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Preamble

The Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations of the Committee on Education and the Workforce
considered this report on July 17, 1998.  A quorum being present, the report was favorably adopted by a vote of
5 to 2.
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INTRODUCTION

The Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, in accordance with Rule X of the
U.S. House of Representatives,1 undertook an intensive review of the federal role in
education. This review, which included extensive visits to schools across the country, is
the only known such review ever performed by the Committee or by Congress.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

America’s educational system is at a crossroads.  Down one path can be found the
many successful schools and systems that have emerged from the crisis of the 1980s to
become shining examples of educational excellence. Down the other path are schools that
are mired in failure or that have implemented erroneous reforms, succeeding only in
worsening their already dismal performances.  At the intersection of these two paths are
the vast majority of America’s schools – stagnating in mediocrity – at the crossroads of
excellence and failure.

The purpose of the Committee on Education and the Workforce’s Crossroads project
was to identify the steps that lead in the direction of either excellence or failure in order to
develop a positive vision for change. At a time when the economy continues to grow and
technological advancements of the information age are fundamentally changing how we
live and work, our nation should not be willing to accept mediocrity in education.
America needs to develop a world class education system that is second to none.  In order
to succeed, our education system must have flexibility and vision - a willingness to think
and act “outside of the box”- for the sake of our children.

Since the seminal report A Nation at Risk was released in 1983 describing the “rising
tide of mediocrity” in America’s schools, there have been some improvements.  More
students than ever are going on to college.  SAT scores have risen moderately and fourth
grade students have performed well on international comparison tests.  However, despite
these few bright spots, current indicators paint a disappointing picture overall of the
preparedness of today’s students to continue our nation’s economic strength well into the
21st century.

• 40 percent of fourth-graders do not read at even a basic level;2

• Half of the students from urban school districts fail to graduate on time, if at all;3

• Average 1996 NAEP scores among 17-year-olds are lower than they were in
1984, a year after A Nation at Risk was released;

                                                       
1 Robin H. Carle, Clerk of the House of Representatives, Rules of the House of Representatives, Effective
for One Hundred Fifth Congress, January 7, 1997.
2 National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP 1994 Reading Report Card for the Nation and the
States, U.S. Department of Education, March 1996.
3 Ibid.
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• U.S. 12th graders only outperformed two out of 21 nations in mathematics;4

• American students fall farther behind students from other countries the longer they
are in school; 5

• Public institutions of higher education annually spend $1 billion on remedial
education.6

The factors behind stagnant scores and declining international performance must be
addressed to ensure that U.S. students are competitive in a global marketplace when they
graduate.

For more than 40 years, the federal government has been increasingly influential in
local schooling.  Since 1957, when the Soviet Union launched the Sputnik satellite, federal
education spending and red tape has been expanding and becoming more involved in the
classroom.  Since 1980, nearly $400 billion has been spent by the federal government on
education.

A key decision at the crossroads: It is time for America to take a careful look at
what billions of federal education dollars have purchased, and to make hard decisions
about whether to continue expanding the federal role, or to return control to parents and
teachers.

The Crossroads project began in 1995 as a project of the House Education and
Workforce Committee’s Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, under the
leadership of Chairman Pete Hoekstra. Its mission was to answer the following questions
about education:

1. What are the elements of a successful school?
2. To what extent do federal education programs contribute or detract from those

factors?
3. What works and what is wasted?

After asking the General Accounting Office (GAO) to determine the elements of
successful schools, the Subcommittee began a series of hearings around the country to
look at what works and what is wasted at the local level.7  The Subcommittee traveled to
15 states and heard from more than 225 witnesses. These hearings gave principals,
teachers, parents, students and state officials from around the country a rare opportunity

                                                       
4 Ibid.
5 Ibid.
6 David W. Breneman, "The Extent and Cost of Remediation in Higher Education,” Brookings Papers on
Education Policy, Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, April, 1998.
7 U.S. General Accounting Office, Schools and Workplaces: An Overview of Successful and Unsuccessful
Practices, GAO/PEMD-95-28, August, 1995, p. 3.
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to share their experiences about what works and what is wasted.  Rather than relying on a
small, elite group of witnesses who could leave their work to come to Washington and
testify, the Subcommittee visited educators, parents and students where learning takes
place: the classroom.  From small towns to major cities, real people discussed real
successes and problems in education.  Apart from these hearings, these voices may never
have been heard.

Based on the findings of GAO and these hearings, the Subcommittee found that
successful schools and school systems were not the product of federal funding and
programs, but instead were characterized by:

• Parents involved in the education of their children;
• Local control;
• Emphasis on basic academics;
• Dollars spent on the classroom, not bureaucracy and ineffective programs.

The Current Federal Role

In addition to these findings, the Crossroads project researched the nature of the
current federal role in education.  The Committee found a system fraught with failure and
bureaucracy:

• More than 760 federal education programs: For the first time in the history of
federal education funding, the Committee assembled the most comprehensive list of
federal education programs to date. At least 39 federal agencies oversee more than
760 education programs, at a cost of $100 billion a year to taxpayers. The
Congressional Research Service has confirmed that these numbers are accurate, and
even added additional programs to the 760 originally found by the committee.

The leviathan of federal education programs has actually led to a cottage industry in
selling information on program descriptions, application deadlines and filing
instructions for each of the myriad of federal education programs.  The Education
Funding Research Council identifies potential sources of funds for local school
districts, and sells for nearly $400 the Guide to Federal Funding for Education. The
company promises to steer its subscribers to “a wide range of Federal programs,” and
offers these subscribers timely updates on “500 education programs.” More recently,
the Aid for Education Report published by CD Publications advertised that “huge
sums are available… in the federal government alone, there are nearly 800 different
education programs that receive authorization totaling almost a hundred billion
dollars.”
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• Mountains of Paperwork: Even after accounting for recent reductions, the U.S.
Department of Education still requires over 48.6 million hours worth of paperwork per
year - or the equivalent of 25,000 employees working full-time.8  The Subcommittee
has attempted to quantify the number of pages required by recipients of federal funds
in order to qualify for assistance.  Without fully accounting for all the attachments and
supplemental submissions required with each application, the Committee counted
more than 20,000 pages of applications states must fill out to receive federal education
funds each year.

• A “Shadow” Department of Education: The Department of Education touts that it
is one of the smallest federal agencies with 4,637 employees, and that it has a relatively
small administrative budget.  What many people do not realize, however, is that there
are nearly three times as many federally funded employees of state education agencies
administering federal education programs, as there are U.S. Department of Education
employees.  According to GAO, there are about 13,400 FTEs (full-time equivalents)
funded with federal dollars to administer these programs for state education agencies.

• As little as 65-70 cents reaches the classroom: A recent study found that for every
tax dollar sent to Washington for elementary and secondary education, 85 cents is
returned to local school districts. The remaining 15 cents is spent on bureaucracy and
national and research programs of unknown effectiveness.9 The Department of
Education has since released a study, which also found that about 85 cents of federal
dollars reaches school districts for use in the classroom.10 Although these studies
provided information not previously available on federal education spending, they only
examined what was returned to school districts, still several layers of bureaucracy
away from the classroom.

To date, no studies exist to enable us to determine what portion of federal education
dollars actually reach the classroom, or what schools and state education agencies
must spend to apply for education dollars and comply with their requirements.
However, audits of school district spending indicate just how little in general reaches
the classroom.  A recent audit of the New York City School District found that only
43 percent of the district’s total funds were spent on direct classroom expenditures.11

                                                       
8 Marshall Smith,  “Paper Reduction Act Accomplishments and Plans for Future,”  U.S. Department of
Education, October 31, 1996.
9 Christine L. Olson, U.S. Department of Education Financing of Elementary and Secondary Education:
Where the Money Goes, (Washington, DC: The Heritage Foundation), December 30, 1996.
10 U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evaluation Service, The Use of Federal Education Funds
for Administrative Costs, 1998, p. 28.
11 Jacques Steinberg, “NYC School System Budget Analysis Shows 43% Goes to Classroom,”  The New
York Times, November 21, 1996.  See also:  Speakman, Cooper, Sampiere, May, Holsomback, Glass,
“Bringing Money to the Classroom: A Systemic Resource Model Applied to the New York City Public
Schools,” Where Does the Money Go? Resource Allocation in Elementary and Secondary Schools,
Lawrence O. Picus and James L. Wattenberger, eds., (Thosand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press, 1995).
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Given the 48.6 million paperwork hours required to receive federal education dollars
and the school district bureaucracies funds must pass through to reach the classroom,
it is not unreasonable to assume that another 15- 20 cents spent outside the classroom.
This would mean a net return of 65-70 cents to the classroom.

• The 487 Step Labyrinth: In 1993, Vice-President Gore’s National Performance
Review discovered that the Department of Education’s discretionary grant process
lasted 26 weeks and took 487 steps from start to finish. It was not until 1996 that the
Department finally took steps to begin “streamlining” their long and protracted grant
review process, a process that has yet to be completed and fully implemented.  After
the streamlining is complete it will only take an average of 20 weeks and 216 steps to
complete a review.12

• Federal Dollars for Baywatch and Jerry Springer: The Department of Education’s
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services Media and Captioning
Services funds closed captioning for “educational” programs such as Baywatch, Ricki
Lake, The Montel Williams Show,and Jerry Springer. By funding captioning for these
programs - funding which could easily be provided by the television industry or other
commercial enterprises - the federal government is demonstrating to the American
people just how far away it is from supporting what works and identifying federal
education priorities.

Programs for Every Problem

The massive array of federal education programs was not created overnight, but
developed slowly, as an attempt to address specific problems.  Each program received
minimal funding at the outset, and most have received additional funds from one year to
the next.  The current arrangement of federal education funding is as follows: local tax
dollars go to Washington, where they are allocated to a variety of purposes, usually to
address what someone in the federal government sees as a problem.  The money is then
returned to states and school districts in the form of categorical programs. This process
puts smaller school districts at a disadvantage: States and local school districts are highly
dependent on administrators and skilled grant writers to obtain these federal dollars and
comply with their requirements, which places a greater burden on poorer and smaller
school systems.

The effectiveness of these programs is seldom measured, even as the problems
continue to mount. Evaluations of federal programs almost always measure process, not
whether or not they help children learn.  For example, the largest education program for
disadvantaged children has spent more than $100 billion over 30 years while producing
hardly any evidence of positive, lasting results.  Congress must ensure that such wasteful
                                                       
12 U.S. Department of Education Report, “A Redesigned Discretionary Grant Process” - Vice President
Gore’s National Performance Review 1995. Redesigned process is due to be in place in 1998.
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use of tax dollars is stopped.

It is time for the burden of proof to shift to the federal government. If it cannot be
demonstrated that a particular federal program is more effectively spending funds
than state and local communities would otherwise spend them, Congress should
return the money to the states and the people, without any burdensome strings
attached.  This Subcommittee has found little evidence proving the effectiveness of
federal programs, or that federal programs are more effective than local efforts.

Now is the time to act on what we’ve learned.  The central theme of what we learned
is that the federal government cannot consistently and effectively replicate success stories
throughout the nation in the form of federal programs.  Instead, federal education dollars
should support effective state and local initiatives, ensuring that it neither impedes local
innovation and control, nor diverts dollars from the classroom through burdensome
regulations and overhead.

Empower Parents
• Reduce the family federal tax burden;
• Encourage parental choice in education at all levels of government;
• Create opportunity scholarships for poor children in Washington, D.C., and other

federal empowerment zones;
• Allow states to send Title I (Aid to Disadvantaged Students) funds to

impoverished parents as grants in order to enable their children to receive
additional academic assistance.

Return Control to the Local Level
• Return federal elementary and secondary education funds to states and local school

districts through flexible grants;
• Expand opportunities for waivers from burdensome regulations;
• Give states and school districts greater freedom to consolidate program funds to

more effectively address pressing needs;
• Provide no-strings-attached funds for charter school start-up costs.

Encourage What Works in the Classroom
• Federally funded education programs should only use proven methods backed by

reliable, replicable research;
• Research and evaluation should concentrate on measuring outcomes and less on

process— such as how many children are served by a particular program.

Send Dollars to the Classroom
• Streamline and consolidate federal education programs;
• Reform or eliminate ineffective and inefficient programs;
• Reduce paperwork burden.
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Fifteen years ago our nation was diagnosed as being at risk - at risk of entering the 21st

Century lagging behind other industrialized nations economically and educationally.  Since
then there has been little evidence of the federal government effectively addressing this
problem through its hundreds of duplicative and uncoordinated education programs.

In order to address the continued crisis, education policy in this country needs to be
re-oriented around ensuring that children receive a quality education, not preserving
programs and bureaucracies. Significant progress needs to be made by all levels of
government: Solving problems at the federal level is only one component.

Congress has already begun to take action.  The findings of the Crossroads Project
have underscored an education agenda that has encouraged “flex” grants, parental choice
in education, education savings accounts, scholarships for low income children, charter
schools, and getting dollars to the classroom.

The federal government should only play a limited role in education: It should serve
education at the state and local level as a research and statistics gathering agency,
disseminating findings and enabling states to share best practices with each other.  Local
educators must be empowered to teach children with effective methods and adequate
resources, without federal interference.  Parents must once again be in charge of the
education of their children.  Schools should be havens for learning, safe from drugs and
violence.

Much work remains.  It is time for the federal bureaucracy to move out of the way- to
put children first - by supporting what works.  The Crossroads Report points the way.
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AT THE CROSSROADS OF EXCELLENCE, MEDIOCRITY AND FAILURE

In 1983, then Secretary of Education Terrel Bell and the National Commission on Excellence
in Education released the report, A Nation at Risk.1  In this report, the commission described the
“rising tide of mediocrity” in American education and warned of the dire consequences that would
surely result if the educational establishment didn’t quickly change course.  This, in many ways,
marked the beginning of an educational reform movement that has achieved many noteworthy
successes but, unfortunately, has yet to produce a system that provides an excellent and truly
equitable education for all children.  Many of the recommendations of the report went unheeded,
which recently led education leaders and former members of the Commission to conclude that
“vast institutions don’t change because they should… [t]hey change only when they must.”2

Today, America’s educational system is at a crossroads.  Down one path can be found the
many successful schools and systems that have emerged from the “rising tide of mediocrity” of the
early 1980s to become shining examples of educational excellence. Down the other path are
schools that are mired in failure or that have implemented erroneous reforms, succeeding only in
worsening their already dismal performances.  At the intersection of these two paths are the vast
majority of America’s schools – stagnating in mediocrity – at the crossroads of excellence and
failure.

Recent statistics paint a stark picture of the continued crisis in American education:

A semi-literate nation:

&  Forty percent of fourth-graders do not read at even a basic level.3  Fifty-seven percent
of urban students score below the basic level.

&  A 1992 survey by the Department of Education found that between 21 to 23 percent,
or about 40 million of the 191 million adults in this country, are in the bottom of five
literacy assessment proficiency categories.  This means that nearly one in four adults
has such rudimentary reading and writing skills that they would not be able to write a
letter to their credit card company about a mistake in their bill.

