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Mr. Gordon F. Huber
4625 St. James Gate
Deephaven, MN 55331

December 7, 1998

Mr. Gedney Tuttle

1225 Shoreline Drive

Orono, MN IN RE: School-to-Work (STW)
Profiles of Learning (POL)
Goals 2000 (G2K)

Dear Gedney:

| feel reasonably sure Emily has received several suggestions for
societal changes in Minnesota, since being selected as one of Governor-
Elect Ventura’s advisors.

| hesitated to add to her list, but | feel there is no more important
matter before the people of Minnesota than recent changes to our educa-
tion system.

I’ve enclosed a copy of Bruno V. Mannos’ talk in August , 1994,
relative to “outcome-based” education (OBE). Beginning on page 12
he presents an excellent overview and history of “OBE” in Minnesota
from 1971 to 1994.

A reading of his report indicates the many changes of format and
attitudes relative to “OBE” during the ‘71 to ‘94 period.

Other significant events relative to these programs:

1) A new federal law # 103.239, known as the School-To-Work
Opportunities Act, signed into law in May 1994 by President
Clinton helped to set the final stage.

2) In 1995 Minnesota Legislature established the Governor’s
Workforce Development Council (GWDC) granting to it the
broad based responsibilities of coordinating the develop-
ment, implementation and evaluation of the statewide school-
to-Work System.




3) MN. abolished the Department of Education and a new
Department of Children, Families and Learning was esta-
blished. As | understand it, this was part of changes MN.
needed to make to meet federal standards and to qualify
for federal funding. The federal government has committed
over $ 75 million in 1997-98 to implement these programs.

4) See enclosure “MN Goals 2000.” This is not full report, but
some direct quotes from this work.

5) See also MN. School-to-Work Initiative with direct quotes
from various pages of the report. It includes the Governor’s
letter of transmittal, to the federal Department of Education.

Have also enclosed other items which bear upon the subject and
provides background information, i.e.

1) A booklet “Paycheck and Power” by Donna Hearne.

2) Renee Doyle’s - Star Tribune Article of 10.12.98, which
first caught my attention.

3) House Prepresentative Samuel E. Rohrer of PA. letter to
Ohio citizens.

4) A tape of a talk Rep. Rohrer made to a group of
Minnesotans in August, 1998.

5) An article by Katherine Kersten entitled “Profile of
Learning is Seriously Flawed.”

6) Top 10 List of Reasons to Eliminate “POL".

7) Rep. Steve Sviggum’s newspaper article and his
thoughts on “POL”, second page top.

8) A Prior Lake teacher’s response to “POL”.

9) School-to-Work in Texas:
“Showcase for National Education Reform.”

Texas began implementing STW early in this decade and so Texas
has some answers to these questions. | recommend a full review of this
report for its insight on one states experience.




10) The comments in the December, 1998 issue of “The
Orono Newsletter” by Supt. Thomas B. Mich, who
speaks to the need of a balanced approach to educa-
tion, including, particularly, the need to prepare young
minds through the liberal arts.

As you’ll note in reviewing this material some people have expressed
serious questions and concerns, i.e.

a) A “managed” school system mandated by the Federal Government
smacks of socialism.

b) Would a federally mandated and managed system work any better
than a “managed economy?”

c) Some have wondered why a growing number of parents and
others are just now raising objections to “STW/POL/G2K” in
Minnesota and it has been suggested that some of the fine
sounding words are now fleshed out into programs and actions
that alarm those who question its impact on children.

d) There are those who said you can’t get rid of these programs
for what will you have left. Others answer: to have faith in
parents, school boards and educators to come up with
modern programs which teach facts, not the ideologies of
either the right or the left and which prepare young minds to
exercise their freedom of choice as to their life and careers.
The constitution under which our republic operates states
in Amendment 14: “No state shall make or enforce any law
which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens
of the United States; nor shall any states deprive any person
of life, liberty or property, without due process of law.”

See Bruno V. Manno’s article for changes to our traditional system
that he suggests.

e) Some people say this program may be unconstitutional ( see the
10th Amendment).

| apologize for the length of this letter and the number of enclosures,
but the seriousness of this subject and its potential impact on young
minds, needs the attention of all citizens, but particularly, of those in
postions of influence and power.




If you have any comments or questions, please contact me.

Sincerely,

drt!

Gordon F. Huber

P.S. | am also enclosing a copy of a letter from Marc S. Tucker to
Hillary R. Clinton dated 11.11.92, which speaks to this issue
and illustrates the source of these programs.
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Foreword

Outcome-based education is grounded in the idea that academic success is
best measured by what children actually learn, as opposed to how long
they're parked in their seats, how expansively multicultural their textbooks
may be, or how much money is spent on their schooling. It's premised
(theoretically at least) in real results, not pleasant intentions, and in assuring
accountability in American education - twin goals which have been
articulated most energetically over the last two decades by conservative
critics such as William J. Bennett and Chester E. Finn, Jr.

So how has OBE come to be the nation’s nastiest education controversy; the
target of so much anger on the part of conservative parents and leaders
particularly? Especially so, one might add, in Minnesota.

According to Bruno V. Manno, while many on the right have not always
been perfectly on-target in their opposition (see his section on the
“Nostalgist Fallacy”), cause for conflict lies mainly with those in charge of
America’s public schools.

Writing in the Executive Summary of “Outcome-Based Education: Has It
Become More Affliction Than Cure?” Dr. Manno argues: “. .. states turned
over the crucial task of defining outcomes to the very education officials
most threatened by the process. Although having adopted, in general
principle, a focus on results, educators have proceeded to promote vague
outcomes emphasizing values, attitudes and behaviors - often reflecting
quasi-political and ideologically correct positions - rather than knowledge,
skills, and other cognitive academic outcomes.”

Or if you will, OBE is in fact a good idea if properly understood and
practiced. It does not warrant blanket, now jargonesque denunciations
leveled by many conservatives. But at the same time, the fact that OBE is
just one more in a long line of promising initiatives, first captured and then

_bent by assorted powers that be, both in and out of public education, is

reason for large caution and pause.

This is Center of the American Experiment’s longest essay yet. Butits
length is warranted by the precise care taken by Dr. Manno in defining
OBE, framing it in thematic and historical context, describing how it has
played out in various states (Minnesota most of all), and suggesting means
of reforming this latest of scholastic reforms. Yes, this is a

Cenfer_of the American Experiment is a nonpartisan, tax-exempt,
pubh_c policy and educational institution, which brings conservative and
alternalive ideas to bear on the most difficult issues facing Minnesota and the nation.




conservative critique. But ideology aside, it’s also the most copious analysis I've seen on the
subject.

Once more, this is especially the case regarding Minnesota, about which the author writes, “. . .
nowhere has there been a longer and more concerted effort to establish an outcome-based approach
to student learning than in Minnesota. The effort took root in the 1970s and continues to this day.”
Bruno Manno is a Senior Fellow with the Indianapolis-based Hudson Institute, and previously
served as Assistant Secretary for Policy and Planning, in the U.S. Department of Education. He
works mostly out of the Institute’s Washington office, and holds a Ph.D. from Boston College.

On a more personal note, Dr. Manno served as Chief of Staff in the Department of Education’s
Office of Educational Research and Improvement when I worked there as Director of Outreach,
among other things, in the late *80s. He’s a good friend and colleague, in addition to being a

penetrating and experienced student of learning in America.

This study was first commissioned by American Experiment. We were joined midway by the
Hudson Institute, which published a shorter version earlier this summer. All have profited from
this collaboration, for which I'm exceptionally thankful.

American Experiment members receive free copies of all Center publications, including “Outcome-
Based Education.” Additional copies are $4 for members and $5 for nonmembers. Bulk discounts
are available for schools, civic groups and other organizations. Please note our phone and address
on the first page of this Foreword for membership and other information, including a listing of
other Center publications and audio tapes.

Thanks very much, and as always, I welcome your comments.

Mitchell B. Pearlstein
President




OUTCOME-BASED EDUCATION
Has It Become More Affliction Than Cure?

Bruno V. Manno
Executive Summary

There has been a fundamental shift in the last third of this century -- which is not to say in all
quarters -- when it comes to effectively evaluating educational quality. Previously, the
conventional wisdom judged quality in terms of inputs: intentions and efforts, institutions and
services, resources and spending. In more recent years, however, focus has increased on outputs:
products and results, outcomes and effects -- with an emphasis on core academic subjects. The

primary question to be asked no longer is, “How much are we spending?” But rather, “What are
our children learning, and how well are they learning it?” :

Conservative policy analysts helped set the stage for this revolution in education by noting that
student achievement kept declining while spending on education kept increasing, particularly
starting with the Great Society era. The education establishment, however, showed little
enthusiasm for this new approach. Why? A focus on results enables parents, politicians and
others to better gauge whether investments in schools actually lead to children doing well
academically. It better enables taxpayers to hold educators accountable for results.

Yet despite this lack of enthusiasm by many in education, the outcome-based approach began to
win widening support in the mid-1980s from elected officials (such as governors, legislators and
mayors) and lay people (such as business leaders, newspaper editors and parents). These
“civilians” began to demand that “education experts” make themselves accountable to the public.

Today many on both the right and left passionately oppose an outcome-based approach to
education, though clearly not for identical reasons. “Outcome-Based Education: Has It Become
More Affliction Than Cure?” explains why such a good idea has led to such conflict. ,__Hﬂ(
\
LA majar reason-for the clash is that states turned over the crucial task of defining outcomes to the '\
ion officials most threatened by the process. Although having adopted, in general ™ —
principle, a focus on results, many educators have proceeded to promote vague outcomes
emphasizing values, attitudes and behaviors - often reflecting quasi-political and ideologically
correct positions -- rather than knowledge, skills and other cognitive academic outcomes.

In so doing, education bureaucrats have taken a sensible principle -- an emphasis on results - and E
hijacked its meaning so that accountability is actually made impossible. They have used the very —
language of accountability to avoid being held accountable.

The paper shows how this process has occurred in various states, particularly Minnesota. It also
proposes a twofold policy for escaping the impasse.

First, the essay recommends establishing high and uniform academic standards, accompanied by a
system of accountability with real consequences for success and failure.

And second, it encourages greater diversity in the kinds of schools, and types of instruction,
available to students and their parents through expanded choice programs.




OUTCOME-BASED EDUCATION
Has It Become More Affliction Than Cure?

Bruno V. Manno

Center of the American Experiment
Minneapolis, Minnesota
August 1994

Introduction

The fight over outcome-based education is arguably the nation’s fiercest current education battle. Those
identified as “on the left” claim that opposition to OBE comes primarily from “ultraconservative”
groups such as Phyllis Schlafly’s Eagle Forum and Pat Robertson’s Christian Coalition. For instance,
Matthew Freeman, research director for People for the American Way, says, “the national organizations

taking [OBE] on are almost exclusively religious-right organizations.”!

It is true that many of those identified as “on the right” do express pointed and passionate objections to
outcome-based education. For example, Schlafly, President of the Eagle Forum, says, “OBE is
converting the 3 R’s to the 3 D’s: Deliberately Dumbed Down.”2 Peg Luksic, a nationally recognized
leader of the OBE opposition, comments, “Bureaucrats really do believe that schools are the ones that
should raise children. Our children are not and never will be creatures of the state. We will no longer
sit quietly while the state forces its mandates on our schools and our children.”

Opposition to OBE, however, does not come from the right only. Some educators are glad to shun a
focus on outcomes and results. They prefer to keep the focus on inputs and resources.

From another perspective, American Federation of Teachers union President Albert Shanker --hardly an
ultraconservative -- is just as pointed and passionate in objecting to OBE: “OBE’s vaguely worded
outcomes . . . encourage business as usual . . . and [do] nothing to raise student achievement.” In
saying this, Shanker appears to agree with many conservatives, such as former Secretary of Education
William Bennett, who advocate a focus on student learning -- academic outcomes -- as the only route to
accountability in education.

Ironically, it was conservative policy analysts who helped create the emphasis on outcomes. Some,
therefore, are perplexed by the current state of affairs. Chester E. Finn, Jr., Assistant Secretary of
Education during the Reagan administration, has said, “The word ‘outcomes’ has become tainted. For
several years, I was among those promoting the [focus on outcomes], never imagining the twist it
would take. Mea culpa.”™

It is not immediately clear why defining outcomes or results all students should master should meet
with such an outery. Nonetheless, the issue has become a wildfire. It involves people from all political
persuasions, and has dominated all sorts of forums and policy processes.

Is OBE a promising cure to what ails public education? Or is it another disease spread by education
bureaucrats through an already ailing system known for succumbing to one fad after another? To
answer those questions and provide a perspective on outcome-based education, this paper examines
three issues and offers a policy strategy that charts a plausible way out of the conflagration.

1Lonnie Harp, “Pennsylvania Parent Becomes Mother of ‘Outcomes’ Revolt,” Education Week, September 22, 1993, 21.
iPhyllis Schlafly, “What’s Wrong With Outcomes Based Education?” The Phyllis Schlafly Report, May 1993, 4.

Harp, 20.
4Chester E. Finn, Jr., “The Rewm of the Dinosaurs,” National Review, September 20, 1993, 40.




First, I describe a radical and far-reaching shift in the way we judge educational policy: the shift from
inputs to outcomes. This discussion includes a viewpoint on the meaning of education outcomes
offered by one of the most important groups advancing U.S. education reform since the mid-1980s --
the nation’s state governors.

Second, I present a conflicting view that has evoked much of the general public’s negative reaction to
outcome-based education. It has deep roots in the educational philosophy called progressivism,
especially the thought of John Dewey and the idea that schools should make a “new social order.” Its
most well-known popularizers today are William G. Spady and those who preach the gospel of
“transformational OBE.”

Third, I focus on what has occurred in two states - Pennsylvania and Minnesota, though mostly the
latter -- which have pursued outcomes approaches. Their experiences are similar to those of other
states, which I also review. More than anything, we see in these efforts well-intentioned, elected
public officials blindly handing responsibility for specifying outcomes to groups dominated by
education views nearly antithetical to those the public officials thought they were mandating. The
typical result is a list comprising mostly transformational outcomes that arise from the progressive idea
that schools should make a new social order. This discussion illustrates how “the devil is in the
details” whenever reformers advocate an outcome-based approach to education.

Finally, I outline a twofold strategy -- emphasizing expanded school choice -- for resolving differences
between supporters and opponents of OBE, as well as chart a plausible future course for outcome-
based education.

What are education outcomes?

The last third of this century has seen a fundamental shift in the way educational quality is determined.
Previously, the conventional wisdom judged quality in terms of inputs: intentions and efforts,
institutions and services, resources and spending. The only other way to gauge educational quality and
effectiveness is to focus on outputs: goals and ends, products and results, outcomes and effects.

The conventional wisdom received a radical challenge in the mid-1960s, when the U.S. Office of
Education asked sociologist James S. Coleman to conduct a major study of the equality of educational
opportunities in America. His report, released in 1966, suggested that inputs might not have a strong
effect on equality of student achievement. Reflecting on this study, Coleman has written the following:

The major virtue of the study as conceived and executed lay in the fact that it did not
accept [the input] definition, and by refusing to do so, has had its major impact in
shifting policy attention from its traditional focus on comparisons of inputs (the
traditional measures of school quality used by school administrators: per-pupil
expenditures, class size, teacher salaries, age of building and equipment, and so on) to a
focus on output.’

When judging educational quality, either we focus on what schools spend -- or one of its many
substitutes -- or we focus on what students achieve; what they know and can do. Those who advocate
a focus on outcomes in judging educational quality hold one common belief: We must specify what we
expect all our children to learn, and we must test them to determine whether they have learned it.

5James S. Coleman, “The Evaluation of ‘Equality of Educational Opportunity,” in Frederick Mosteller and Daniel Patrick
Moynihan, eds., On Equality of Educational Opportunity (New Y ork: Vintage Books, 1972), 149-150.




In an outcome approach, success is measured by the extent to which the inputs raise educational
achievement. Changes are worth making if there is some assurance that they will produce the expected
outcomes. The question then becomes, toward what outcomes should the schools aim?

The focus on outcomes won some converts in the years after Coleman’s study. Nonetheless, the
resource approach to judging quality continued to dominate American education.

Widespread attention

The event that galvanized the nation’s attention and began a widespread call for fundamental reforms
that would improve student achievement -- the outcomes of education -- was the April 1983 report of
the National Commission on Excellence in Education. This study declared America to be a “nation at
risk . . . [whose] educational foundations . . . are presently being eroded by a rising tide of
mediocrity that threatens our very future as a Nation and a people.”® The report’s basic criticism was
that America’s young people were not learning enough, and it made clear that the input focus and
resource-based strategies of the mid-1960s and the Great Society had failed to improve the nation’s
education results significantly. Weak academic achievement, therefore, was the key education
problem.

This conclusion was repeated in dozens of other reports that soon followed. These reports helped place
exceptional pressure on politicians and policymakers to improve educational performance. This led to a
development unprecedented in the history of U.S. education: The nation’s states became hotbeds of
education reform. Elected officials (such as governors, legislators, and mayors) and lay people (such
as business leaders and newspaper editors) set out to wrest control of education from the education
experts (school superintendents, school boards, and other members of the education establishment).
These “civilians” began to demand that the “education experts” make themselves accountable to the
public.

Coleman’s early work was of immense importance to the push for a focus on outcomes, as were the
later efforts of elected policymakers and other civilians seeking to make educators accountable for
results. Even some educators hinted at the need to focus on results and deregulate the “means” of
education. For example, in the 1970s the move to establish minimum competency tests for students
reflected a focus on results. In the 1980s, this competency focus spread to other areas such as
preparation of teachers and administrators.

Also part of this movement was “mastery learning,” an educational method popularized by Benjamin
Bloom in the late 1960s, which became widespread (some would call it an education fad) beginning in
the early 1980s. In Bloom’s words, “Given sufficient time (and appropriate types of help), 95 percent
of students (the top 5 percent and the next 90 percent) can learn a subject up to high levels of mastery.””

In other words, outcomes are primary, and instruction -- especially the time used to master outcomes --
should vary. This approach reversed the usual practice of allowing for little or no day-to-day variation
in time used for teaching different subjects. These and other such efforts set the stage for the watershed
events that soon followed.

New momentum, national goals

Perhaps the single most important effort to turn the focus toward outcomes was that of the National
Governors’ Association (NGA). They gave the outcome approach far-reaching policy attention

6The National Commission on Excellence in Education, A Nation at Risk (W ashington, DC: Government Printing
Office, 1983), 5.
"Benjamin S. Bloom, Every Kid Can: Learning for Mastery (Washington, D.C.: College/University Press, 1973), 10.




beginning in the mid-1980s, when they decided to devote 12 months to investigating one subject --
education. They focused on education for one direct and simple reason: “Better schools mean better
jobs. To meet stiff competition from workers in the rest of the world, we must educate ourselves and
our children as we never have before. . . . Schools and school districts [must] produce better
results.”® In short, the governors cast their lot with those arguing that the time had come to place
primary emphasis on what people learn, the outcomes they achieve.

The approach endorsed by the governors gathered further momentum in 1989, when President Bush
invited them to meet at an Education Summit in Charlottesville, Virginia. The president and the
governors agreed to set six ambitious national education goals -- outcomes -- from early childhood
through lifelong learning that they would work to achieve by the year 2000.

Briefly, the goals state that by the year 2000:

» All children will start school ready to learn.

« At least 90 percent of all students will graduate from high school.

« All students will demonstrate competence in challenging subject matter.
« U.S. students will be first in the world in mathematics and science.

« Every adult will be literate.

« Every school will be safe and drug-free.

One fundamental idea underlay these goals. In the words of the summit participants, “We want to
swap red tape for results . . . [build] a system of accountability that focuses on results. . . and
issue annual Report Cards on progress.” In 1991, the U.S. Department of Education began
supporting efforts to develop voluntary national education standards and tests.

Creating world-class standards involves three things. First, clear definitions, within subject areas, of
what students should know and be able to do -- content standards. Second, achievement levels that
specify what depth of knowledge is “good enough” -- performance standards. And third, tests that
report whether children are learning what they are taught.

These standards and tests, however, should not be higher hurdles for fewer to jump. They must raise
expectations and let all students know what to aim for. High standards should be the primary way to
boost the academic achievement of all children and provide them with an equal opportunity to learn.
Widespread access to high standards that reflect a rich and challenging curriculum advances the twin
goals of educational excellence and equity.

Finally, standards need not lead to uniformity, standardization, or a national curriculum. The means to
achieving them can and should be left to individual schools, teachers, parents, and communities.

A good idea gone wrong

Defined in the manner just presented, it seems common sense that outcome-based education should
meet with little resistance and even become quite popular, especially among consumers of education.
Parents want to know what the schools expect their children to know and do and how well their
children are learning what they are taught.

Indeed, the emphasis on education outcomes is rapidly growing. The Education Commission of the
States reports that 25 states have developed or implemented some outcome-based approach to education
while 11 others have made certain outcomes part of the state accreditation or assessment process.!?

8National Governors’ Association, Time for Results: The Governors’ 1989 Report on Education (Washington DG
National Governors’ Association, 1986), 2.

9The Statement by the President and Governors, “A Jeffersonian Compact,” New York Times, October 1, 1989.
10Education Commission of the States (ECS), Outcomes Based Education: An Overview (Denver: ECS, 1993), 2.




Many people, however, find outcome-based education attractive in name only. Beneath this
innocuous-sounding name, they find outcomes that are nebulous and hard to measure and that focus on
the affective (emotional) domain. Many outcomes deal with attitudes, values, beliefs and emotions
rather than academic achievement.

Those opposing OBE come from quarters spanning the political spectrum,!! and contrary to the popular
claim, opponents are not “almost exclusively religious-right organizations.”

An excerpt from an early draft of an education proposal in Pennsylvania illustrates the questionable
outcomes:

Goal: Self Worth: All students understand and appreciate their worth as unique and capable
individuals and exhibit self-esteem. All students act through a desire to succeed rather than a
fear of failure while recognizing that failurp 1s part of everyone’s experiences.!2

Goal: Arts and Humanities: All students advocate the preservation and promotion of
cultural heritage and traditions, including works of art, presentations and performances in the
local and global community as a function of good citizenship.!3

Goal: Wellness and Fitness: All students analyze community and environmental health
problems and plan personal, family and community actions to reduce or eliminate hazardous
situations.!4

More on the Pennsylvania story later.

An alternative approach to education outcomes

There is an approach to outcome-based education that differs from the approach supported by the
governors at the Education Summit. Identified most often with this alternative is William G. Spady,
director of High Success Network, a national group of schools involved in outcome-based education.
Spady and others began experimenting with OBE in the 1970s, although related ideas have been part of
educational discussions and practice since the 1950s.

For Spady, exit outcomes are not only curriculum content. They are “the knowledge, competence, and
orientations (our word for the affective and attitudinal dimensions of learning) that you deem critical for
assuring success.”!3 The outcomes “go far beyond the narrow subject-matter emphasis that
characterizes most state testing and reform programs.”!6

Spady bases exit outcomes on his notion of what it takes to function successfully in the role of a
consumer, producer, citizen, family member, intimate friend, or life-long learner. These roles and the

“9Mary Jane Smetanka, “Students Soon Will Work For Outcomes, Not Diplomas,” Star Tribune, September 12, 1993,
19A.

121ndependent Regulatory Review Commission, “State Board of Education School Profiles; Curriculum; Vocational-
Technical Education,” Pennsylvania Bulletin, Part II (Mechanicsburg, PA: Fry Communications, Volume 21, Number
44, November 2, 1991), 5222,

BIbid., 5232.

l41bid., 5234.

15Ron Brandt, “On Outcome Based Education: A Conversation With Bill Spady,” Educational Leadership 50 (December
1992/January 1993), 69.

16William G. Spady, “Organizing for Results: The Basis of Authentic Restructuring and Reform,” Educational Leadership
46 (October 1988), 6.




outcomes supporting them are more encompassing than the discrete and focused capacities and abilities
needed for reading, speaking, and computational skills.

“Transformational OBE” is Spady’s term for exit outcomes. Transformational OBE expects students to
“demonstrate those behaviors that denote a positive social, emotional, and physical well-being.”!? The
vision of a graduate as a “competent future citizen” guides this approach, which begins with a detailed
description of what the world will be like for students graduating from high school.

To develop exit outcomes, strategic design teams gather, critique, and synthesize the best information
available about the life students are likely to face in the real world.

Spady provides the following as an example of future conditions design teams should describe and use
to guide the development of exit outcomes.

Based upon an assessment of the future, we believe our students will face challenges and
opportunities in a world characterized by: -

* Worldwide economic competition and interdependence which creates ever- increasing
requirements for job-related performance and a need to transcend language, cultural, national,
and racial difference. . .

* An increasing pluralization and polarization of social, cultural, political, and economic life that
demands understanding and that requires innovative approaches to leadership, policymaking,
resource distributions, and conflict resolution. '8

The transformational approach strives for success for all students. Almost all children can learn,
advocates say, given enough time and proper instructional approaches. Educators need only find “what
works” for each student.

This approach has implications for the way schools organize themselves and for the way educators
approach teaching, learning, and testing. It questions the “time-based” approach to education, which
divides the year into semesters and days with uniform and specific class periods devoted to distinct
subjects. Administering paper and pencil tests, which grade students on content mastery, becomes
inadequate.

Under the transformational approach, therefore, educators work with children until they master the
expected outcomes, and schools provide the opportunity to learn. Schools that continue to use letter
grades often use A, B, or I (incomplete but in-progress). Others have only two grades—one indicates
mastery and the other indicates not mastered yet. Spady says the transformational approach creates a
“multiple opportunity system of instruction and evaluation . . . [that] undermine[s] the potential use
of evaluation (testing and grades) as a mechanism for the control of student behavior.”1?

The transformational view contrasts with two other views on outcomes. Spady calls them the
traditional and transitional.

The traditional approach makes outcomes too narrow and content specific. Rather than starting with a
clear understanding of the life students will face, outcomes derive from existing curricula.

17Cindy Horswell, “Critics Debate Qutcomes Based Education Proposal,” Houston Chronicle, August 30, 1992, 1C.
18William G. Spady and Kit J. Marshall, “Beyond Traditional Outcome Based Education,” Educational Leadership 49
(October 1991), 71.

william G. Spady, “Competency Based Education: A Bandwagon in Search of a Definition,” Educational Researcher 6
(January 1977), 12.




