the

National Center on Education and the Economy; Gartner and Lipsky

(1989). Equity and Excellence for All Students. A presentation

before the National Council on Disability; Lipsky and Gartner

(1989). Beyond Separate Education: ality Education for All.
Publl

Brookes shing. The order of authors in these publications,
as well as that of the presenters here today, does not represent
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Drop-out rates: While there are no systematic national data
collected regarding drop-out rates, the information available
from the latest report of the Department of Education to the
Congress on the implementation of P.L. 94-142 shows drop-out
rates a fifth or more greater than those for students in general
education. Among those students labelled as Learning Disabled,
generally the least impaired, the drop-out rate was 47 percent of
all those over the age of 16.

Graduation rates: The National Longitudinal Transition Study

reports that in a two-year period, 56 percent of special
education exiters left secondary education by graduation. Of
this group, 79 percent received a regular diploma. Thus, of 3049
special education exiters in the Study's sample, 1347 (44

percent) graduated with a regular diploma.

Return to general education: Data concerning the return to
general education for students who have been "in" special
education and then declassified are not available. While the
federal government collects voluminous amounts of data, it does
not collect this essential information on a systematic basis.
While such information might be difficult to collect, it would be
no harder to do so than for other data required by tiae foderal

government. The limited data collected suggest a low single

digit figure.
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Post-school education, employment, and community living:
According to a recent Department of Education funded study, fewer

than half of the students with disabilities who had been out of
school for one year had found paid employment. And among those
employed, less than 30 percent had full time jobs. And while 56
percent of nonhandicapped youth enroll in post-secondary courses
in their first year out of high school, fewer than 15 percent of
the youth with disabilities do so. Finally, the National
Longitudinal Transition Study reports that 31 percent of the
youth with disabilities who had been out of school for more than
a year had not been engaged "in any productive activity in that

year... ".

We see, then, an overall picture of failure, schools that fail
students labelled as handicapped. Yet, there are schools where
students labelled as handicapped are well educated, that is they
learn and achieve. And, analogous with what the late Ron Edmonds
argued in the school effectiveness studies, if there are some
schools where students labelled as handicapped learn, then this
can be true of all schools, if: 1. we care about the fact that

they have not, and 2. we craft procedures to enable success to

happen.

There is compelling evidence to support the following statements:
* All students, regardless of the severity of their

handicap, can learn;
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%% * The great majority of students labelled as handicapped can %
l,ﬁi ,‘
g% with appropriate instruction achieve at levels far exceeding £
oy 3
o : N
g; their present performance. %
4 Y
i 2
:%ﬂ Therefore, it is appropriate: 1. to have expectations of such ?
f achievement for students with disabilities and 2. to hold school 4
5 P
g?g, adults accountable for this outcome. 3
S he b
t :
, It is within the context of the foregoing that we turn now to the %
14
particulars of H.R. 3347. E
e Y
& Section 2(a){3): We would favor explicit assurance that certain N
i :
}. P.L. 94-142 guarantees and due process rights were continued,
% including: the universal entitlement to a free appropriate :

education in the least restrictive environment; the use of
culture-fair and bias-free asse.sment; parental participation in
decision-making concerning the child's education. In other
words, the fundamental rights of students and their parents must
be maintained, while bureaucratic procedural requirements should

be examined in terms of their actual benefit.
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Section 2 {b)(1)(D): States, and as appropriate local educational '

agencies, should be required not only to specify those state (and
local) funds to be affected but also to provide assurances as to
the consolidation of and flexibility in the use of such state

(and local) funds.
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Section 2 (d)(1): The local educational performance agreement
committee should (at least) include school administrators,
teachers, and parents. Among these should be teachers and
parents of children labelled as handicapped.

Section 2 (d)(6-8): In establishing long-term goals, performance
goals, and outcomes, it is essential not only that these
distinguish, as this section does, those served by the Education
of the Handicapped Act, but that they identify within the group
of those students labelled as handicapped particular groups.

Section 2 (d)(10): These distinctions should also be made for the
indices to be reported upon per Sec. 2 (d)(10)(A)(i-i4,iv).
Further, while the "Plan" need not do 80, the skill levels to be
reported on per Sec. 2 (d)(10)(A)(iii) should be available for
individual students. Indeed, it would seem desirable that for
each student served by the Plan there be developed the features
(although not necessarily the form) of an 1ndividualized
Educational plan (IEP), including current level(s) of
performance, intervention(s) to be provided,\and mdasures of
achievement (domains and methods). As oncerns the methods to be
used (sec. 2 (d)(10)(B) ), they shculd not be limited to norm
referenced measures but should also inciude those that are
criterion referenced. and, unlike the current practice in many

school districts, no student should be excluded from the measures

61
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5\; of outcome. As with the current practices per P.L. 94-142, there ”"
o - '3y
: should be provision for alternative measurement procedures. ’;:e
A -5
3 A
R0
%3\ Our overall point, concerning this and the previous section, is ‘Eg
i that benefits must both inure to individual students and that ki
3
s data must be reported in a manner that makes this explicit. 3
s £l
s Further, while there is considerable debate as to the appropriate .
b measures of performance, it should not be debatable that we must ki
'*i« measure student learning. The remedy for inadequacies in such
‘“i measureg is not to discard them; it is to improve them. Nor can :
"i we delay either the implementation of necessary reforms or the ;
f measurement of outcomes for students; the seeking of the best B
i must not become the enemy of doing better. .
e
i
“ Sec. 2(d)(11): While the intent of this section is appropriate, )
e E
‘;‘ its vagueness offers little guidance. For example, what does “‘
{
"insufficient improvement" mean ? Is it on one or each of the
indices noted in Section 2 (d)(10) ? For one or each of the
o target groups per Section 2 {(a)(2)(A-I) ?
:vi}
5
4‘:’
‘ Sec. (d}{12-13): If the inclusion of these provisions is a
. recognition that simply allowing greater flexibility to
consolidatz funds is not sufficient to achieve H.R. 3347 goals,
f we agree. The Plan, however, should be specific as to: 1. pupil
assignment policies that promote student integration; 2. staffing
patterns that do not isolate personnel; 3. instructional 1\
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ﬁf strategies that encourage educating students together; and 4.

ff designs for congruence between developmental and remedial .
?? programs. To the extent necessary, the assistance provided by N
& :
S states (per Sec. 2{(c){(3)) should include support in these areas. §
4 i
3
§ The success of the Educational Performance Agreements to be E
2 developed by this legislation requires more than unshackling from ;
. ,
? bureaucratic regulations. It requires a fundamental change in

s the way schooling is done. If limited to the former, this effort

% will be yet another false promise. If it encompasses the latter,

g it can be a significant tool in the work of restructuring schools ’

vé to achieve outcomes of success for all students, including those

% labelled as nandicapped.
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