                                                       
1 A Nation At Risk outlined risk indicators such as: 13 percent of all 17-year-olds were functionally illiterate (today
25 percent score below basic on NAEP proficiency tests).  The Commission proposed reforming the education
system in fundamental ways in the areas of content, teaching, standards, the use of time, leadership, and fiscal
support.
2 A Nation Still at Risk: An Education Manifesto, April 30, 1998.  This manifesto resulted from a meeting of
prominent education reformers, business leaders and policy makers sponsored by The Center for Education
Reform, Empower America, The Heritage Foundation and The Thomas B. Fordham Foundation.
3 National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP 1994 Reading Report Card for the Nation and the States, U.S.
Department of Education, March 1996.
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&  Almost 50 percent of the nation’s adults performed at the bottom two of the five
categories.4  Sixty-eight percent of the nation’s adult prison population read and write
at the bottom two out of five proficiency levels.5

Failing Education Systems in Urban America

&  Forty-nine percent of teachers in urban districts report that physical conflicts among
students are a moderate or serious problem in their school.  This figure is 31 percent
for non-urban schools (see Figure 5).6

&  Half of the students from urban school districts fail to graduate on time, if at all (See
Figure 3).7

&  Low expectations have consequences: The performance of 17-year-old African-
American and Hispanic students is equal to that of 13-year-old white students in every
subject.8

Stagnant Scores

&  Mathematics: Average 1996 NAEP scores for 17-year-olds are not significantly
different than they were in 1973.

&  Writing: Average 1996 NAEP scores among 17-year-olds are lower than they were in
1984, a year after A Nation at Risk was released.

&  Reading: The average score of 17-year-olds in 1996 is not significantly different than
their counterparts in 1971.

Unprepared to Compete in a Global Marketplace:

&  Data from the Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) suggest
that the “relative international standing” of U.S. students declines as they reach higher
grades in school.9

&  U.S. 12th graders only outperformed two out of 21 nations in mathematics.10

                                                       
4National Center for Education Statistics, 1992 National Adult Literacy Survey.  See:
http://nces.ed.gov/nadlits/overview.html
5 National Center for Education Statistics, Literacy Behind Prison Walls: Profiles of the Prison Population from
the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.
6 “Quality Counts 1998: The Urban Challenge” Education Week, January 8, 1998.  Analysis based on the U.S.
Department of Education's Common Core of Data.  See: http://www.edweek.com/sreports/qc98/
7 Ibid.
8 Diane Ravitch, “Student Performance Today,” Policy Brief  No. 23, Brookings Institution, September 1997.
9 Pursuing Excellence: Initial Findings from the Third International Math and Science Study,  National Center for
Education Statistics, February 24, 1998.  http://nces.ed.gov/timss.
10 Ibid.
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&  Public institutions of higher education annually spend $1 billion on remedial
education.11  Nearly 30 percent of first-time college freshmen enroll in at least one
remedial course and 80 percent of all public, four-year universities offered remedial
courses.12

&  In 1995, private-sector and federal employers spent a combined $55.3 billion to
provide training in basic academic skills.13  According to U.S. manufacturers, 40
percent of all 17-year-olds do not have the math skills and 60 percent lack the reading
skills to hold down a production job at a manufacturing company.14

Academic Improvement Since A Nation at Risk: Not Exactly the S&P 500

Unlike the explosive growth in the stock market the nation has experienced since the early
1980s, the pace of academic improvement since 1983 has been painstakingly slow, and numerous
indicators are showing continued signs of stagnation or decline.

While math scores have improved slightly over the past 15 years, reading scores have not

                                                       
11 David W. Breneman, “The Extent and Cost of Remediation in Higher Education,” Brookings Papers on
Education Policy, (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, April 1998).
12 Ibid.
13 Carl Horowitz, “When Firms Are Schoolhouses,” Investors Business Daily, April 29, 1997, p. A1.
14 Education and Training for America’s Future, (Washington, D.C.: National Association of Manufacturers,
January 1998).
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(Figures 1 and 2).  In 1994, 30 percent of fourth graders, 30 percent of eighth-graders and 36
percent of 12th-graders attained the Proficient level in reading or higher.  Only three to seven
percent reached the Advanced level.15

Figure 2
Source: U.S. Department of Education; National Center for Education Statistic, NAEP 1994 Reading Report Card
for the Nation and the States, U.S. Department of Education, March 1996.

Impoverished Outcomes: Urban Education

                                                       
15 NAEP 1994 Reading Report Card: Findings from the National Assessment of Educational Progress, Office of

SOURCE: Education Week analysis based on the U.S. Department of Education's Common Core of Data.
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This stagnation and mediocrity is magnified within urban and high-poverty areas where many
obstacles exist to running successful schools.  There have been repeated studies showing that
students in high-poverty urban settings are falling even further behind.  For example, in the
District of Columbia Public School System during the 1996-97 school year:16

• 33 percent of third-graders scored below the basic level in reading and math;
• 72 percent of eighth-graders scored below basic in math;
• Only 53 percent of the students entering D.C. high schools in ninth grade remained in the

system to graduate four years later.

                                                                                                                                                                                  
Educational Research and Improvement, U.S. Department of Education, March 1996.
16 Committee on Education and the Workforce, Hearing on What Works and What’s Wasted in the DC School
System, May 1, 1997.
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Across the country, urban schools are producing too many students who lack the skills they
need to succeed.  While there are many notable exceptions, students in these schools generally
learn less, and in settings that are more violent and generally less conducive to learning than
suburban or rural schools.  Many cities risk losing yet another generation of children to
mediocrity, poverty and violence because their schools have not been held accountable for
graduating their students with skills and a meaningful diploma.

SOURCE: Educational Testing Service, unpublished tabulations from 1996 NAEP mathematics test.
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Falling Behind in the Global Marketplace

Compounding concerns about stagnating scores is the repeated poor performance of U.S.
students in international comparisons. The recent Third International Mathematics and Science
Study (TIMSS), provides an in-depth analysis of how the United States ranks globally at the
fourth, eighth and twelfth grade achievement levels.17

The TIMSS study shows that in the eighth grade, 20 countries outperformed U.S. students in
both math and science. This places the U.S. ahead of only seven countries – Iran, Kuwait,
Columbia, South Africa, Cyprus, Portugal, and Lithuania. U.S. 12th-graders scored below the
international average and among the lowest of the 21 TIMSS nations in both mathematics and
science general knowledge in the final year of secondary school, only outscoring Cyprus and
South Africa.

The scores of America’s best and brightest in math and science do not improve this dismal
picture.  The performance of U.S. twelfth-grade advanced mathematics students was among the
lowest of the 16 TIMSS nations. Eleven nations outperformed the United States, while our scores
were not significantly different from those of four other nations. Not one single country scored
below the United States on the assessment of advanced mathematics
.

Interestingly, students from the U.S. do not fare so poorly in the earlier years, and only begin
to fall behind toward their middle-school years (Figure 6).  The study found that when comparing

                                                       
17 The Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) represents the most extensive investigation of
mathematics and science education ever conducted.  The study is sponsored by the International Association for the
Evaluation of Educational Achievement, and is funded by the National Science Foundation and the National
Center for Education Statistics.

12th Grade: U.S. Lags Behind in Math and Science

NATIONS WITH AVERAGE SCORES
SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER THAN THE U.S.
NATION AVERAGE
(NETHERLANDS) 560
SWEDEN 552
(DENMARK) 547
SWITZERLAND 540
(ICELAND) 534
(NORWAY) 528
(FRANCE) 523
NEW ZEALAND 522
(AUSTRALIA) 522
(CANADA) 519
(AUSTRIA) 518
(SLOVENIA) 512
(GERMANY) 495
HUNGARY 483

NATIONS WITH AVERAGE SCORES NOT
SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT FROM THE U.S.
NATION AVERAGE
(ITALY) 476
(RUSSIAN FEDERATION) 471
(LITHUANIA) 469
CZECH REPUBLIC 466
(UNITED STATES) 461

NATIONS WITH AVERAGE SCORES
SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER THAN THE U.S.

NATION AVERAGE
(CYPRUS) 446
(SOUTH AFRICA) 356

INTERNATIONAL AVERAGE = 500

The Third Annual International Math and Science Study (TIMSS)

NOTE: Nations not meeting international sampling and other guidelines are shown in parentheses.

SOURCE: Mullis et al. (1998). Mathematics and Science Achievement in the Final Year of Secondary School.
Table 2.1. Chestnut Hill. MA: Boston College.
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fourth-grade achievement levels to their international counterparts, the United States fared very
well.  U.S. students performed above the international mean in both math and science.  In science,
U.S. students in the fourth grade were out-performed by only one country – Korea.

The factors behind the declining international performance of U.S. students must be
addressed. In today’s global economy, such results suggest that our students are competitive in
the earlier grades, but when they enter the job market, they are at a serious competitive
disadvantage.   Furthermore, these scores only provide part of the picture.  International
comparisons center on mean averages and tend to mask the extent of dismal scores of those
students that fall below the mean within each country.

Birth of the “Crossroads Project”

When Congressman Hoekstra became Chairman of the Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations in 1994, he immediately directed the Subcommittee to begin a review of successful
schools and school systems around the country in order to guide the Committee’s understanding
of what is working in education.  By establishing successful schools as the standard, the
Subcommittee could then review what factors led to their success, and analyze to what extent
federal education policy contributed or detracted from those factors.

Older Students Have Fallen Behind International
Averages in Math and Science
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GAO Report on Best Practices

To this end, Mr. Hoekstra’s first step as Chairman of the Subcommittee was to commission a
study by the General Accounting Office (GAO) to compile a list of schools that performed
exceptionally well.  Chairman Hoekstra then requested that the GAO identify, even if only in a
rudimentary way, the key factors or practices that were shared by each.  The result was striking.
Success in these institutions was not based on educational levels of teachers, the socioeconomic
status of its students, or on the amount of money that was invested by the school district.  Instead,
the key shared components of successful schools were found to include the following:

• A well-defined mission focused on academics;
• An environment that encourages parental involvement and collaboration with staff;
• School autonomy;
• Rigorous and well-focused curricula;
• Effective and engaging instruction.18

Finding Success in Chicago

Armed with this information, in May 1995 Chairman Hoekstra decided to hold a field hearing
in Chicago, IL, home to one of the most troubled school districts in the country.   His goal was to
gather testimony, to visit schools that were beating the odds by performing at exceptional levels,
and to look for evidence of key success factors identified in the GAO report.

The Subcommittee visited a private elementary school, Our Lady of the Gardens, situated in a
housing project on the far south side of Chicago.  Here, in the middle of a community riddled by
violence, poverty and decay, where public schools had a dropout rate approaching 60 percent, the
Subcommittee saw a school whose graduates attended college at a rate exceeding 95 percent.
The contrast was stunning.  To what did the principal attribute her success? Confirming the
findings of the GAO report on best practices, the principal credited strong parental involvement,
autonomous control, and an emphasis on basic academics.

Later that same day, the Subcommittee toured and held a hearing at Washington Irving
Elementary School, a public school in a low-income area just south of the Eisenhower
Expressway.  This school, which once performed well below average, now led the city in
academic achievement.  A tour of the school revealed teachers leading creative classroom projects
– utilizing resources not typically seen in large, urban schools, students actively involved in the
lessons they were being taught, and parents helping in many, if not most, of the classrooms visited
by the Subcommittee.  To what did the principal attribute her success?  She took control of her
school’s budget, driving resources away from bureaucracies and into her classrooms. She
pressured poor teachers to move out of the school, and unilaterally ended social promotion.
Today in her school, a student will not graduate beyond the eighth grade unless he or she can read
and perform math at an eighth-grade level.19

                                                       
18 U.S. General Accounting Office, Schools and Workplaces: An Overview of Successful and Unsuccessful
Practices, GAO/PEMD-95-28, August, 1995, p. 3.
19 Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations,
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The hearing held by the Subcommittee that day included many similar success stories – all
with the same basic underlying themes behind their success: active parental involvement, an
emphasis on basic academics, and a determination to focus limited resources on classroom
needs.20

THE FEDERAL ROLE IN EDUCATION: Bureaucracy vs. Children

Considering the themes that were emerging as the keys to successful schools, Chairman
Hoekstra asked the Subcommittee to determine the full scope of federal education spending to
determine to what extent these four basic principles were taken into consideration in the
development and implementation of federal education policy.

What the Subcommittee has found in federal education programs is an abysmal, bureaucratic
response to the serious education problems of our nation.  Indeed, findings produced by the
Crossroads project have found that:

• Federal education programs lack evidence of effectiveness;
• Federal education programs are often inefficient and duplicative.

Just How Large is the Federal Education Bureaucracy?

The first step in this process was to determine how many federal education programs currently
exist.  The Subcommittee soon learned that this was not an easy question to answer.  In fact, in a
hearing before this Committee, Secretary of Education Richard Riley admitted that he did not
know exactly how many federal education programs exist.

Hoekstra: How many education programs do you estimate that we have throughout
the Federal government?

Riley: We have – what is the page?  It’s around 200.  I’ve got it here.  One thing
that I do think is misleading is to talk about 760 –

Hoekstra:  Well, how many do you think there are?

Riley: We have – I’ve got a page here with it.

Hoekstra:  Just the Department of Education alone or is this including all other
agencies?

Riley:  It’s just a couple less than 200.

Hoekstra:  Is this just the Department of Education?

                                                                                                                                                                                  
Hearing on Leading Edge Practices in Education, Chicago, IL, May 19, 1995, No. 104-38.
32 Ibid.
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Riley:  Just the Department of Education.

Hoekstra:  How about including other agencies and those kinds of things?

Riley:  Well, that’s where I was going to get into the 760.

Hoekstra:  I’m not talking about 760.  I’m talking about your analysis of how many
you think there are, including the other agencies.

Riley:  You mean education programs?

Hoekstra: Yes, K-12, higher ed.

Riley:  Well, I haven’t analyzed any reference to something that might touch on
that in some indirect way, but as far as I know, those programs are really in
our department, generally, unless you’re talking about the Indian programs
under Interior, and of course, you’ve got Defense Department programs
under Defense.

760 Federal Education Programs… and Counting

Because neither the U.S. Department of Education nor any other federal agency was able to
provide accurate information concerning the number of federal education programs, the
Subcommittee decided to compile the list independently. The result was the most comprehensive
list of federal education programs that had ever been compiled.

During 1995 and 1996, the Committee assembled this list using information provided by the
Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB’s) Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (CFDA).
The Congressional Research Service (CRS) then identified more than 100 additional programs
that OMB did not include under its definition of “Educational Programs” in the CFDA.  The initial
list amounted to 760 federal education programs that spanned 39 separate agencies, boards, and
commissions at the cost about $100 billion (1995 figures).

Next, the Committee contacted the 39 agencies and requested verification that the programs
were within their jurisdiction.  If the programs were correctly identified, the agencies were asked
to provide essential information on each program in order to allow the Committee to properly
oversee the programs.  Agencies were also asked to submit additional program names if
applicable.  Since February 1996, the federal agencies have added more than 100 programs to the
original list of 760.