Transitional OBE lies between the two, beginning with the general question of what the students must
be like in order to be successful after graduation. The answers in transitional OBE, however, are not as
specific as answers in transformational OBE.

The different views on OBE confuse the call for education reform. When talking about outcome-based
education, are OBE supporters reflecting the governors’ perspective? Or are they expounding a more
expanded view of outcomes that Spady would call transformational OBE?

Because of these conflicting views, many state officials, regardless of political persuasion, have
wrought political havoc in implementing OBE. A quick survey of four states tells the story.

Virginia

In Virginia, with approval of former Democratic Governor L. Douglas Wilder, the state Department of
Education developed a plan called the “World Class Education Initiative.” The plan included a
Common Core of Learning proposal describing outcomes students should master. Joseph A.
Spagnolo, Superintendent of Public Instruction, called the proposal “a statement of educational
expectations for Virginia’s public schools.” In November 1992, the department circulated draft
copies of the proposal.

The proposal included 38 student outcomes categorized under seven “dimensions of living”: personal
well-being and accomplishment, interpersonal relationships, lifelong learning, cultural and creative
endeavors, work and economic well-being, local and global civic participation, and environmental
stewardship.

Local school boards and parent groups strongly opposed the plan. The school boards viewed it as an
encroachment on their authority, and parents objected to what they saw as a focus on vaguely defined
values at the expense of academics.

February 1993 saw the release of another draft of the Common Core proposal. This version called its
approach “transformational outcome-based education” and included a slightly revised set of the seven
life roles: fulfilled individual, supportive person, lifelong learner, expressive contributor, quality
worker, informed citizen, and environmental steward.

In May 1993, after making more revisions, the Board of Education approved a draft of the proposal
that listed 33 specific outcomes students needed to master by tenth grade. The outcomes came under
six headings that combined Spady’s life roles with references to values and traditional content:
citizenship, the natural world, cultural and creative endeavors, responsibility, learning, and work. This
proposal provoked even more controversy.

In September 1993, Governor Wilder ordered the Board of Education to withdraw the plan. He said
the proposal “was introduced with the best of intentions . . . [but has] become tied to other
fashionable approaches to curriculum reform. Make no mistake, I do not now, nor have I ever,
endorsed changing Virginia’s education standards to encompass values-based education. Knowledge
and proficiency of basic skills must remain the basis for education in our Commonwealth.”2!

20Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Education, Superintendent’s Memo # 263 (December 18, 1992), 3.
21John F. Harris, “Wilder Abandons Curriculum Change,” Washington Post, September 16, 1993, 1B; see also Maria
Koklanaris and Laurie Killman, “Wilder Quashes ‘Feel Good” Education,” Washington Times, September 16, 1993, 1A,
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Washington

In 1991, former Democratic Governor Booth Gardner proposed that the Washington Legislature
establish a Commission on Assessment to oversee creation of a new “high stakes” statewide testing
program. The program would measure student mastery of statewide goals. Also in 1991, a statewide
teachers strike led the governor to establish the Council on Education Reform and Funding. The
juxtaposition of these events led the Legislature to refrain from acting on the governor’s original
commission proposal.

The 1991 proposal, however, was the basis for a new legislative proposal in 1992. The Legislature’s
proposal called for creation of a Commission on Student Learning that would craft a new statewide
testing program to measure prescribed statewide outcomes. This proposal generated criticism from
several groups. The most vocal opponents were those who objected to the “extremely vague” nature of
the outcomes students were to master. This time, though, the Legislature did pass a proposal
authorizing new statewide tests and a commission to develop them.

As Governor Gardner neared the end of his term, the Council on Education Reform and Funding,
which he created in 1991, issued its report. The council proposed modifications to the 1992 law and
encouraged the Legislature to appropriate a substantial amount of money to implement the law.
Governor Gardner’s Democratic successor, Mike Lowry, for the most part endorsed these proposals.

Controversy again erupted from those critical of the general “outcome-based approach” to education
and from those objecting to the specific (if extraordinarily vague and dangerously moldable) goal of
students become “caring and responsible citizens.”

The controversy led the Legislature to make several changes in the council’s original proposal. The
Legislature deleted the goal of “caring and responsible citizens” and made implementation of the
Performance Based Education Act of 1993 optional until the year 2000, leaving it to local school boards
to decide which schools would participate prior to that time. The state would not require statewide
implementation of the assessment until 2000.

Opponents did not accept this approach. They organized a statewide group called Reform for Effective
Public Education and Academic Learning (REPEAL). The group’s leader, Jeb Brown, led a voter
signature drive to place the act for repeal on the November 1993 ballot. Although Brown and his
followers failed to gather enough signatures, they promised to continue their opposition.22

Ohio

In 1992, Ohio Republican Gov. George Voinovich signed legislation creating a statewide Education
and Goals Commission. The act established a Learning and Outcomes Panel to which the governor
appointed 57 members.

The panel developed 11 broad learner goals and 24 more specific learner outcomes for students to
achieve before graduating from high school. The plan included two particularly controversial learner
outcomes: “Ohio graduates will . . . function as a responsible family member . . . [and they will]
maintain physical, emotional, and social well-being.”2

The proposal caused an uproar directed at the “values and attitudes™ some saw as part of the plan.
Richard Chalini, a parent who teaches in Cleveland, offered a good summary of what many parents

22joanna Richardson, “Scaled back Reform Measures Advance in Washington State,” Education Week, March 3, 1993;
Robert Butts, “Summary of Washington’s Education Reform Legislation” (available through Washington State House
Education Committee, October 26, 1993).

23Barbara Monteith, “OBE: A Review for Beginners,” The Eagle, 1993, 1.




saw as the problem: “My concern is these psychological goals take the rights from parents and
students.”24

In June 1993, the Ohio House Education Committee voted unanimously to delete an OBE provision
included in an education reform measure that was part of the state’s budget bill. Rep. Ronald V.
Gerberry, a Democrat chairing the Education Committee and an active member of the Ohio Education
Association, felt compelled to protect his reputation by defending his action and saying, “I am not the
Jesse Helms of Ohio. We have to be responsive to our constituents.”? State Education Superintendent
Ted Sanders looked for the silver lining in the debate when he lamented, “We must be doing something
right to spark a debate like this.”26 :

Iowa
In Iowa the move to an outcomes approach began in 1990. Although others were involved, it was
primarily business and education leaders who began the conversation about how to make their schools
“world class.” All agreed that a key element of this effort was to focus on results.

In February 1992, a 170-member steering committee began deciding what outcomes they would expect
of Iowa students. In July, after consulting with more than 600 reviewers, the committee identified nine
broad outcomes: lifelong learning, problem solving, communication, group membership,
commitments to quality, creativity, diversity, environmental responsibility, and life management.

This effort produced a large public outcry. Critics challenged the diversity, environmental
responsibility, and life management outcomes as an attempt to impose “politically correct” values in the
curriculum.

This dispute led State Superintendent of Education William Lepley in May 1993 to shelve his OBE
plan. Instead, the Department of Education would help districts set their own outcomes. Lepley

‘commented, “We didn’t drop it. We merely withdrew it to revise our strategy.”’

Other states as diverse as Minnesota, Colorado, Kansas, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania,
and Wyoming are having similar experiences.

Today, outcome-based education is a “catch all” phrase describing a good idea gone wrong. A more
detailed examination of what has transpired in first Pennsylvania, and then particularly in Minnesota
will illustrate how “the Devil is in the details” when the subject is outcome-based education.

The Pennsylvania Experience

Context. Nowhere has the battle over OBE raged more intensely than in Pennsylvania, the first state
to mandate as state policy an OBE framework with specific outcomes. And in no state have OBE
opponents, especially parents, been more successful.

In the fall of 1989, the Pennsylvania State Board of Education began a three-year process that
culminated in March 1992 with the board mandating that the state establish an outcome-based approach
to education. This mandate included a proposal to replace traditional Carnegie units, which set hourly
requirements for the amount of time a student spends in a classroom on a given subject, with student

24“Qutcome Based Education: Ohio Parents Unhappy With Proposal,” Daily Report Card (Falls Church, VA: American
Political Network, April 22, 1993).
251ames A. Barmnes, “Parent Power,” National Journal, June 12, 1993, 1400.
;?Bill Zlatos, “Outcome Based Outrage,” The Executive Educator, September 1993, 12.
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mastery-of-learning outcomes. Supporters of the mandate included Democratic Gov. Robert P. Casey,
most major education and business groups, and other civic and advocacy groups.

Proposal. The Board of Education released the first draft of the proposal to the public in November
1991. The draft contained 15 Common Core Goals of Learning and 575 outcomes --127 graduation
outcomes for kindergarten through twelfth grade and 448 benchmark outcomes for grades three, six,
and nine. The outcomes covered traditional academic areas such as mathematics, science, the arts, and
the humanities, but the outcomes also dealt with more general issues such as self-worth, appreciating
and understanding others, and personal, family, and community living.

The following are two examples of more general outcomes from “Appreciating and Understanding
Others™:

« Common Core Goal: Appreciating and Understanding Others: Each student shall
gain knowledge of and have exposure to different cultures and lifestyles in order to foster an
appreciation of the dignity, worth, contributions and equal rights of all people.

« Graduation Outcome V for K-12: All students demonstrate the ability to interact with
others on the basis of their individual merits and without discrimination because of their race,
religion, ethnicity, gender, disability, lifestyle, or socioeconomic status.?®

These “outcomes” are not cognitive outcomes. They are largely in the general skill and affective
domains. Further, they describe attitudes, dispositions, and sentiments.

Obvious questions arise. How will students gain knowledge of and exposure to different lifestyles?

How will educators measure a student’s ability to interact with others? On a more fundamental level,
how can a state order a public school to require all students to know about and be exposed to matters
such as different lifestyles?

Public Reaction. A major outcry arose across the state. OBE opponents believed that the state --
acting through its public schools -- was intruding into the private lives of students and families.
Opponents contended that the state had no business mandating these types of outcomes for students.

Further, opponents believed that the proposed performance-based assessment system -- a system that
could include computerized electronic portfolios - could gather and store too much personal
information. The proposal to make the system available to potential employers invaded the privacy of
students and their families. OBE opposition leader Nancy Stabile, Director of the Pennsylvania chapter
of Citizens for Excellence in Education, commented, “The state is now saying it will mandate to
individual children what they must . . . be like.”?

Peg Luksic, leader of the Pennsylvania Coalition for Academic Excellence, said, “The government
bureaucracy at every level is trying to expand its authority. . . . Our questions are really kind of
fundamental. What is the mission of public education, and who has control?’30

Democratic State Representative Peter Daly said, “This is truly a war. Now is the time, and this is the
place. No one has a right to treat my child or your child as a guinea pig.”!

After much public pressure and months of controversy, Governor Casey, in his January 1993 State of
the Commonwealth address, said, “The regulations contain language mired in confusion and
controversy, which jeopardizes the public support that is essential for the ultimate success of the [OBE]

28Independent Regulatory Review Commission, 5230.
29Harp, 19.

30Harp, 20.

31Daily Report Card, November 18, 1992.




reform.”2 While not withdrawing his support of the state board’s OBE proposal, the governor sought
a way out of the conflict. An eventual compromise eliminated the most controversial section of
outcomes in “Appreciating and Understanding Others.”

Role of the Legislature. One tactic OBE opponents used to try to defeat the proposal was to try to
persuade their legislators to take control of the issue away from the Board of Education. The
opponents were successful in getting the Pennsylvania House of Representatives to vote twice on the
OBE issue. )

In April 1992, by a 150 to 47 vote, the House passed a resolution urging the state’s Independent
Regulatory Review Committee (IRRC) to delay approval of the OBE regulations, pending an
investigation by a special legislative committee. Nearly one year later, in February 1993, the House
passed a resolution by a 139 to 61 vote to nullify and overturn the Department of Education’s OBE
plan. The state Senate, however, allowed the OBE plan to move forward and refused to consider the
House bill that would derail it.

The Board of Education approved the final version of the OBE plan, and the Independent Regulatory
Review Commission voted in May 1993 to publish the OBE regulations.

Final Proposal. The approved version presents a list of eight character traits and qualities --
Spady’s life roles -- public schools should prepare all students to have and to be: high academic
achievers; self-directed, lifelong learners; responsible, involved citizens; collaborative, high-quality
contributors to the economic and cultural life of their communities; adaptive users of advanced
technologies; concerned stewards of the global environment; healthy, continuously developing
individuals; and caring, supportive family and community members.

In addition, the plan has 53 student learning outcomes required for graduation from high school which
deal with “academic” areas of mathematics, arts and humanities, citizenship, communications, wellness
and fitness, environment and ecology, science and technology, home economics, and career education
and work. The testing in these areas will focus initially on mathematics, reading, and writing
composition, but emphasis on science, social studies, and the arts will follow. Each school district can
add additional outcomes and must develop a school district assessment plan to measure all nine
academic areas.

The plan also has six common core goals (as opposed to character traits and qualities): self-worth;
information and thinking skills; learning independently and collaboratively; adaptability to change;
ethical judgment; and honesty, responsibility, and tolerance. The state will not test students on these
common core goals.

In September 1993, the state began a three-year implementation plan for the school districts. Each
district is responsible for developing its own “strategic plan” and for deciding at what pace they will
undertake changes.

The first set of plans from one third of the districts is due in September 1994. Members of the class of
1999 are in this first group of students who must demonstrate achievement of the learning outcomes.
Another third of the districts must submit their plans by 1995, which will affect students in the class of
2{)00. 'fI‘lzu{a)éilnal third of the districts will submit their plans by 1996, which will cover students in the
class o ;

Neither proponents nor opponents of the OBE proposal are satisfied with the final version. Francine
D’ Alonzo, from the Pennsylvania Coalition for Academic Excellence, said, “Anyone can look at the

32Daily Report Card, January 27, 1993.
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revised version and see they are just shuffling the words.”* Rita Adessa, from the Philadelphia Gay
and Lesbian Task Force, commented, “Removing ‘appreciating others’ as an academic goal subject to
testing . . . makes this a voluntary effort, and what that means is that nothing will change. If school
districts are not required to develop and teach multicultural education, they will not.”>

One unidentified OBE opponent probably best summarized the situation by saying, “You haven’t seen
anything yet.””36 ‘ .

The Minnesota Experience

Context. The Minnesota OBE story is interesting for two reasons. First, nowhere has there been a
longer and more concerted effort to establish an outcome-based approach to student learning than in
Minnesota. The effort took root in the 1970s and continues to this day.

Second, support for the effort came from political, education, civic, and business leaders. Support
from the political realm began in the early 1980s and involved governors in two administrations, one
Democratic and one Republican. State support came from Gov. Rudy Perpich’s and Gov. Ame
Carlson’s appointed commissioners of education, the Board of Education, the Department of
Education, and the four education committee chairpersons in both houses of the Legislature. Although
some legislators opposed an outcome-based approach, there was no broad-based uprising as there was
in the Pennsylvania House.

Laying the Groundwork, In 1971, the Minnesota Department of Education started the Minnesota
Educational Assessment Program, a survey that would provide information on students in general and
also on certain subgroups of students.3” The survey would not collect individual student data;
therefore, state officials would not be able to make individual comparisons.

The following year, 1972, the department began developing “Some Essential Learner Outcomes™
(SELOs) which specified the content matter that teachers would teach. Through the years, the
department’s collection of outcomes grew, as different subjects and grades became areas for surveying
and testing.

In 1976, the Legislature enacted a Planning, Evaluation, and Reporting (PER) law that had a “result-
oriented” aim. The law required districts to create written plans setting district goals, strategies for
achieving them, and procedures for evaluating and reporting on progress toward the goals. The law
also required instructional objectives to be in the plans. To support their work in developing the
instructional objectives, the department began an expanded effort to identify learner outcomes.

In 1983, Democratic-Farmer-Labor (DFL) Gov. Rudy Perpich appointed Ruth Randall to be the
Commissioner of Education. One of her first tasks was to prepare an education report as requested by
the Legislature during the 1983 session. The new commissioner issued her report in October 1993 --
during the national education debate engendered by the April 1983 report “A Nation at Risk.” Randall
set forth both general and, for that time, radical proposals.

34Daily Report Card, April 16, 1993.
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First, she wanted to change the graduation rule by replacing traditional “seat time” graduation standards
with “measurable learner outcomes.” Second, she urged the Legislature to create state achievement
tests that could determine whether individual students had learned the “outcomes.”

The commissioner believed that in order to have information adequate for accountability purposes, they
would need data on the individual students and not just on a sample population.

The commissioner also recommended developing learner outcomes to promote “higher level thinking
skills.” This would involve the department in creating model outcomes and giving individual districts
the option of developing their own outcomes if they were more rigorous than the department’s.

The Legislature was not entirely satisfied with the commissioner’s report. The legislators considered
the report vague and unresponsive. They held several hearings but took little action.

In 1984, the business community entered the discussion. The Minnesota Business Partnership, made
up of the CEOs of the state’s approximately 100 largest businesses, produced a‘report, “The Minnesota
Plan,” that called for a major reorganization of kindergarten through twelfth grade education. The plan
included a recommendation that all students master “common core competencies” and that the state
develop uniform achievement tests to measure whether students attained those competencies. Both
proposals appeared to be an endorsement of Commissioner Randall’s earlier suggestions.

The following year, Governor Perpich entered the discussion by proposing an “Access to Excellence”
plan. The governor’s plan called for legislation authorizing the department to develop “a model
Minnesota outcome-based learner system.” This was the first use of the phrase “outcome-based learner
system” in a state policy proposal. This system was to include a learner plan for each student along
with an assessment feedback process. All this was consistent with the earlier proposals of
Commissioner Randall and the Minnesota Business Partnership.

Governor Perpich’s proposals on the outcome-based learner system received little attention from the
Legislature, for the Legislature focused on another, more volatile proposal by the governor -- a public-
school open-enrollment choice proposal. Ultimately, the Legislature’s education package did allow the
Department of Education to maintain a collection of “model learner expectations” in the core curriculum
at all grade levels for voluntary use by districts, along with the test items to measure them.

The next major force to enter the push for an outcomes approach was the Board of Education. In
March 1986, the board adopted eight strategic goals. Goal Three proposed to “develop a performance-
based education system, including personalized learning plans, in 10 to 15 demonstration sites.”

The first formal step to require statewide outcomes for students came in 1987 as an outgrowth of the
board’s third goal. The Legislature amended the PER law and directed the board to develop a set of
“essential learner outcomes” for subject areas. These cognitive, affective, and psychomotor outcomes
were to be limited in number, and the board was to adopt the outcomes and make them mandatory for
local districts. Early in 1988, the board adopted a set of them.

Spady Approach Dominates. The 1988 legislative session saw the creation of a Task Force on
Education Organization. The majority of task force members were non-legislators representing
education groups, and their tasks included investigating the notion of learner outcomes and assessment.
During deliberations in early 1989, the task force invited William Spady to address its members.

Spady reinforced and encouraged the direction of both the board and the department and gave their
effort new impetus. In fact, the outcomes system described in a draft document a few months later
follows the Spady approach.




OBE opponent Rep. Gene Pelowski, DFL-Winona, saw Spady’s visit as a defining moment for the
outcomes effort in the state: “This whole [OBE] thing came from the top down because a paid
consultant came to Minnesota in 1989, did his dog and pony show, got paid good money, and then he
left. And we are left holding the bag.”38

Expanding the Effort. In May 1989, through the cooperative efforts of Governor Perpich, the
Legislature, and the state Board of Education, the state appropriated $1 million to finance up to 10 sites
to test the outcomes system. The board would select two-year research projects that would receive
$100,000 grants. The department’s new, semi-autonomous Office of Educational Leadership would
provide assistance to the winners.

The Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement (CAREI), at the University of
Minnesota, received a separate grant from the Office of Educational Leadership to evaluate the projects.
The center would not collect outcome data, however, because many believed it would take several more
years -- perhaps as many as six years -- to see any major improvement in student learning. By October
1989, the board had reviewed the 80 applications and had chosen 10 sites comprising 17 districts and
five educational consortiums. *

During 1990, the department prepared a new outcome-based graduation rule, containing 15 graduation
outcomes, for the board to review. In October 1990, the board and the new Commissioner of
Education, Tom Nelson, demonstrated their support for OBE. Meeting in Rochester, the board
unanimously approved a proposal to exempt the Rochester district from several state requirements in
four areas.

First, the waivers allowed student schedules to vary; students could spend longer periods studying
some subjects or could attend school for less time on one day than on another day.

Second, Rochester could develop local graduation outcomes to replace state course requirements. In

exchange for this, officials agreed to measure student achievement using standardized tests and issue
achievement reports annually for five years.

Third, the district could allow teachers using team teaching to teach subjects for which they were not
licensed. This would provide more flexibility in scheduling.

Fourth, the district could develop staff training programs for middle school educators that would meet
local needs rather than state requirements.

In approving the Rochester request, Tom Lindquist, state board president, made clear the significance
of the board’s action: “We have encouraged Rochester and other school districts to move in this
direction. The board and department have chosen outcome-based education as the main road to
accountability and high performance in Minnesota schools.”?

In December 1990, the department launched the “Challenge 2000: Success for All Learners” program,
designed to be the “banner of a comprehensive state education plan.”¥® A key element was a
“comprehensive system of outcome based education” in all Minnesota schools.4! Among other things,
this program would do the following:

« Develop varied and flexible interdisciplinary and cooperative instructional strategies that
address the diversity of individual student learning needs.

381 jvingston, et al., 8.
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* Promote responsible citizenship through experiential learning opportunities in all
neighborhoods and communities in Minnesota.4

Continuing the Move to OBE. Several 1991 events continued the move to outcome-based
education. Newly elected Independent Republican Governor Arne Carlson took office, as did his
appointed Commissioner of Education, Gene Mammenga, a member of the Minnesota state Senate
from 1966 to 1972, and a lobbyist for the Minnesota Education Association. Both the governor and the
commissioner were committed to a change in the graduation rule by better focusing on outcomes.

The Legislature was extremely active on the education front, especially on the OBE issue. While
refusing to continue support for the Task Force on Education Organization and the Office of
Educational Leadership, the Legislature adopted a mission statement for Minnesota public education
and a statutory definition of outcome-based education:

Mission statement: The mission of public education in Minnesota, a system for life-long
learning, is to ensure individual academic achievement, an informed citizenry, and a highly
productive work force. This system focuses on the learner, promotes and values diversity,
provides participatory decision-making, ensures accountability, models democratic principles,
creates and sustains a climate for change, provides personalized learning environments,
encourages learners to reach their maximum potential, and integrates and coordinates human
services for learners.43

Statutory definition: Outcome-Based Education is a pupil-centered, results-oriented system
premised on the belief that all individuals can learn. In this system: What a pupil is to learn is
clearly identified; each pupil’s progress is based on the pupil’s demonstrated achievement; each
pupil’s needs are accommodated through multiple instructional strategies and assessment tools;
and each pupil is provided time and assistance to realize her or his potential. 44

Supporters pointed out that neither statement requires a particular teaching method, grading system, or
schedule procedure. For them, OBE was not a state-mandated “delivery system” but was instead a set
of expected outcomes. Opponents countered that the viewpoint implicit in them mirrored the position
held by Spady, who advocates specific approaches to these and other issues.

The Legislature appropriated funds to support a competitive grants program for districts implementing
OBE. The department received 188 proposals, from which they chose 30. Each site received $40,000
over two years, with the district paying the third year dissemination costs.

The Legislature also passed the nation’s first charter school law, which created up to eight outcome-
based schools. Building on the Rochester experience, charter schools would be free of many state and
local rules in exchange for students’ achieving the required outcomes.

In mid-1991, the Board of Education gave preliminary approval to the “Outcome-Based Graduation
Rule.” The rule recommended individual student learning and graduation plans and a state-developed
assessment measuring three levels of achievement -- adept, advanced, and exemplary. On a regular
basis, the state commissioner would receive a required comprehensive district plan for “verification of
learner achievement of graduation outcomes.” Several items were to be part of the plan, including an
information management system for student and district records.

2pig,, 3.
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The rule also listed seven graduation outcomes describing the general characteristics graduates should
demonstrate prior to graduation. These seven outcomes came from the 15 found in the department’s
1990 draft. The outcomes correspond with 63 competencies that “further define the knowledge, skills,
and attitudes”45 that students must master for graduation. The section on graduation outcomes states
that “[i]n order to lead productive fulfilling lives in a complex and changing society and to continue
learning: [Tlhe graduate demonstrates the knowledge, skills, and attitudes” needed to do the following:

« Communicate with words, numbers, visuals, symbols and sounds.

« Think and solve problems to meet personal, social and academic needs.
* Contribute as a citizen in local, state, national and global communities.
» Understand diversity and the interdependence of people.

» Work cooperatively in groups and independently.

* Develop physical and emotional well-being.

 And contribute to the economic well-being of society.*

Early Objections and Responses. Although no broad-based, statewide and organized opposition
to outcome-based education was visible yet, storm clouds were gathering as people met in 23 public
meetings across the state following publication of this draft of the rule.

Generally, the objections raised in the meetings were that the board was ready to mandate a new
education trend which was costly to implement, mostly unproven, and hard to explain in plain English.
More specifically, there were protests about outcomes and competencies dealing with values, feelings,
and attitudes. For example, competency one of outcome six calls for a graduate “to demonstrate the
knowledge, skills, and attitudes essential to . . . emotional well-being and . . . describe the
importance of and strategies for enhancing self-esteem.”

But these objections did not stop the OBE train. Rather, they prompted the board to provide the
department with new guidance for a second draft of the graduation rule. There were five elements in

the board’s new directive.

First, the board recommended removing the word “attitudes” from the phrase “knowledge, skills, and
attitudes” introducing the seven outcomes each student was supposed to demonstrate prior to
graduation. According to Joan Wallin of the Department of Education, this was done “in response to
concerns raised at the meetings about the perception of needing the correct attitude to graduate.”

Second, the department was to greatly reduce in number the 63 competencies and then word the
remaining competencies more clearly.

Third, the districts would have a diminished role in establishing graduation requirements. This would
occur by including in the graduation rule “criterion-referenced statewide standards for at least four
fundamental skills, including reading, writing, mathematical processes, and problem solving.”48
Statewide standards would make OBE implementation less costly, because much duplication of effort
would be eliminated.