Working with the information from the CFDA, CRS, and federal agencies, the Committee
spent months updating the list— adding fiscal year 1997 funding information and analyzing the
programs.  Approximately 100 programs were removed from the list because they were either
repealed, or because they were only marginally “educational” despite having been defined as such
by OMB.  However, each and every program, whether funded or unfunded, is listed as an active
federal program by the Office of Management and Budget.  Thus, schools and universities must
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sift through these programs in their search for federal funds, whether or not they are actually
funded.

Around the same time that the Subcommittee was compiling its list of 760 federal education
programs, the Subcommittee learned that the Education Funding Research Council, a private
organization that identifies potential sources of funds for local school districts, produces the
Guide to Federal Funding for Education. The company promises to steer its subscribers to “a
wide range of Federal programs,” and offers these subscribers timely updates on “500 education
programs.” More recently, the Aid for Education Report published by CD Publications advertised
that “huge sums are available… in the federal government alone, there are nearly 800 different
education programs that receive authorization totaling almost a hundred billion dollars.” In short,
the leviathan of federal education programs has actually led to a cottage industry in selling
information on program descriptions, application deadlines and filing instructions for each of the
myriad of federal education programs.

On May 8, 1997, the list was published and a number of Members of Congress, including the
Speaker of the House, sent a letter to the President, soliciting his support for the on-going task of
evaluating the federal role in education.  Even though the Secretary received a list of actual
education programs, verified by both CRS and OMB, nevertheless on July 14, 1997, Secretary
Riley stated by letter on behalf of the President that the list of 760 federal education programs is
“significantly overstated.”
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Table 2
1997 Federal Education Spending: Departments, Programs and Funding

Department Number of Programs Federal Dollars
Appalachian Regional Commission 2 $2,000,000
Barry Goldwater Scholarship Program 1 $2,900,000
Christopher Columbus Fellowship Program 1 $0.00
Corporation for National Service 11 $501,130,000
Department of Education 307 $59,045,043,938
Department of Commerce 20 $156,455,000
Department of Defense 15 $2,815,320,854
Department of Energy 22 $36,700,000
Department of Health and Human Services 172 $8,661,006,166
Department of the Treasury 1 $11,000,000
Department of Interior 27 $555,565,000
Department of Housing and Urban Development 9 $81,800,000
Department of Justice 21 $755,447,149
Department of Labor 21 $5,474,039,000
Department of Transportation 19 $121,672,000
Department of Veterans' Affairs 6 $1,436,074,000
Environmental Protection Agency 4 $11,103,800
Federal Emergency Management Administration 6 $118,512,000
General Services Administration 1 $0.00
Government Printing Office 2 $24,756,000
Harry Truman Scholarship Foundation 1 $3,187,000
James Madison Memorial Fellowship Program 1 $2,000,000
Library of Congress 5 $194,822,103
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 12 $153,300,000
National Archives 2 $5,000,000
National Institute for Literacy 1 $4,491,000
National Council on Disability 1 $200,000
National Endowment for the Arts/Humanities 13 $103,219,000
National Science Foundation 15 $2,939,230,000
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 3 $6,944,000
National Gallery of Art 1 $750,000
Office of Personnel Management 1 $0.00
Small Business Administration 2 $73,540,000
Smithsonian 14 $3,276,000
State Department 1 $0.00
United States Information Agency 8 $125,558,000
United States Institute for Peace 4 $3,371,000
United Stated Department of Agriculture 33 $13,339,630,410
US Agency for International Development 1 $14,600,000
Social Security Administration 1 $85,700,000

Total Number of Programs: 788 Total Funding: $96,869,343,420.00

Note: This table includes all authorized programs regardless of funding, as well as off-budget spending (such as
student lending programs).
See also: U.S. Department of Education, Digest of Education Statistics, 1997, Tables 358-9.
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Figure 7: Bureaucracy vs. Children
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It Takes a Village to Complete the Paperwork

One of the main problems with delivering federal education aid to states and communities
through such a vast array of programs is the added cost in paperwork and personnel necessary to
apply for and to keep track of the operations of each of these programs.  Many of the costs are
hidden in the burdens placed on teachers and administrators in time and money to complete
federal forms for this multitude of overlapping federal programs.

Ohio: 50 percent of Paperwork for Six Percent of Funds

In 1996 Governor Voinovich of Ohio noted that local schools in his state had to
submit as many as 170 federal reports totaling more than 700 pages during a single year.
This report also noted that more than 50 percent of the paperwork required by a local
school in Ohio is a result of federal programs - this despite the fact that the federal
government accounts for only 6 percent of Ohio’s educational spending.21

The Subcommittee has attempted to quantify the number of pages required by recipients of
federal funds in order to qualify for assistance.  Without fully accounting for all the attachments
and supplemental submissions required with each application, the Subcommittee counted more
than 20,000 pages of applications.

25,000 Paperwork Employees

So how much time is spent completing this paperwork?  In the recently released strategic plan
of the Department of Education, the administration highlights the success of the Department in
reducing paperwork burdens by an estimated 10 percent – which according to their own estimate
accounts for 5.4 million man hours in FY 1997.22  If this statistic is accurate, it would mean that
the Department of Education is still requiring nearly 50 million hours worth of paperwork each
year – or the equivalent of 25,000 employees working full-time.

A Nine-Pound Application “Birthed” in Boston

Unfortunately, even this estimate is likely to underestimate the true paperwork burden to local
schools and universities across the country.  According to the President of Boston University, Jon
Westling, Boston University spent 14 weeks and approximately 2,700 employee hours completing
the paperwork required to qualify for federal Title IV funding.  They were slowed by the repeated
corrections and clarifications requested by the Department.  In the end, the University spent the
equivalent of 1.5 personnel years compiling what turned out to be a nine-pound application.
Interestingly, the Department of Education had estimated that the application should only take
three hours to complete.  Considering that there are 6,500 institutions of higher education, the
paperwork needed for Title IV alone could account for 9,700 employees each year.23

                                                       
21 Ohio State Legislature, Legislative Office of Education Oversight, “Public School Reporting Requirements,”
RR9002, October 1990.
22 Marshall Smith,  “Paper Reduction Act Accomplishments and Plans for Future,”  U.S. Department of Education,
October 31, 1996.
23 Jon Westling, “Getting Government out of Higher Education,”  Heritage Foundation Lecture, May 3, 1995.
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The “Shadow” Department of Education

The Department of Education touts that it is one of the smallest federal agencies with 4,637
employees, and that it has a relatively small administrative budget.  What many people do not
realize, however, is that there is nearly three times as many federally funded employees of state
education agencies administering federal education programs, as there are U.S. Department of
Education employees.  According to GAO, there are about 13,400 FTEs (full-time equivalents)
funded with federal dollars to administer these programs for state education agencies.24

The Department also has the lowest ratio of career civil service employees to political
appointees of all the agencies - 29.7 career employees for every political appointee, 146 political
appointees for an agency with about 4,600 employees.  The next lowest ratio is the Agency for
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), with 97.5 employees for every political appointee.
What that means is that HUD only has 101 appointees for an agency of 10,400 employees - which
is more than twice the size of the Education Department.25

Several state administrators have observed that it takes many more state employees to
administer federal program dollars than state funded programs.  For example, in Florida,  374
employees administer $8 billion in state funds.  However, 297 state employees are required to
oversee only $1 billion in federal funds - six times as many per dollar.  In Georgia, 229 employees

                                                       
24 U.S. General Accounting Office, Education Finance: The Extent of Federal Funding in State Education
Agencies, GAO/HEHS-95-3,  October, 1994, p. 11. The number of full-time equivalents is not necessarily the total
number of employees.
25 Congressional Research Service, based on data from the Office of Personnel Management, March  1998.
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administer $8.85 billion in state funds, while 93 administer $800 million in federal funds - 4.5
times as many per dollar.26

65 Cents on the Dollar?

A recent study found that for every tax dollar sent to Washington for elementary and secondary
education, 85 cents is returned to local school districts. The remaining 15 cents is spent on
bureaucracy and national and research programs of unknown effectiveness. 27 The study also
found that some states receive a greater return per tax dollar than do others.  Connecticut has the
lowest return on its investment – only 39 cents for every tax dollar (See Table 3).  The
Department of Education has since released a study, which also found that about 85 cents of
federal dollars reaches school districts for use in the classroom.28 Although these studies provided
information not previously available on federal education spending, they only examined what
returned to school districts, still several layers of bureaucracy away from the classroom.

                                                       
26 Testimonies of Dr. Linda Schrenko and Frank Brogran, Committee on Education and the Workforce, Hearing
on H.R. 3248,”The Dollars to the Classroom Act,” U.S. House of Representatives, May 5, 1998.
27 Christine L. Olson, U.S. Department of Education Financing of Elementary and Secondary Education: Where
the Money Goes, (Washington, DC: The Heritage Foundation), December 30, 1996; Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations, Dollars to the Classroom,  May 8, 1997, No. 105-27.
28 U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evaluation Service, The Use of Federal Education Funds for
Administrative Costs, 1998, p. 28.
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Table 3

For Every Dollar Sent to Washington for Department of
Education Elementary and Secondary Education Programs,

Only 85 Cents is Received by Local Education Agencies
FY 1993

States Amount Received Per Individual Tax Dollar
Alabama $1.29
Alaska $3.12
Arizona $1.42
Arkansas $1.49
California $0.83
Colorado $0.58
Connecticut $0.39
Delaware $0.78
District of Columbia* $1.10
Florida $0.80
Georgia $0.85
Hawaii* $1.05
Idaho $1.11
Illinois $0.64
Indiana $0.72
Iowa $0.76
Kansas $0.73
Kentucky $1.31
Louisiana $1.66
Maine $1.17
Maryland $0.56
Massachusetts $0.58
Michigan $0.90
Minnesota $0.61
Mississippi $2.41
Missouri $0.79
Montana $2.13
Nebraska $0.89
Nevada $0.39
New Hampshire $0.47
New Jersey $0.53
New Mexico $2.34
New York $0.79
North Carolina $0.83
North Dakota $1.75
Ohio $0.81
Oklahoma $1.54
Oregon $0.78
Pennsylvania $0.78
Rhode Island $0.86
South Carolina $1.24
South Dakota $1.66
Tennessee $0.88
Texas $1.03
Utah $1.06
Vermont $1.04
Virginia $0.68
Washington $0.64
West Virginia $1.61
Wisconsin $0.82
Wyoming $1.28

50 States, D.C. $0.85

Source: Christine L. Olson, U.S. Department of Education Financing of Elementary and Secondary Education: Where the Money Goes, (Washington, DC: The Heritage Foundation),
December 30, 1996.
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To date, no studies exist to enable us to determine what portion of federal education dollars
reach the classroom nationwide, or what schools and state education agencies must spend to
apply for education dollars and comply with their requirements. However, audits of school district
spending indicate just how little in general reaches the classroom.  A recent audit of the New
York City School District found that only 43 percent of the district’s total funds were spent on
direct classroom expenditures.29  Given the 48.6 million paperwork hours required to receive
federal education dollars and the school district bureaucracies funds must pass through to reach
the classroom, it is not unreasonable to assume that another 20-15 cents spent outside the
classroom.  This would mean a net return of 65-70 cents to the classroom.

For example, Dr. Charles Garris, the superintendent of the small Unionville-Chadds Ford
School District in eastern Pennsylvania, testified that he has been questioning whether applying
for federal funds is worth the expense.  He did the math to determine what he had spent to apply
for federal funds for the 1997-98 school year.  Before the end of the year he had spent over
$2,400, which is 13 percent of the $21,796 he expects to receive from the federal government.
Moreover, based on past years, he can expect to spend at least another 25 percent of his allotment
on administration before it reaches classrooms because of federal requirements.  As a result, Dr.
Garris has decided that it is no longer cost effective even to apply for certain programs.

Enough is Enough

To determine what administrators at the local level thought of federal programs, the
Subcommittee sent out surveys to local school superintendents from 10 states to solicit their input
on a variety of issues (See Appendix B).  One area about which they were questioned concerned
their view of the paperwork burden that accompanies federal education funding.  One
superintendent, feeling that the survey we sent was one too many forms for him to complete
wrote,

We have too much paperwork and too many forms to fill out, and
then we receive this… the purpose of federal education programs
should be to help children… I think your Committee should work on
these things.

While most of the questions posed in the survey invoked varied responses, the concern over the
paperwork burden was unanimous.  The repeated theme was that paperwork reduction should be
a top priority of the administration and the Congress.

                                                       
29 Jacques Steinberg, “NYC School System Budget Analysis Shows 43% Goes to Classroom,”  The New York
Times, November 21, 1996.  See also:  Speakman, Cooper, Sampiere, May, Holsomback, Glass, “Bringing Money
to the Classroom: A Systemic Resource Model Applied to the New York City Public Schools,” in Where Does the
Money Go? Resource Allocation in Elementary and Secondary Schools, Lawrence O. Picus and James L.
Wattenberger, eds. (Thosand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press, 1995).
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The 487-Step Labyrinth: Government Attempts to Reinvent Itself

The next issue addressed by the Subcommittee was the amount of time and number of
personnel required by the federal government to read, review, and file applications for federal
grants. The Subcommittee found that the Department of Education’s discretionary grant process
lasted 26 weeks and took 487 steps from start to finish.  It is unclear how many individuals are
involved in each step. Even though Vice President Gore’s National Performance Review
discovered this long and protracted process in 1993, it was not until 1996 that the Department
finally took steps to begin “streamlining” their grant review process, a process which has yet to be
completed and fully implemented.  After the streamlining is complete it will only take an average
of 20 weeks and 216 steps to complete a review.30  This is an unnecessarily complicated and
burdensome process that, according to the Department, is “central to nearly all the Department’s
services” and is “a major function at the Department of Education.”31

Costly Requirements and Regulations

Congress and the federal government have created many programs to improve education, but
have not been able to provide funding for all of them.  Consequently, states and local school
districts must come up with the rest of the funds out of their education budgets to comply with
federally mandated requirements.  Many of these requirements regulate asbestos removal and
disabled access to school buildings.  One of the most contentious and costly mandates for many
local school districts, however, is special education.

Twenty-three years ago in 1975, Congress passed the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA).  This historic legislation requires local school districts to provide disabled students
with a “free and appropriate education,” which, while bringing federal aid to disabled children also
mandated that communities fund special education at much higher levels.   However, when it was
passed, Congress agreed to fund 40 percent of its cost.  Currently it only funds 9 percent, which
means that states and districts must make up the difference.  Because the federal government has
not met its obligation to states and schools, there are fewer funds available to meet the unique
needs and priorities of local schools.

Scores of Programs for Every Problem

A reasonable justification for this myriad of federal education programs could be that there are
760 separate and distinct problems, and that each program addresses one of them.  Unfortunately,
this is not the case. After identifying each and every education program scattered throughout the
federal government, the Subcommittee categorized the programs according to their mission and
by the services they provide.  The Subcommittee then separated each category into more specific
subject categories and then listed them according to the population they were intended to serve.