Fourth, except where required by law, individual student learning plans would be a local option rather
than a statewide mandate. And the department should eliminate the three student performance levels
(adept, advanced, and exemplary), thereby avoiding anything that “would result in tracking and would
lead to discriminatory practices for some students.”4?
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Finally, the new draft was to stress the distinction between the competency-based graduation rule and
the implementing of outcome-based education. State board chairman Tom Lindquist said, “Many
people think the State Board is proposing to mandate outcome-based education in every public school
by a certain time. To the contrary, . . . it. . . [is not] proposing. . . t0 mandate any particular
form of instruction in the classroom.”0

The objections raised at the public meetings and the resulting board revisions may have slowed the
move to OBE, but again they did not derail the train.

During 1992, the Legislature reiterated its commitment to “a rigorous, results-oriented graduation rule”
and required the board to “adopt a statewide, results-oriented Graduation Rule to be implemented
starting with students in 1996.”!

However, the Legislature sensed that more than a few constituents were questioning OBE. The
legislators held two days of hearings in mid-January and then decided to review the graduation rule
before it became law. To accomplish this, the legislators ordered the Department of Education to
present a progress report to legislators by February 1993 and present a final report by January 1994.

The Legislature prohibited the board from prescribing “the delivery system, form of instruction, or a
single statewide form of assessment that local sites must use to meet” the graduation rule requirements.
But unless the Legislature voted to stop the board, the board’s OBE direction and timetable would
continue.

In November 1992, the Department of Education published the second version of the graduation rule,
which was revised to meet the objections raised at the community meetings. A curious feature of this
draft is that it drops all references to an “Outcome-Based Graduation Rule.” Instead, the draft proposes
“Results-Oriented Graduation Standards” and a core set of graduation outcomes.

There are five exit outcomes (the renamed graduation outcomes from the first draft) that “provide a
picture of the whole learner” and propose that a Minnesota graduate perform as a constructive thinker;
self-directed learner; effective communicator; collaborative producer; and as a community contributor.>?

Notice that the list eliminates references not only to attitudes but also to knowledge and skills.

Content outcomes, a second category of outcomes, describes “essential concepts, principles, and
processes learners need to make sense of new information and complex situations.”3 Although not
strictly tied to subject areas, the draft proposed statewide requirements for reading, writing, and
mathematical processes. Furthermore, elective content outcomes would comprise at least 25 percent of
the total content outcomes. A state-level citizen panel would develop the outcomes using a public
process described in the draft document.

This second draft of the rule provided more details on student assessment than the first draft did.
Leaving primary responsibility to local districts, the second draft described a state role of developing
and distributing models that districts could use. The state would have responsibility for coordination,
quality control, and verifying results from local testing.

Draft two urged institutions of higher education and businesses to set admission and employment
standards reflecting the statewide outcomes, and the draft strongly endorsed a performance approach to
testing. In the interim, “[c]urrent course and letter grade reporting, which is unidimensional, will
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continue on a parallel path with performance standards until the community and higher education deem
it unnecessary.””>*

Opposition Grows. The second draft sparked public hearings at eight sites in November and
December 1992 and produced a stronger and more organized opposition, especially from grass-roots
groups of parents concerned about exit outcomes describing values and attitudes. One controversial
outcome was exit outcome five, which stated that “a Minnesota graduate performs as: A community
contributor who appreciates and understands diversity. . . .” What, the opponents asked, does this
outcome mean? How will teachers teach it? How will teachers measure it?

Linda McKeen, a Lakeville resident and co-founder of Parent Education Network (PEN), was one of
the parents concerned about the outcomes approach. Though not necessarily opposed to OBE,
McKeen is concerned about the way schools use it. She saw “no proof in the current movement that
children are learning more or behaving better.”S5 Furthermore, she feared that “[w]hen all children
need to meet the same standards, [they would be likely to] end up with equal education, not equal
opportunity. We’re focusing on weaknesses rather than strengths . . . aiming low.”%6

McKeen and her followers advocate a return to academic achievement based on, but not limited to,
basic academic curricula that educators can describe and measure objectively: phonetic reading skills;
reading comprehension using broad selections of classical literature; writing skills based on proper
grammatical usage; basic arithmetic skills with an emphasis on mental and written computation,
including memorization; geography, beginning with the United States; history, including ancient and
Western civilizations, principles of the American Constitution, and world history; and €Cconomics,
including benefits of the free-market system. Further options might be foreign languages, computer
literacy, fine arts, physical education, and good health habits.?

Georgianne Ginder, a parent in Apple Valley, began meeting with other parents in 1992. In 1993 a
group of them formed Taxpayers for Excellent Academics in Minnesota (TEAM). Georgianne, who
had taught school in Iowa, Ohio, and Maryland, commented, “I don’t want kids experimented on while
teachers try to figure out what’s going on. I'm concerned about teachers being overwhelmed, and
concerned about experimentation.”¥® She continued, “Everybody’s wondering how to do this, just
wading in and trying this and that. [Schools have] a cavalier attitude that if it doesn’t work, we’ll try
something else.”*

Ginder finds it surprising and frightening that many of her supporters prefer anonymity. ‘“When
[people are] afraid to give their names, something is wrong,” she said. People are being labeled . . .
and taking sides. When people are polarized [over an issue like this], learning doesn’t happen.”s0

Althea and Paul Larson, from Eden Prairie, began the Citizens Alliance for Responsibility in Education
(CARE). Paul, who ran unsuccessfully for a local school board seat (on an anti-OBE platform),
believes that education is being “deliberately dumbed-down” by OBE, and he recounted how his
elementary-age boys had lost their motivation to study.5! Althea said, “[OBE] sounds so wonderful,
but it turned out not to be good for our family.”62
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Another reason Paul offered for opposing OBE was that it is “a whole new social agenda which is
extraordinarily contrary to some of our beliefs. It used to be that education was reading, writing, and
arithmetic. Now it’s moral relativism."”63

These parents fight the attempt to label them as Christian fundamentalists. “I am not the radical right,”
Linda McKeen said, “and I do not want that linked to this. People use that to immobilize the
opposition.”64

In fact, the Larsons’ core group of five members included two conservative “Bible-believing Church
members,” a Catholic, an atheist, and a member of a Protestant mainline church. “We've been accused
of being extremists and fundamentalists, but nothing would be further from the truth,” Larson said.6

Evaluating OBE. The University of Minnesota’s Center for Applied Research and Educational
Improvement released an interim report in January 1991 on their evaluation of the 10, two-year OBE
project sites. While pointing to factors positively affecting the projects, the evaluation also identified
problems limiting project success. One problem was that school personnel and community leaders
lacked an adequate understanding of OBE. Second, personnel at the sites saw OBE as one of several
priorities on which they were working. Third, personnel perceived OBE as a “top down” program
driven by the state bureaucracy with no long-term commitment beyond the project term. The center’s
final report, issued in June 1991, did not alter the initial findings, especially the finding that educators
felt OBE was just another “top down” bureaucratic fad.

In January 1993, Zimmer and Associates, of Eden Prairie, completed a separate evaluation of the 30
programs that received 1991 OBE grants. The Zimmer report did not draw comparative conclusions.
The report found that whereas all programs were committed to OBE’s philosophical tenets, such as that
all children can learn, “[t]here is lack of agreement on what OBE means and requires . . . and
differences in the way districts actually define OBE.”%

Both the Zimmer report and the university’s report focused more on processes and attitudes than on
presenting evidence that students were learning more. This reinforced opponents’ opinion that OBE
was another confused educational fad based on unproven claims and imposed top down by
bureaucrats.

Pushing Ahead. In May 1993, the board and the department published draft three of the graduation
rule, which contained six comprehensive outcomes (the name changed again) and 13 content outcomes.
The comprehensive outcomes state that a Minnesota graduate can do the following: think purposefully;
direct own learning; communicate effectively; work productively with others; act responsibly as a
citizen; and make lifework decisions.

Further, the third draft recommended developing by August 1994 content outcomes in reading, writing,
and mathematics. R X

After the release of the third draft, the board began developing the content outcomes. The board
produced 110 outcomes, which a 10-member committee later reduced to 25.
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The 1993 Legislature reaffirmed the outcome-based graduation rule, linking repeal of long-standing
school regulations with the rule’s implementation. The Legislature also allocated $10.3 million --
exceeding the governor’s request -- Over two years for 13 districts to develop and experiment with new
tests and to train staff to implement the proposed rule. The new tests would develop performance
assessments -- experiments, exhibits, demonstrations, and writing portfolios -- rather than multiple-

choice tests. Each district would develop assessments for the six comprehensive outcomes. The 25
content outcomes would be divided among the districts.

Mixed Messages. Governor Carlson reentered the picture. Impatient with what he regarded as
slow implementation of outcome-based reforms, he fired his appointee, Education Commissioner
Mammenga, and the commissioner’s two top aides.

In firing the commissioner and the two aides, Governor Carlson sent a clear message to Department of
Education personnel: “They are being told in no uncertain terms that the train is leaving the station. . .
. [G]et on the [OBE] train or look for another job.”¢7

Carlson replaced Mammenga with Linda Powell, 2 district superintendent from' Robbinsdale, which
was one of the state’s first OBE pilot project sites. Acting as “something of a new Jersey ‘street
fighter,” a woman who will get in your face if necessary, 6 the new commissioner projected a twofold
message to the state. She would remove department employees who did not support the reforms
advocated by the governor and the Legislature. But she also said, “I know there’s a backlash against
OBE, but. . . I am notin any yay supponin_% :iﬁy genda that lgoks at mandating values or social L
engineefing.”®® , > A v A WMOOS L X WP AV 1S INRGN G — £D /B Dens
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About one month later, the'governor seemed to reverse himself. He told the Board of Education he
would support the delaying of OBE implementation if that was necessary to gain more widespread
_acceptance. The “Carlson sermon to the Board” focused on three issues. First, the governor wanted
the board to drop “soft” content outcomes such as “Understands the integration of physical, emotional,

and spiritual wellness.” Second, the governor urged teachers not to hold back gifted students. Third,
he hoped that school districts would keep the traditional A through F grading system rather than using a
system where students do not fail.””

A few days after his “sermon” and while visiting students, the governor renamed OBE and called it
“Jearning for success.” “Sometimes changing names does help,” he said.”!

The governor’s comments confused many people. But his comments pleased OBE critics, who saw
their long-held position vindicated. State Senator Larry Pogemiller, DFL-Minneapolis, co-chair of the
Senate Education Committee and an OBE supporter, was quick to criticize the governor: “What we
need is a governor who is going to lead here, not a governor who is going to put his finger up to the
wind every time he hears criticism.”?2

DFL Rep. Gene Pelowski, a key OBE opponent, was pleased with the governor’s comments and said,
“My assumption is that the parents are being listened to.” Representative Pelowski pressed state
officials to tell him what OBE would do to the state budget. “We should not proceed until we
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understand what we’re doing. Right now, it’s almost impossible to cost out. It seems to be a
bottomless pit.”’7

Sliv Carlson, Director of Government Relations for the Department of Education, interpreted the
governor’s comments differently. “What the governor is saying is he wants us to narrow the focus and
put more of an emphasis at this time on the academic and measurable standards. He was getting the
discussion on the table and seeing where the consensus is.”74

Latest Proposal. In December 1993, the department circulated another draft of the graduation rule.
The draft began by listing six comprehensive learning goals summarizing the mission of the public
school. The goals also described qualities students should demonstrate as adults: purposeful thinkers;
effective communicators; self-directed learners; productive group participants; responsible citizens; and
life-work decision makers.

A second section, the “Minnesota Requirements,” stated as follows: “[Glraduates must be
well-prepared in knowledge, skills, and abilities necessary to post-high school life and learning.
Therefore, in order to receive a diploma from a Minnesota public high school, students must
have demonstrated competence at or beyond the Required Level of Achievement” in:

+ Reading to understand print media, consumer information, and literature of various types.
 Writing to communicate effective business, academic, and personal messages.
 Mathematics to solve problems in the language of numbers, shapes, space, and symbols
commonly used in adult life.

« Scientific processes to interact effectively with the physical and biological worlds.

* Processes for interacting with government and community.

* Principles of physical health and wellness.

 And fundamental concepts of geography.

A student would have to meet the required level of achievement in these areas, which would be set on a
statewide basis, in order to receive a diploma.

A Profile of Learning, in part three, described 13 competencies for a Minnesota graduate:

« Comprehends, interprets, and evaluates information received through reading, listening, and
viewing.

« Uses strategies to understand and apply information from technical reading, such as manuals
and research documents.

» Writes and speaks clearly for academic, technical, and personal purposes with a variety of
audiences.

« Analyzes patterns and functional relationships in order to solve problems and determine
cause/effect relationships.

« Applies data handling and measurement techniques to solve problems and justify conclusions.
« Applies methods of inquiry needed to conduct research, draw conclusions, and communicate
and apply findings.

* Understands the past and continuous development of societies and cultures in human history.
* Understands how principles of interaction and interdependence affect physical and social
situations.

* Applies informed decision-making processes to promote healthy lifestyles, social well-being,
and stewardship of the environment.

« Understands the processes and meaning of artistic expression.

» Understands application of technological systems.

Ibid., 10B.
74Ibid., 10B.




« Understands the effective management of resources in a household, business, community,
and government.
« And communicates using a language other than English.

Students would receive a rating profile showing how well they achieved the competencies. Early
graduation could occur if students received the highest achievement levels in both the requirements and
the profile of learning.

Districts would have to select a student assessment system and submit their plan to the Commissioner
of Education for approval. The first plan was to be due by March 15, 1995. Because districts could
test students differently, the approach avoided the problems associated with a mandated statewide test,
forbidden by the Legislature.

The department would have the responsibility to consult with college admissions personnel and
employers nationwide and then develop a student transcript. Additional information from individual
districts and schools could supplement the transcript.

The draft stated that a school would have “great flexibility” in the way it delivered the instructional
program. The board reiterated that it would not prescribe any “scheduling pattern, instructional
strategy, or curriculum. . . .”

The Board of Education endorsed this latest draft.

Governor Carlson feels that the draft is moving in the right direction but still needs to be more
understandable: “We are turning the corner from the abstract to the semi-abstract [but]. . . it’sstill
not understandable at the local barbershop. . . . Are they where I am persuaded that I would want to
send my daughter, Jessica, age 10, through the system? No.” The governor has pledged that if draft
four meets with major public objections, there will be further drafts. “This is a healthy debate. But

right now it’s a muddled debate, it really is.”?>
Indeed, as one looks back over Minnesota’s history of OBE beginning in the late 1980s, there is no
better word to describe the long debate than muddled.
WITH WHAT ARE WE LEFT . . . OR IS IT RIGHT?
The OBE debate has raised four issues that are crucial for contemporary education policy:
» How to judge quality in education.
* How to define outcomes.
 The Aquarian fallacy on the left.
« The nostalgist fallacy on the right.
Fortunately, despite the complexity of the issue, there is a policy strategy that can support establishment
of legitimate academic standards while avoiding the pitfalls of transformational OBE. After discussing
the issues that currently impede a solution, I will outline this approach.

Judging educational quality

The first issue for education policy today is how to judge educational quality. As noted, the focus on
outcomes began as a legitimate effort to hold individuals, schools, and school systems accountable for
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their efforts and to appraise quality by investigating what children are learning. The alternative is to
focus on inputs and judge quality primarily by the resources going into the system -- for example, costs
per-pupil, number of courses taken or years spent in school, and teacher-to-student ratios. This
approach, however, cannot tell us much about what children are actually learning.

If we reject the approach that judges quality by outcomes or results, the only alternative is to utilize one
that emphasizes resources and bureaucratic control of the means of delivering education. Although
some school systems are indeed impoverished and there are fiscal disparities between communities,
focusing on resources will not solve the problem of too many of our young people not learning nearly
enough to live, work, and compete as adults. As a whole, American public schools spend plenty of
money. Public school per-pupil expenditures have tripled in real terms since the 1950s and doubled
since the mid-1960s.: They rose by a third during the 1980s.

Killing off accountability for results -- as a focus on resources does -- plays into the hands of
education’s special-interest groups. They are far more often the reason for the problem rather than the
source of the solution to what ails America’s schools. Eliminating accountability for results plays into
the hands of the following groups:

* Civil-rights and child-advocacy groups who fear that tests and assessments will cause more
poor and minority youngsters to fail.

* Multiculturalists who believe that what children should learn, and those from whom they
should learn, should depend on their race and ethnicity.

* Teacher unions, which do not want real consequences and unpleasantness to fall on educators
whose incompetence causes their students to fail to learn.

* Teacher-training institutions, the occupants of which believe that only graduates of accredited
teacher- or administrator-training programs should be allowed to teach in or lead schools or
school systems.

» Educational progressives who believe that competition among students harms a child’s self-
esteem -- or, when competition is applied to other levels of the school, will harm the reputation
of a principal, a school, or a local or state superintendent.

In sum, killing off accountability plays into the hands of almost every education interest group that
benefits from public money routinely allocated for itself, and is likely to lose those automatic dollars if
the means of delivering educational services are radically deregulated and the focus turns to results.
(Obviously, this encompassing indictment does not apply to all members of these groups, most notably
leaders such as the aforementioned Al Shanker of the AFT.)

The Clinton Administration, in its recently enacted Goals 2000 Educate America Act, has contributed to
the effort to shift the focus from what our children learn to what education bureaucrats spend. Though
ostensibly committed to some version of goals and standards, most of what this plan establishes in law
will do more to harm than help American elementary and secondary education. There are three
particularly onerous provisions in Goals 2000 that will undermine the establishment of genuine
academic standards for all our children.

First, a 19-member panel -- the National Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC) --
will certify education standards that states “voluntarily” submit to it. In reality, it will be a sort of
national school board whose members will be the usual education-establishment suspects -- experts in
school finance and equity and the long laundry list of educators, activists, and interest-group
representatives. Goals 2000 will make these bureaucrats more powerful than, for example, the
National Governors’ Association’s Education Goals Panel. Because of this fact, the NGA withheld
their endorsement of the final Goals 2000 legislation.

Second, in judging educational quality, Goals 2000 creates NESIC-sanctioned national delivery or
opportunity-to-learn standards. The latter term is simply the new educational jargon for inputs and




services. These standards will measure whether there is an “adequate” supply of money, programs,
and other human and physical resources in every school, every district, and every state. These are
standards for schools, not for students. Moreover, these standards will certainly provide the impetus
for new lawsuits aiming to force states to redistribute resources among various schools and districts.

Third, new federal dollars disbursed under Goals 2000 may not be used for at least the next three years
for “high stakes” tests that have consequences associated with them. This means that NESIC will not
certify any test for promotion, high-school graduation, admission to college, or employment. The
result will be neither a meaningful accountability system for educators nor any meaningful national
testing system.

These three actions -- expanding federal control of education by the education establishment,
emphasizing delivery standards for schools at the expense of performance standards for students, and
blocking the development of an exam system -- do not bode well for the effort to focus on results.
Other pending federal elementary and secondary education legislation mirrors this alarming trend.
None of this will provide our students with an enhanced opportunity to learn. .It will, however,
provide education bureaucrats with expanded opportunities to spend, litigate, and regulate.

Examining and clarifying the fundamental and unbridgeable difference between judging educational
quality from an inputs or resources perspective as opposed to an outcomes or results perspective (as we
have done here) is instructive. Such an investigation demonstrates that the only hope for true education
reform is to place primary emphasis on outcomes and results. If we accept the outcomes focus, the
next challenge is to define outcomes in a way that allows for a standards-driven, results-centered,
highly accountable education.

Confusion over what outcomes define

Today’s educational fad -- transformational OBE -- has little in common with the content and
performance outcomes in core academic areas espoused by those who gave the outcomes focus
widespread national attention, particularly the nation’s governors. Ironically, transformational OBE
actually makes accountability impossible. Like many educational fads, it takes a sensible-sounding
principle -- focusing on outcomes ~- and hijacks its meaning so that its implementation will assure that
its original purpose cannot be achieved. This raises a second issue for education policy: What is the
word “outcome” to define?

As we have seen in the previous discussion, the typical “transformational” outcomes are vaguely
worded and show little concern for core academic content. They are largely in the affective domain. «—)é
They describe mental processes such as attitudes, dispositions, and sentiments --behavioral and social
outcomes rather than knowledge, skills, and other cognitive outcomes. T

e ——

The transformational outcomes often deal with issues that may not be proper concerns of a school. The
following examples from draft state OBE documents describe mandatory outcomes for all students. In
Ohio a graduate is expected to be able to “function as a responsible family member . . . [and] maintain
physical, emotional, and social well-being.” In Pennsylvania “each-student shall gain knowledge and
have exposure to different cultures and lifestyles.” And in Minnesota, the state expects schools to
ensure that “the graduate demonstrates the knowledge, skills, and attitudes essential to . . . develop
physical and emotional well-being.” Unfortunately, such vague and inappropriate outcome statements
are the rule rather than exceptions.

Furthermore, almost all OBE plans include long lists of outcomes, sometimes hundreds. The academic
outcomes are few, and they are as vague as the nonacademic ones. They send no clear message about
what knowledge, skills, and other understandings their designers expect children to master so that they
can live, work, and compete successfully in the Twenty-First Century.




Having adopted, in principle, the idea and language of accountability -- a focus on results -- the
education establishment presents governors, state legislatures, communities, and taxpayers with
something else altogether. They propose outcomes -- developed mostly by overreaching education
“reformers” -- that emphasize values, attitudes, and behavior and often mask quasi-political or
ideologically correct positions. The qutcomes are so vague as to make it impossible to measure
whether students are achieving them in any useful and valid way. This approach undermines efforts to
track and compare educational progress or failure. In short, the meaning now given to the term
outcome-based education -- as reinterpreted by education “reformers” -- turns the process on its head
and all but precludes real “results-oriented” accountability.

Many educators have never been comfortable with a focus on outcomes that would enable parents,
politicians, and the general public to judge whether children were learning more and achieving at higher
levels. If such a focus were instituted, educators could be held accountable for these results and expect
consequences to follow -- positive or negative. Although politics made it impossible for educators to
reject this orientation explicitly, they did continue their undercurrent of opposition. One important
manifestation of this current is the effort to present an unclear and confusing definition of outcomes. In
brief, education bureaucrats have used the language of accountability to avoid being held accountable.

How did this hijacking occur? Much of the problem occurs in the process and mechanisms used to
generate the outcomes. Elected officials have given responsibility for specifying outcomes to panels or
agencies dominated by people whose views on education do not agree with those held by the elected
officials themselves. The results are predictable: Outcomes antithetical to the kind public officials
thought they were mandating; accountability hijacked.

The fundamental problem with the outcomes being proposed by Spady and many others is in their
conception of the purpose and role of education. This conception has deep roots in educational

progressivism -- particularly the writings of John Dewey and his followers -- and in the viewpoint that
it is possible and justifiable for educators to use the schools to create a new social order. Political
analyst Irving Kristol provides a succinct description of this “progressive” viewpoint:

(It] aims to develop the “creative potential” of “the whole person” . . . which must not
be discouraged by grading, tracking, strict discipline, a dress code, or intellectual
discrimination of any kind. Intellectual excellence may be acknowledged, but not
rewarded. Social cooperation, a warm and friendly attitude toward one’s fellows, a
capacity for enthusiasm about anything -- from turtles to rap music -- are all signs, of
equal worth, that a youngster is being prepared to be a good citizen in a democracy.”

It is clear that those who oppose what is currently called OBE are expressing legitimate concerns. If
OBE means a focus on values, attitudes, and social skills, there is good reason to reject it.

The process of defining what our children should know and be able to do is too important to be
controlled by state and local education bureaucrats. And it is far too vital and personal an issue to
entrust to the tender mercies of an expanded federal bureaucracy. It must be under “civilian” control. It
is the responsibility of policymakers to ensure that we select the correct outcomes. It is the
responsibility of parents, voters, and other taxpayers to ensure that the policymakers do not lose their
way. And the clear and unequivocal focus must be on core academic outcomes. Albert Shanker,
President of the American Federation of Teachers, says it well: “Those pushing for reform should
wake up and realize that, as presently conceived [i.e., vaguely worded, numerous, fuzzy outcomes],
outcomes-based education will do . . . nothing to raise student achievement.”7”?
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The Aquarian Fallacy

Another important question is what sorts of outcomes the state can reasonably prescribe in government
schools and what obligations it assumes in doing so. This is a fundamental issue confronting
contemporary education policy.

Private schools as well as public magnet, specialized, and even the new independent public schools
called charter schools are forthright in declaring what knowledge, skills, and understandings -- even
values, attitudes, and behaviors -- they want to instill in students. These are schools of choice,
however, and parents are not forced to send their children to them. Therefore, these schools feel
obligated to express clearly what students will learn. The outcomes they describe seldom harbor
hidden political agendas, even if the curricula they embrace are sometimes controversial.

There is, however, a huge difference between what is required in these schools of choice and what a
state can reasonably require everyone to learn in a public -- that is, compulsory -- school, especially
where this involves the broad and controversial outcomes proposed by some OBE advocates. Forcing
parents to send their children to school is one thing. But for the state to declare that students cannot
graduate from a government school they must attend unless they demonstrate values and attitudes the
state prescribes - even when these values conflict with what those students and their families believe -
has all the trappings of Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World. All this is to say that the “Age of
Aquarius” life roles and outcomes espoused by transformational OBE betray an unjustifiably grand
view of what compulsory government schools can require of the students forced to attend them.

The situation becomes even more complicated when the state provides no means to assist the exit of
children whose parents do not want to send them to public schools inculcating Aquarian conceptions of
life roles. When a government prescribes outcomes that include values and attitudes, it takeson a
correlative responsibility. It must provide families with the widest possible range of schooling options
so that they may exercise a choice that meets their needs. If not, it should come as no surprise that the
level of discourse on the issue of government-prescribed outcomes will be shrill -- as it has indeed
become.

If a state refuses to allow a wide range of alternatives and some means to support these choices, it is left
with only one option: Prescribing for government schools carefully circumscribed outcomes that reflect
only the broadest public consensus on what students should learn. Such an agreement is most likely to
be a consensus not on affective (e.g., “transformational”) outcomes but on cognitive ones -- academic
knowledge, skills, and understandings all children must master so that they can live, work, and
compete successfully.

The Nostalgist Fallacy

Many OBE supporters argue that their opponents are almost exclusively religious-right fundamentalist
Christians. This in itself has no bearing, of course, on whether the OBE opponents are correct.
Moreover, although it is true that fundamentalists generally oppose OBE, it is misleading to claim that
they are the sole or even primary opponents, or that no one is raising valid objections.

For example, some analysts object that there is no widespread “hard” evidence that transformational
OBE works. There are a few jurisdictions where some success seems to have been achieved, but there
has been no compelling, widespread evidence of success with transformational OBE.

Other critics argue that transformational OBE will “dumb down” the curriculum. They say that schools
using it will have to lower standards to the least common denominator because not all young people
have the same capacity to learn to high standards.




A variation of this objection is that OBE will hold back gifted and talented youngsters. In schools
offering OBE, such students will either have to wait for slow students to catch up, or be kept occupied
by helping them keep pace through peer cooperative learning arrangements in which students are placed
in groups to work together on a project or subject.

Moreover, almost everyone acknowledges that implementing OBE will cost more money -- probably
much more -- than the current system does. Teachers will have to be retrained, curricula revised, and
new tests developed to take the place of traditional paper-and-pencil multiple-choice tests. This
~~prospect leads some critics to ask the obvious question: Why spend more money on a wide-scale effort /\{
when there is no widespread evidence indicating that OBE works?

Pennsylvania has provided a telling example of opposition to OBE that was clearly not inspired by
religious-right fundamentalists. The state affiliate of the American Federation of Teachers withheld
endorsement of Pennsylvania’s OBE proposal. The union believed that the state’s OBE outcomes were

not sufficiently academic.

While acknowledging that OBE has evoked a wide variety of objections and opponents, one can argue

that many religious fundamentalists and others on the right generally unite behind one major objection.

They believe that the schools and curricula of a bygone era are sufficient for our children today. From

this perspective, schools should not attempt to teach children to think critically, weigh evidence, reason
analytically and independently, or reach conclusions contrary to “established tradition.”

Robert Simonds, President of the California-based National Society of Christian Educators and
Citizens for Excellence in Education, is recognized as a national leader in the fight to oppose OBE. In a
__recent article, he wrote, “To them [the supporters of OBE, among whom he includes Theodore Sizer
) and John Goodlad], ‘critical thinking’ means teaching children to empty themselves of their own valucs\&
L/(t_ransmittcd from parents, church, and culture) and accept a set of suggested values.””8 For Simonds

and many others, critical thinking is an assault on religious faith and family values. In particular, to
those whose world is bounded and defined by religious faith, it would be sacrilegious to oblige their
children to become critical thinkers and independent questioners of authority.

One can understand and accept that parents become upset and dismayed when government schools
teach doctrines that offend their deepest beliefs. And as mentioned, the situation is made more difficult
when these families cannot exit the system unless they can afford a private school or the state allows
families the option of home schooling. It is quite another thing, however, to believe that all
government schools should refrain from teaching children the knowledge, skills, and understandings
that allow them to become thoughtful, critical, and productive citizens. This issue poses a fourth
dilemma for contemporary education policy. Those committed to education reform -- especially
conservatives -- must resist the easy temptation to support a nostalgic view that the content and M
approaches to teaching used in government schools when today’s adults were in school are good 7
enough for today’s children. They are not.

We must insist that today’s children learn to higher standards than those faced by most prior
generations of Americans. This process involves combining an extensive knowledge of facts and
specifics -- those that make up what E.D. Hirsch calls our “cultural literacy” -- with the ability to think
critically, understand complex relationships, and solve complicated problems. To give all children a
chance to develop those abilities is a legitimate aspiration for public authorities.

Unholy alliance

There is no single remedy, no “silver bullet” that will cure the core education problem America faces:
weak academic achievement, even among those who complete formal schooling. I have argued that the

78Robert Simonds, “A Plea for Children,” Educational Leadership (December 1993/January 1994), 15.
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starting point for a remedy must be a focus on outcomes, not inputs or resources. Decades of
preoccupation with inputs have led to the current sorry state: America’s young people are not learning
nearly enough for their or the nation’s good.

The challenge we face is daunting. We must define outcomes in a way that allows for a standards-
driven, results-centered, highly accountable education. While being plural and diverse in the kinds of
institutions we create and the methods and means we use to reach standards, schools must have one
aim: To prepare our young people to live, work, and compete successfully in the next century.

Unfortunately, many on both the left (the Aquarians) and the right (the nostalgists) are assaulting those
who support the sound and common-sense notion that we should judge educational quality by what and
how well children actually learn.

The Aquarians propose a collection of nebulous life roles, values, and attitudes rather than measurable
academic outcomes. The standards they would create are federally sanctioned delivery standards that
measure whether schools have enough resources to provide students with an “opportunity to learn.” All
this has one end: killing off accountability for results. '

The nostalgists criticize the left’s Aquarian life roles. Their grievances have more merit, however, than
the alternative they propose: a return to the content and methods of a bygone era.  uppais Tk Bhvics

Even more unfortunate is the fact that most education reformers of a conservative perspective have
joined the nostalgists’ assault or remained silent on the issue. Rarely have they articulated a different
view that tries to combine the virtues and values of the past with the changed requirements and
demands of today’s world. This reticence plays into the hands of those who focus on inputs and
spending rather than achievement results. _

Ironically, the silent surrender of these conservative reformers leaves the door open for an unvoiced,

unholy, and bizarre alliance: The left and education establishment, who favor more money for
education and equalizing resources regardless of need and the taxpayers’ ability to support such
changes, and parts of the right, who fear that public schools will never accommodate their values. The
OBE debate shows that education policy -- like politics -- makes for strange very bedfellows.

A twofold policy strategy

1 believe that a twofold policy strategy provides a plausible way out of this thicket. First, we need
high, uniform, but sensibly drafted academic standards for all our children and a system of
accountability with real consequences for success and failure based on reaching those standards.
Second, we need great diversity in the nature of schools and in the ways professional educators
produce those results, with' families free to choose those schools that best meet their needs.

Standard and tests. The nation’s governors have continued to lead the chorus of those who speak
forcefully on the need for high national outcome standards defining what all students should know and
do so that they can live, work, and compete successfully as adults. Working through the bipartisan
National Education Goals Panel, they reaffirmed this position in November 1993, approving a
statement of five general principles that should guide adoption of national standards.™

First, national outcome standards should be voluntary. No federal effort should be inaugurated to
require states and communities to use them.

79National Education Goals Panel (NEGP), “Promises to Keep: Creating High Standards for American Students”
(Washington, D.C.: NEGP, November 1993), see especially “Executive Summary,” D56-D60.
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Next, standards should address core academic areas. They should not deal with nonacademic concerns
such as students’ values, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors.

Third, national standards must be world class. While being uniquely American, the standards should
be as rigorous as what other countries expect of their students.

Fourth, policymakers should use a broad-based, participatory, consensus-building process to develop
outcome standards. This “bottom-up,” process should include educators, parents, and community
leaders. —— o =
Finally, standards must be useful and adaptable. States and communities must be able to design their
own curricular plans using the broad outlines suggested by the standards. And the number of
standards should be limited to the most important knowledge, skills, and understandings we expect
students to learn.

These standards clarify expectations about what we want all our children to learn. They are of two
kinds. Content standards define what students should know and be able to do. Performance standards
define what level of learning is good enough. Several national efforts now underway are doing useful
work in developing these standards. But states and communities are where the action should be in
defining these standards. It is at those levels that disputes are likely to be encountered and need to be
resolved.

None of this should involye standardization or a national curriculum. There must not be any federal

demand to read certain books, teach specific courses in a fixed order, or meet precise federal graduation
virements. These and other jssues should be decided by statesand _ * 5, « =
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communities. S ¢

Also, good tests are needed, to determine whether and how well students are learning what is taught.
These exams, however, would not be more of the same standardized tests we have now, where many
of our children live in a Lake Wobegon world where most are above average. These would be tests
that teachers teach to and that have consequences for graduation, employment, and higher education.
For those who work in the schools, compensation and advancement would be based on these results.

These tests examining the academic learning of students also need to permit individual swdent results to
be compared across schoolrooms, schools, districts, the states, the nation, and internationally. And
although tests are an important indicator of success, they are not the only ones. Other types of timely,
reliable, and comparable information such as college entrance rates and placement in the workforce
must be collected and made understandable to the public.

We should begin using the best testing tools we have rather than wait for the perfect tests. To assure
fairness, such a system should be implemented in phases and be independent of those who govern,
manage, and teach in the schools.

Almost every modern society the United States trades or competes with has woven these elements into
its education system. We owe at least as much to our young people, especially those we label “at risk
and disadvantaged.” For them in particular, expectations in school are almost always low and the
curriculum watered down. Demanding less of these children does not provide equity. Itis served by
demanding much of all and helping everyone meet these standards.

In summary, standards and tests comprise one element of a sensible twofold education policy strategy
we should pursue as a nation.

Diversity and choice. The second element of this twofold policy strategy is great diversity in the
types of schools children can attend, the approaches to instruction professionals use, and the

29




preparation individuals receive to become educators, with families free to choose the schools which
best meet their needs.

For the most part, while the world, our country, and our families have changed, all of them quite
dramatically, our schools have not. Though some diversity has always been a part of our nation’s
schools -- open schools, alternative schools, Montessori schools, magnet schools -- it has been a minor
element. The predominant model today is an 8 a.m. {0 3 p.m. day, Monday through Friday, nine
months a year, with one teacher trained by a university school of education, lecturing most of the time,
using little more than the technology of the book. We are too big and diverse a country to expect this
one school model to fit everyone’s needs. Schools must become much more distinctive and diverse to
meet the different needs, values, styles, traditions, and concerns of many different young people,
families, educators, and communities. This process is taking place, though far too slowly.

As states and communities begin to adopt standards and adapt them to their different situations, they
will focus attention on and judge quality by the academic results students achieve. There will be less
monopoly control and centralized government regulation of schools, what they do, and of how
educational services are delivered. This decentralization will lead to greater diversity, rather than
uniformity, in the ways schools organize and configure themselves and in the methods and techniques
teachers use to teach to these high standards.

Deregulation must also apply to the education profession. In our quest for educators, we cannot limit
ourselves to graduates of teacher or administrator training programs. We need to foster different paths
into the classroom and the administrator’s office. Individuals with sound character who know their
subjects, want to teach children, and are willing to work with master teachers to learn the art and craft
of teaching should be permitted to teach or administer in America’s schools.

One example of the effort to give families more choices of distinctive schools and programs is the move
to create independent public schools -- what some call charter or outcome schools. Led by Minnesota,

about 10 states have enacted charter-school legislation, and several others are considering it. Though
details vary by state, such plans allow teachers and other qualified individuals, including parents, to
request permission from a designated local or state authority to start a new charter school. These
schools of choice -- teaching to world-class standards of achievement -- attract students. No one is
assigned to them.

The terms of the charter free teachers from the regulations and bureaucratic red tape that strangle
originality and diversity. In exchange, the teachers are held accountable (within realistic bounds, of
course) for student learning and mastering agreed-upon knowledge and skills. In short, teachers swap
red tape for results and develop a system of accountability based on well-defined outcomes -- the
original deal first proposed by the governors in 1985 and reiterated at the Education Summit in 1989.

Ted Kolderie says, “The object of charter schools is not just to create a few good schools [but] . . . to
improve all schools. Districts do not want to lose kids and the money that comes with them. They will
make improvements . . . to attract kids back from charter schools or. . . before a charter even
appears.”’80

In this and other examples, a new understanding of the nature of a “public” school and its governance
begins to emerge. Any school that embraces world-class standards, meets nondiscrimination, health,
and safety requirements, and is held accountable for its results becomes a public school, without
reference to whether a government school board owns, operates, or funds it. The responsibility of a
public school board is to make sure that families have the broadest number of enrollment options
available to them and that these schools charge reasonable prices, and then hold the schools accountable

80R. Craig Sautter, Charter Schools: A New Breed of Public Schools (Oak Brook, IL: North Central Regional
Educational Laboratory, 1993), 5, quoting Kolderie; see also Ted Kolderie, “Charter Schools: The States Begin to
Withdraw the ‘Exclusive’,” Network News and Views, February 1994, 103-108.

30




for their academic results. This approach could lead to boards contracting out services, including the
management of schools by for-profit groups.

If we succeed in creating schools that focus on results -- by teaching to high, world-class standards,
providing teachers and principals with less red tape and more flexibility, and making schools
increasingly diverse - it will make less and less sense to have education bureaucrats or courts assign
children to schools. Schools will attract students. By their choices, parents will keep the standards
high, because they will have the ability to vote with their feet -- and their pocketbooks. The present
monopoly of education by government schools must be overcome.

The extent of this choice is controversial. If public schools are defined and reconfigured in the

way suggested here, much of what needs to be done can occur under public-school choice. Though
many would disagree, I believe that choice plans should include private schools, including religious
ones. These schools should have the option to become part of any publicly funded choice system,
subject to the same small amount of regulation applied to the “reinvented” public schools described
here. Such plans could also provide some help to parents who choose to send their children to any
lawfully authorized home school. '

There are various proposals as to how schools would receive money under a choice plan that includes
today’s nongovernment schools. We should do on the elementary and secondary levels what we did
on the university level after World War II: Create a G.I. Bill for children, which would provide
families with scholarship dollars to spend at the school of their choice or even purchase additional
academic services for their child. Since these scholarship dollars would be aid to families, not to
schools, they could be used at any lawfully operating school -- public, private, or religious. Aid to
families has been recognized by the Supreme Court as avoiding the constitutional difficulties that exist
now under the establishment clause of the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.8!

Concluding word

Pursuing the twofold strategy suggested here will lead to a different and renewed idea of education, one
that serves the public interest and prepares our young people to live, work, and compete in the next
century. The resulting system will have high academic standards for all students, test for results, and
provide teachers and principals with more flexibility and less red tape while giving families more
choices among schools. Viewed in this way, an education that focuses on outcomes is a cure for what
ails America’s schools.

81For an overview of the constitutionality of plans to give families more choices among all schools, see Amy Stuart
Wells and Stuart Biegel, “Public Funds for Private Schools: Political and First Amendment Considerations,” American
Journal of Education (May 1993); Edward McGlynn Gaffney, Jr., ed., Private Schools and the Public Good (Notre Dame,
IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1981), especially Part 3: Constitutional Perspectives. See also Congressional
Research Service, Memorandum on the Constitutionality of Education Vouchers (Washington, D.C.: The Library of
Congress, January 1, 1992), 1-5; Michael W, McConnell, “Multiculturalism, Majoritarianism, and Educational Choice:
What Does Our Constitutional Tradition Have to Say?” University of Chicago Legal Forum 123 (1991), especially 134-
151. Even Lawrence Tribe, a well-known and politically liberal constitutional scholar, sees no serious constitutional
questions. He has said, “Given the existing doctrine about the separation of church and state, I do not see a serious First
Amendment problem in a reasonably written voucher program.” See comments by Tribe and other legal authorities:
“Breaking the Church-State Wall,” Time, September 16, 1991, 55; and “Can Vouchers Hurdle Church-State Wall?” The
New York Times, June 12, 1991, 5B. And of particular pertinence in Minnesota, sce Jon S. Lerner, “The Constitutional
Case for Universal School Choice in Minnesota,” Center of the American Experiment, October 1993. The following
Supreme Court cases on this issue are especially noteworthy: Mueller v Allen, 463 US 368 (1983); Witters v
Washington Department of Services for the Blind, 474 US 481 (1986). The 1993 Supreme Court case of Zobrest v
Catalina Foothills School District, No. 92-94, presented the related question of whether the Establishment Clause
prevents a government from providing a sign-language interpreter to a deaf child in a sectarian high school when it is part
of a general program of providing interpreters to all with disabilities. The Court ruled that the Establishment Clause does
not bar the provision of a publicly funded sign interpreter for a deaf child who attends a Catholic school.
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Bruce Johnson, Commissioner

Department of Children, Families and Learning
550 Cedar Street

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Commissioner Johnson:

As chair of Minnesota’s Goals 2000 Panel, it is my pleasure to present to you the Minnesota
Education Improvement Plan for submission to the U.S. Department of Education for the second
round of Goals 2000 funds. The plan, developed in accordance with the criteria under Title 11 of
the Goals 2000: Education America Act, describes Minnesota’s process for developing and
implementing challenging content and performance standards with the steps necessary to ensure
the education system is prepared to assist students in meeting these high standards.

The panel played a major role in examining the status of reform initiatives and current pro grams,
identifying areas needing further development and alignment, and directing the development of
Minnesota’s Education Improvement Plan. The 32 members were jointly appointed by the
Governor Carlson and former Commissionet Linda Powell and represent the various categories

of stakeholders that make up Minnesota’s community of learners.

We are pleased with the final product and feel it not only meets the criteria required for
acceptance by the U.S. Secretary of Education, but also articulates the vision for educational
reform in Minnesota.

Sincerely,

\M‘qbuz, &zk .»\\[ollwt;——

Diane Heim Vollmers




Non-edited - from Minnesota Goals 2000 - Education Improvement Plan
Published October 1995

Page: iii

“In 1993, 1994 and 1995, the State Board of Education reviewed, discussed and endorsed
drafts of the various components of the developing proposed rule. The State Board adopted
a schedule of rulemaking to phase in the Basic Requirements and the Profile of Learning
over a three-year period.”

Page: v - The Department of Children, Families and Learning

“In accordance with legislation passed in 1995, and effective October 1, 1995, the Minnesota
Department of Education (MDE) was abolished, and a new Department of Children, Families
and Learning (CFL) was established.” !

“The new department will retain the learning programs formerly housed in the MDE. In
addition, selected programs designed to serve communities, families, and children
throughout the state will be transferred to CFL from the Department of Human Services,
Department of Economic Security, Department of Corrections, Department of Public Safety,
and Office of Strategic and Long Range Planning.”

Page: v - Collaboration and Service Co-Location

“Education reform depends on comprehensive support services. Many Minnesota students
come to school each day with personal, family, and social problems that interfere with
learning, school attendance, progress toward graduation, and future employability. The
problems are frequently multi-faceted and interrelated. The multiple problems of children,
youth, and their families cannot be fully addressed or resolved by the public education
system alone. Educators must work with the larger network of community service agencies
to address these needs effectively. Collaboration requires education, health, and
community service agencies to establish joint goals and actions and to coordinate
resources in order to serve young people and their parents effectively.”

(Our government has decided that the school system must correct societies ills. | believe
government policies in many instances has added greatly to these ills. Here we go again.)

Page vi - Lifework Development (School-to-Work)

“Minnesota’s school-to-work system for lifework development is aligned with the graduation
standards and will help learners prepare for these important life roles in a deliberate,
purposeful manner. The primary purpose of CFL’s Office of Lifework Development (OLD)

is to implement Minnesota’s comprehensive system of education and employment transi-
tion... These components include work-based learning options, such as youth apprentice-
ship and TechPrep; lifework planning and career counseling; work-based curriculum and
instructional methods, marketing, research and development; system assessment and
accountability; learner assessment; support services; professional education; and an
occupational information system.”

Page vi - Technology Support
“For students, the ability to use technology is recognized as an indispensable skill. The

Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS) stated this in the
strongest terms, “those unable to use (technology) face a lifetime of menial work.”




(The SCANS - is a federal document.)

Page vi:

“The state legislature provided $ 32.5 million toward improving technology in the state
for K-12 and higher education over the next two years.”

Page vi:

“The Minnesota Educational Effectiveness Program (MEEP) has demonstrated to be a
successful school improvement initiative that prepares site teams to move toward a
results-based education system. School site teams have combined what we know about
best practice, the change process, and shared decision-making. MEEP expanded from
26 pilot school sites in 1984 to more than 850 sites in the 1993-94 school year.”

Page vii:

“In preparation for implementation of the graduation standards and Goals 2000, MEEP I
was created in 1994. The change from MEEP | to MEEP Il involved a shift in focus away
from the learning environment and toward student performance...MEEP Il programs are
operating in all Minnesota schools and serve as the regional delivery system that provides
statewide support.”

Page vii : Minnesota Center for Student Performance

“The Minnesota Center for Student Performance was recently established in the Anoka-
Hennepin School District to develop model assessment packages for the graduation
standards and to provide assessment training to implementation technicians who are
based in all school districts in the state. The training focuses on teaching teachers how

to grade in the new system....The Center for Student Perfomance is also implementing a
Certified Assessment Training (CAT) program, which certifies school staff to train teachers
in performance assessment.”

Page vii: Best Practice Networks

“Best Practice Network (BPN) in mathematics, reading, writing, and science have been
established across the state....Additionally, teachers are trained by Seek Education Equity
and Diversity (SEED) in effective teaching methods of broadening their lessons to include
examples relevant to students of color.”

Page 1: Goals and Objectives

“Minnesota’s mission and goals for education are derived from constitutional and legislative
directives and from input provided by the many stakeholders in education.”

Page 1: Mission for Education

“The system focuses on the learner, promotes and values diversity, provides participatory
decision-making, ensures accountability, models democratic principles, creates and
sustains a climate for change, provides personalized learning environment, encourages
learners to reach their maximum potential, and integrates and coordinates human services
for learners. (Minnesota Statute 120.0111)”




Page 2 & 3 : Education Goals

“The current goals and priorities toward the Minnesota Department of Children, Families
and Learning directs its efforts are derived from three sources: Challenge 2000, a vision

of change for the 21st century and beyond, shaped through the input and contributions

of Minnesotans and adopted by the State Board of Education in 1989; Minnesota Milestones,
representing statewide goals derived from public hearings in 1991 and 1992; and eight
national education goals outlined in Goals 2000: The Educate America Act.”

“These goals are summarized as follows:

Learning Readiness
All children in Minnesota will enter school ready to learn, with parents and families prepared
to support and participate in their children’s learning.”

Learner Achievement 2
All PreK-12 learners in Minnesota will demonstrate attainment of both the Basic Require-
ments and the Required Profiles of Learning as defined by rigorous graduation standards
(including high standards in math and science achievement), which will prepare them for
responsible community participation, lifelong learning, and productive work.”

Teacher Education and Professional Development
All education personnel in Minnesota will acquire and use the knowledge and skills needed
to prepare all learners to achieve appropriate learning goals.

Parental and Community participation

All Minnesota schools will establish partnerships with parents and communities which
result in the collaborative promotion of the social, emotional, and academic growth of
children.”

Page 3:

“With the creation of the Department of Children, Families and Learning (CFL) and the
development of graduation standards, Minnesota’s education system is undergoing
substantial and substantive change.”

Page 5:

“In developing the proposed graduation standards, the State Board and CFL have sought
to learn from the experiences of other states and have welcomed critical analysis and input
from national experts in the area of educational reform and accountability.”

Page 6 & 7: COMPONENTS OF MINNESOTA’S GRADUATION STANDARDS

“Minnesota’s graduation standards specify what students must know, do, and understand
before leaving high school. They establish a high level of learning for all Minnesota stu-
dents and contain three major components: The Comprehensive Education Goals, which
come from the Secretary of Education’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills
(SCANS) and the many results-oriented reform movements in education; the Basic Require-
ments, which evolved from the minimum competency movement; and the Required Profile
of Learning, which is evolving from the high standards movement.”




Page 7 & 8: Basic Requirements

“The state will set the required levels of achievement, although local school districts will
have the option to set higher measures for their students. The Basic Requirements provide
a safety net to catch students who are “falling through the cracks” and not graduating with
the skills they need to live and work in today’s society. It is expected that most students
will achieve the Basic Requirements early in high school, allowing them to spend the
remainder of their time focused on the Required Profile of Learning.”

Page 9 & 10: Implementation Timeline for Graduation Standards

“The Minnesota Goals 2000 Technology Plan is using the graduation standards as it
foundation. The state will phase in the technology plan concurrently with the graduation
standards implementation plan. As each standard is developed for graduation, additional
benchmarks are being established for grades 3, 5§ and 8. By using the standards and
benchmarks as a guide, districts will apply technology at all grade levels for instruction
and assessment.

Districts will also use the program standards which are being developed for school-to-work
and vocational programs.”

Page 10:

“The Profile of Learning, on the other hand, is designed to challenge students’ academic
capabilities to the fullest. The content standards for the Profile are based on extensive
research which took into account the skills, abilities, and performance needs of the aduilt
world now and as projected into the future.

e a study of documents such as the Secretary of Labor’s Commission on
Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS) report and the National Assessment
Of Educational Progress (NAEP);

e a review of state assessment tests and post-secondary admission requirements
and recommendations;

e consultation with and direct involvement by a broad clientele, including leaders
In business, industry, the military, and post-secondary institutions; and

e guidance and recommendations from focus groups, including parents, educators,
And other citizens.

The content standards associated with the Profile of Learning are being established through
statewide consensus among education professionals and other stakeholders in education.
These content standards are designed to be interdisciplinary, aligned with national
standards, incorporate the rigorous educational demands of post-secondary institutions,
and meet the demands of employers for highly skilled workers.”

Page 11:

“Although the Standards of Distinction are not officially part of the proposed graduation
standards, the State Board has encourage CFL to continue development of the concept.”




Page 11:

“The Perkins Act requires the implementation of a statewide system of core standards and
measures of performance for secondary vocational education programs. The Vocational
Education Program Standards, the measures to be developed, and the graduation standards
will combine to meet the requirements of this Act. These standards will assist students in
seeing the relevance of their education to the career directions they are pursuing. The
Vocational Education Program Standards and the graduation standards coordinate with
recently passed legislation for an Education and Employment Transition System (EET)
which incorporates concepts of school-based learning and work-based learning for K-12
and beyond.”

Page 13: Gifted and Talented Students

“The needs of Gifted and Talented students will be met through two processes already
deployed. One process brings together teachers of Advanced Placement, International
Baccalaureate, Post-Secondary Enroliment Options programs, and College in the Schools
programs to integrate those high challenging learning opportunities into the state grad.
standards. In addition, the process for developing the state graduation standards includes
a process for developing Standards of Distinction which are designed, and often delivered,
by external consumers to challenge even the most capable learners.”

Page 14 & 15:

“The new standards will establish learning requirements that are the same in every
district across the state.”

“The graduation standards provide the framework to help schools more closely align
their curriculums with the demands of modern society. The current curriculum structure
was developed in the 1920s and has not been changed substantially since. For example,
the English discipline has used a literature-based curriculum, specializing in the inter-
pretation and criticism of novels and poetry. Research for the graduation standards
indicates that the needs have changed, and emphasis will be shifted to evaluation of
reading and technical reading and writing.”

Page 16:

“School districts will have the option of adopting model assessment packages, adapting
them, or adopting their own assessments providing they are comparable to the model
packages.”