                                                       
30 U.S. Department of Education Report, “A Redesigned Discretionary Grant Process” - Vice President Gore’s
National Performance Review 1995.
31 Ibid.
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The Subcommittee found an incredible overlap and duplication in the services and populations
covered by separate federal education programs.   For example, the Subcommittee found nine art
programs, 11 drug education programs, 14 literacy programs, 22 violence prevention programs
and 63 math and science programs. GAO has found more than 127 programs targeting at-risk and
delinquent youth.  And according to GAO, “multiple programs dispersed among several agencies
creates the potential for inefficient services and ineffective use of funds.” (See Figure 9)32

Figure 9: Three Target Groups Served by Multiple Programs and Agencies33

Additional evidence of duplication and overlap is evident in that many cabinet agencies have
their own education offices.  For example, despite the existence of 63 math and science programs,
the Department of Energy has a division devoted to “Education in Science, Technology,
Engineering and Math.”34  This division provides curriculum support, teacher training and other
scientific information.  The Department recently announced the creation of a new “education task
force” devoted to determine how it can best enhance science, math and technology education, as
well as providing schools with access to its scientific, technological and supercomputing
resources.

In addition to the Department of Energy’s K-12 education programs, there are many other
examples of overlapping programs between agencies, and although attempts have recently been
made to consolidate some duplicative programs, much work remains to be done.

                                                       
32 U.S. General Accounting Office, Safe and Drug-Free Schools: Balancing Accountability with State and Local
Flexibility, GAO/HEHS-98-3, p. 8.
33 U.S. General Accounting Office, Federal Education Funding: Multiple Programs and Lack of Data Raise
Efficiency and Effectiveness Concerns, GAO/HEHS-98-46, p. 8.
34 The Energy Department’s Education Community Web site, http://www.sandia.gov/ESTEEM/home.html
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Baywatch and Jerry Springer: Your Tax Dollars at Work

The Department of Education’s Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services,
Media and Captioning Services provides deaf and visually impaired individuals with access to
films, videos, and television programs, many of which are of dubious cultural or educational merit.
The objective of this program is supposedly to promote the general welfare of the deaf and hard-
of-hearing by bringing to those individuals films, videos and television programs that play an
important part in the general cultural advancement of hearing individuals. According to the
Department, if it’s on television, “it’s part of the culture,” says Ernest Hairston, an associate
director in the Education Department’s office of special education programs.35

Closed captioning is provided for “diverse” programs such as:
• Baywatch
• Ricki Lake
• The Montel Williams Show
• Jerry Springer

 A special program is dedicated to closed captioning major sports programs.36

Some of the federally funded captioned shows are far from being “family television.”  For
example, the Jerry Springer show issues a “strong advisory” prior to the show urging parents not
to let their children watch it. Recent episodes include “Stripper Wars,” “I Have a Bizarre Sex
Life,” and “You Can’t Have My Man.”  The show is a huge hit with young people, according to
the ratings, which has caused at least one NBC affiliate to pull the show out of concern for “youth
viewership” and alleged outbreaks of school fights inspired by the show.37

By funding captioning for these programs - funding which could easily be provided by the
television industry or other commercial enterprises - the federal government is demonstrating to
the American people just how far away it is from supporting what works and identifying federal
education priorities.

On the Playground with the Federal Government

The federal government funds hundreds of research projects at universities and private
organizations around the country.  One example of such a program, described as a “school
improvement program” by the Department of Education, is the Women’s Education Equity
program. According to GAO, this program only sends 17 percent of its funds to school districts.

Over the last 22 years over the program’s existence, the GAO has found  “little evidence of
[the program’s] effectiveness in eliminating sex bias in education.”  It described the program as

                                                       
35 Steven Drummond, “Tabloid TV, Courtesy Of The Education Department,” Teacher Magazine, April, 1998.
36 U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, “Captioned Films, Television, Descriptive
Video, & Educational Media for Individuals with Disabilities,” 1996.
37 Maria Glod, “’Springer’ Mania: Too Hot for Parents and Teachers!,” The Washington Post,  April 27, 1998, p.
A1.
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one “with no director, with a staff of one and one-quarter persons in two different offices of the
Department…  with too many resources [going] for direct services to small numbers of persons.”38

In 1996 its grantees included a project called “Gender Based Teasing and Bullying in Grades K-5”
which examines teasing and bullying as antecedents to adolescent sexual harassment.

In addition, recent statistics do not back allegations of severe sex bias in education.  The
latest math and science test scores indicate girls have virtually caught up in math and closed the
gap in science, and for two decades girls have outperformed boys in NAEP reading scores.39

According to the Census Bureau, recent college completion rates of students ages 25 to 29 show
that the proportion of women completing college has surpassed that of men: 29.3 percent of
women completed college, as compared to 26.3 percent of men.

Other “Educational” Publications from the Department of Education

• CARTOONS – “The Ninjas, the X-Men, and the Ladies: Playing with Power and Identity in
an Urban Primary School”:  25 pages;

• BAKERY INDUSTRY – “Lesson Plans Prepared for Carr Grocery Employees” (The lessons
focus on topics from the workplace in the following areas: bakery, cake orders, courtesy
clerk, and sushi bar): 96 pages;

• FIFTH GRADE PIPEFITTERS: “Building Workplace Vocabulary for Pipefitters:
Compound Words”: 27 pages;

• CEMENT INDUSTRY - “A Concrete Experience.  A Curriculum Developed for the Cement
Industry”: 109 pages;

• FEDERAL SCOUTS: Planning a Class Camping Trip: 14 pages;
• DONNA REED: Channeling Your Donna Reed Syndrome.  A manual on stress management

for the workplace: 20 pages.

Federally Funded “Holiday Awareness”

The Safe and Drug-Free Schools program is an example of a program designed to address a
very real problem, but with a one-size-fits all solution that in the end accomplishes little.  The
program sends funds to the majority of school districts in the country, only targeting 30 percent to
areas based on need.  School districts often lack the funds to supplement the federal funding and
implement more expensive, research based programs.   Consequently, the majority of funds are
used for staff training and technical assistance.40

Dr. Lawrence Sherman, a witness at a Crossroads hearing examining federal drug prevention
programs, summarized for the subcommittee the findings contained his 655 page report on drug
prevention programs.  He and his University of Maryland colleagues  determined that:

                                                       
38 U.S. General Accounting Office, Women’s Educational Equity Act: A Review of Program Goals and Strategies
Needed, GAO/PEMD-95-6, November, 1994, p. 4.
39 See: Barabara Vobjeda and Linda Perlstein, “Girls Close Gender Gap in Ways Welcome and Worrying,” The
Washington Post, June 17, 1998, p. A1.
40 U.S. General Accounting Office, Safe and Drug-Free Schools: Balancing Accountability with State and Local
Flexibility, GOA/HEHS-98-3, p. 34
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Most crime prevention funds are being spent where they are
needed least, that is, in low risk crime areas, rather than where the
violence is concentrated in America.  Secondly, most crime
prevention programs...have not been evaluated rigorously and are
not going to be unless legislative policy changes.  And third...the
most federal funding goes to the least effective programs.41

In addition, the Subcommittee found that projects funded with federal Safe and Drug Free
School Funds included the following:

&  The State of Michigan spent $81,000 for giant plastic teeth and toothbrushes;42

&  $124,000 was awarded by the U.S. Department of Education to the New Haven,
Conn., Police Department to organize, among other things, a “holiday awareness
project” designed to “encourage awareness of and participation in holidays and events
significant to racial, religious, ethnic or sexual orientation groups;”43

&  The Fairfax County School District in Virginia spent $181,397 to send teachers to a
Maryland island resort for “training.” 44

When Safe and Drug-Free School dollars are spent on drug-prevention programs, the results
have been minimal. An analysis of studies measuring the effectiveness of school-based drug
prevention programs found that, based on eight “methodologically rigorous” studies, substance
abuse programs like those funded by Safe and Drug-Free Schools have a very small effect on
behavior.45 A more recent study of school-based drug prevention programs funded under Safe and
Drug-Free Schools found that few schools used the funds for prevention programs that have been
found effective in previous research.  Consequently, only a few drug prevention programs
produced results, and even those effects were small.46

Not only has Safe and Drug-Free Schools not been found to be effective, GAO recently
reported that the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program is one of 127 federal programs that target
at-risk and delinquent youth, and received $2.5  billion in funding in 1995.    Thirty-four provide
both violence and substance prevention.  The Departments of Health and Human Services,
Education and Justice administer 48 of these programs, and the remainder are scattered in 10
other federal agencies or entities (see Figure 9).47

                                                       
41Statement of Dr. Lawrence W. Sherman, Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice, University of
Maryland, Committee on Education and the Workforce, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, What
Works? What’s Wasted in Federal Drug Violence Prevention Programs?, Washington, DC, June 24, 1997, No.
105-42, p. 25.
42 Robert E. Peterson, “Senate Testimony and Final Drug Education Report,” Michigan Office of Drug Control
Policy, October 12, 1993, p. 7-8.
43 U.S. Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, “Safe and Drug-Free Schools
Program,” FY 1996 slate.
44 “Meetings Cost $176,000,” The Fairfax Journal, May 1, 1995, p. A1.
45 Susan T. Ennett, Ph.D., et al., “How Effective is Drug Abuse Education? A Meta-Analysis of Project DARE
Outcome Evaluations,” American Journal of Public Health, Vol. 84, No. 9 (September 1994) p. 1394.
46 E. Suyapa Silvia and Judy Thorne, School-Based Drug Prevention Programs: A Longitudinal Study in Selected
School Districts, Prepared for the U.S. Department of Education, February 1997.
47 U.S. General Accounting Office, Safe and Drug-Free Schools, p. 8.
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Fraught with Failure

While it is easy to laugh at the anecdotal stories of wasteful spending within many of these
programs, the dismal evaluations of the overall success of these programs is not so funny.48 Not
only are many federal programs failing because the funds are allocated through  such a wide array
of programs, many of the individual programs within that array that have been evaluated lack
evidence of success. Many of these programs were created to address particular needs, and their
failure to accomplish their stated intentions simply means that taxpayer dollars are wasted.

According to GAO, “federally funded programs have historically placed a low priority on
results and accountability.”49  In order to more fully document the extent to which reliable data
demonstrating the effectiveness of federal programs exists, the Subcommittee compiled a
summary of recent Department of Education evaluations of each of the major education programs
within the Committee’s jurisdiction.

What the Subcommittee found was that it is very difficult to determine whether the majority
of federal education spending is doing anything to improve student achievement.  It has been
years since many programs have been evaluated, and often those reviews are more concerned with
process - accounting for numbers of participants and educators, not whether the children are
actually better off as a result of being served by a particular program.  Perhaps most disturbing is
that most federal education programs have never been evaluated to determine their impact on
student outcomes.

A Complete Lack of Evidence of Effectiveness

The GAO report on best practices cited earlier also found that there are few evaluations
demonstrating the effectiveness of federal education programs, and many of the studies that do
exist lack the “methodological rigor” to determine effectiveness in an empirical manner.  Billions
of dollars are spent on programs where even the most basic information on effectiveness is
lacking.  GAO reported in November 1997 that “no central source of information exists about all
the programs providing services to the same target groups among different agencies or about
those providing a similar service to several target groups...[w]e do not know what is working and
what is not in today’s programs”50

According to the GAO, the clearest evidence about a “lack of positive effect” from federal
expenditures comes from the largest, most expensive education program which has spent nearly
$100 billion since 1965.51 A recent official evaluation of this program, Aid to Disadvantaged
Children (Chapter 1, now known as Title I) determined that it did not reduce the effect of poverty
on a student’s achievement. The initial gap in test scores between the more disadvantaged
students participating in Chapter 1 and non-participants did not narrow as a result of the more
disadvantaged students participating in the special program.52

                                                       
48 See: “Textbook Battles in the War over Federal Spending,” The Washington Times,  December 18, 1995, p. A12.
49 U.S. General Accounting Office, Federal Education Funding: Multiple Programs and Lack of Data Raise
Efficiency and Effectiveness Concerns, (GAO-T-HEHS-98-46) November 6, 1998, p. 17.
50Ibid, p. 13.
51Ibid, p. 11.
52 Abt Associates, Inc., Prospects: Final Report on Student Outcomes,  Cambridge, MA: April 1997.
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In 1994, Title I was changed in order to make real improvements in children’s learning, and
the results are not yet in on improvements in student outcomes.  Its slowness to change, however,
in light of a lack of evidence of effectiveness is an example of the inherent shortcomings of
federally designed education programs: It takes many years’ innovations and effective practices to
effect change in federal laws.  Allowing for experimentation, flexibility and innovation at the state
and local level can facilitate this process and prevent entrenched programs from spending billions
without results.

Lack of Follow-Through

Federally funded, reliable, replicable research demonstrating the effectiveness of programs and
teaching methods has been relatively scarce.   One instance of this type of research was Project
Follow-Through, “the largest, most expensive research study in the history of education.”53  The
study began in 1976 and continued through 1995, involved more than 70,000 children in more
than 180 schools, and cost more than $1 billion.  The purpose of the study was to determine
which teaching methods could raise average performance levels of the nation’s poorest schools,
where test scores averaged around the 20th percentile, to that of mainstream America (the 50th, or
average, percentile).

The teaching method found to have the greatest positive impact on basic reading and
computation, problem solving skills, as well as self-esteem, was that of Direct Instruction.  This
was a controversial finding as it flew in the face of progressive educators promoting less
structured, non-directive, “child-centered” education. Follow-Through found that methods of
instruction that stressed “learning to learn” or “self esteem” showed either negative average
effects or no average effect.54

Despite this massive effort which utilized empirical research to determine what works in
education, the National Institute of Education, part of the U.S. Department of Education, issued a
report which questioned the validity of using scientific research to measure educational outcomes:

The audience for Follow-Through evaluations is an audience of
teachers.   This audience does not need the statistical findings of
experiments when deciding how to best educate children.  They
decide such matters on the basis of complicated public and private
understandings, beliefs, motives and wishes.

Such thinking reflected a view that regarded research-based teaching methods as irrelevant to
improving student learning.  According to Bonnie Grossen of the University of Oregon’s National
Center to Improve the Tools of Educators, this attitude “has left teachers without the tools that
they need to build a sound professional knowledge base” and determine the effectiveness of
innovations and avoid fads.

                                                       
53 Bonnie Grossen, “Making Research Serve the Profession,” American Educator, Fall 1996, p. 24.
54 Marian Kester Coombs,  “Honest Follow-Through Needed on this Project,” The Washington Times, March 24,
1998, p. E5.
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Even though more than $1 billion was spent to complete this study, the Department never
effectively disseminated its findings.  For example, one of the findings of Follow-Through was
that a teaching model similar to what is known as “whole language” reading instruction was found
to be an ineffective approach to use with disadvantaged students.  The effective use of the data
produced by Follow-Through may have prevented the “pendulum” swings from phonics to whole-
language and back to phonics that have taken their toll on the reading ability of many children.55

Ineffective Assistance

Even programs designed to make federal programs effective do not appear to be helping their
intended customers.  Recognizing the complexity state and local school systems face with so
many education programs with varying requirements, technical assistance is provided through
what are known as Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers (CRAC), as well as through the
Regional Education Labs.

Funded at $27 million in FY 98, the CRACs assist state education agencies and local school
districts in their efforts to receive federal funds and correctly implement programs.  Their overall
objective is “to help coordinate and integrate the implementation of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act and other federal education programs with state and local activities.”
Regional Labs, funded at $51 million in FY 98, “conduct applied research and development,
provide technical assistance, develop multimedia education materials and other products, and
disseminate information in an effort to help others use knowledge from research and practice to
improve education.”

Although they do not provide direct funding to public and private schools, according to their
official program description “the activities undertaken by the centers benefit those schools.”
Recent data collected by the Department of Education indicate, however, show that the CRACs
and the Labs are less than helpful in providing assistance with important issues many states and
districts are currently facing, such as standards-based reform, new legislation, and flexibility and
accountability provisions in federal legislation (Table 4).

                                                       
55 Grossen, p. 26.
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Table 4
Percent of States and School Districts Who Reported

Federally Supported Technical Assistance Centers and
Labs to be Either “Not At All Helpful” or Only “A Little

Helpful”56

CRACs LABS

Districts Standards-based Reform 58% 48%
New Federal Provisions 59% 58%

States Standards-based Reform 59% 46%
Flexibility/Accountability 55% 48%

Recent Inspector General Audits of the Education Laboratories have found evidence that
their use of federal funds is not always in the best interest of children and supporting what works.
A 1998 audit report of the WestEd Regional Laboratory in California found that it did not comply
with certain Federal laws and regulations in how it spent federal dollars, and improperly billed the
U.S. Government for subcontractor work.57  WestEd was also found to have improperly spent

• $5,179 to lease a Jeep Grand Cherokee for the Lab’s Director
• More than $1,000 on foreign travel and airfare upgrades
• $450 to pay for a Disc Jockey to provide entertainment at the board’s two-day staff meeting

at a resort

In February 1998 the Inspector General also reported that the University of North
Carolina at Greensboro could not justify $2.3 million in federal dollars used for salaries and fringe
benefits.  It could not provide evidence that an appropriate amount of time and effort was spent to
operate the Southeastern Regional Vision for Education (Lab) to justify such costs.58

WHAT WORKS: OUTSIDE OF THE BELTWAY

Because of the apparent vacuum of reliable evidence that federal programs are effectively
spending tax dollars to improve education, the Subcommittee traveled around the county to hear
the perspective of parents, students, teachers, community leaders and administrators on what
works and what’s wasted.  We visited 26 education institutions and heard from more than 225
witnesses in an attempt to gain a better understanding of what parents, teachers and local
educators believe is working in America’s education system.  Witnesses shared many different
success stories, but sounded four common themes at every hearing - the keys to educational
success:

• Parental Involvement and Empowerment;

                                                       
56 Jane Hannaway with Kristi Kimball, Reports on Reform from the Field: District and State Survey Results,
Prepared for U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evaluation Service by The Urban Institute, 1997.
57 Office of Inspector General, U.S. Department of Education, “WestEd’s Administration of the Regional
Educational Laboratory Contract,” ACN: 09-60009, March 1998.
58 Office of Inspector General, U.S. Department of Education, “Review of Costs Incurred by the University of
North Carolina, Greensboro, and the Southeastern Regional Vision for Education Under the U.S. Department of
Education’s Regional Laboratories Contract,”  ACN: 04-70015,  February 1998.
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• Local Control;
• Basic academics;
• Dollars to the classroom, not to bureaucracies.

The following section describes how each of these elements contributes to success at the local
level.
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THE CROSSROADS PROJECT: FINDING SUCCESS AT THE
LOCAL LEVEL

Location of Field Hearings
Figure 10
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Crossroads Field Hearing/
Site Visits

Date Educational
Institutions

Visited

Witnesses

1 Chicago, Illinois May 19, 1995 1 13
2 Milwaukee, Wisconsin October 23, 1995 2 8
3 Napa, California January 29, 1997 2 11
4 San Fernando, California January 30, 1997 1 11
5 Phoenix, Arizona January 37, 1997 2 12
6 Wilmington, Delaware March 3, 1997 3 14
7 Milledgeville, Georgia April 22, 1997 2 13
8 Bronx, New York May 5, 1997 1 15
9 Cincinnati, Ohio May 27, 1997 3 12

10 Louisville, Kentucky May 28, 1997 2 11
11 Little Rock, Arkansas May 29, 1997 2 11
12 Cleveland, Ohio September 12, 1997 1 30
13 Muskegon Heights, Michigan October 2, 1997 1 13
14 Des Moines, Iowa November 3, 1997 1 14
15 Ft. Collins, Colorado March 20, 1998 2 12
16 Lewisberry, Pennsylvania March 30, 1998 1 9

Total for Field Hearings 26 205

D. C. Crossroads Hearings
1 Kick-Off Hearing with Lamar

Alexander
March 6, 1997 0 2

2 D.C. Schools Hearing May 1, 1997 0 9
3 Dollars to the Classroom May 8, 1997 0 7
4 Drugs/Violence Prevention

Programs Hearing
June 24, 1997 0 4

5 Teacher Training July 8, 1997 0 5
6 Literacy (Full Committee) July 31, 1997 0 5

Total 26 237
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PARENTS INVOLVED IN THEIR CHILDREN’S EDUCATION

I think there is an arrogance on the part of the school
bureaucracy that assumes that they know best what is
for everybody’s children.  I assume the opposite.  I don’t
think anybody can make a better decision for their
children than the parent.

-- Mr. Stahl, parent, Napa, California

Research has found that a student whose parent or guardian is involved in their education is
more likely to succeed.  Parents who take responsibility for ensuring that their children receive a
high-quality education are the keys to success at the local level.

• Children in single-parent families are more likely to experience early school problems than
children in two-parent families.59

• In 1995, 3 - to 5-year-olds living with two biological or adoptive parents were more likely to
have been read to three or more times a week, to have been told a story once a week, or to
have visited the library in the previous month than 3- to 5-year-olds living with one biological
or adoptive parent.60

• First- and second-graders aged 6–8 living with one biological or adoptive parent were more
likely to experience academic problems and to have their parents report that they were
academically below the middle of their class than those students living with two biological or
adoptive parents.61

• Twenty-two percent of children living with divorced mothers must repeat a grade and 30
percent of children born to a single parent must repeat a grade. Only 12 percent of children
from two-parent families have to repeat a grade in school.62

Unfortunately, the proportion of children raised in two-parent families is declining rapidly.
The proportion of children living in single-parent families has more than doubled since 1970. In
1994, 25 percent of children under age 18 lived in single-parent families, while 11 percent did so
in 1970. In 1994, 60 percent of black children lived in single parent families compared to 19
percent of white children and 29 percent of Hispanic children.

                                                       
59 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, The Condition of Education 1997
(NCES 97-388), Washington, D.C.: 1997, p. 205, based on NCES, National Household Education Survey (NHES),
1995 (Early Childhood Program Participation File).
60 Ibid, p. 208.
61 Ibid, p. 209.
62 Debra Dawson, “Family Structure and Children’s Well-Being: Data from the 1988 National Health Interview
Survey,” Journal of Marriage and Family, Vol. 53, 1991.
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What this means is that children from all backgrounds are facing increasingly difficult family
situations, making it more difficult to learn, and all the more important that schools are as
effective as possible.  The data show that even children from two-parent, low-income families
out-perform students from high income families headed by a single parent.63  As family
cohesiveness declines, so will academic performance.

When a parent is involved in their child’s educational experience, it only strengthens their
academic progress.  Federal programs that attempt to provide a substitute for parents actually
may have the negative effect of distancing parents from a child’s educational experience, from
school breakfasts to after-school care.

Catholic Schools: A Model of Parental Involvement

At a national average of $2,178 a year, tuition at Catholic schools is lower than all other forms
of private education.  Yet these schools have been teaching children with successful results
regardless of their background.  Because costs are kept as low as possible, schools must rely on
parents to provide many of the “extras” that parents have come to take for granted in public
education.  Relying on parents, however, is not considered by Catholic school principals to be a
liability. Rather, they see it as one of the reasons for their success in the midst of adverse
economic and social conditions.

At the Kentucky hearing, Sister Amelia Stenger described the role of parental involvement in
the success of Catholic schools.

Catholic schools depend on the involvement and resources of
parents more than they depend on any government agency.
Parents advise the principal and the pastor on policies of the
school, they volunteer their time to extracurricular activities for
the students and they greatly assist faculty and staff.  Many of the
activities in which parents are involved could not take place
without their assistance.  Often schools cannot afford to pay
someone to take care of these activities, therefore our parents are
our most vital resource.

Dependence on parental involvement for day-to-day educational activities provides a built-in
accountability mechanism for the schools - they cannot operate without the parents and therefore
cannot ignore their presence.

Removing Barriers to Parental Involvement

Successful schools with high levels of parental involvement find that removing barriers to
involvement is an important factor of their success.  English instruction, literacy classes, student-
parent classes, and job training are a few of the ways in which schools have involved parents who

                                                       
63 One Parent Families and Their Children:  The School’s Most Significant Minority, The Consortium for the
Study of School Needs of Children from One-Parent Families, Arlington, VA, 1980.
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were previously on the periphery of school activities.  Mr. Joe Lucente, the principal of a charter
school in the heart of Los Angeles, described how his school attempted to include as many
parents as possible:

Before we became a charter school, yes, that [only certain parents
volunteering] was a problem.  However, when we became a charter
school, we opened up a variety of vehicles for parental
involvement… If your need was to learn English, we had English
classes.  If your need was basic literacy, we had literacy classes.

Ms. Earl Lene Jones, a fifth-grade public school teacher in Napa, California, testified that
parental support was “critical in all aspects of educating the child.”  She described a hands-on
parental involvement program in her school:

At our school we have something called the Child and Parents
Succeeding Program...the parent or guardian or caretaker comes
in and sits right next to the child during the course of a school day.
They sit with the child and help the child stay focused, help the
child to read, help the child to work problems. We found this is
quite effective, but lets the other children see that there is
involvement and caring from parents.

Mrs. Beverly Tunney, a Chicago public school principal observed that making parents
comfortable - especially low-income parents - is very important:

 As the parents have become more comfortable in the school
setting and experience the excitement of learning, we have found a
higher rate of parents volunteering within Healy [School] and a
base group of parents that have an expanded knowledge of
curriculum, the learning process, and raising children.64

Mrs. Cleaster Mims, principal of the Marva Collins Preparatory School in Cincinnati testified
that her school expected participation by the parents:  “We...believe that parents should be
actively involved, so our organization or our school expects parent participation.  We do not see
parents as intruders...we strongly believe that parents should know each day what is happening
with their children when they entrust them to us.”

Encouraging Parental Involvement in Phoenix

ATOP Academy is a public charter school in Phoenix that serves a mostly African-American
population in the inner city.  The school has been very successful and currently has a waiting list

                                                       
64 Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, Committee on Education and the Workforce, Hearing on
Leading Edge Practices in Education, U.S. House of Representatives, 104th Congress, No. 104-38, Chicago, IL,
May 19, 1995, p. 30.
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of some 175 students. When students come to the school, parents are asked to agree to the
following as part of their involvement in the school:65

1. Restrict television watching during the week.
2. Spend 15-20 minutes on school nights reading to their children.
3. Attend all parent-teacher conferences.
4. Attend Parent Involvement Committee monthly meetings.
5. Participate in their child’s classroom activities.

This up-front commitment encourages parents to be involved, giving them very specific tasks
to accomplish and build upon.

School Choice: Parental Choices In Control

Can anyone name one public school in Ohio that has
closed because of poor performance?
-- Kenneth Blackwell, Treasurer of State of Ohio

The Subcommittee visited the two cities where publicly funded school-choice programs have
been implemented, Milwaukee and Cleveland, as examples of parental choice bringing about true
local control.

While it is still too early to determine the full extent of the impact school choice will have on
the children in these cities, initial studies have found that children attending the school of their
choice have measurably improved academic achievement.

Both sides of the school choice debate recognize that when parents select the school their
child attends, they are more satisfied (Table 5).  Nationally, the U.S. Department of Education
found this to be the case by wide margins:

Table 5
Percentage of parents of students in grades 3-12 who

were very satisfied with aspects of their child’s
school: 199366

Chosen Public School 61.2
Chosen Private School 82.5
Assigned Public School 52.3

Choice, particularly in many center cities, provides what is perhaps the only remaining avenue
to a good education: private schools.  True equity and access in education is achieved when
parents are allowed to make choices about their children’s education.  To define “access” and

                                                       
65 Testimony of Raymond Jackson, PhD. Education at a Crossroads: What Works and What’s Wasted,
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, Committee on Education and the Workforce, U.S. House of
Representatives, 105th Congress, No. 105-11, January 31, 1997, p. 471.
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“equity” exclusively in terms of public schools is to miss out on the overall objective of education:
children learning.

Paving the Way in Milwaukee

In April 1990, Wisconsin Gov. Tommy Thompson signed legislation which enacted the
Milwaukee Parental Choice Program.  This program provides state funding for low-income
children in the city to attend private, nonsectarian schools of choice. Spearheaded by Rep.
Annette “Polly” Williams, a Democrat from Milwaukee, the program has survived several rounds
of Constitutional challenges and has expanded every year since its inception.  The American Civil
Liberties Union (ACLU), National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP)
and the National Education Association (NEA) filed a suit which until recently prevented the
program from expanding from 1,650 to 15,000 students, as signed into law by Gov. Thompson in
1995.

In response to the court injunction, which prevented the program from expanding, in order to
accommodate the overwhelming demand, people in Wisconsin donated more than $1.6 million to
Partners Advancing Values in Education (PAVE). This private organization gave 50 percent
scholarships to about 2,000 low-income students who had enrolled in religious schools under the
expanded voucher program.  Still, this amount was not nearly enough to accommodate the
demand of those parents who wanted to start sending their children to private schools, but who
were still in the public school system.

On June 10, 1998, the Wisconsin Supreme Court ruled that students could use state-funded
scholarships to attend religious schools of their choice, clearing the way for expansion of the
program to 15,000 students.  The court affirmed the primacy of parental choice in directing where
the vouchers are spent. Judge Donald Seinmetz wrote for the court that “not one cent flows from
the state to a sectarian private school… except as a result of the necessary and intervening choices
of individual parents.”67

In 1995, the Committee held a hearing on school choice to provide low-income families the
same opportunities that those who can afford a private school education currently enjoy.  School
choice empowers parents, and allows them to make the decisions concerning the education of
their children. Ms. Pilar Gonzalez, a Milwaukee parent, described the need for local control and
parental empowerment:

[Milwaukee Public Schools have] become an educational prison
for many low-income families while providing our children with
only a mediocre curriculum.  This must change and we as parents
must assume the responsibility for that together.
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Ms. Zakiya Courtney, the director of Parents for Choice added that:

We need more options for our children.  Not fewer.  We believe the
role of the federal government in education is to respect parents
and support their choice in education for their children.