“To verify student achievement in the Basic Requirements, districts may use state tests,
standardized tests, or locally developed tests that have been validated against state
standards. While these specifications are conceptual enough to allow for local decision
making in materials and textbooks, they clearly specify the standards and processes so
that consistency is maintained.”

Page 18:

“By the year 2004, all students who graduate will have completed all required elements
of the required Profile of Learning. Students in grades 3,5, and 8 will have been assessed
to determine their progress toward the high Profile of Learning standards by the end of
the 1998-99 school year and yearly thereafter.”




Page 19 :

“The data recording system and report format, including a computer software package

for statewide use, is currently being developed under contract with a vendor. The computer
system module being developed will capture data reflecting learner achievement of the
standards; provide progress reports; interact with the other systems used for student
record keeping, attendance, and scheduling by districts; and permit telecommunication
transfers of data between schools and districts if the student moves.”

“External consumers are currently being convened in numerous regional and specialized
meetings to advise what information should be on the individual and aggregated reports
and how these reports can best be used to provide opportunities for students during their
school experiences and thereafter. The goal is to develop and implement the module by
early 1996.”

Page 21: Grant Recipients

“The state of Minnesota awarded 11 grants to consortia school districts, school districts,
or school sites under the first phase of Goals 2000: The Educate America Act. The grants
funded three Preservice projects, three Professional Development projects, and five
Districtwide Reform projects.”

Page 24:

“Several of the pre-service, professional development, and district reform projects funded
under the first phase of Goals 2000: The Educate America Act focus on familiarizing
teachers with the graduation standards and Goals 2000 and on developing teachers’
capacity to provide high quality instruction. CFL staff are following the progress of the
grant recipients in order to identify promising results from projects which improve the
professional development of teachers.”

Page 25:

“In addition to the efforts described above, CFL is utilizing several strategies to build
capacity at the district and site levels including a systemwide staff development effort,
statewide partnership efforts, and a restructuring of our teacher licensure system that
will be aligned with the graduation standards.”

Page 25:

“Each best practice content area contains a strand related to diversity. Teachers are
trained by Seek Educational Equity and Diversity (SEED) in effective methods of broaden-
ing their lessons to include examples relevant to students of color. Practitioners in each
content area are given further training on the instructional implications of the graduation
standards which will lead to increased achievement of all learners.”

Page 28:
“provide an inclusive curriculum for a racially, ethnically, and culturally diverse student

population that is consistent with the state’s rule for inclusive education and the local
school district’s plan for inclusive education;”




Page 29:

“OTLS are indicators of school quality that focus on the extent to which schools are
improving student performance. They focus on evidence that all students have access
to curriculum, teaching, and a learning environment that will enable them to reach high
standards, and that all students have a fair opportunity to reach high performance set
by individual states and the U.S. Department of Education (USDE).”

Page 31:
“Minnesota’s graduation standards are designed to promote statewide education reform.”

“These strategies have been developed in partnership with Indian tribes to improve
consistency and compatibility in curriculum among public elementary and secondary
schools serving American Indian students.”

“Minnesota’s education system is leaving the “usual way of doing business” behind and
creating a transformed education system. The creation of the new Department of Children,
Families and Learning (CFL) will provide more effectively delivered services for children
and families. The new agency will continue to serve the education community, but with a
broader vision. The law requires a partnership planning team and family advisory group
of 15 persons appointed to advise the commissioner on the structure of the new agency,
potential funding reductions, funding consolidation and an appropriate advisory board
structure. The team must include representatives from community-based organizations
that serve primarily communities of color.”

“The measure of success for the new Department of Children, Families and Learning (CFL)
is not only how well students learn in Minnesota, but also how well the department
provides support services for their education.”

Page 32:
“Every district in the state will identify a person to be trained.”

“CFL’s Office of State and Federal Programs has established a partnership with the Office

of Teaching and Learning to coordinate staff development efforts so that professional
development plans that meet both state and federal requirements are coordinated and based
on reliable assessment data.”

Page 39:
“Minnesota has also taken steps to recruit and retain teachers of color and restructure

its teacher licensure system so that it is performance-based and reinforces the
accountability system being developed.”

Page 39:
“In 1993, the Minnesota Legislature and the State Board of Education undertook a compre-

hensive review of all rules governing preK-12 education programs in Minnesota. As a
result of that review, the Legislature repealed more than 230 education rules.)




Page 41:

“Implementation of this process initially requires the development of a computer software
package that will collect aggregated data on student achievement from districts. The
software will be field-tested at the pilot sites during the 1995-96 school year and then
implemented statewide. At this point, aggregated test scores from the Basic Requirements
tests and assessment criteria from the Profiles of Learning are the only indicators
identified for collection.”

Page 41:

“In 1995, the Minnesota Legislature authorized $ 120,000 for a feasibility and design study
to develop a statewide accountability report. The scope of work specifies that CFL must
assess the current availability of critical data-based information about student performance;
establish the feasibility of using information from existing sources for statewide
accountability; recommend additional data-based elements and data collection strategies
that will provide for ongoing assessment of educational progress and improvement; and
development of recommended methods of improving the coordination and dissemination

of local accountability reports as part of a statewide reporting system”

Page 43: Efficient Management of Human and Financial Resources

“The need to establish a system that maximizes both human and financial resources
is essential in the process of systemic reform. In 1991, the former MDE went through
a restructuring process which included training for staff on the principle of Total
Quality Management, and called for programs to be organized in teams according to
functions. In 1993, the organizational structure was further refined to reflect work on
the graduation standards, assessment packages, anticipated federal action of the

reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and other state and
federal legislation.”

“A continued goal has been to efficiently manage resources and direct them toward
leadership activities that will ultimately result in better student performance. Such
activities include:

e consolidation of federal administration dollars under the Improving
America’s Schools Act;

e identification and support of initiatives, like parent involvement, which
cross over team functions;

e support for technology for communication among staff in CFL and
between CFL and districts;

e support for merging state and federal programs with similar purposes
or which complement each other, with the goal of increased student
performance;

e support for consolidating individual district applications into one
comprehensive plan; and

e support for a regional concept for service delivery to districts and
communities regarding implementation of the graduation standards.”

Page 45: Effective Benchmarks and Timelines

“Minnesota’s graduation standards include benchmarks to show developmental
progression, describing what students should know and be able to do in order to be
on target for achieving the standards before they graduate. The approach is beneficial
because students will not be measured against each other. Rather, benchmarks:




Page 45: Benchmarks continued

(1) help teachers design classroom assessments that show how well students are
progressing, (2) help schools offer opportunities for students to learn these major
ideas and ways of thinking in different settings, and (3) help districts coordinate
teaching methods so they build on each other.”

Page 45 & 46 : Graduation Standards: Profile of Learning

“The focus in on complex thinking skills as well as facts and information.”

“Few students, however, can reach the high standards of the Profile without adequate
preparation. Therefore, the benchmarks show developmental progression within an
element: they describe what students should know and be able to do at grades 3, 5, and
8 in order to be on target to achieve the standards before they graduate.

e Teachers will us the outlines to design classroom assessments that show how well
students are progressing. The outlines also will help focus instruction and define
success.

For example, students in all grades must organize ideas as they write.
Primary students may be learning organization by classifying objects
into groups and explaining their choices. By graduation, students will
be able to write a lengthy paper or give a speech with clearly organized,
abstract ideas.”

e Based on the outlines, schools will be able to offer opportunities for students to
learn these major ideas and ways of thinking in different settings.

For example, students can show their understanding of how societies
change by tracing developments in the arts, politics, or technology. No
matter what the topic, the process of societal change will form the basis
of the assessment.”

Page 47 & 48 : Minnesota’s Action Plan

“The vision for balanced accountability outlined in the introduction was used to develop
the action plan. This action plan reflects the reality that action at one level (state, district,
site) impacts the other two levels and is linked to student performance. The plan also
acknowledges that a balanced system of accountability links educational inputs and
processes with measurable student performance.

The action plan addresses sub-sections (c-j):

c) Teaching, learning, standards, and assessments
d) Opportunity to learn standards and strategies

e) Governance, accountability and management

f) Parental and community support and involvement
g) Marking the improvements systemwide

h) Promoting bottom-up reform

1) Dropout strategies

i) Coordination with school-to-work programs




The action plan which addresses these sub-sections at the state, district, and site levels
is found on pages (51-59). We have also indicated fiscal, human and physical resources
when appropriate.”

Page 48: Graduation Standards

“A data recording system and report format for the graduation standards are currently
being developed under contract with pilot sites. A computer software package will be

designed for statewide use. The system will be field-tested at the pilot sites during the
1995-96 school year and then implemented statewide.”

“CFL staff will conduct regular audits of local school districts regarding progress in
implementing the graduation standards. Beginning with the 1998-99 school year, CFL
will audit one-fourth of Minnesota’s school districts each year, so that a first round of
audits of all school districts will be completed during the 2001-02 school year. Apparent
discrepancies between the expectations contained in the graduation standards and levels
of students’ achievements will be discussed with the school districts where such
discrepancies occur.”

Page 49: Readiness to Learn
“The Work Sampling System sets benchmarks for child achievement in seven domains
that are assessed at three points throughout the school year. This can begin at age

three and continue through fifth grade.”

Page 49: Technology Support

“The state has a contractor developing a data system specifically designed to support the

graduation standards. The system will be able to provide individual student reports,
reports for individual classes, schools and districts. The software will be utilized at the
district level to track and report progress toward reaching the standards.”

“To further promote results-oriented education, the 1995 Legislature allocated $ 5.4 million
to be distributed in the form of grants to districts.”

Page 60 & 61 : State Audit

“The proposed implementation plan for the graduation standards calls for auditing of
school districts to begin in the fall of 1998 and to be completed by spring of 2002. One-
fourth of the school districts will be audited each year.

The auditing process will require a school district to “lay out” its assessment program for
the Basic Requirements and the Profile of Learning. Student work identified by the district
as meeting the high standards of the Profile of Learning will be reviewed. Student
achievement will be verified by comparing results on district assessments to statewide
assessment results.

Statewide assessments will be used to determine if progress is being made in improving
the school system as a whole and to identify schools not adequately providing for student
achievement of the Basic Requirements and Profile of Learning.”




Page 61:

“The second round of Goals 2000 funds will be used to award grants to districts that have
developed plans which meet the criteria outlined in these workshops and approved by
CFL.”

Page 62: Review Process

“It is expected that the State Board of Education will adopt the graduation rule early in
1996. As to those elements of the graduation standards specified and in this rule, the
State Board can employ a process already in place for making changes in any of its rules.
This process requires public hearings which provide ample opportunities for input from
the public. The Board also can use an existing procedure for waiving any of its rules on
a request basis. A school district may avail itself of the waiver procedure if a particular
rule does not promote learning for its students.”

Page 63: Coherent and Coordinated Strategies

“As previously stated, the Department of Children, Families and Learning (CFL) was
established as of October 1, 1995 to improve the coordination and integration of state

and local programs serving children and families. Currently, the Department is organized
into teams based on functions and program priorities. The current organizational structure
has approximately 21 teams. The opportunity to team across programs prior to the
reauthorization of the Improving America’s Schools Act (IJASA) among the Office of State
and Federal Programs (OSFP) and other offices in CFL has been instrumental in identifying
the following barriers and solutions with respect to accomplishing Minnesota’s education
goals.”

Page 63: Identified Barriers - Duplication or Fragmentation of Resources and Services

“There is often a lack of coordination and communication between federal and state
programs at both the state and local levels, resulting in duplication or fragmentation of
services.”

“Individual federal and state programs have their own staff development initiatives, usually
included in the respective applications. As a result, there is littie evidence of coordination,
cross-training, and long-term planning.”

“Parental and community involvement activities at both the state and federal levels are
fragmented, resulting in lack of coordination and awareness of existing resources and
efforts.” '

Page 66: Integration Between Minnesota Education Reform and Goals 2000 Funds

“The Goals 2000 funds have been used in Minnesota to support teleconferences to
inform citizens about the graduation standards. CFL also utilized these funds to develop
brochures, information, a survey for citizens and posters about Goals 2000 for every
school site in the state.”

“The grants awarded with the initial funds under Goals 2000 already indicate that LEAs
are making a concerted effort to use the funds for implementing facets of Minnesota’s
education improvement plan. Although each application was unique, the grant
applications of the 11 recipients had four major themes: a focus on results, a high degree
of integration with the graduation standards, specific attention to the eight national goals
of Goals 2000, and use of instructional technology.”




Page 66:

“Upon approval, districts that send a representative to be trained and submit an
improvement plan for implementation of the graduation standards will receive a grant
for implementation from round two of the Goals 2000 funds.”

Page 67:

“Moreover, CFL central office staff, local school district personnel, and the Goals 2000
Panel are in the process of developing reporting forms for each of the eight national
goals. As currently drafted, the report would require each school to supply, among
other information, data on student initiatives designed to enhance student performance.

"

“The Perkins Act requires the implementation of a statewide system of core standards
and measures of performance for secondary vocational education programs. The
Vocational Education Program Standards, the measures to be developed, and the
graduation standards will combine to meet the requirements of this Act. These standards
will assist students in seeing the relevance of their education to their career directions.”

Page 67: Coordination with Vocational Education

“The Vocational Education Program Standards and the graduation standards also interface
with recently passed legislation for an Education and Employment Transition system (EET)
which incorporates concepts of school-based learning and work-based learning for K-12
and beyond. The new delivery system provides for building partnership of collaboration
with educators, students, parents, state and local agencies, business and industry, and
other community members and organizations to connect all education- and employment-
related programs using the EET System as the framework. Integration of secondary
vocational education with academic education provides the foundation for tech prep,
apprenticeship programs, school-to-work grants, and two-and four-year post-secondary
education programs.”

Page 68: School-To-Work Opportunities

“Minnesota’s model for developing an Education and Employment Transition System
(EET System) is focused on creating opportunities that will allow all Minnesotans to
make successful transitions between education and employment throughout their

lives. Minnesota’s restructured system will be successful through state and local multi-
sector partnerships that focus on a lifelong approach to education and employment
transitions.”

“The plan for Minnesota’s EET System includes an array of quality work-based learning,
school-based learning, and connecting activities specified in the School-to-Work
Opportunities Act (STWO Act).”

“Partnerships will be designed to include employers, organized labor, workers, K-12 and
post-secondary educators, learners, parents, community organization representatives, and
representatives from related governmental agencies ( e.g., the departments of Economic
Security, Education, Human Services, Labor and Industry, and Trade and Economic
Development).

“A lifelong approach to work force concepts: The EET System will transcend the
traditional K-12 educational system and address the lifelong needs of learners.”




Page 68:

“Standards by which to access success: The EET System will be driven by a central

set of standards as articulated by the Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary
Skills (SCANS), Goals 2000, and the Minnesota graduation standards. All system efforts
will be geared toward developing the academic and technical skills of the learners as
measured against these established standards.”

(| am guessing, but | believe this EET System was renamed in 1996, to MN School to
Work Initiative.)

Page 73:

“The development of the standards began several years before passage in 1994 of Goals
2000: The Educate America Act. Public meetings and forums on the graduation standards
were held throughout the state before the appointment of the Goals 2000 Panel.”

“The panel has developed an informational brochure on Goals 2000 designed
for dissemination throughout the state.”

“To receive public input, the panel developed and disseminated a “Goals 2000"
survey of citizens throughout the state.

Page 75: Broad-Based and Enduring Support for the Proposed Plan

“In developing the standards, the State Board of Education and the former Minnesota
Department of Education (MDE) received input from educators, parents, policy makers,
and many other concerned members of the public through a variety of formats. The
Department of Children, Families and Learning (CFL) will continue to have ongoing
dialogue with representative groups.”

“Although those who attended the meetings were generally supportive of the graduation
standards, participants did raise a number of concerns. The issues raised most frequently
included loss of local control, cost of implementation, measurement of student
achievement, and methods of monitoring and record keeping. To the extent feasible,
these concerns were addressed in developing the new system for graduation standards.”

Page 76: Evidence of Broad Statewide Support

“The former MDE sponsored six statewide seminars about the Graduation Standards for
more than 120 representatives of business, labor, agriculture, industry, government, the
military, and post-secondary education. The participants completed a survey and their
responses influenced the next draft of the standards. The majority of the respondents --
more than 70 percent -- believe that the Basic Requirements are fundamental to success

in the workplace or post-secondary learning; that all students should be required to pass
skill and concept tests in the Basic Requirements; and all students should be required

to complete the elements of the Profile of Learning, which represent a well-rounded educa-
tion.

A number of key groups in Minnesota have been regularly informed about the proposed
graduation standards and have expressed support:

e Business partnerships;
e Governor’'s Workforce Development Council;
e External consumers;




e Post-secondary colleges and universities; and
e Minnesota Education Telecommunications Council.

Page 79: Minnesota Information Highway

“A fourth level of activity involves the use of a satellite transport network operated
primarily for the benefit of education and government in Minnesota. The entire
voice/video/data educational network can be used as an area, regional, state, national,
or international distribution network.

Page 83:
“The CFL intends to pursue a proposal for an Education Flex State under the Goals 2000

Educating America’s School Act. We are currently examining language in State statue
to determine Minnesota’s eligibility in accordance with the federal law.”

Compiled by

E.A. Webster
Orono Parent
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Ms. J. D. Hoye

U.S. Department of Education
Application Control Center
Attention: CFDA Number 84.278E

600 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, D.C. 20202-4725

Dear Ms. Hoye:

We are pleased to submit Minnesota’s application for a School-to-Work Opportunities State
Implementation Grant.

Minnesota has a commitment, tradition and reputation for leadership, quality and innovation in
its education, workforce development, social services and economic development systems.
Building on this commitment and tradition we have in the past year undertaken several
significant initiatives that will transform our service delivery systems for children and families,
K-12 leamners, post-secondary students and adult workers in need of retraining. Our application

outlines these initiatives.

All of these initiatives are aimed at creating a seamless “Education to Employment Transition
System”, our School-to-Work system. The creation of a seamless system is our vision, our goal,
our commitment and our law.

Minnesota’s commitment to creating a School-to-Work system is demonstrated in state policy, in
the state budget, and the recent establishment of the Office of Lifework Development in the new
Department of Children, Families and Learning. Our School-to-Work system is about preparing
all of our people for their lifework of being responsible citizens, economic players and lifelong

leamers.

While we have a good start in implementing Minnesota’s School-to-Work system, federal
implementation funds will assure that our seamless system will reach every community and
touch every leamer’s life across Minnesota. o

Warmest regards,

Mo S,
H. CARLSON

Governor
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Non-edited excerpts from Minnesota School-To-Work Initiative

“Minnesota’s School-To-Work state plan, which is aligned with the MN Goals 2000 plan
and the state’s graduation standards initiative, was approved by the National School-To-
Work Office in June, 1996. Federal funds are being requested for the purpose of
enhancing and accelerating statewide efforts to bring to scale Minnesota School-To-Work
(STW) system.

Section 1 : Comprehensive Statewide System

“MN's vision is to create a seamless system of education and workforce preparation for
all learners, tied to the needs of a competitive economic marketplace.”

“Despite these earlier policy and program developments, MN has not successfully
competed for federal STWOA venture capital to support, in part, statewide implementa-
tion of its STW system.”

(Remember - This book was published in August 1996, and we had approval for our
MN STW Initiative from the U.S. Department of Education; June 1996.)

"Our learners score among the highest in the nation on national achievement tests and
college entrance exams. MN learners placed first in the nation in the 1996 ACT exam;
we lay claim to one of the highest high school graduation rates - second in the nation
at 88%."

Question - Why was this new education system (MN Goals 2000 & MN School-To-Work) which
is untried, unproven, implemented; replacing a successful , district level curriculum?
Page 1:

“For more than 5 years, Minnesota has been actively engaged in the design and planning

of a statewide system that integrates school-based and work-based learning to address
the education and workforce preparation needs of each and every learner statewide.”

“Minnesota has a) put into place the necessary leadership and governance structures,

b) established a local/regional roll-out strategy to ensure that all schools and communities
become active partners in system implementation, c) focused efforts on the integration of
school-based and work-based learning and d) established strategies that support the
broader involvement and participation of employers statewide.”

“To provide efficient use of public and private resources by coordinating elementary,
secondary, and post-secondary education with related government programs.”




Page 2

“Federal funds are being requested for the purpose of enhancing and accelerating
statewide efforts to bring to scale MN's STW System

(a) Mn. STW Initiative. A Foundation of Early Policy Development

“To provide support systems, including a unified labor market information system,
centralized quality assurance system with information on learner achievement, employer
satisfaction and measures of system outcomes, a statewide marketing system to promote
the importance of life-work development, a comprehensive professional development
system for public and private sector partners and a comprehensive system for providing
technical support to local partnerships in the implementation of MN's STW system.

(If you are reading this out loud - you can take a breath now. Sorry, the book had no
periods here.)

“MnSCU is currently aligning its admission standards with high school graduation
standards, representing a major shift in basing admissions on learner skill attainment
rather than grade point averages. The Graduation Standards are also the major focus
of MN Goals 2000 : Educate Improvement Plan. This helps to ensure that MN's efforts
to establish a comprehensive statewide STW System are directly aligned with the state’s
Goals 2000 plan and the Graduation Standards.”

“ The Graduation Standards based on SCANS and other state and nationai sources
provide the foundation upon which MN's STW System will integrate its school-based and
work-based programs.”

“The State will set required levels of achievement, although local/regional school districts
will have the option of setting higher measures for their learners. The basic standards
provide a “safety-net” to ensure learner’s graduate with the skills they need to live and
work in today's society. Itis expected that most learners will achieve the basic standards
by the end of their middle level experience, allowing them to spend the remainder of their
time focused on the Profile of Learning.”

Figure 4 - MN's System of Graduation Standards

“MN's development of occupational skill standards for specific industry sectors is currently
being aligned with the Required Profile of Learning. Content standards specific to the
development of occupational skills and competencies are a part of the Profile of Learning.”

“MN was one of the first recipients of federal funds to establish a “One-Stop” Workforce
Center System statewide. Initiated in 1994, the MN vision of the system is to provide a
skilled workforce for the state’s economy through an accessible, integrated employment
and training system for all citizens ”




Page 9:

“The MN legislature recently enacted legislation in 1993 granting addilional levels
of control to local/regional programs statewide repealing more than 230 education
rules.”

Page 10:

“ This past year, MN took the necessary steps (o directly hnk the state’s education,
workforce development, and economic development systems '

Page 11:

“ The 1995 MN Legislature established the Governor's Workforce Development
Council (GWDC), granting to it the broad based responsibilities of coordinating the
development, implementation, and evaluation of the statewide STW system.”

Page 11:

“The GWDC is jointly staffed by the Departments of Children, Families and Learning
(CFL), Office of Lifework Development (education) and Economic Secunty (employment
and training).”

The following is from the MN Goals 2000 document

“In accordance with legislation passed in 1995, and efiective 10-1-95, the MN Dept

Of Education (MDE) was abolished, and a new Dept. Of Children, Familes, and Learning
(CFL) was established.” “The new department will retain the learning programs formerly
housed in the MDE. In addition, selected programs designed to serve communities,
families. and children throughout the state will be transferred to CFL from the Dept. Of
Human Services, Dept. Of Economic Security, Dept. Of Corrections, Dept Of Public
Safety, and Office of Strategic and Long Range Planning."

Page 11 - STW - Figure 5 - Policy and Adm Responsibiliues of tne GWDC

“17 ) Recommend to the Governor and to the federal government waivers of laws and
regulations to promote coordinated service delivery, and

18) Sponsor appropriate studies and prepare and recommend to the Governor a
strategic plan which details methods for meeting MN's human investment needs
and for developing and coordinating a state human resource system -

(Underlined items - added for emphasis)
Page 12

“In addition to the broader responsibilities of the GWDC provide the essential governance
structure to guide system implementation and expansion, and provide & conlinuous base
of improvement to ensure that the system uniformly evolves across all areas of the state,
and is supported and maintained well beyonq the federal funding perod.

(Again, | added the underlining)




Page 13 - Figure 8 Local/Regional STW Partnership Performance Criteria

* - Describe methods and strategies for integrating school-based and work-based
learning based on MN'’s Goals 2000 plan and the Graduation Standards for learners
in K-12 and post-secondary education;

- Describe a strategy for identifying and eliminating barriers to provide effective
integrated school-based, service learning, work-based learning, and applied learning
curriculum, instruction, and assessment;”

Page 14:

* - Continue supporting work-based learning programs with state funds. In 1995, the
MN Legislature appropriated $5 Million to support the development of several new
work-based learning initiatives. \We anticipate state funds remaining available to
support these and other system expansion initiatives.”

Page 16:

“The GWDC, working with the Governor's Employers Advisory Council on Education,
MN Business Partnership; Departments of Trade and Economic Development and
Labor and Industry; organized labor; and other entities will assume responsibility for
establishing a plan and specific steps for proceeding with the development of industry
skill standards. Curriculum development will also be undertaken in relation to each of
these identified sets of skill standards.”

(Remember - this book was dated in 1996 - they have been busy)

Page 16:

“Minnesota has already made progress in developing industry skills standards within
several targeted industries, MNnSCU, for example, has been tracking the National Skills
Standards and standards currently under development in Maryland, Washington,
Wisconsin, and other states.”

Page 16:

“Legislation enacted in 1995, places a priority on the development of curriculum, based
on Minnesota’s graduation standards.”

Page 17:

“This also involves the alignment of industry skill standards and graduation standards.
These standards serve as the basis for curriculum development. Minnesota's STW
System implementation will proceed in partnership with CFL's Division of Graduation
Standards in the design and implementation of curriculum frameworks and procedural
materials for integrating school-based and work-based learning. The state will also
provide training on these curriculum frameworks and procedures on a statewide basis."

Page 17: School-Based Learning Component

“The "cornerstone” of Minnesota’s STW System is the Minnesota Graduation Standards.”




Page 18:

“The Graduation Standards raise the expectation that Minnesota learners will not

only develop a foundation of academic skills, but also skills for citizenship, workforce
participation, and lifelong learning. A total of $ 21.6 million has been committed to
ensuring the design, development, and initial implementation of these standards
statewide. The graduation standards, including its Comprehensive Goals, Basic
Requirements, and Profiles of Learning provide the essential organizing framework

to ensure the integration of school-based and work-based learning across all grade
levels, subjects, courses, and learning experiences. These standards apply to all
learners and specific strategies, i.e., accommodations, have already been put in place
to ensure this occurs.”