In February 1996, data from the Milwaukee school choice experiment were made available to
the public. Professors Jay P. Greene of the University of Houston Center for Public Policy and
Paul E. Peterson of Harvard University’s Program in Education Policy and Governance
conducted a detailed assessment of this information. Their study found:

• Reading scores of choice students who had participated in the program three and four
years, on average, scored 3 to 5 percentile points higher, respectively, than those of
comparable low-income public school students;

• Math scores, on average, were 5 and 12 percentile points higher, respectively.

The implications of these findings are extremely significant. As Greene and Peterson note, “If
similar success could be achieved for all minority students nationwide, it could close the gap
separating white and minority test scores by somewhere between one-third and more than one-
half.”68

Finding Hope in Cleveland

After spending billions of dollars and producing decades of failure, the Cleveland Public
School System is perhaps one of the best examples of what is not working in education.  Since
1978, $1.1 billion in state and local tax dollars has been spent on its desegregation program, one
of the most expensive in the nation.  In a system where 80 percent of the students are in poverty,
and 20 percent change addresses each year, only one in three Cleveland students receives a high
school diploma.  On any given day, nearly one in six students are absent.  Twelve percent of the
city’s ninth-graders passed all required state proficiency tests in 1995, compared to 54 percent for
the entire state.  Of Cleveland’s eighth-graders in 1990-91, 46 percent had dropped out by 1995,
and only 7 percent graduated and passed the 12th grade proficiency test.

To address the failures of this dying school system, Ohio Gov. George Voinovich signed a
two-year budget package in 1995 that created a $5 million pilot voucher program.  This particular
voucher program was the first in the nation to include religious schools. Low-income students can
receive up to 90 percent of private-school tuition cost, and all other Cleveland students are
eligible to receive vouchers worth 75 percent of tuition.

Nearly two years after the 1995 hearing in Milwaukee, 21 parents, students, teachers,
administrators, state and local officials lined up to testify on behalf of the successes of the state-
funded Cleveland Scholarship and Tutoring Program.  Included for the record were more than 50
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letters, primarily from recipients of scholarships, testifying to how their education has changed for
the better under the voucher system.

Many witnesses shared experiences similar to Adasha Bias, third-grade student at Hope
Central Academy. She told of how she was unable to learn in her public school because children
were always disrupting class.  And even though they had computers at her old school, at Hope
they did not just have games— technology provided learning tools used to instruct them in math
and reading.
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Testimony of Adasha Bias
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Ms. Ballard-Hunt, a single mother of four children, shared how her children’s behavior and
learning improved when they were able to attend Hope Academy through Cleveland Scholarship
Tutoring Program. Diagnosed as having behavior problems and in need of counseling while in
public school, her daughter Antonice had no interest in school and was a D and F student. At
Hope her behavior problems were brought under control through the concerted efforts of her
teacher and principal. She can now read better than her mother. Her first-grader who did not
know the alphabet learned to read within a few months.  Ms. Ballard-Hunt told the Subcommittee
that the scholarship program “opens up opportunities for the future of our children… it has helped
keep my daughters alive.”69

Ms. Bert Holt, director of the Cleveland Scholarship and Tutoring Program, described a
system where parents were finally able to be in charge of their children’s education.  “The
Scholarship Voucher Choice Program is indeed evolving and producing revolutionary results.
The parents are happy.  They are in charge...Parents are taking responsibility for themselves and
their children.  They are making choices and accepting consequences.”

Delvoland Shakespeare, a parent of children attending a Cleveland Catholic school and
recently profiled by The Wall Street Journal, gave a heartfelt account of his sacrifices to send his
children to a “working” school:

 When I look on the news… I see a mayor who is trying to take over
our school system and now lawsuits are being raised up.  We don’t
have time for that… each and every day… my child misses out on a
day of education that he should have.  I took it upon myself before
the voucher program even existed to take the little resources that
me and my wife has to send our child to a private school.  It was
hard for me… That was my choice… it was worth it… I want my
child to have the best opportunity he possibly can.70

 Councilwoman Fanny Lewis, the leader of the fight to bring choice to Cleveland also
testified:

I am convinced that nobody can educate us but us.  If we are not
involved in the educational process of our youngsters, they are not
going to be educated properly.

Chosen at random to receive the scholarships, low-income children attending Hope Academy
experienced significant gains in reading and math, according to a Harvard University study
released in June 1997.  Students in kindergarten through third grade after one year scored, on
average, 5.5 percentile points higher on standardized reading tests and 15 percentile points higher
in math.  All children in all grades improved.  This is a stark contrast to other studies that have
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shown that students with comparable backgrounds tend to lose an average of one to two
percentile points each year that they are in school.71

Parents Teaching Their Children at Home

Many parents are involved in their children’s education at home: Home schooling is one of the
fastest growing educational movements in the United States.  A study conducted in 1996 Home
School Legal Defense Association estimated the number of home schooling students at 1.23
million.  Because of growth trends it is now estimated that there are 1.5 million home schooled-
children in the United States. The study points out that "there are more home school students
nationwide that there are public school students in Wyoming, Vermont, Delaware, North Dakota,
Alaska, South Dakota, Rhode Island, Montana, and Hawaii - combined."72

Not only is home schooling spreading to diverse segments of society, they have performed
well on standardized tests.  Of the 1997 graduating class, the American College Test High School
Profile Report found that home-educated students averaged 22.5 on the ACT while the national
average is 21.  A perfect score is a 36.

The Federal Role

The testimony of witnesses demonstrates that the best models of parental involvement are
locally driven. More often than not the principal of the school, who knows the parents, primarily
drives the level of parental involvement.  No witnesses asked for federal dollars to increase
parental involvement.   It is clear that programs from Washington are unable to emulate parental
involvement, no matter how hard these programs try.

School choice is another very important component of empowering parents.  It allows parents
to decide where their children should attend the school where they believe their child will receive
the best education possible.  The school choice programs examined by the Subcommittee, as well
as others, were brought into being by local parents - without federal dollars or encouragement.

Local, state, and federal governments must ensure that their programs and policies do not
make it harder for parents to fulfill their responsibilities to their children. It must ensure that it is
not burdening principals and teachers, impeding them from making his or her school as child-
centered as possible.  Parents who wish to teach their children at home should be free to do so
without burdensome requirements and unnecessary government oversight.  Parents who wish to
send their children to safe, drug-free and effective schools should be allowed to make that choice.
Providing as many opportunities as possible for parents to be a part of their child’s education will
help increase accountability, and will help more children to receive a high-quality education.
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As former Secretaries of Education William Bennett and Lamar Alexander told the Committee
on Economic and Educational Opportunities in 1995:

[E]xcept when the civil rights of individuals are menaced, the
federal government should never impede the capacity of families,
teachers, communities and states to decide how best to provide
education to their children, and should never substitute its
judgment for theirs.73

                                                       
73 Lamar Alexander and William J. Bennett, Hearing on Reexamining Old Assumptions, Committee on Education
and the Workforce, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, No. 104-7, p. 14.



43

LOCAL CONTROL, LOCAL ACCOUNTABILITY

The handcuffs have been taken off, yes, but we are in a
fishbowl too. Everyone watches what we do and how
we do it, and we do it very well, and we do it very well
because we have local control. We set the policy at the
local level, and we have control over where the money
goes and how it is spent.
-- Mr. Joe Lucente, LA Charter School Principal

Mr. McKeon: The superintendent doesn’t have any say
over you?  Who is your boss?
Mr. Lucente: 160 staff members, the community, 1300
parents…

Parents who are involved in their children’s education know what is working and what is not.
Monitoring their child’s progress by spending time in their classroom and observing school
operations gives the parent a good opportunity to see how effectively their child is being
educated. A high level of accountability is therefore in place when parents are involved, which
facilitates local control and oversight.

Charter Schools: Autonomy In Exchange For Accountability

It is a waiver of all waivers… this autonomy is in
exchange for accountability.
-- Dr. Yvonne Chan, Principal, Los Angeles Unified
School District

At the hearing in Los Angeles, Calif., which primarily focused on Charter Schools, the
Subcommittee heard about what has taken place in the relatively new movement of charter
schools.   Mr. Premack, Director of the Charter Schools Project, Institute for Education Reform,
was responsible for conducting a review of the charter schools in the state of California.  He
argued that while charter schools are not a panacea, they have cut back on bureaucracy and
provide a new level of accountability not often found in public schools:

We have taken a 6,000-page, 13-volume Education Code and a
variety of other codes and launched all of them… [I]n exchange for
that comes accountability… the school is accountable for results.
They operate under a limited term, usually a five-year contract
called a charter; and if the students don't learn, the charter is not
renewed or revoked - a pretty powerful concept… the schools put a
lot on the line, [teachers] are putting their jobs on the line for
student performance. In exchange, the handcuffs are gone, the
regulations are gone… charter schools are public schools that
operate under public operating principles.
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Removing bureaucracy facilitates local innovation and the implementation of local solutions to
local problems. As Ms. Sharon Ramano, a teacher at the Wildcat Academy in New York
described it,

We’re structured differently… you don’t have to call up every time
and wait six weeks for an idea to go through.  You basically do
what you have to do and you have the whole autonomy to be able
to… you have paperwork and you are held accountable, but I just
don’t think we are held hostage, time-wise, scheduling-wise, we’re
not held hostage.

Good Intentions Do Not Always Lead To Good Results

Good intentions without accountability do not necessarily lead to success.  Mr. Flanigan is the
Chairman of the School Choice Foundation Inc, in New York.  He described how he and his wife
adopted a sixth-grade class in the “I Have a Dream” national program.  They guaranteed to send
any child from their adopted class, who graduated from high school, to college free of charge.  Of
the 48 kids in this class, only one completed college.  Mr. Flanigan characterized the program as a
failure.

This experience led Mr. Flanigan to seek a program that did work.  What he found was that
the inner-city Catholic school system had remarkable success with underprivileged kids.  Because
of this, Mr. Flanigan decided to start a scholarship program, Student-Sponsor Partnerships, which
provide high school scholarships to inner-city children from impoverished and primarily single
parent families.  The program has thus far graduated 1,000 scholarship recipients, and 75 percent
have gone to four-year colleges.  Mr. Flanigan credited this kind of success with the fact that the
Catholic schools are about “freedom.”  Students and teachers choose to be where they are;
principals choose which teachers to employ.  Based on his experience, he testified that:

When schools are accountable, the parents and students who have
the freedom to choose where they wish to be educated, they will
become good schools.  If schools do not meet the requirements of
those parents and their students, they will and should close.74

An audit of Mr. Flanigan’s scholarship program by the RAND Corporation found that the
scholarship recipients were of the same demographic background as those who attended zoned
public schools in inner-city New York.  After four years in the public schools, only the top 10
percent of the senior class took the SAT, scoring an average combined score of 642 out of 1600.
Scholarship recipients who moved a few blocks away to private schools scored an average of 803,
and 60 percent of those students took the test.

Investing in the Future: Community Involvement in Arkansas
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Business and community partnerships with schools and students in their community are also
examples of “what works” about local control.    Community involvement can come in many
different forms: funding, volunteers, apprenticeship opportunities, as well as community pride,
which encourages students to succeed.

Many witnesses at the Arkansas hearing spoke of the importance of community collaboration
with schools.  One program called STRIVE operates in conjunction with the University of
Arkansas at Little Rock. The goal of this program is to give teachers a better idea of what the
business community wants and needs by actually bringing the teachers to the businesses.  As a
result they have seen students gain in math and science.

Dr. Charles Adair, a school superintendent testified that community ownership is crucial:

[P]ublic schools are for all parties involved to feel a partnership,
whether it be administrators, teachers, parents, businesses,
patrons, grandparents, students or school board members.  The
school belongs to all residents of the school district and for it to
work all should feel ownership. 75

 A local school board member surmised, “[I]f the initiative for improving the schools were shifted
to these communities, I believe the people would respond in an even greater fashion.”

The Federal Role

Georgia’s Secretary of Education, Dr. Linda Schrenko, perhaps summed up local control the
best when she told the Subcommittee while in rural Milledgeville, GA:

[T]he most frequent message I have heard is that no one can make
better decisions about local education than the parents, teachers,
and students in those local communities... It is my heartfelt belief
that locally controlled programs have and always will do a better
job of meeting local education needs... I call for our federal
governments to recognize that local decisions yield some of the
highest quality education results.76

Parents involved in their children’s education, either as volunteers, choosing their child’s
school, helping with their homework, or teaching them at home, will have a close view of whether
their children are receiving a good education.  Local school officials who know they are being
held in close scrutiny will make decisions based on local needs.  The federal government is further
away from students and local accountability and as a result has created “one-size fits all”
programs and policies, which fail to give local educators the flexibility to adapt to unique local
needs.  Accountability must be “created” through regulations and requirements, which leads to the
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bureaucracy and paperwork schools are faced with today, diverting the focus from accountability
and results to process and compliance.  Schools and school districts that have designed innovative
solutions to effectively address their unique problems have often done so in spite of such
bureaucratic oversight, not because of it.
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MASTERING THE BASICS

Throughout the hearings the Subcommittee found another characteristic of successful schools
to be a focus on “mastering the basics”— making sure students can read well and do basic math at
early grades and then go on to do more complex work.  When education becomes less child-
centered and more controlled by administrators and bureaucrats, more interests dictate what
children should be learning such that by the end of the day they have spent only a fraction of their
time in school on basic academics.

Successful schools have implemented research-based academic programs that improve
children’s academic performance, and have stayed away from faddish programs that produce
inadequate results.

The Importance of Effective Reading Instruction

The Subcommittee heard from several witnesses who described at the California hearings the
detrimental effects of instructing children to read using “whole language” methods of instruction.
In the 1980s, California used a teaching method called “whole language,” almost to the complete
exclusion of phonics instruction. “Phonics” refers to teaching methods that instruct beginning
readers how to break unfamiliar words into letters and sounds. “Whole language” teaching
methods in their most basic form teach a child to read by learning words in the context of
literature.  Recent research findings by Dr. Reid Lyon of the National Institute for Child Health
and Human Development, as well as many others, have shown that effective reading instruction
must include phonics.

After having just implemented whole-language based reading instruction in the 1980s,
California recently switched back to phonics-based instruction.  In 1996, it allocated $52 million
for textbooks and teacher training to make the switch.  Such a dramatic turn around is
understandable: after having been near the top for years, California reading scores plummeted to a
ranking of 49 out of the 50 states. Both Democrats and Republicans argue that this focus on
whole language and lack of emphasis on phonics is one of the primary reasons for California's
poor test scores in reading.  Indeed, many states that have used whole language in the past are
facing the same problem of low reading test scores: in the last two years, 67 bills have been
proposed in state houses around the country that would require phonics to be a component of
reading instruction.77

In Los Angeles, the Subcommittee heard from a parent who described how her children who
learned to read after whole language instruction was implemented, failed to excel despite her best
efforts:
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As a front-line parent with six children in public school from first
grade to the University...Some of my kids are highly motivated,
some only minimally motivated – and that with parental pressure.
They’ve grown up in a literature-rich environment, with minimal
TV watching.  I have read to them almost daily.  I earned a
teaching credential myself...I have been on School Site Councils,
PTA boards, and a classroom volunteer.  Still, I could not prevent
my children from suffering some of the effects of a lousy
curriculum and a poor pedagogy.78

Children need to have a firm grasp of the basic tools that enable them to move on to advanced
subjects.  Those who fail to master these skills, especially those from impoverished backgrounds,
will only fall further behind.  Mr. Joseph Schulze, Superintendent of Muskegon Public Schools in
Michigan, testified that children must learn the basics before moving on to other issues:

[Their priority] first and foremost is to educate students to read
with understanding, to write with clarity, to compute with
accuracy, to communicate effectively and understand our history
and culture and to live responsibly in this civility.  These objectives
must be met first before we assume other challenges.

Knowing how to read is the most basic component of learning, and children who advance
from grade to grade without knowing how to read are being robbed of the most essential skill
they need to succeed in life.  Knowing what works in reading instruction is therefore critical.
California is an example of a state that was finally willing to acknowledge what was not working,
replacing whole language with research-based phonics instruction, putting children first and rather
than a particular philosophy of teaching.

Core Knowledge: Equity in Knowledge, Equity in Education

In Pennsylvania and Colorado, the Subcommittee heard from parents whose children attend
school schools that have implemented the “Core Knowledge Sequence” program, a curriculum
that is the result of research into the highest performing elementary school systems around the
world.  Several parents described how their children advanced in knowledge at a faster pace and
in a more systematic manner than their other children who were not a part of the program.

The Core Knowledge Sequence is based on the principle that true equity in education can be
achieved only when children are taught a “common” curriculum—  a curriculum that builds on
knowledge at each grade level to develop a consistency of learning seldom seen in traditional
elementary school curricula.  There are presently more than 700 schools in 43 states that have
implemented Core Knowledge as their curriculum.  An estimated 80 percent of those schools are
public.
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According to the Core Knowledge Foundation, it seeks to “provide children, regardless of
background, with the shared knowledge they need to be included in our national literate
culture.”79  Many children from impoverished backgrounds enter school at a severe disadvantage
to other children because they are not familiar with the broad body of knowledge that most
speakers and writers take for granted that people understand.  Ensuring that all children have
access to this knowledge prevents them from falling farther behind their more advantaged peers.
In addition, the specific skills and knowledge children learn in each grade allow teachers and
parents to determine the progress of their children.

Charter Schools: Free to Focus on the Basics

Because of their relative autonomy, many charter schools around the country are able to focus
basic academics in ways their public school counterparts are not.

In fact, many charters have made such a focus one of their primary selling points.

Dr. Raymond Jackson, the CEO of the ATOP Academy Charter School in Phoenix, AZ,
described how, after 25 years in public education, he started a public charter school which now
has 300 students and an additional 175 on a waiting list.

ATOP is one of the most successful charter schools, emphasizing basic academics, a strict
discipline code, small classroom size, and heavy parental involvement.   It serves a largely
minority student population.  Both certified and non-certified teachers are used and the students
dress in uniforms each day.  Mr. Jackson explained that they were able to teach their
kindergartners to read because they take time to diagnose their level of reading as well as the
degree to which they may be frustrated.

At the ATOP Academy, they do not just “talk” about learning— they see it happening every
day.  Their focus is on results, not process or matching their programs to federal guidelines and
priorities.  Mr. Jackson described for the Committee how his school is different in this way:

In most schools, the language of the classroom is primarily a
language about the process of teaching something. It is not itself a
language of learning. We came to call this language ‘talkinabout’
because we saw so many people talking about reading, but not
actually reading, talking about writing, but not actually writing.
Talkinabout is an abstract language… it is a rumor about
learning… We talk about people learning, but we are not actually
teaching kids how to learn.
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The Importance of Literature: Marva Collins Prep in Cincinnati, Ohio

Opened in the basement of a Baptist church in 1990 with 44 students, the non-sectarian Marva
Collins Prep School in Cincinnati has been described by many as a “miracle school.” Children at
this school are primarily from disadvantaged backgrounds and are 99 percent minority, yet they
score two to six grade levels above their entrance level scores.  But according to Mrs. Mims, the
school’s CEO, it should not be seen as a “miracle” when:

• Three- and four-year olds know their multiplication tables;
• Kindergartners read The Secret Garden;
• Third- and fourth-graders read and understand Homer’s Odyssey.

Ms. Mims described for the Subcommittee how parents would bring their children to her
school who were diagnosed as having “Attention Deficit Disorder” in order to avoid having to
give them medication.  At Marva Collins, these students have become avid readers and critical
thinkers.

Mrs. Mims credits their success largely to the importance they place on studying the great
works of literature.  From a young age, children are reading Shakespeare and learning to
appreciate great books.  See Spot Run type books have been replaced entirely by the classics.
Money, while important, was not the essential component assuring their success.

Houston: Basic Academics and Phonics Raise Test Scores

In the Acres Homes section of Houston is a shining example of what works in education.
With a proven track record for more than two decades, Wesley Elementary serves children in a
violent and drug-infested neighborhood in Houston.  The school is 99 percent minority and 90
percent of its students qualify for free or reduced school lunches.  Despite these circumstances
which usually predict low achievement levels, Wesley test scores are consistently among the
highest in the state.  In 1996, 100 percent of Wesley’s students passed the Texas Assessment of
Academic Skills (TAAS) in reading, easily surpassing the statewide passing rate of 70 percent for
schools with similar demographics.  It is not uncommon to find kindergartners reading 2nd grade
books. Although 10 percent of Houston students are found to need special education, only three
percent of Wesley students are in special education classes. These results are achieved at a cost of
$2,500 per child, which is $1,000 less than the district average.80

Mr. Thaddeus Lott became the principal of Wesley in 1975, when only 18 percent of its
third-graders were at or above grade level in reading.  Deciding that “it’s a myth that if you’re
born community and your skin is a certain color that you can’t achieve on a higher level,” he
aggressively implemented the proven method of instruction known as “direct instruction” or
DISTAR.81  His formula for success centered on basic academics, and includes rigorous teacher
training, strict discipline, and high expectations.  In a typical classroom, “the pace is quick, the
goals are set high, and no disruptions are tolerated.” By 1980, test scores in both reading and
vocabulary were above the 80th percentile - more than 40 points higher than the scores of similar
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schools. Today, due to its continued success, parents desperate to give their children an
opportunity to excel often resort to lying about where they live in order to get their children in
Wesley.82

Mr. Lott has been consistently successful because he has not been swayed by the rise and fall
of various education fads and progressive education methods which view learning as a child-
centered “discovery” process, de-emphasizing correct answers and “basic” skills.83  He divides his
students in classes by ability, ensuring that teachers do not need to develop lesson plans for more
than three skill levels.  New teachers receive rigorous training and are held accountable, as Mr.
Lott places a high priority on tracking progress and tests students on a regular basis.

Despite Wesley’s proven record using DISTAR, the school had to hold candy sales and delay
technology purchases to purchase curriculum materials because it was not a “state-approved”
curricula.  Now, however, Wesley is a charter school and Mr. Lott has the flexibility to spend its
curriculum dollars on the curriculum that works.

The Houston School District recently implemented a uniform strategy for reading instruction
in all schools and grades that emphasizes basic skills.  Reading in grades K-3 must be taught in an
uninterrupted block of at least 90 minutes each day, with six “prongs” to its approach: phonemic
awareness, print, alphabetic and orthographic awareness, comprehension strategies and reading
practice.  The goal is to have all children reading at grade level by the third grade.84

Early results of the new reading curriculum have been encouraging.  In spite of the daunting
obstacles that are often present in a district where 65 percent of the students qualify for free or
reduced price lunches, student test scores have increased steadily at all grade levels, and in some
cases dramatically.  Fourth-graders have improved 11 percentage points since 1996, the year
before the new mandate went into effect, with 89 percent now meeting the minimum standards of
the reading test.

The Federal Role: Reliable, Replicable Research Based Practices

When it comes to encouraging basic academics, again there is little the federal government can
or ought to do directly at the local level.  Instead, it can take steps to ensure that it is not
discouraging basic academics by not tying federal dollars to “faddish” teaching methods such as
whole language.  Ensuring that federal dollars are spent to fund research or teacher training that
advances research-based teaching methods is one way to accomplish this.  When parents are given
a voice and the opportunity to hold teachers and schools accountable, they most effectively will
ensure that children are being taught the basics.
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Reading and English Language Arts Programs, January 1998.
84 Kathleen Kennedy Manzo, “Drilling in Texas,” Education Week, June 10, 1998.
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DOLLARS FOR CLASSROOMS, NOT BUREAUCRATS

Don't swamp us with the paperwork and we can have a
lot more money going to the kids.
-- Dr. Yvonne Chan, Vaughan Learning Center, California

Despite the billions of dollars spent on federal education programs over the last two decades,
there is still little evidence demonstrating its effect on student achievement.  In other words, there
is not any evidence that tax dollars were more effectively spent in federal programs than they
would have been had the dollars never left the state.  Moreover, federal programs force states to
comply with many rules and regulations, and often favor larger school districts who can afford to
hire “professional” grant writers to win grant awards.

The Subcommittee found that schools have been most successful when they have been able to
implement child-centered spending priorities, cutting through bureaucracy and battling
cumbersome requirements.

$1.2 Million More for the Children

One of the most successful stories the Subcommittee heard was that of Dr. Yvonne Chan,
Principal of the Vaughn Learning Center in Los Angeles, California. The Vaughn Learning Center
is located in a community that is a federally-designated   “Empowerment Zone” due to its extreme
poverty and high crime status and in 1990, was cited as one of the worst schools in the L.A.
Unified Schools District. Ninety-five percent of the students are Hispanic.85

Dr. Chan described what it was like before her school became a charter school.   She testified,
“I thought my job was teaching reading, writing, and arithmetic… my real job was the three Bs:
Busing, Budget, and But.” The “but” came into play when she would say, “I've got an idea about
how to improve something,” the answer she was given was that’s a good idea “but.” She told the
Subcommittee that as a Charter School, “All that has changed… we are not like before, a black
hole of resources.”

As a charter school principal, Dr. Chan told her school district, “if you can’t give us the
dollars then give us the freedom.”  In their first year they saved $1.2 million by cutting waste and
putting children first. With the help of reformed gang members in their community, they installed
a computer system of 212 computers all connected to the internet.  Parents helped to build 14
classrooms in 10 months, and extended the number of days in class from 163 days to 200.

Nearly all of Dr. Chan’s students receive free lunches as part of the federally funded school
lunch program.  But because five out of 1,200 children did not qualify they had to spend $80,000
to keep track of the five. She asked the question, “How much does it cost to feed five?”  She
estimated at most, $2,000.  They now implement what she calls universal feeding where they feed
all of the students and position the $78,000 for some better use.

                                                       
85 Testimony of Dr. Yyonne Chan, Field Hearing on Education at a Crossroads, , Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations, Committee on Education and the Workforce, January 30, 1997, No. 105-11.
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Dr. Chan concluded her testimony by saying, “we are the poorest school in the district and yet
the test scores continue to rise and there is almost perfect attendance.”

Changing the way they spent their resources as a school was fundamental to turning Vaughn
into a school that focused on children and learning.  Eliminating waste and spending dollars on the
classroom changed the climate of Vaughn into one of parental involvement and learning.

Tracking Dollars to the Classroom in South Carolina

Dr. Barbara Nielsen, Superintendent of Education for the State of South Carolina, discussed
her state’s efforts to track dollars to the classroom at the Subcommittee’s “Dollars to the
Classroom” hearing in Washington, D.C.  She outlined many promising initiatives that will
improve education in her state, but stated:

[P]erhaps the single most important step we have taken toward
that goal is to encourage our state to take a hard, clear look at
how we spend the money we have, to see if our resources are
serving children as efficiently and effectively as possible.86

They accomplished this by adopting an accounting system produces “user-friendly”
information about how they spend their education dollars.   In 1995 South Carolina became the
first state in the nation to implement the In$ite accounting product.87  The system takes a “mass of
data organized for regulatory accounting” and for the first time, “tells us where the money really
goes.”  The system allows them to target their funding better by understanding where the dollars
go, ultimately putting children at the center of funding issues rather than requirement.88

                                                       
86 Testimony of Dr. Barbara Nielsen, Hearing on Dollars to the Classroom, Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations, Committee on Education and the Workforce, May 8, 1997, No. 105-27.
87 In$ite was developed by Coopers & Lybrand, L.L.P.
88 See http://www.state.sc.us/sde/fam/linkpage.htm for additional details on the In$ite findings in South Carolina.

Table 6
South Carolina Tracks Dollars to the Classroom

Spending Category Per Pupil Percent of Total
Face-to-face teaching $2,705 49.34%
Classroom materials $201 3.67%
Pupil Support: Guidance and Counseling $124 2.27%
Pupil Support: Library, extracurricular, health $261 6.85%
Teacher Support: Curriculum Development $104 1.90%
Operations: Non-instructional pupil services $452 8.25%
Operations: Facilities $449 8.19%
Leadership (School, program and district management) $431 7.87%
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South Carolina is currently tracking administrative costs at the state level in order to
reduce state administrative costs to less than one percent of the budget.  South Carolina
presently sends 98.5 percent to school districts. The state is encouraging districts to
implement this accounting system in order to reduce their costs to less than five percent of
their total budgets.

In$ite, perhaps most
importantly, provides the
public with understandable,
valuable information,
increasing their ability to
participate in the discussion of
important education decisions.
Information from the system is
available to all, and is even
posted on the Internet.

The next step in this
process is to develop a methodology for a “productivity quotient” for all schools and
districts.  This system would combine student achievement data with cost data in order to
show to taxpayers how much return their investment is producing, in terms of student
learning.

South Carolina is now helping hundreds of other school districts and states interested
in implementing this system.  The system is already in place in several other states and
school districts, and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and Coopers and Lybrand are
working to put this technology into as many places as possible.

Child-Centered Education Funding

Arizona Superintendent of Public Instruction Lisa Keegan described for the Subcommittee the
system of education funding she believed to be most child-centered and equitable.  While Arizona
has not yet implemented such a plan, it is the direction in which they are headed as they comply
with a court order to restructure their school finance system.  However, the city of Seattle
recently announced plans to design a similar funding mechanism for their schools, and the idea,
sometimes called “school-based education funding” is rising in prominence among education
reformers.

According to Ms. Keegan, education dollars should be “strapped to the back of a child” and
follow a child to whichever school he or she attends:

Though most assume this is how the system functions, at least
within the traditional public schools, I assure you it does not…
Very few principals have any control over funds “due” their
schools, and worse, have no idea how much money the arrival of a
child at their school is worth.