Page 18:

“Career TREK is a computer-aided career awareness program which includes the
Children’s Occupational Dictionary and a Card Deck of Occupations to promote career
awareness. A curricula accompanies the Career TREK System and the intent is to
make it available systemwide.”

Page 18:

“The graduation standards provide the essential mechanism for continuing to integrate
school-based learning with early career development experiences of elementary school
learners.”

Page 20:

“All Minnesota Learners will develop a lifework plan which will be included as one
component of the stated Profile of Learning. The lifework plan contains two essential
concepts: preparation for life and preparation for work.”

Page 22:

“Minnesota’s newly formed state college and university system (MnSCU) is currently
aligning admission standards with high school graduation standards. This is a major
shift away from using traditional grade point averages alone to basing admissions on
the skills and competencies learners have developed.”

Page 23:

“Content standards have been developed for the primary, intermediate, and middle
schools. The state will establish the content standards for which learners are required
to be assessed. Assessment procedures include performance-based achievement
tests, authentic assessments siuch as portfolios, information assessment inventories,
observations, and grades.”

Page 23:

“The Profile of Learning provides the framework for high academic standards which all
Minnesota's learners must also work toward in order to graduate. These content
standards are designed to be interdisciplinary, aligned with national standards, in-corporate
the rnigorous educational demands of post-secondary institutions, and meet the demands
of employers for highly skilled workers.” (Underlined national for emphasis)




Page 24:

“For the past three years, the Governor and Legislature have been actively involved in
the articulation of policies to guide STW System design and implementation.”

(Remember, this was published in 1996 - so it was 1993 )
Page 25: STW Interagency Leadership Team (ILT)
“- Ensuring cross-agency coordination of federal, state, and local programs;
-Coordinating the uses of federal, state, and local/regional funds and resources to
support System expansion and maintenance;
-Establishing a statewide marketing strategy intended to promote high levels of
collaboration;”
Page 25.
“We seek the full, 100% participation of employers statewide.”

Page 27:

“Organized labor will also play a major role in the implementation of Minnesota's STW
System. *

Page 29: Strategies to Promote Full Employer Participation

“Employers will also serve on Skills Standards Advisory Panels and create and expand
work-based learning programs.”

Page 29: Table | - System Expansion

“Initiate recommendations that support maintenance of the STW system through state
appropriations.”

Page 29: Table | - Performance Standards

* Revise performance standards to ensure they represent employer interests and
concerns.”

Page 29: Table 1 - Curriculum Development

“Participate with state, regional, and local school-to-work entities in the development
of meaningful curricula that integrates school-based and work-based learning.
support the integration of industry skills standards with Minnesota graduation standards.”

Page 30: Participation of Learners
“Equity, inclusion, and equal access are the driving principles in Minnesota STW
Initiative. This is based on the belief that “true” systems change cannot occur unless
each and every learner and citizen of the state is included in system building and
Implementation efforts.”

(Personally, | didn't know anything about this system change until October, 1998.




Page 32; Strategies for Achieving Gender Equity

“The Project has just completed a compendium of best practices on gender equity
programs in Minnesota.”

“Young women will work with nontraditional employment coordinators, funded in part
by the Nontraditional Employment for Women (NEW) Act, located in each of the

Workforce Centers.”

Page 35: Use of Distance Learning Technology

“Minnesota’'s Goals 2000 Technology Panel is addressing a range of strategies for
serving learners in rural communities statewide. For example, plans have been
Developed to provide opportunities for learners in rural elementary and middle schools
to access career awareness activities via the Media Center Satellite Network. Further,
the Legislature recently appropriated $ 15.5 million to continue to build and support

a statewide Internet infrastructure. Additional funds have been committed to promote
the use of interactive television (ITV) statewide by establishing 11 telecommunications
districts. Learners have access to “virtual field trips” internet systems to explore
businesses, and opportunities to develop career interests through on-line access to
career information databased. We will expand the use of these systems over the next

five years.
Page 37:

“Minnesota’s local/regional roll-out strategy will ensure that systemic change uniformly
occurs across all geographic areas of the state, including urban and rural areas.”

“Make available STWOA grant funds to support local/regional partnerships in imple-
menting a comprehensive STW System.”

Page 38:

“Demonstrated use of labor market information will be required as part of the RFP
criteria for receiving federal STWOA demonstration funds.”

Page 39 & 40 - Criteria for Awarding STWOA Grant Funds

“The following is a preliminary list of conditions and criteria for awarding local/regional
grant applications.”

-All learners will have opportunities to participate in and benefit from the proposed System
implementation initiative;

-The proposed activities promote the integration of school-based and work-based learning;
-The proposed system implementation activities are clearly aligned with Minnesota
graduation standards;

-Labor market information was used as a basis for planning;

-Employers are fully committed to the proposed plan,

-The planned system implementation activities result in systemic reform as opposed to
isolated program development;

-The effort includes strategies that strengthen connections between schools and post-
secondary education programs, workforce participation, and lifelong learning;
-Procedures are established for identifying and eliminating barriers to provide effective
integrated school-based and work-based learning;

-Opportunities for staff development and retraining occur in relation to the proposed




system implementation initiative,

-Provide a comprehensive evaluation plan that collects data on learners and system
performance;

-Demonstrates capacity to continue ( system sustainability) the initiative after grant
funds are no longer available.

Page 40 & 41 - Targeting Technical Assistance to Current and Anticipated Needs

“These needs for the technical assistance focus on the following critical system imple-
mentation areas:

-Integrations of work-based learning into high standards for the Profiles of Learning
measures

-Development of performance assessments relating to work-based learning
-Curriculum development

-Strategies to effectively market STW Initiatives

-Use of labor market information and emerging career information databases

Page 42: Technical Assitance Strategies

“we promote the importance and value of preparing all learners for future life and
workforce preparation... this means that an equal value must be placed on all levels

of adult life preparation. We believe that college and university training has been
overemphasized and other equally critical areas of training downplayed.”

Page 42:

“We intend to support local/regional efforts to market the system by developing a
“STW Public Relations Package.” This would be similar to what the National School-
To-Work Office has developed to increase public awareness regarding the national
STW Initiative.”

(I would have loved to received one, before it was implemented into the schools.)
Page 43: Product Development and Dissemination

“ _ Guidelines for developing occupationally specific content standards in the Profiles

of Learning.

- Industry developed occupational skills standards and statewide curricula for each
career pathway and industry sector.

-A guide for self-evaluation and assessment of local/regional STW partnership progress.
-"Best Practices” guidebook on work-based learning for employers.

-A guide on building community consensus for action planning.”

Page 44: Staff Development and Retraining

“The retraining of professionals, i.e., educators, counselors, employment and training
staff, others, is a high priority for Minnesota’s STW initiative. The immediate needs for
retraining must target the following system implementation efforts:

Professionals statewide must first develop a general level of awareness and understanding
of Minnesota’s STW Initiative, and its objective to fully integrate school-based and work-
based learning in every region and community statewide.




Page 44 - Staff Development and Retraining (Continued)

Given the recent implementation of Minnesota's graduation standards, professionals
in every elementary school, junior high/middle school, high school, and alternative
education program must be given the knowledge, information, and strategies for
integrating school-based and work-based learning within the Basic Requirements,
and High Standards in the Profiles of Learning.

The recent and ongoing formation of locallregional STW partnerships will require that
professionals possess the knowledge and skills necessary to work collaboratively,
conduct needs assessments based on labor market information and learner needs,
effectively develop plans that integrate programs and services at the local/regional
levels, and undertake evaluations of other implementation efforts.

Educators and other professional statewide must also develop the knowledge and
skills essential in effectively working with employers in establishing meanful'work-based
learning opportunities for all learners.

Strategies for marketing STW to community stakeholder groups.

“Traditional venue of conducting one- or two-day workshops in insufficient when
attempting to achieve long-term, meaningful systemic change. Several major
strategies will be used to ensure that our proposed retraining efforts produce long-
term results and move the system forward.

Training must be followed by technical assistance to lead professionals through the
stages of skill apllication and program adoption within their individual settings:”

Page 45: STW Regional Conferences

“A central theme for the conference is showing how STW is a logical process and the
means by which most K-12 learners will complete their Profile of Learning."

Page 46: Restructured Teacher Licensure System
* This process will impact all new and currently licensed educators statewide.”

“Steps have already been taken within MNSCU and at the University of Minnesota
to revise current course curricula, develop, new courses, and place additional
emphasis on STW in their curricula.”

Page 48: Coordination of Resources

“The coordination of federal, state, and local/regional resources is a major objective of
Minnesota's STW Initiative. To achieve system expansion and lasting reform, Minnesota
will establish a comprehensive plan for system maintenance based on the coordination
of public and private resources. STWOA funds are viewed only as venture capital. This
strategy involves (a) coordinating current federal, state, and local/regional resources;

(b) seeking increasingly larger commitments of resources from local/regional sources;
And (c) leveraging private sector resources, i.e. , business and industry, economic
development initiatives, others.”

This process has already begun. The creation of the Department of Children, Families
and Learning (CFL), consolidation of Minnesota's technical colleges, community
colleges and state universities into a single, unified system.”




Page 53 - Private Sector Resources

“Effective marketing must be used as a key strategy in securing employer commitments
to expand work-based learning opportunities for all learners over the next several
years. This includes committing business and corporate resources, i.e., management
time, employee time, on-site facilities, equipment and materials, others, to establish
high quality and meaningful work-based learning opportunities.”

Page 53 - Fund Development Strategies .

“This involves an aggressive pursuit of corporate and foundation resources to expand
key initiatives at the state, regional, and local/regional levels.”

Page 55 - Management Plan

“The Governor has designated the Office of Lifework Development, CFL, as the lead
applicant to guide and manage Minnesota's STW Implementation Project.”

“The Office of Lifework Development, CFL, will serve as the administrative and fiscal
agent for this STW Implementation Project. Overall direction will rest with the
Assistant Commissioner for the Office of Lifework Development, Eugen L. Piccolo.

Page 56:

“New positions (in CFL) will be funded using STWOA federal resources and will be
housed at the appropriate agencies and organizations.”

“CFL has managed several major federal systems change programs over the years

and has a history of successful fiscal management and reporting of these efforts.”
(How can this be? CFL was formed in October 1995 according to MN Goals 2000.)
Page 59: Local/Regional STW Partnerships

“Local/regional STW partnerships will be required to complete periodic process and
outcome evaluations....a self-peer evaluation procedure will be designed to facilitate
progress assessments.”

Page 60: Learner Outcomes and Impact

“Minnesota’ Graduation Standards, including its Basic Requirements and Profiles of
Learning, provide the essential standards and criteria for evaluating learner outcomes...
Skills standards performance data and learner performance data form Minnesota’s
Learner Assessment System will be aligned with the STW information database. All
evaluation activities will be collaboratively developed among the key stakeholders.”

Page 62:

“Minnesota’s STW and Goals 2000 state plans are being integrated, providing a
highly coordinated and coherent framework for continuing STW System implementa-
tion.”




(1 ask you - if this is such a wonderful system of education how come “we the parents” did
not know anything about it; till it was fully implemented and in our schools? Over 45 states
in the United States are in various stages of implementation of this untried, sweeping
education reform system. This system came from and is partly funded by the federal
government. Itis unconstitutional. (10th Amendment) Please get involved for the

sake of our children.)

(I stopped counting, after 75, all the agencies, committees, departments, and partnerships
associated with this monstrous system.)

(What will be the cost to all of us?)




Table 2

Federal Program 1997
. Tech-Prep 1,665,000 " 65000 | 3330000
Carl Perkins S 15586000 15586000 31172000

JTPALIB 4,500,000 4,500,000 9,000,000

JTPAIC 980,000 980000 | 1960000

JTPA BY% w00 %000 1880000
Goals 2000 B 200000 200000 | 400,000
Chapter 1 500,000 | 500,000 1,000,000
IASA 5,000,000 5,000,000 1,000,000

YouthWorks/AmeriCorps - 3100000 3,100,000 6,200,000

IDEA (Special Education) moog Moo | 20000
Adults Education/Literacy 1,200,000 | 1,200,000 2,400,000
Vocational Rehabilitation 2,700,000 2,700,000 5,400,000
STWOALocalPartnerships (6) 1,800,000 1800000 | 3600000

STWOA Implementation Funds 3800000 380000 | 7.600000

Totals §37,581,000 | 37,581,000 L $75,162,000
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Comprehensive Goals Basic Standards High Standards

Safety Net - Profile of Learning =
Tested in Grade 8 - Ten Elements

Purposeful Thinker Reading (1995-1996) 1 Understand whatis read,
o heard, and seen

] Eﬁeﬂi?f CDmmunicaIGr Ma:h [1995"]996} 2 Write and sp.eak effecﬂveiy
' 3 Develop artistic pursuits

4 Know how and when to use
math

5 Gather and use information
Responsible Citizen 6 Understand the world through
K science,

7 Understaﬁd the interactions
between people, their world,
and their cultures

8 Make informed dedsions

9 Know how to manage a
household or business

10 Learn another language
(optional)

Self-Directed Learner Writing (1996-1997)

Productive Group Partidpant

Test Options Assessed through Performance
« StateTest Assessment Packages

- Standardized — 64 Content Standands

lowaBasis Developmental Standards for
AT grades 3,5,8
Stanford

District Developed

Task Management Skills
+ Amives ready to leam Generates goals and plans Keeps trying
- Strives for accuracy for achieving them Follows safety rules
>« Accepts criticism and Manages time well Uses resources appropriately
suggestions Stays on task Contributes to group work
« Seeks help when needed Uses materials responsibly

Minnesota’s School-to-Work Initiative
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Performance Standards

Percentage of school districts participating
in STW partnerships.

Percentage of learners who pass the basic
skills component of the graduation standards
by the ninth grade:

Mathematics
Reading
Writing (1997)

Percentage of leamers successfully
graduating from highschool. ~ *
,—---_.._,__,_.__/\ Vs — S

;“"'l;ercentage of K-16 leamersin school-based |
‘\STW activities and programs. S
"'—-..___1___‘__ i

 Percentage of grades 7-16 leamersin work- |

(_ based STW activities and programs. -

Percentage of grades 5-16 leamers in formal-
ized service leaming activities and programs.
Percentage of leamers with disabilities who

successfully access school-based and work-
based leaming programs statewide.

Number of employers statewide providing
structured work-based leaming through
MN system and STWOA standards and criteria.

Number of learners (grades 11-12) enrolling
in post-secondary education programs during
their high school programs (PSEO).

Percentage of high school graduates enrolled
in post-secondary education programs,

Percentage of local STW partnerships
operating in compliance with Minnesota’s
System performance standards and criteria.

Number of industries for which skill standards
have been approved by the GWDC or National
Skills Standards Boards.

Minnesota's School-to-Work Initiative
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Electronics/Technology Career Pathway

I Integrated School-Based and Work-Based Learning

>

Examples of Career Majors

Grades K-6

Grades 7-8

Grades9-10

Grades 11-12

1-2 Year College

=

4 Year College

* Basic
Requirements

* Career
Awareness

* Career
Exploration

* Occupational
Information

* Task Magt. Skills
* Lifework Plan
* Support Services

«Baslc
Requirements

* Job Shadowing

*Career
Exploration

« Occupational
Information

» Industrial Arts

* 4-H Youth
Development

+ Applied Acad.
Counseling

« Task Mgt. Skills
* Lifework Plan
* Support Services

* Basic
Requirements

* Profiles of
Learning

* Pald Work
Experience

*Vocational Ed
« Career Planning

* Dccupational
Information

*Workplace
Monitoring

* Service Learning

* 4-H Youth
Development

« STW Student
Organizations

*Task Mgt. Skills
+ Lifework Plan
s Support Services

* Basic
Requirements

* Profiles of
Learning

« Standards of
Distinction

*Industry
Skills Standards

* Pald Work
Experience

*»Vocational Ed
* Career Planning

* Occupational
information

*Workplace
Monitoring

« Service Learning

« 4-H Youth
Development

* STW Student
Organizations

* Task Magt. Skills
* Entrepreneurship

ONLLO3INNOD

* Utilities
Technician

* Machine
Operator

* Computer
Generator

* Computer
Programmer

* Data Entry
+ Electrical Design

* Computer Alded
Drafting

+ Architectural
Technology

* Auto Services
Technician

* Machine Tool
Technician

*Tool & Die
Technician

* Production
Technician

+TV & Cable Repair

* Others

* Systems
Analyst

* Electronics
Engineer

+ Energy Systems

Designer
* Geologist

« Electronics
Inspection

* Computer
Software

+ Mechanical
Engineer

* Software
Technician

+ Civil Engineer
* Project Engineer

* Automotive
Engineer

« Network Analyst

* Medical
Technologist

* Others

acejdyiom
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Graduation Standards
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I Basic Requirements >

I Profiles of Learning

I Industry Skill Standards
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Ilouse of R:pre:éntniﬁ
Commonwealth of Fennsylvania, Hamrisburg
Samuel E. Rohrer, member

November 21, 1997

Dcar Citizens of lhc Sta,tc'of Ohio:

I write 10 you as a former Ohio resident, graduate of an Ohio public school, and now an active
member of the Peansylvania House of Education, Labor and Appropriations Committees. [ am a
conservative, a busincssman for 16 ycars before entering public office, and an elected official who
belicvey in Amcrics as a representalive republic.

Throughout this nation, including the State of Ohuo, there is currently being implemented a
massive restiuctuning of'the educational and employment systems. To.a great extent, the average

citizen is unaware of the comprehensive changes this restructuring will bring to them, their
children and their F'.: 3. As an elected representative to the [fousc of Representatives in the
Commonweakth of Pennsylvania, I feel a great duty to the peoplc to make available all information
pussible to allow them the opportunity ta make a truly informed decision.

At issue is School-to-Work and the accampanying programs it incorporates. If | would not have
studied, researched, and talked with hundreds of people on ihe 1opic of STW, (Goals 2000,
Mecdicaid in the schools, labor development plans, and traveled the world many fimes over while

n business, | may have found some of what certain opponcnts have said about School-to-Work
hardto believe. However, that is not the case. Not only do I agree with the concerns as
expressed by such noted individuals as Phyllis Schlafly and State Board Member Diana Fessler, as
8 legislator 1 can add the perspective of how the process of promoting School-to-Work violates

my view of freedom in this American republic.

e

My reasons for not only questioning but opposing School-to-Work are as follows:

. STW is deceptively promoted to the a) public; b) to legislator, c) to business and labor alike.

——

STW is being promoted as an advanced version of our traditional vo-tech educational
program. Ii artempts 10 usurp the good will and success of existing vo-tech programs and
even to fraudulently take credit for their success. In reality, while STW includes a vo-tech
somponent it ix Jeveplive Lo lead the public and the legislators to assume this narrow

equation. STW.will destroy most current vo-tech programs by usurping the decision-making
regarding vocational choic Jocal school and place it with the various labor boards,

regional forecasters and governmental directives.

STW is being promoted to business and employers as the answer to the obvious academic and
skill deficiencies of the current high school graduates. Employers are being fraudulently led to

believe that under-skilled laborers can be corrected by a "high-tech® “TQM" national program

“bench-marked"” to "world " standards. This may sound good, but that's all. The
problem today is kids aren't taught how ta read, and they are taught moral relativism that

—
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produces kids with high self esteem but bad moral character and delicient academic
%@mﬂh@mﬁnmmm_neitherofﬂwhmmﬁi@im As
& result, business s fooled into accepting a clevery disguiscd governmen program that

. The history of School-;q-\V§;i; and its ultimate design is covered up or at best not discussed.
it ipant knew the hist

orical genesis Of STW and its uliimate mature
d turn und devour the Program. That is why the proponents work very hard
DML o “Y\EM

!
led after the Marxis _ els. When fully
TW and its accompanyin am will result in a "tota) nomy"

3. 'the STW implementation strategy violaies the principles of a fepresentative republic and the
In siate after state, the executive branch (Governor's office) consistent with their pact 1o

su Goals 2000, etc. have ursued federal monies, signed away valuable state sovereignty
ﬁ%ml%@me_% blies. B,
violaing e comstany ok SonIees wih scrul ' -
debate has been preemprc

eempted. | Across this nation, , legislature itness a gross

violation. The expanded authority that STW and other contracts place in the Governor's
office to distribute the do implement public polic accordin

y.
- Goals 2000 and STW violate the canstitutional prohibitions against Federal government_

Although the feder ha increasingly involved in education within the states,
tHis involvement nonetheless violates the Constitution. For the very miﬁding
-‘_-__-‘-_h-"—-——_______

fathers expressly disallowed federal involvement in state rerogatives, Goals 2000 and

 School-to-Work are now a problem. While some people obviously argue the benefits of
federal i nt, this begs the question, For any conservative to reach ouf and embrace a

federal plan and somehow think state officials will craft their own unique plan for their state is

either willingly ignorant ar deceived. Every Goals 2000 siare will conform 1o the terms of the

contracts they have signed and Ohio will 100, T%
DA T o T 100 — .

3. STW aggressively attacks the toundation of parental control and local control.

X 9




At the heart of my concern and all constitutional conscrvatives is the issue of control.
_Amenica is not Germany, fapan, Russia, or China. “{% of freedom, the

world's most biessed ive republic. We are not a democracy. We were never”
designed 10 be anything other than a nation in whom the power was vested in the people and

with whom ights of the peaple are defined in a constitution which
defincs the scope ol government.

The nature of 0 and STW and most other federal government programs attack the
very essence of who we are, Whe combined with the organization of TW program
_violation of Constitutional prohibiti Lis usurped from the people. All those who
w&h such moves are therefore guilty of what our founding fathers called treason. It is
this basic change in control that identifies the major problems with STW and Goals 2000.
Decision making for ion, vocational choices, and life decisions must be kept at the local
level with parents and their assigns. This federally directed program strikes at the heart of this
suthority and if for no other reason is why cvery American let alone a true conservulgg__:ic__m_m_li

ejecton.

In conglusion, if you are like some people with whom I have talked, you may think that Ohio is
somchow unique. | You may say that since you have not yet scen any Ohio student "job maiched"
or students judged as “huma fesources®, that STW does not have an agenda. Al 1 can say is that
_You are only looking at “the baby". The baby will grow up. When it does, it will look just like its

- parent and we don't have to go too far to sce it! -€., recent articlcs in Newsweek, Busi nessweek)

Citizea of Ohio, you should know that the goal of education is not solely employment. The
employer and business are not the Customer of education. The goal of education is 1o fu lly equip
wscm in the basic academic foundations and when combined with moral nstiuction to
roduce an individual who will best glorify his Creator The parents who possess the
responsibility of education are customers. Tt is oﬂ!_www
@%@mﬁ@m and the continuance of this nation as we have known it, please

consider these concemns before embracing the School-to-Work agenda.

Sincerely,

Samual E. Rohrer

State Representative
128th Legislative District

SER jic

[House Box 202020, Main Capitol, Room 423, south Office Building,
Harrisburg, PA 17120-2020,  Phone: (717) 787-8550)
e-mail: mclabaug@locrses. LEGIS.STATE. PA.US
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Katherine Kersten Commentary
Star Tribune, March 4, 1998
'Profile of Learning' for High Schools Is Severly Flawed

It's the year 2000 at Garrison Keillor High School in Anytown, Minn. Classrooms buzz with activity as
students work in cooperative groups to compile the 24 portfolios they need to graduate.

First up is "Expressions of History." "A paper on the Battle of Gettysburg? Borrrring! Our ‘performance
package' says we can meet the requirement by doing a group presentation on 'nonconformity in the '60s'!
Look, it says one person can report on blue jeans, one on tie-dyed clothes, and two more on 'berm houses
and solar paneling.' I get dibs on bringing in the 'actual cultural expression’ it suggests - a pair of faded,
ripped blue jeans.

"It's on to 'determining personal biorhythms'- our moods - mathematically. And of course, I've got to
finish my big mail survey on global warming. Down the hall, groups working on 'benchmarks of
interpersonal communication' are busily videotaping their conflict resolution sessions. (They're graded on
whether they smile and nod enough to show understanding.)"

Far-fetched? Nope. It's the new Minnesota graduation standards in action.

It's a tragedy, folks. Minnesota has blown a golden opportunity. The "Profile of Learning" - scheduled to _
kick in next fall, unlggs,t/he_l;eg@emlr/emk_eﬂ(:ti&was sold in the name of rigor and accountability.
Unfortunately, in many respects, it is likely to deliver the opposite, while draining the treasury and - at
least M - throwing students' and teachers' lives into chaos.

Under the new grad rule, high school graduation will no longer be tied to passing a certain number of

courses, Instead, students must complete two dozen "performance-based assessments" in 10 "learning a
areas." English and history are passe, replaced by categoM ﬁM“msomée' :
management." o 3

e S

According to a state-commissioned report, the Profile of Learning will bring "fundamental change" to

Minnesota, a&ectiqg_ggm;ngm@gl_sghgdulw;u&ﬂ’iﬂ. But few parents have a clue what's
in store, though many teachers are tearing their hair out. For most of us, the word "standards” is enough
to induce confidence.

The reality is different. The state has launched a massive and costly experiment, with little evidence that it
will work. In fact, there is reason to believe that-in the name of "reform" and work readiness-the Profile
of Learning will entrench the most pernicious fads plaguing education today.

The he the problem is the educational theory that drives the profile: "experiential" or "project
learning." Though touted as reform, project learning has been around since 1918, taking on new guises as
old ones are discredited. ' il

Essentially, project learning holds that education is not so much about what students know, as about what

they can "do" in real-life settings. But in the absence of a core of substantive knowledge, it is almost
impossible to develop meaningful skills. As E.D. Hirsch points out in "The Schools We Need," research

has revealed project learning to be "the least effective mode of pedagogy in use in American schools."

10/07/98 10:03:35
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. And "portfolio assessment"-far from permitting objective comparisons, as profile advocates claim -is the
most highly subjective form of grading.

Not surprisingly, Minnesota's proposed standards have received devastating reviews. After examining
them at state officials’ request, standards expert Diane Ravitch wrote as follows: "I will be candid because
I don't have tim diplomatic. In the area of social studies, the Minnesota standards are among the
w@_@t_ig_n. They are vague.... They are not testable . . . I advise you to toss them out and start
over."

Historian Paul Gagnon - formerly of the American Federation of Teachers-concurs. " [These standards
are] most disappointing,” he wrote. "They tell teachers nothing about what substance to teach, in what
order, and how to relate it to other grades and classrooms .... [They are] in no way comparable to the
content standards . .. of states which are taking seriously a standards-based strategy for school
improvement." -

P

Like the profile standards, the 48 model performance packages that thé\sgft\qhas designed to evaluate
them are severely flawed. Theoretically, districts can modify these packages, or even produce their own.
But few teachers are anxious to assume this onerous task. Consequently, at least initially, the packages
are likely to become a kind of §tatewide gurriculum.

The performance packages are a mixed bag. Some-if taken seriously-are daunting in their complexity.
When will teachers find time to convey the knowledge they require? Others are busywork at best. The

hallmark of most is heavy reliance on "group projects," which means that motivated kids will generally
pg&h_eg_e_ight, while others go along for the ride. In fact, a state-commissioned report warns that "not
" much more than articipation [Will be] required to fulfill graduation requirements."

Bright students, in particular. will suffer from the Profile of Learning's byzantine requirements. In fact,

one coordinator for "gifted" students has calculated that three of her district's top recent grads could not
“have graduated under the profile, without dropping advanced placement courses to fulfill less challenging

"content standards.” _'—

On top of all this, the standards promise to unleash an administrative and record-keeping nightmare. No
~wonder some teachers consider them an incentive to early retirement.

Reps. Marty Seifert, R-Marshall, and Gene Pelowski, DFL-Winona- both high school teachers-are trying
ta delay and if possible, modify the profile to address its shortcomings. They have urged parents and
teachers to make their concerns known to legislators. And Minnesotans with kids in private schools
shouldn't breathe a sigh of relief. Though Gov. Ame Carlson has indicated he will veto such efforts, down

the road there will likely be intense pressure to extend the standards' reach to private schools.

The business community- apparently seduced by the standard's heavy "pragmatic" slant -has been a major
proponent of the Profile of Learning. Put down your Wall Street Journals, guys. Read these packages;
talk to teachers who have used them. Your human resources departments may be sadly surprised by the

Ao illeritintived]

“strange amalgam of worker bee and '60s-style skeptic they promise to deliver.

S —

Katherine Kersten is a director of Center of the American Experiment in Minneapolis and a
commentator for National Public Radio's "All Things Considered."
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Top Ten Reasons
to

Eliminate the Profile of Learning

The Profile of Learning:

o is untested; an experiment on all of Minnesota's children.

5 shifts decision-making authority from parents and local schools
to the state and federal level.

o is an unfunded mandate and will be implemented at great
expense to individual districts.

- will reduce the time available for our children to acquire core
knowledge putting them at risk for post secondary failure.

- takes time and money away from existing, proven methods of
curriculum and instruction.

5 is a bureaucratic nightmare for schools.

- diminishes the freedom, authority and creativity of educators.

5 has a time line for implementation that is impossible!

~ has no models of success.

o places state-directed curriculum in the control of bureaucrats,
politicians and special interest groups.

m Home
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GOP’s Sviggum, Pawlenty
to lead moderate agenda

Assoclated Plesi :

State House Republicans, who
took the majority earlier this
month, elected a pair of caucus
leaders Saturday who pledged a
focused agenda that devotes min-
imal attention to conservative so-
cial issues. :

 Rep. Steve Sviggum of Ken-
yon, who faced no oppos tion,

was named s [ouse.,
on a unanimous voice vote. He
will assume the post officially af-
ter the House votes on leadership
when it convenes in January,

The caucus elected Rep. Tim

Pawlenty, of Eagan, as majority
leader. He won on a second bﬂr-

lot over his only challenger, Rep. " * .

Henry Todd Van : Rellen,: of
' Plymouth.” %, i B
Sviggum and -Pawlen id
» they want-to concentrate on a
CO s with broad appeal
- for Minnesotans: tax relief, edu-
. cation reform and crime. §j .-

years

N S :
.. Steve Sviggum faced no .
. opposition for House post.

“The citizens are going (o
judge us by our product, the
quality of that product,” Sviggum
said. The caucus shouldn’t take
“a shotgun approach, but a more
focused approach so that' two
from now we'll have that

quality product.”

Voters in southeastern Minne-
sota first elected Sviggum to the
House in 1978. He is the longest-
serving Republican in the House
and only one of three who were
part of the last GOP majority in
1985-86.

Sviggum - became minority
leader in 1993; he had planned to

. step down from the position had

Republicans not won the major-
ity earlier this month.

Pawlenty was elected to the
House in 1992. He is a lawyer in
private practice who served for
three years on the Eagan City
Council.
l'lI'he first bill that Republicans
wi ;
cut worth more than $1 billion
over the two-yes et cycle,
Sviggum said.

Turn to GOP on B9
Also on B9:
— Election reform conference.




- House GOP leaders
ower priority on social

!

The caucus also is interested
n dis’%andm part of the_pew .
file-of Le

Prof

tain basic skills festing but get rid |

of performance packages that

réquire assignments designed so.
students use learned concepts in
practical applications. The former

igh school math teacher called

the performance packages “an

.Pawlenty said. “We want to pick

‘cus. We don't want to be the

accounting __ nightmare _ for "

arning high schodl |

‘graduation requirements, -
Sviggum said_he wants o re-,

will place
issues

leader of his
party, is also
representative
of the body as a
whale,"  he
said. “We have
seen some
examples
where speakers
who have
pushed a par-.
tisan . agenda

A

Tim Pawlenty

‘too hard have gotten into trouble.

feachers.” .

Social issues, such as restrict-
ing abortion and gay rights, won't
be part of the core agenda, to the
dissatisfaction of some: caucus
members. '

“I would like 1o hear that we're
throwing [social conservatives] a

"Newt Gingrich is ane example.”

Sviggum said he will strive
toward a bipartisan approach to
running the House. “We don’t
have to be confrontational. We
will be cooperative,” he said.

bone," said Rep. Arlon Lindner,
of Corcoran. “Sacial issues are
important. | haven’t heard that
said one time today,”

" Pawlenty said the caucus
needs to appeal to a broad base
of Minnesotans, including those, |
who don't identify themselves as

Republicans, if the GOP hopes to, |

retain the' majority: when the
House comes up for reelection in
two years. " '

The-2000 elections are critical
because the majority party will be
able to redraw legislative districts
to its maximum advantage after
the census.

“The near-term future of this
party is dependent on how we
perform ... how we frame our
message over the next two years,”

fights that we can win and have
the voters’ support.”

He also said the caucus needs
to keep its message positive and
not come across as being frus-
trated from being in the minority
for more than a decade. “We
don’t want to be the angry cau-

caucus, that
bumm.”
As presiding officer of the
House, Sviggum will decide
which bills get heard, and will
make committee assignments.
Though these powers give the
speaker’s party an edge in pass-
ing bills, the person holding the
javel must avoid seeming too
»artisan, said Chris Gilbert, a po-
tical science professor at Gusta-
us Adalphus College in St. Peter.
¢ “The speaker, although he's the

wants to slash and
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Date: Tuesday, November 24, 1998 6:11:36 PM
From: quist@prairie.lakes.com

Subj: Termination threatens teachers who protest
To: quist@prairie.lakes.com

This letter was published in the November 20, 1998
issue of the Minnesota Educator, the union publication.

ARE WE WASTING MONEY FIXING SYSTEM THAT IS NOT BROKEN?

| am writing this in strong opposition to the Profile of
Learning, and | am not alone. | have taught for nearly 16 years
in both elementary and secondary schools, and | know what it
takes to engage students to enable them to learn. This is not it.

Rather than waste the hundreds of millions of dollars that

will go into keeping records of students' work, invest that money

in updating school buildings and hiring teachers at all grade levels

to decrease class sizes to enable the students to work and learn

better. We as teachers can see that this is a waste of money ($250
million), and the taxpayers of this state will be fuming when this

blows up in our faces with lowered achievement. We as teachers can see
the folly of this, but we are faced with termination if we don't

comply.

What kind of educational policy has to have the force of bribes
and threats to withhold funding by the state and threats to teachers'
jobs in order to be instituted?

Where is the union? Utter silence. | don't think the Teamsters
have this problem.

By the way, where is the evidence that what we are presently

doing is not working? Doesn't Minnesota rank at the top in high
school graduation and ACT scores? Why are we wasting money fixing
what is not broken?

Where is the protest by our union? Didn't you used to be
teachers and care about students, or are you just too busy trying

11/24/98 America Online : WPress Page 1




to solve all of the problems in the world with our union dues and
forgetting that we pay our dues for you to help us in our classroom.

It appears to me that an implementation of these unworkable
Profiles will further vilify the public schools in the minds of the
public and then allow the state to waste more money on ill-conceived,

poorly planned, and spend-thrift policies. This almost seems

like it is our outgoing Gov. Arne Carlson's idea of revenge on the
public schools and you have sold out your membership for only $14
a kid - you should have waited for 30 pieced of silver.

Ron Lachelt teaches science in the Prior Lake School District. He
is a member of Education Minnesota.

- Headers

Return-Path: <quist@prairie.lakes.com>
Received: from rly-zc03.mx.aol.com (rly-zc03.mail.aol.com [172.31.33.3])
by air-zc01.mail.aol.com (v51.29) with SMTP; Tue, 24 Nov 1998 13:11:36
1900 '
Received: from Mail.lakes.com (Mail.lakes.com [209.181.160.3]))

by rly-zc03.mx.aol.com (8.8.8/8.8.5/AOL-4.0.0)

with ESMTP id NAA29357;

Tue, 24 Nov 1998 13:11:33 -0500 (EST)
Received: from Prairie.lakes.com (Prairie.Lakes.com [209.181.160.1])
by Mail.lakes.com (8.8.7/8.8.7) with ESMTP id MAA26751;
Tue. 24 Nov 1998 12:11:57 -0600
Received: from paul-quist (Modem034—StPeter.lakes.com
[209.181.170.226]) .
by Prairie.lakes.com (8.8.7/8.8.7) with SMTP id MAA04954;
Tue, 24 Nov 1998 12:10:06 -0600
Message-ld: <3.0.3.32.19981124120541.009e5ef8@prairie.lakes.com>
X-Sender: pquist@prairie.lakes.com
X-Mailer: QUALCOMM Windows Eudora Pro Version 3.0.3 (32)
Date: Tue, 24 Nov 1998 12:05:41 -0600
To: quist@prairie.lakes.com '
From: Quist 4quisl@prairie.lakes.com>
Subject: Termination threatens teachers who protest
Mime-Version: 1.0
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TECA: School-to-Work in Texas: Showcase for National Education Reform

»
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Texas Education Consumers Association @ P. O. Box 16058 @ Fort Worth, TX 76162 @
eca(@fastlane net
http://www fastlane net/~eca

First Edition Printing

EAST COAST STW CONFERENCE
Presented by
THE FAMILY FOUNDATION, HERITAGE FOUNDATION,
AND THE VIRGINIA EDUCATION COALITION
August 28, 1998
Richmond, Virginia

SCHOOL-TO-WORK IN TEXAS:
SHOWCASE FOR NATIONAL EDUCATION REFORM

© Chris Patterson, Independent Public Policy Analyst
9323 Bowen Dr., San Antonio, TX 78250

INTRODUCTION

I appreciate the honor of speaking with you today about Texas. Although I do speak with a New York
accent, and have yet to pepper my speech with "y'all" and "durn”, I am no longer a Yankee. I chose to
become a Texan, moving to San Antonio three years ago.

Texas is a very unique state. It is the only state to have existed as a republic before joining the United
States. It is the only state to have its own pledge of allegiance. It is the only state where you might see
the state flag flown higher than the American flag. Texas is populated by fiercely independent and
proud people. Texans are proud of the co-mingling of cultures, proud of their heritage, proud of the
state constitution, proud of the freedoms guaranteed within its boundaries and protective of their
unique character. It is unfortunate that I come here today to describe how Texas has surrendered the
personal, social, educational, economic and political sovereignty of its people through School-to-
Work and federal workforce development initiatives.

"School-to-Work, what is it?" If you asked people on any street in America, few people could answer
this question. For this reason, 1 congratulate and thank The Family Foundation, Heritage Foundation
and the Virginia Education Coalition for presenting this conference. This conference is important. It
signals the beginning of a national conversation about School-to-Work (STW) by the American
people. Noticeably absent from the STW movement, parents and elected representatives are now
demanding answers to two questions about STW. First. "What is School-to-Work?" and second.
"Does it fulfil promises of increased academic learning, voluntary participation, bridge to high-skilled,
high-wage jobs, and local control of education (that protects the authority of parents and governance
of elected representatives)?"

As today's conference opens this important conversation on STW for the nation, and begins to answer

http://www fastlane.net/~eca/stwshowcase.html 12/1/98
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Education is frequently a topic during an elec-
tion season. This recent general election was
no exception. Itis generally a safe topic, and
one which engenders interest from con-
stifuents.

Most of us see a direct correlation befween
education and opporiunity, between educa-
tion and the solution to problems, and
between education ond a full human life. In
fact, President Lyndon Johnson articulated a
typical American viewpoint when he said," At
the desk where | sit, | have learned one great
fruth. The answer for all our national problems--
the answer for all the problems of the world--
comes down to a single word. The word is
education.”

To be sure. there is an abiding faith that edu-
cation is key to our way of life. All around us
are examples of the opportunities made avail-
able by education and those lost by a lack of
education. As parents, we often remind our
students about taking advantage of the edu-
cational opportunities put before them.

Society also turns to the schools in the face of
social problems and issues. Whether the mat-
ter is safe driving, chemical abuse, or a host of
other social concermns, there is belief that
schools can lead to solution.

Finally, we also recognize the role of education
in leading fo a full human life - not only assisting |
young people to secure career opportunities
and to responsibly deal with the challenges of
society, but also helping each student to
appreciate the broader dimensions to life,

What I mean by broader dimensions are such
refinernents for the students as wanting to read

SSUENQHM
good literature, appreciating art and music,
enjoying thoughtful conversation, developing
loyalties and friendships, and having a moral
or ethical direction.

It is tempting to focus the education effort on
career opportunities and choices. And, quite
frankly, most political discussions about edu
cation today seem only to address economic
concerns, global cormpetition, and the like. [f
that is the case. education becomes fraining.
It is often expedient to focus the efforts of
schools on social ills. 11 that is the case, educa-
tion becomes prooier solving.

Both career opportunities and social issues are
wonhy of the school § cmur.nun Sm

Ig,ggummn In fou rm~ re ully duc‘,mbrul

school deals with all of these Let us not
settle for defining the school's role too nar-
rowly, which so often appears to be the case
in political discourse

(JOCHS

As we prepare for the upcoming legislative
session, let us hope that the discussion on edu-
cation is balanced and reflective of the multi-
ple roles of the school. In the meantime, best
wishes to all members of our community dur-
ing the upcoming holiday season. May it be a
safe and peaceful time for all.

Sincerely,
Thomas B. Mich, Ph.D.
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11 November 1992

Hillary Clinton

The Governor's Mansion
1800 Canter Street
Little Rock, AR 72206

Dear Hillary:

| still cannot believe you won. But utter delight that you did
pervades all the circles in which | move. | met last Wednesday in
David Rockefeller's office with him, John Sculley, Dave Barram,
and David Heselkorn. It was a great celebration. Both John and
David R. were more expansive than | have ever seen them --
literally radiating happiness. My own view and theirs is that this
country has seized its last chance. | am fond of quoting Winston
Churchill to the effect that "America always does the right thing -
after it has exhausted all the alternatives.” This election, more
than anything else in my experience, proves his point.

The subject we were discussing was what you and Bill should do
now about education, training, and labor market policy. Following
that meeting, | chaired another in Washington on the same topic.
Those present at the second meeting included Tim Barnicle, Dave
Barram, Mike Cohen, David Hornbeck, Hillary Pennington, Andy
Plattner, Lauren Resnick, Betsy Brown Ruzzl, Bob Schwartz, Mike
Smith, and Bill Spring. Shirley Malcom, Ray Marshall, and Susan
McGuire were also invited. Though these three were not able to
be present at last week's meeting, they have all contributed by
telephone to the ideas that follow. Ira Magaziner was also invited
to this meeting.

Qur purpose in these meetings was to propose concrete actions
that the Clinton administration could take -- between now and the
inauguration, in the first 100 days and beyond. The result, from
where | sit, was really exciting. We took a very large leap
forward in terms of how to advance the agenda on which you and
we have all been working -- a practical plan for putting all the
major components of the system in place within four years, by the
time Bill has to run again.

| take personal responsibility for what follows. Though | believe
everyone involved in the planning effort Is in broad agreement,
they may not all agree. on the details. You should also be aware
that, although the plan comes from a group closely associated
with the National Center of Education and the Economy, there
was no practical way to poll our whole Board on this plan in the
time available. It represents, then, not a proposal from our
Center, but the best thinking of the group | have named.

Re-Keyboarded for Research - Page 1




We think the great opportunity you have is to remold the entire American System
for human resources development, almost all of the current components of which
were put in place before World War Il. The danger is that each of the ideas that
Bill advanced in the campaign in the area of education and training could be
translated individually in the ordinary course of governing into a legislative proposal
and enacted as a program. This is the plan of least resistance. But it will lead to
these programs being grafted onto the present system, not to a new system, and
the opportunity will have been lost. If this sense of time and place is correct, it is
essential that the administration’s efforts be guided by a consistent vision of what it
were to accomplish in the field of human resource development, with respect both
to choice of key officials and the program.

What follows comes in three places:

First, a vision of the kind of national -- not federal -- human resources development
system the nation could have. This is interwoven with a new approach to
goveming that should inform that vision. What is essential is that we create a
seamless web of opportunities, to develop one's skills that literally extends from
cradle to grave and is the same system for everyone -- young and old, poor and
rich, worker and full-time student. It needs to be a system driven by client needs
(not agency regulations or the needs of the organization providing the services),
guided by clear standards that define the stages of the system for the people who
progress through it, and regulated on the basis of outcomes that providers produce
for their clients, not inputs into the system.

Second, a proposed legislative agenda you can use to implement this vision. We
propose four high priority packages that will enable you to move quickly on the
campaign promises:

1. The first would use your proposal for an apprenticeship system as the
keystone of a strategy for putting a whole new postsecondary training
system in place. That system would incorporate your proposal for
reforming postsecondary education finance. It contains what we think is
a powerful idea for rolling out and scaling up the whole new human
resources system nationwide over the next four years, using the
(renamed) apprenticeship ideas as the entering wedge.

The second would combine initiatives on dislocated workers, a rebuilt
employment service and a new system of labor market boards to offer
the Clinton administration’s employment security program, built on the
best practices anywhere in the world. This is the backbone of a system
for assuring adult workers in our society that they need never again
watch with dismay as their jobs disappear and their chances of ever
getting a good job again go with them.

The third would concentrate on the overwhelming problems of our inner
cities, combining elements of the first and second packages into a
special program fo greatly raise the work-related skills of the people
trapped in the core of our great cities.

The fourth would enable you to take advantage of legislation on which
Congress has already been working to advance the elementary and
secondary reform agenda.




The other major proposal we offer has to do with government organization for the
human resources agenda. While we share your reservations about the hazards
involved in bringing reorganization proposals to the Congress, we believe that the
one-we have come up with minimizes those drawbacks while creating an
opportunity for the new administration to move like lightning to implement its human
resources development proposals. We hope you can consider the merits of this
idea quickly, because, if you decide to go with it or something like it, it will greatly
affect the nature of the offers yqu make to prospective cabinet members.

The Vision

We take the proposals Bill put before the country in the campaign to be utterly
consistent with the ideas advanced in America's Choice, the school restructuring
agenda first stated in A Nation Prepared, and later incorporated in the work of the
National Alliance for Restructuring Education, and the elaboration of this view that
Ray and | tried to capture in our book, Thinking for a Living. Taken together, we
think these ideas constitute a consistent vision for a new human resources
development system for the United States. | have tried to capture the essence of
that vision below.

An Economic Strategy Based on Skill Development

The economy’s strength is derived from a whole population as skilled as
any in the world, working in workplaces organized to take maximum
advantage of the skills those people have to offer.

A seamless system of unending skill development that begins in the
home with the very young and continues through school, postsecondary
education and the workplace.

The Schools

Clear national standards of performance in general education (the
knowledge and skills that everyone is expected to hold in common) are
set to the level of the best achieving nations in the world for students of
16, and public schools are expected to bring all but the most severely
handicapped up to that standard. Students get a certificate when they
meet this standard, allowing them to go on to the next stage of their
education. Though the standards are set to international benchmarks,
they are distinctly American, reflecting our needs and values.

We have a national system of education in which curriculum, pedagogy,

. examinations, and teacher education and licensure systems are all linked
to the national standards, but which provides for substantial variance
among states, districts, and schools on these matters. This new system
of linked standards, cumriculum, and pedagogy will abandon the American
tracking system, combining high academic standards with the ability to
apply what one knows to real world problems, and qualifying all students
to a lifetime of leaming in the postsecondary system and at work.

We have a system that rewards students who meet the national

standards with further education and good jobs, providing them a strong
incentive to work hard in school.
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Our public school systems are reorganized to free up school professionals
to make the key decisions about how to use all the available resources
to bring students up to the standards. Most of the federal, state, district,
and union rules and regulations that now restrict school professional
ability to make these decisions are swept away, though strong measures
are in place to make sure that vulnerable populations get the help they
need. School professionals are paid at a level comparable to that of
other professionals, but they are expected to put in a full year, to spend
whatever time it takes to do the job and to be fully accountable for the
results of their work. The federal, state, and local governments provide
the time, staff development resources, technology, and other support
needed for them to do the job. Nothing less than a wholly restructured
school system can possibly bring all of our students up to the standards
only a few have been expected to meet up to now.

There is a real -- aggressive -- program of public choice in our schools,
rather than the flaccid version that is widespread now.

All students are guaranteed that they will have a fair shot at reaching the
standards: that is, that whether they make it or not depends on the effort
they are willing to make, and nothing else. "School delivery standards”
are in place to make sure this happens. These standards have the same
status in the system as the new student performance standards, assuring
that the quality of instruction Is high everywhere, but they are fashioned
so as not to constitute a new bureaucratic nightmare.

Postsecondary Education and Work Skills

All students who meet the new national standards for general education
are entitled to the equivalent of three more years of free additional
education. We would have the federal and state governments match
funds to guarantee one free year of college education to everyone who
meets the new national standards for general education. So a student
who meets the standard at 16 would be entitled to two free years of high
school and one of college. Loans, which can be forgiven for public
service, are available for additional education beyond that. National
standards for sub-baccalaureate college-level professional and technical
degrees and certificates will be established with the participation of
employers, labor, and higher education. These programs will include both
academic study and structured on-the-job training. Eighty percent or
more of American high school graduates will be expected to get some
form of college degree, though most of them less than a baccalaureate.
These new professional and technical certificates and degrees typically
are won within three years of acquiring the general education certificate,
so, for most postsecondary students, college will be free. These
professional and technical degree programs will be designed to link to
programs leading to the baccalaureate degree and higher degrees. There
will be no dead ends in this system. Everyone who meets the general
education standard will be able to go to some form of college, being able
to borrow all the money they need to do so, beyond the first free year.

This idea of post-secondary professional and technical certificates

captures all of the essentials of the apprenticeship idea, while offering
none of its drawbacks (see below).
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But it also makes it clear that those engaged in apprentice-style programs
are getting more than narrow training; they are continuing their education
for other purposes as well, and building a base for more education later.
Clearly, this idea redefines college. Proprietary schools, employers and
community-based organizations will want to offer these programs, as well
as community colleges and four-year institutions, but these new entrants
will have to be accredited if they are to qualify to offer the programs.

Employers are not required to provide slots for the structured on-the-job
training component of the program but many do so, because they get first
access to the most accomplished graduates of these programs, and they
can use these programs to introduce the trainees to their own values and
way of doing things.

The system of skill standards for technical and professional degrees is
the same for students just coming out of high school and for adults in the
workforce. It is progressive, in the sense that certificates and degrees for
entry level jobs lead to further professional and technical education
programs at higher levels. Just as in the case of the system for the
schools, though the standards are the same everywhere (leading to
maximum mobility for students), the curricula can vary widely and
programs can be custom designed to fit the needs of full-time and part-
time students with very different requirements. Government grant and
loan programs are available on the same terms to full-time and part-time
students, as long as the programs in which they are enrolled are
designed to lead to certificates and degrees defined by the system of
professional and technical standards.

The national system of professional and technical standards is designed
much like the multistate bar, which provides a national core around which
the states can specify additional standards that meet their unique needs.

There are national standards and exams for no more than 20 broad
occupational areas, each of which can lead to many occupations in a
number of related industries. Students who qualify in any one of these
areas have the broad skills required by a whole family of occupations,
and most are sufficiently skilled to enter the workforce immediately, with
further occupation-specific skills provided by their union or employer.
Industry and occupational groups can voluntarily create standards building
on these broad standards for their own needs, as can the states.
Students entering the system are first introduced to very broad
occupational groups, narrowing over time to concentrate on acquiring the
skills needed for a cluster of occupations. This modular system provides
for the initiative of particular states and industries while at the same time
providing for mobility across states and occupations by reducing the time
‘and cost entailed in moving from one occupation to another. In this way,
a balance is established between the kinds of generic skills needed to
function effectively in high performance work organizations and the skills
needed to continue leamning quickly and well-through a lifetime of work,
on the one hand, and the specific skills needed to perform at a high level
in a particular occupation on the other.

Institutions receiving grant and loan funds under this system are
required to provide information to the public and to government agencies
in a uniform format. This information covers enroliment by program,
costs and success rates for students of different backgrounds, and
characteristics, and career outcomes for those students,
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thereby enabling students to make informed choices among institutions
based on cost and performance. Loan defaults are reduced to a level
close to zero, both because programs that do not deliver what they
promise are not selected by prospective students and because the new
posisecondary loan system uses the IRS to collect what is owed from
salaries and wages as they are earned.

Education and Training for Employed and Unemployed Adults

The national system of skills standards establishes the basis for the
development of a coherent, unified training system. That system can be
accessed by students coming out of high school, employed adults who
want to improve their prospects, unemployed adults who are dislocated
and others who lack the basic skills required to get out of poverty. But it
is all the same system. There are no longer any parts of it that are
exclusively for the disadvantaged, though special measures are taken to
make sure that the disadvantaged are served. It is a system for
everyone, just as all the parts of the system already described are for
everyone. So the people who take advantage of this system are not
marked by it as "damaged goods." The skills they acquire are world
class, clear and defined in part by the employers who will make decisions
about hiring and advancement.