Table 7
South Carolina: State Department of

Education Spending
Spending Category Per Pupil
Teacher Support $13
Program Support $19
Data Processing, Business Operations $10
Program Development $19
Leadership $4
District Management $4
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Ms. Keegan proposed a funding system that essentially sends dollars to the classroom with the
child.  Such a system would increase equity and access, reduce bureaucracy, and create a true
educational marketplace.  She called for an end to:

…  arbitrary and in fact meaningless distinctions between “public”
and “charter” and “private” schools… a child is well-served where
they can learn, they are not well-served when he or she is in an
environment where they can’t learn, they are not well-served when
they are trapped in any environment where they are doomed to
fail.89

A child-centered education funding system would empower parents to make decisions about
where their children should attend schools, empower schools receiving the funds to use the money
to address the unique needs of their students as efficiently as possible, and to create an
accountability system based at the local level.  The question of what portion of education dollars
reach the classroom would be easily answered: they arrive at the classroom with the child.

The Federal Role

Ensuring that federal education dollars are child centered and spent in the classroom does not
necessarily call for an expansion of federal data collection: creating a bureaucracy to track dollars
to the classroom would only add to the problem.  State and local education agencies can advance
accountability by implementing accounting systems that would give taxpayers evidence of where
the money is being spent.  The role of the federal government is to eliminate ineffective and
inefficient education spending and allocate dollars to proven initiatives that make improving
education in the classroom their first priority.

                                                       
89 Testimony of Superintendent Lisa Keegan, Field Hearing on Education at Crossroads, , Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations, Committee on Education and the Workforce, January 31, 1997, No. 105-11.
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BEYOND CROSSROADS: WHAT WE LEARNED, THE ROAD AHEAD

The primary purpose of the Crossroads project was to listen and learn in order to make the
case for change.  Much of what works is simply a matter of common sense.  It does not take
rocket science to conclude that a good education starts with the family and good instruction.
These hearings, however, presented the opportunity to principals, teachers, parents, students and
state officials from around the country to share their experiences with what works and what is
wasted.  Rather than relying on a small, elite group of witnesses who could leave their work to
come to Washington and testify, the Subcommittee visited educators, parents and students where
learning takes place: the classroom. From small towns to major cities, real people discussed real
successes and problems in education.  Apart from these hearings, these voices may never have
been heard.

Now is the time to act on what we’ve learned.   And the central theme of what we learned is
that the federal government cannot consistently and effectively replicate success stories
throughout the nation in the form of federal programs.  Instead, federal education dollars should
support effective state and local initiatives, ensuring that it neither impedes local innovation and
control, nor diverts dollars from the classroom through burdensome regulations and overhead.

Reforming the federal role in education is a process that will take time.  It has taken thirty
years to get to where we are now.  However, there are many bold initiatives that Congress can
pass to reverse this trend and restore parental and local control over education.

The Federal Role: Supporting What Works

The massive array of federal education programs began as an attempt to address specific
problems.   Each program received minimal funding at the outset, and most have received
additional funds from one year to the next.  The current arrangement of federal education funding
is as follows: local tax dollars go to Washington, where they are allocated to a variety of
purposes, usually to address what someone in the federal government sees as a problem.  The
money is then returned to states and school districts in the form of categorical programs. This
process puts smaller school districts at a disadvantage: States and local school districts are highly
dependent on administrators and skilled grant writers to obtain these federal dollars and comply
with their requirements, which places a greater burden on poorer and smaller school systems.

  It is time to shift the burden of proof of effectiveness to the federal government.  If the U.S.
Department of Education cannot demonstrate to Congress that a particular program is more
effectively spending the money than it would otherwise be spent as part of a general grant, that
money should be returned to the states without strings.   The largest program, Title I, Aid to
Disadvantaged Children, has spent over $100 billion over 30 years with little or no evidence that
this program has improved the learning of the children it serves.  Congress should ensure that
such a waste of funds never happens again.
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Return Federal Elementary and Secondary Education Funds to States and Local School
Districts

Now, if reform is radical simplification, and if we must organize to stop
using our teacher’s time, our principal’s time, our student's time towards
initiatives that are not productive to student learning, then your Committee
can do this nation a remarkable service if you… end or at least consolidate
these programs.

--Dr. William Moloney, Commissioner of Education, Colorado

The most comprehensive way to return control of education to parents and school districts is
to consolidate all elementary and secondary education funds and send them back to school
districts and states in the form of flexible grants. This would shift the balance of power back to
parents by facilitating program development and oversight at the local level.  Congress could
redistribute the funds based on poverty as they are now, but not attach any strings to the dollars.

There are presently several efforts underway to enact legislation that would consolidate
certain programs into flexible grants in order to change the federal funding role from being
compartmentalized and program-centered to child-centered.  Such grants would enable state
education agencies, districts and schools to tailor education programs to the unique needs of their
students.  Accountability and effectiveness would become the focus of federal programs instead of
administration and compliance.

Consolidation “Flex” Grants

One immediate avenue Congress can take to send education dollars to the classroom is
through consolidating elementary and secondary education programs into flexible grants.
Because there are so many small categorical programs, even combining as many as 31 programs,
as one plan proposes, only amounts to $2.7 billion.  That so many programs spend under $3
billion total is also an argument for consolidating them.  Programs could also be consolidated at
the discretion of the state, in effect an “optional” grant: Either the legislature or the Governor
could decide to receive funds through different federal programs, or as one grant.

Short of implementing a comprehensive education “flex” grant, in the short term, Congress
can do the following to put children first and to free states and local school districts from the
burdens of unproductive paperwork and regulations.

EMPOWER PARENTS

The federal government can encourage parental involvement in schools by empowering them
to be in control of their children’s education.  The following could facilitate this:

• Reduce family tax burdens: Cutting taxes can strengthen families by making it more
economically feasible to have one parent home during the day and involved with their child’s
education during the school day their classroom, or even teaching their child at home.   Tax
cuts would also free-up income that could be used for tutoring services, summer enrichment



58

programs, school tuition, or other expenses they might choose to incur that would help their
child’s education.

• Tax-Free Savings for Education: Parents are empowered when they have the resources to
make decisions that serve the best education interests of their child.  Tax credits are a means
of providing resources for education without diverting valuable dollars to administrative
overhead and bureaucracy and places dollars for education directly into the hands of parents.

Congress recently passed a bill that accomplishes this - the Parents and Students Savings
Account Plus Act.  If signed into law this act would allow individuals to contribute up to
$2,000 a year per child to an education IRA.  Although the contribution would be taxable,
interest would accumulate tax-free.  Savings in the account could be used for any education-
related expense, such as school tuition, books, tutoring, special classes, school uniforms, and
transportation costs.

• Encourage parental choice.  Giving parents the opportunity to choose where they send their
children to school gives them more control over the quality of their education.  No parent
should be forced to send their child to an ineffective, violent or drug-infested school.
Although school choice programs should be developed and implemented at the state and local
level, school choice can be encouraged at the federal level by empowering low-income
families to send their children to effective schools through scholarship programs.

The implementation of tax-free savings accounts would provide some relief for taxpayers who
send their children to alternative schools.  Many families with disabled children, or children
with behavior or drug problems are sending their children to alternative schools that address
the particular needs of specific categories of students. Some of these schools can cost as much
as $40,000 a year.

The House has proposed several pieces of legislation that would provide opportunities
specifically for low-income children to escape dangerous or academically failing schools:

Opportunity Scholarships for students in Washington, D.C.: Led by House
Majority Leader Dick Armey, for several years Congress has been unsuccessful in
enacting legislation that would provide opportunity scholarships for low-income
children in the troubled DC school system. In its current form this proposal would
provide $7 million for $3,200 scholarships for about 1,800 low-income students to
attend schools of their choice

HELP for Poor Children in Failing Schools: Another way to encourage choice
for poor children is to allow states to spend federal dollars to create choice
programs.  Title VI, essentially an education reform block grant, could be vehicle
for such a provision.  Congressmen Frank Riggs (R-CA) and Jim Talent (R-MO)
have introduced legislation that would allow states to create scholarship programs
for disadvantaged children living in certain areas using their Title VI block grant
dollars.
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• Jump Starts for Charter Schools: Many charter schools are indefinitely stalled by a lack of
capital to start their schools.  Leasing or buying buildings for the school can be prohibitively
expensive, and charter schools do not often have access to loan or financing options.   The
federal government currently provides some funds for states to distribute to qualifying
charters for start-up costs.  In order to expand access to charter schools, Congress should
continue its support.  In addition, it should not attach strings to the funds and burden them
with additional regulations or restrictions or otherwise interfere with their autonomy, and
leave to the states entirely how charters should be selected to receive funds.

• Send Title I to Intended Beneficiaries: In order to give states true flexibility in providing
educational assistance to their disadvantaged students Congress could give states the option
to use their Title I program funds to provide direct grants for disadvantaged students.  Parents
could use these grants for private school tuition or outside tutoring assistance at learning
centers.

RETURN CONTROL TO THE LOCAL LEVEL

Expanding local control means reducing the number of decisions about education spending
made in Washington.  States and local school districts should have the flexibility to allocate funds
where they are most needed, and should implement local accountability measures to ensure that
the funds will be spent effectively.

Expand Ed-flex flexibility: One way in which Congress could send decision making to the state
and local level is to expand the current Ed-flex program to all 50 states and provide for more
flexibility, such as allowing program funds to be consolidated with other programs.

The Ed-Flex program currently allows only 12 states to issue federal program waivers instead
of the Department.90 This program simplifies the waiver process and enables more school districts
to take advantage of available waivers, giving them greater flexibility within federal programs.
Many schools are successfully using Ed-Flex to waive the statutory threshold schools must meet
in order to implement a school-wide comprehensive reform program with federal Title I funds.91

States, however, are not given broad discretion to consolidate federal programs to address
one area of particular need. Current waiver authorities cannot waive the requirements that would
enable schools to implement truly new and innovative programs. If Congress wants to pass
legislation that meets the expectations of increasing flexibility it should allow for states and local
school districts to waive more requirements and completely consolidate their federal funds should
they desire to do so.

ENCOURAGE BASIC ACADEMICS

                                                       
90 The 12 states are: Colorado, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Mexico, Ohio,
Oregon, Texas and Vermont.
91 See: U.S. Department of Education, Office of the Inspector General, State and Local Education Agencies Need
More Technical Assistance to Take Full Advantage of the Flexibility Provisions of Title XIV of the Improving
America’s Schools Act, ACN: 04-70001, August, 1997.
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In order to ensure that the federal government does not impede classroom learning by funding
ineffective teaching methods and training, it should create criteria and standards for any federally
funded research to ensure that any information disseminated by the federal government is based
on reliable, replicable research. Research funded by the federal government should be peer-
reviewed by disinterested parties before it is distributed, and should meet minimum standards of
replicability and statistical significance.

SEND DOLLARS TO THE CLASSROOM

Streamline Federal Education Programs

The Crossroads Project found more than 760 federal education programs.  Many of them have
similar objectives and the exact same constituency.  Even more are small, narrowly tailored
programs, many of which were created to serve particular constituencies and special interests and
not national education interests.  In order to ensure that scarce resources are not spent on small,
inefficient programs that only serve narrow constituencies, these programs should be consolidated
and the savings sent back to states and local school districts.  One way in which this could be
done is to consolidate all elementary and secondary education programs that are currently funded
at less than $1 million.  Currently 56 programs fall below that level.92

Eliminate Unfunded Programs

To alleviate the burden of having to keep track of more than one hundred education programs
that are no longer funded, and to promote a more efficient system, Chairman Hoekstra introduced
the Clean Books Act of 1997.  This bill would repeal 69 of the over 100 unfunded programs,
including “Education Programs for Commercial Drivers” and “Consumer and Homemaking
Education.”

Free School Districts to Fund Their Priorities: Increase Federal Funding for Special
Education

Congress should do all it can to fulfill its obligation to local school districts to fully fund its
share of the mandate placed upon them to provide a free and appropriate education for children,
disabled or not.  Local school districts are hamstrung by the numerous and expensive
requirements in the nation’s special education law.  Districts are often forced to set aside
important general education funding needs to come close to complying with federal requirements.

Reallocating federal funds to special education, without increasing overall education spending,
would free-up resources at the local level for general education.  In effect this would send more
funds to the local level for the classroom, but the funds would remain at the local level in locally
designed programs to meet their unique needs and priorities.

Reduce the Paperwork Burden

                                                       
92 Based on FY1997 figures.
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In order to determine what states receive from federal programs for the costs involved in
applying for the funds, it is important to know what administrative burden states must fund with
their own tax dollars.  Most states do not currently track what they must spend of their own funds
to receive and comply with federal programs.

The Subcommittee is working, in cooperation with several states, to investigate the extent and
cost of the federal paperwork burden.  At the direction of the Governor, state education agencies
are compiling all the paperwork required by federal education programs and determining the cost
of filling out these forms.  Such information will enable Congress and the Department to
determine how to reduce paperwork and whether the OMB estimates of paperwork burden hours
is accurate.  In addition, the states participating in this project will be better able to do a cost-
benefit analysis of what they receive from federal programs.

As accountability is based more at the state and local level, federal reporting requirements and
audits will decrease.  This will decrease the paperwork burden and increase resources for
instruction.

Hold the Federal Government Accountable: The Results Act

In the past federal programs have placed a low priority on ensuring that their programs are
held accountable and actually produce results.    To address this serious deficiency in the
management of federal programs, Congress passed the Government Performance and Results Act
(GRPA) in 1994 in order to require by law that agencies give Congress information by which they
can analyze the performance and cost of federal programs.  Performance data collected as a result
of this legislation will help determine which programs are effective and which should be either
eliminated or consolidated into a proven program.

GPRA requires the Department to clearly define their missions, develop long-term goals as
well as annual goals, measure their performance by their attainment of these goals, and report to
Congress their progress.  Under GPRA, the Department is also required to perform program
evaluations and use the data to improve their effectiveness.

REFORMING THE FEDERAL ROLE FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

Fifteen years ago, our nation was diagnosed as being at risk - at risk of entering the 21st

Century lagging behind other industrialized nations economically and educationally.  Since then
there has been little evidence of the federal government effectively addressing this problem
through its hundreds of duplicative and uncoordinated education programs.

Education policy in this country needs to be re-oriented towards ensuring that children receive
a quality education, not preserving programs and bureaucracies. Significant progress needs to be
made by all levels of government - solving problems at the federal level is only one component.

The federal government should only play a limited role in education: It should serve
education at the state and local level as a research and statistics-gathering agency, disseminating
findings and enabling states to share best practices with each other.  Local educators must be
empowered to teach children with effective methods and adequate resources, without federal
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interference.  Parents must once again be in charge of the education of their children.  Schools
should be havens for learning, safe from drugs and violence.

Much work remains.  It is time for the federal bureaucracy to move out of the way and put
children first by supporting what works.