The new general education standard becomes the target for all basic
education programs, both for school dropouts and adults. Achieving that
standard is the prerequisite for enrollment in all professional and technical
degree programs. A wide range of agencies and institutions offer
programs leading to the general education certificate, including high
schools, dropout recovery centers, aduit education centers, community
colleges, prisons, and employers. These programs are tailored to the
needs of the people who enroll in them. All the programs receiving
government grant or loan funds that come with dropouts and adults for
enroliment in programs preparing students to meet the general education
standard must release the same kind of data required of the
postsecondary institutions on enroliment, program description, cost and
Success rates. Reports are produced for each institution and for the
system as a whole showing differential success rates for each major
demographic group.

The system is funded in four different ways, all providing access to the
same or a similar set of services. School dropouts below the age of 21
are entitled to the same amount of funding from the same sources that
they would have been entitled to had they stayed in school. Dislocated
workers are funded by the federal government through the federal
programs for that purpose and by state unemployment insurance funds.
The chronically unemployed are funded by federal and state funds
established for that purpose. Employed people can access the system
through the requirement that their employers spend an amount equal to
1-1/2 percent of their salary and wage bill on training leading to national
skill certification. People in prison could get reductions in their sentences
by meeting the general education standard in a program provided by the
prison system. Any of these groups can also use the funds in their
individual training account, if they have any, the balances in their grant
entitlement or their access to the student loan fund.

Re-Keyboarded for Research - Page 6




Labor Market Systems

The Employment Service is greatly upgraded and separated from the
Unemployment Insurance Fund. All available front-line jobs -- whether
public or private -- must be listed in it by law. This provision must be
carefuily designed to make sure that employers will not be subject to
employment suits based on the data produced by this system -- if they
are subject to such suits, they will not participate. All trainees in the
system looking for work are entitled to be listed in it without a fee. So it
is no longer a system just for the poor and unskilled, but for everyone.
The system is fully computerized. It lists not only job openings and job
seekers (with their qualifications) but also all the institutions in the labor
market area offering programs leading to the general education certificate
and those offering programs leading to the professional and technical
college degrees and certificates, along with all the relevant data about the
costs, characteristics and performance of those programs -- for everyone
and for special populations. Counselors are available to any citizen to
help them assess. their needs, plan a program, and finance it, and once
they are trained, to find an opening. '

A system of labor market boards is established at the local, state and
federal levels to coordinate the systems for job training, postsecondary
professional and technical education, adult basic education, job matching
and counseling. The rebuilt Employment Service is supervised by these
boards. The system’s clients no longer have to go from agency to
agency filling out separate applications for separate programs. It is all
taken care of at the local labor market board office by one counselor
accessing the integrated computer-based program, which makes it
possible for the counselor to determine eligibility for all relevant programs
at once, plan a program with the client and assemble the necessary
funding from all the available sources. The same system will enable
counselor and client to array all the relevant program providers side by
side, assess their relative costs and performance records and determine
which providers are best able to meet the client's needs based on
performance.

Some Common Features

Throughout, the object is to have a performance-and-client-oriented
system to encourage local creativity and responsibility by getting local
people to commit to high goals and organize to achieve them, sweeping
away as much of the rules, regulations and bureaucracy that are in their
way as possible, provided that they are making real progress against their
goals. For this to work, the standards at every level of the system have
to be clear: every client has to know what they have to accomplish in
order to get what they want out of the system. The service providers
have to be supported in the task of getting their clients to the finish line
and rewarded when they are making real progress toward that goal. We
would sweep away means-tested programs, because they stigmatize their
recipients and alienate the public, replacing them with programs that are
for everyone, but also work for the disadvantaged. We would replace
rules defining inputs with rules defining outcomes and the rewards for
achieving them. This means, among other things, permitting local people
to combine as many federal programs as they see fit, provided that the
intended beneficiaries are progressing toward the right outcomes (there
are now 23 separate federal programs for dislocated workers). We would
make individuals, their families and whole communities the unit of service,
not
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agencies, programs, and projects. Wherever possible, we would have
service providers compete with one another for funds that come with the
client, in an environment in which the client has good information about
the cost and performance record of the competing providers. Dealing
with public agencies -- whether they are schools or the employment
service -- should be more like dealing with Federal Express than with the
old Post Office.

This vision, as | pointed out above, is consistent with everything Bill proposed as a
candidate. But it goes beyond those proposals, extending them from ideas for new
programs to a comprehensive vision of how they can be used as building blocks, or
a whole new system. But this vision is very complex, will take a long time to sell,
and will have to be revised many times along the way. The right way to think
about it is as an internal working document that forms the background for a plan,
not the plan itself. One would want to make sure that the specific actions of the
new administration were designed, in a general way, to advance this agenda as it
evolved while not committing anyone to the details, which would change over time.

Everything that follows is cast in the frame of strategies for bringing the new system
into being, not as a pilot program, nct as a few demonstrations to be swept aside

in another administration, but everywhere, as the new way of doing business.

In the sections that follow, we break these goals down into their main components
and propose an action plan for each.

Major Components of the Program

The preceding section presented a vision of the system we have in mind

chronologically from the point of view of an individual served by it. Here we
reverse the order, starting with descriptions of program components designed to
serve adults, and working our way down to the very young.

HIGH SKILLS FOR ECONOMIC COMPETITIVENESS PROGRAM
Developing System Standards

*  Create National Board for Professional and Technical Standards. Board
is private not-for-profit chartered by Congress. Charter specifies broad
membership composed of leading figures from higher education, business,
labor, government and advocacy groups. Board can receive appropriated
funds from Congress, private foundations, individuals, and corporations.
Neither Congress nor the executive branch can dictate the standards set
by the Board. But the Board is required to report annually to the
President and the Congress in order to provide for public accountability.
It is also directed to work collaboratively with the states and cities
involved in the Collaborative Design and Development Program (see
below) in the development of the standards.

Charter specifies that the National Board will set broad performance
standards (not time-in-the-seai standards or course standards) for college-
level Professional and Technical certificates and degrees in not more than
20 areas and develops performance

Re-Keyboarded for Research - Page 8




examinations for each. The Board is required to set broad standards of
the kind described in the vision statement above and is not permitted to
simply refly the narrow standards that characterize many occupations
now. (More than 2,000 standards currently exist, many for licensed
occupations - these are not the kinds of standards we have in mind.) It
also specifies that the programs leading to these certificates and degrees
will combine time in the classroom with time at the work-site in structured
on-the-job training. The .standards assume the existence of (high school
level) general education standards set by others. The new standards and
exams are meant to be supplemented by the states and by individual
industries and occupations. Board is responsible for administering the
exam system and continually updating the standards and exams.

Legislation creating the Board is sent to the Congress in the first six
months of the administration, imposing a deadline for creating the
standards and the exams within three years of passage of the legislation.

Commentary:

The proposal reframes the Clinton apprenticeship proposal as a college
program and establishes a mechanism for setting the standards for the
program. The unions are adamantly opposed to broad based
apprenticeship programs by that name. Focus groups conducted by JFF
and others show that parents everywhere want their kids to go to college,
not to be shunted aside into a non-college apprenticeship "vocational”
program. By requiring these programs to be a combination of classroom
instruction and structured OUT; and creating a standard-setting board that
includes employers and labor, all the objectives of the apprenticeship idea
are achieved, while at the same time assuring much broader support for
the idea, as well as a guarantee that the program will not become too
narrowly focussed on particular occupations. It alsc ties the Clinton
apprenticeship idea to the Clinton college funding proposal in a seamless
web. Charging the Board with creating not more than 20 certificate or
degree categories establishes a balance between the need to create one
national system on the one hand with the need to avoid creating a
cumbersome and rigid national bureaucracy on the other. This approach
provides lots of latitude for individual industry groups, professional groups
and state authorities to establish their own standards, while at the same
time avoiding the chaos that would surely occur if they were the only
source of standards. The bill establishing the Board should also
authorize the executive branch to make grants to industry groups,
professional societies, occupational groups, and states to develop
standards and exams. Our assumption is that the system we are
proposing will be managed so as to encourage the states to combine the
last two years of high school and the first two years of community college
into three year programs leading to college degrees and. certificates.
Proprietary institutions, employers, and community-based organizations
could also offer these programs, but they would have to be accredited to
offer these college-level programs. Eventually, students getting their
general education cenificates might go directly to community college or to
another form of college, but the new system should not require that.
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Collaborative Design and Development Program

The object is to create a single comprehensive system for professional
and technical education that meets the requirements of everyone from
high school students to skilled dislocated workers, from the hard core
unemployed to employed adults who want to improve their prospecits.
Creating such a system means sweeping aside countless programs,
building new ones, combining funding authorities, changing deeply
embedded institutional structures, and so on. Trmgﬂmﬁmvw

- 1

gveryone's throat would eéngender overwhelming opposition. Our idea is
to draft legislation that would offer an opportunity for those states -- and
selected large cities -- that are excited about this set of ideas to come
forward and join with each other and with the federal government in an
alliance to do the necessary design work and actually deliver the needed
services on a fast track. The legislation would require the executive
branch to establish a competitive grant program for these states and
cities and to engage a group of organizations to offer technical assistance
to the expanding set of states and cities engaged in designing and
implementing the new system. This is not the usual large scale
experiment, nor is it a demonstration program. A highly regarded
precedent exists for this approach in the National Science Foundation's
SSI program. As soon as the first set of states is engaged, another set
would be invited to participate, until most or all the states are involved. It
is a collaborative design, rollout and scale-up program. It is intended to
parallel the work of the National Board for College Professional and
Technical Standards, so that the states and cities (and all their partners)
would be able to implement the new standards as soon they become
available, although they would be delivering services on a large scale
before that happened. Thus, major parts of the whole system would be
in operation in a majority of the states within three years from the
passage of the initial legislation. Inclusion of selected large cities in this
design is not an afterthought. We believe that what we are proposing
here for the cities is the necessary complement to a large scale job-
creation program for the cities. Skill development will not work if there
are no jobs, but job development will not work without a determined effort
to improve the skills of city residents. This is the skill development
component.

+  Participants
« Volunteer states, counterpart initiative for cities

15 states, 15 cities selected to begin in first year. 15 more in
each successive year.

5 year grants (on the order of $20 million per year to each state,
lower amounts to the cities) given to each, with specific goals to
be achieved by the third year, including program elements in
place (e.g., upgraded employment service), number of people
enrolled in new professional and technical programs and so on.

A core set of High Performance Work Organization firms willing
to participate in standard setting and to offer training slots and
mentors.
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Criteria for Selection

strategies for enriching existing co-op tech prep and other
programs to meet the critera.

commitment to implementing new general education standard in
legislation.

commitment to implementing the new Technical and Professional
skills standards for college.

commitment to developing an outcome and performance-based
system for human resources development system.

commitment to new role for employment service.

commitment to join with others in national design and
implementation activity.

Clients

.
.
.
-

young adults entering workforce.
dislocated workers.

long-term unemployed.

employed who want to upgrade skills.

Program Components

institute own version of state and local labor market boards.
Local labor market boards to involve leading employers, labor
representatives, educators, and advocacy group leaders in
running the redesigned employment service, running intake
system for all clients, counseling all clients, maintaining the
information system that will make the vendor market efficient and
organizing employers to provide job experience and training slots
for school youth and adult trainees.

rebuild employment service as a primary function of labor market
boards.

develop programs to bring dropouts and illiterates up to general
education certificate standard. Organize local alternative
providers, firms to provide alternative education, counseling, job
experience, and placement services to these clients.

develop programs for dislocated workers and hard-core
unemployed (see below).

develop city and state-wide programs to combine the last two
years of high school and the first two years of colleges into
three-year programs after acquisition of the general education
certificate to culminate in college certificates and degrees.
These programs should combine academic and structured on-
the-job training.

develop uniform reporting system for providers, requiring

them to provide information in that format on characteristics
of clients, their success rates by
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program, and the costs of those programs. Develop computer-
based system for combining this data at local labor market board
offices with employment data from the state so that counselors
and clients can look at programs offered by colleges and other
vendors in terms of cost, client characteristics, program design,
and outcomes. Including subsequent employment histories for
graduates.

design all programs arcund the forthcoming general education
standards and the standards to be developed by the National
Board for College Professional and Technical Standards.

create statewide program of technical assistance to firms on high
performance work organization and help them develop quality
programs for participants in Technical and Professional certificate
and degree programs. (It is essential that these programs be
high quality, nonbureaucratic and voluntary for the firms.)

participate with other states and the national technical assistance
program in the national alliance effort to exchahge information
and assistance among all participants.

National technical assistance to participants.

executive branch authorized to compete opportunity to provide
the following services (probably using a Request For
Qualifications):

+ state-of-the art assistance to the states and cities related to
the principal program components (e.g., work reorganization,
training, basic literacy, funding systems, apprenticeship
systems, large scale data management systems, training
systems for the HR professionals who make the whole
system work, etc.). A number of organizations would be
funded. Each would be expected to provide information and
direct assistance to the states and cities involved, and to
coordinate their efforts with one another.

It is essential that the technical assistance function include a
major professional development component to make sure
the key people in the states and cities upon whom success
depends have the resources available to develop the high
skills required. Some of the funds for this function should
be provided directly to the states and cities, some to the
technical assistance agency.

coordination of the design and implementation activities of
the whole consortium, document results, prepare reports,
etc. One organization would be funded to perform this
function.

Dislocated Workers Program

new legislation would permit combining all dislocated workers
programs at redesigned employment service office. Clients
would, in effect, receive vouchers for education and training in
amounts determined by the benefits for which they qualify.
Employment service case managers would qualify client worker
for benefits and assist the client in the selection of education
and training programs offered by provider
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institutions. Any provider institutions that receive funds derived
from dislocated worker programs are required to provide
information on costs and performance of programs in uniform
format described above. This consolidated and voucherized
dislocated workers program would operate nationwide. It would
be integrated with Collaborative Design and Development
Program in those states and cities in which that program
functioned. It would be built around the general education
certificate and the Professional and Technical Certificate and
Degree Program as soon as those standards were in place. In
this way, programs for dislocated workers would be progressively
and fully integrated with the rest of the national education and
training system.

Levy Grant System

+ this is the part of the system that provides funds for currently
employed people to improve their skills. Ideally, it should
specifically provide means whereby front-line workers can earn
their general education credential (if they do not already have
one) and acquire Professional and Technical Certificates and
Degrees in fields of their choosing.

everything we have heard indicates virtually universal opposition
in the employer community to the proposal for a 1-1/2% levy on
employers for training to support the costs associated with
employed workers gaining these skills, whatever the levy is
called. We propose that Bill take a leaf out of the German
book. One of the most important reasons that large German
employers offer apprenticeship slots to German youngsters is
that they fear, with good reason, that if they don’t volunteer to
do so, the law will require it. Bill could gather a group of
leading executives and business organization leaders, and tell
them straight out that he will hold back on submitting legislation
to require a training levy, provided that they commit themselves
to a drive 1o get employers to get their average expenditures on
front-line employee training up to 2% of front-line employee
salaries and wages within two years. [f they have not done so
within that time, then he will expect their support when he
submits legislation requiring the training levy. He could do the
same thing with respect to slots for structured on-the-job training.

College Loan/Public Service Program

«  We presume that this program is being designed by others and
so have not attended to it. From everything we know about it,
however, it is entirely compatible with the rest of what is
proposed here. What is, of course, especially relevant here, is
that our reconceptualization of the apprenticeship proposal as a
college-level education program, combined with our proposal that
everyone who gets the general education credential be entitled
to a free year of higher education (combined federal and state
funds) will have a decided impact on the calculations of cost for
the college loan/public service program.
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Assistance for Dropouts and the Long Term Unemployed

*  The problem of upgrading the skills of high school dropouts and the
adult hard core unemployed is especially difficult. It is also at the
heart of the problem of our inner cities. All the evidence indicates
that what is needed is something with all the important characteristics
of a nonresidential job Corps-like program. The problem with the
Job Corps is that it is operated directly by the federal government
and is therefore not embedded at all in the infrastructure of local
communities. The way to solve this problem is to create a new
urban program. that is locally -- not federally - organized and
administered, but which must operate in a way that uses something
like the federal standards for contracting for Job Corps services. In
this way, local employers, neighborhood organizations and other local
service providers could meet the need, but requiring local authorities
to use the federal standards would assure high quality results.
Programs for high school dropouts and the hard-core unemployed
would probably have to be separately organized, though the services
provided would be much the same. Federal funds would be offered
on a matching basis with state and local funds for this purpose.
These programs should be fully integrated with the revitalized
employment service. The local labor market board would be the
local authority responsible for receiving the funds and contracting with
providers for the services. It would provide diagnostic, placement
and testing services. We would eliminate the targeted jobs credit
and use the money now spent on that program to finance these
operations. Funds can also be used from the JOBS pragram in the
welfare reform act. This will not be sufficient, however, because
there is currently no federal money available to meet the needs of
hard-core unemployed males (mostly Black) and so new monies will
have to be appropriated for the purpose.

Commentary:

As you know very well, the High Skills: Competitive Workforce as sponsored by
Senators Kennedy and Hatfield and Congressman Gephardt and Regula provides a
ready-made vehicle for advancing many of the ideas we have outlined. To foster a
good working relationship with the Congress, we suggest that, to the extent
possible, the framework of these companion bills be used to frame the President's
proposals. You many not know that we have put together a large group of
representatives of Washington-based organizations to come to a consensus around
the ideas in America's Choice. They are full of energy and very committed to this
joint effort. If they are made part of the process of framing the legislative
proposals, they can be expected to be strong support for them when they arrive on
the Hill. As you think about the assembly of these ideas into specific legislative
proposals, you may also want to take into account the packaging ideas that come
later in this letter.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The situation with respect to elementary and secondary education is very different
from adult education and training. In the latter case, a new vision and a whole new
structure is required. In the former, there is increasing acceptance of a new vision
and structure among the public at large, within the relevant professional groups and
in Congress. There is also a lot of existing activity on which to build. So we
confine ourselves here to describing some of those activities that can be used to
launch the Clinton education program.
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Standard Setting

Legislation to accelerate the process of national standard setting in education was
contained in the conference report on S.2 and HR 4323 that was defeated on a
recent cloture vote. Solid majorities were behind the legislation in both houses of
Congress. While some of us would quarrel with a few of the details, we think the
new administration should support the early reintroduction of this legislation with
whatever changes it thinks fit. This legislation does not establish a national body to
create a national examination system. We think that is the right choice for now.

Systemic Change in Public Education

The conference report on S.2 and HR 4323 also contained a comprehensive
program to support systemic change in public education. Here again, some of us
would quibble with some of the particulars, but we believe that the administration’s
objectives would be well served by endorsing the resubmission of this legislation,

modified as it sees fit.
Federal Programs for the Disadvantaged

The established federal education programs for the disadvantaged need to be
thoroughly overhauled to reflect an emphasis on results for the student rather than
compliance with the regulations. A national commission on Chapter 1, the largest
of these programs, chaired by David Hornbeck, has designed a radically new
version of the legislation, with the active participation of many of the advocacy
groups. Other groups have been similarly engaged. We think the new
administration should quickly endorse the work of the national commission and
introduce its proposals early next year. It is unlikely that this legislation will pass
before the deadline -- two years away -- for the reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, but early endorsement of this new approach by the
administration will send a strong signal to the Congress and will greatly affect the
climate in which other parts of the act will be considered.

Public Choice Technology, Integrated Health and Human Services, Curriculum
Resources, High Performance Management, Professional Development, and
Research and Development

The restructuring of the schools that is envisioned in S$.2 and HR 4323 is not likely
to succeed unless the schools have a lot of information about how to do it and real
assistance in getting it done. The areas in which this help is needed are suggested
by the heading of this section. One of the most cost-effective things the federal
government could do is to provide support for research, development, and technical
assistance of the schools on these topics. The new Secretary of Education should
be directed to propose a strategy for doing just that, on a scale sufficient to the
need. Existing programs of research, development, and assistance should be
examined as possible sources of funds for these purposes. Professional
development is a special case. To build the restructured system will require an
enormous amount of professional development and the time in which professionals
can take advantage of such a resource. Both cost a lot of money. One of the
priorities for the new education secretary should be the development of strategies
for dealing with these problems. But here, as elsewhere, there are some existing
programs in the Department of Education whose funds can be redirected for this
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purpose, programs that are not currently informed by the goals that we have spelled
out. Much of what we have in mind here can be accomplished through the
reauthorization of the Office of Educational Research and Improvement. Legislation
for that reauthorization was prepared for the last session of Congress, but did not
pass. That legislation was informed by a deep distrust of the Republican
administration, rather than the vision put forward by the Clinton campaign. But that
can and should be remedied on the next round.

Early Childhood Education

The president-elect has committed himself to a great expansion in the funding of
Head Start. We agree. But the design of the program should be changed to
reflect several important requirements. The quality of professional preparation for
the people who staff these programs is very low and there are no standards that
apply to their employment. The same kind of standard setting we have called for in
the rest of this plan should inform the approach to this program. Early childhood
education should be combined with quality day care to provide wrap-around
programs that enable working parents to drop off their children at the beginning of
the workday and pick them up at the end. Full funding for the very poor should be
combined with matching funds to extend the tuition paid by middle class parents to
make sure that these programs are not officially segregated by income. The growth
of the program should be phased in, rather than done all at once, so that qualify
problems can be addressed along the way, based on developing examples of best
practice. These and other related issues need to be addressed, in our judgment,
before the new administration commits itself on the specific form of increased.
support for Head Start.

Putting the package together:

Here we remind you of what we said at the beginning of this letter about timing the
legislative agenda. We propose that you assemble the ideas just described into
four high priority packages that will enable you to move quickly on the campaign
promises:

1. The first would use your proposal for an apprenticeship system as the
keystone of the strategy for putting the whole new postsecondary training
system in place. It would consist of the proposal for postsecondary
standards, the Collaborative Design and Development proposal, the
technical assistance proposal and the postsecondary eduction finance

proposal.

The second would combine the initiatives on dislocated workers, the
rebuilt employment service and the new system of labor market boards
as the clinton administration's employment security program, built on the
best practices anywhere in the world. This is the backbone of a system
for assuring adult workers in our society that they need never again
watch with dismay as their jobs disappear and their chances of ever
getting a good job again go with them.

The third would concentrate on the overwhelming problems of our inner
cities, combining most of the elements of the first and second packages
into a special program to greatly raise the work-related skills of the
people trapped in the core of our great cities.
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The fourth would enable you to take advantage of legislation on which
Congress has already been working to advance the elementary and
secondary reform agenda. It would combine the successor to HR 4323
and S.2 (incorporating the systemic reforms agenda and the board for
student performance standards), with the proposal for revamping Chapter
1.

Organizing the Executive Branch for Human Resources Development

The issue here is how to organize the federal government to make sure that the
new system is actually built as a seamless web in the field, where it counts, and
that program gets a fast start with a first-rate team behind it.

We propose, first, that the President appoint a National Council on Human
Resources Development. It would consist of the relevant key White House officials,
cabinet members and members of Congress. It would also include a small number
of governors, educators, business executives, labor leaders and advocates for
minorities and the poor. It would be established in such a way as to assure
continuity of membership across administrations, so that the consensus it forges will
outlast any one administration. It would be charged with recommending broad
policy on a national system of human resources development to the President and
the Congress, assessing the effectiveness and promise of current programs and
proposing new ones. It would be staffed by senior officials on the Domestic Policy
Council staff of the President.

Second, we propose that a new agency be created, the National Institute for
Learning, Work and Service. Creation of this agency would signal instantly the new
administration's commitment to putting the continuing education and training of the
“forgotten half* on a par with the preparation of those who have historically been
given the resources to go to 'college’ and to integrate the two systems, not with a
view to dragging down the present system and those it serves, but rather to make
good on the promise that everyone will have access to the kind of education that
only a small minority have had access 1o up to now. To this agency would be
assigned the functions now performed by the assistant secretary for employment
and training, the assistant secretary for vocational education and the assistant
secretary for higher education. The agency would be staffed by people specifically
recruited from all over the country for the purpose. The staff would be small, high
powered and able to move quickly to implement the policy initiatives of the new
President in the field of human resources development.

The closest existing model to what we have in mind is the National Science Board
and the National Science Foundation, with the Council in the place of the Board
and the institute in the place of the Foundation. But our council would be advisory,
whereas the Board is governing. If you do not like the idea of a permanent council,
you might consider the idea of a temporary President's Task Force, constituted
much as the council would be.

In this scheme, the Department of Education would be free to focus on putting the
new student performance standards in place and managing the programs that will
take the leadership in the national restructuring of the schools. Much of the
financing and disbursement functions of the higher education program would move
to the Treasury Department, leaving the higher education staff in the new institute to
focus on matters of substance.
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In any case, as you can see, we believe that some extraordinary measure well
short of actually merging the departments of labor and education is required to
move the new agenda with dispatch.

Getting Consensus on the Vision

Radical changes in attitudes, values and beliefs are required to mqve any
combination of these agendas. The federal government will have little direct
leverage on many of the actors involved. For much of what must be done a new,
broad consensus will be required. What role can the new administration play in
forging that consensus and how should it go about doing it?

At the narrowest level, the agenda cannot be moved unless there is agreement
among the governors, the President and the Congress. Bill's role at the
Charlottesville summit leads naturally to a reconvening of that group, perhaps with
the addition of key members of Congress and others.

But we think that having an early summit on the subject of the whole human
resources agenda would be risky, for many reasons. Better to build on Bill's
enormous success during the campaign with national talk shows, in school
gymnasiums and the bus trips. He could start on the consensus-building progress
this way, taking his message directly to the public, while submitting his legislative
agenda and working it on the Hill. After six months or so, when the public has
warmed to the ideas and the legislative packages are about to get into hearings,
then you might consider some form of summit, broadened to include not only the
governors, but also key members of Congress and others whose support and
influence are important. This way, Bill can be sure that the agenda is his, and he
can go into it with a groundswell of support behind him.

That's it. None of us doubt that you have thought long and hard about many of
these things and have probably gone way beyond what we have laid out in many
areas. But we hope that there is something here that you can use. We would, of
course, be very happy to flesh out these ideas at greater length and work with
anyone you choose to make them fit the work that you have been doing.

Very best wishes from all of us to you and Bill.

Marc Tucker
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