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The 2001 passage of the federal act which was called “No Child
Left Behind” marked an important turning point in the history
of federal involvement in American education.

Never before had such a strong connection existed between
billions of dollars worth of well-intended investments at the
federal level, and any indications at all that students from low-
income homes were actually benefitting academically.

But as Charles Barone reminds us in this Democrats for
Education Reform Policy Briefing Memo, this was not a law
which just suddenly appeared out of thin air. In this report,
Barone traces movements back to the both the landmark 1954
Brown vs. Board of Education ruling from the Supreme Court
and the original Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965. He describes the 1960’s era frustration from Democrats
like Sen. Robert F. Kennedy over a lack of accountability in the
original Title | legislation, and describes how an eager Governor
(and later President) named Bill Clinton played a role in
creating the framework that we see in NCLB today.

Barone, a longtime aide to Rep. George Miller (D-California)
who served as the top Democratic staffer in the House
Education and Labor Committee back when NCLB passed with
Democratic and Republican support, not only reminds us how
we got here but offers significant caution about what it would
mean for millions of children if we moved backward during the
current reauthorization process.

What happens in the coming weeks and months with NCLB will
play a crucial role in determining whether we make good by
our commitment to ensure that every child in this country has a
chance to learn the basic academic skills they will need to
succeed in American life.

For more information about our organization and how you can
help, visit our web site at www.dfer.org.
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Keeping Achievement Relevant:
The Reauthorization of

‘No Child Left Behind’

By Charles Barone

No Child Left Behind, when it was signed by
President Bush in January of 2002, seemed like
it came out of nowhere. The bill established
many key reforms unprecedented in federal law:

9 Testing requirements- For the first
time, federal law would require thall
students in grades&betested annually
in reading, writing, and mathematics.

1 Closing of achievement gapsAll
children, poor children, minority
children, those with disabilities, and
English Language Learners, would be
required to reach proficiency in math
and reading within 12 years.

9 Accountability for results i Schools
that did not meet their goals woubd
required to undertake efforts to improve:
provide students with public school
choice and afteschool tutoring, train
teachers, and overhaul curriculum.
Schools that did no meet their goals for
six consecutive years would have to
pursue more fundamentathange, such
as hiring new administrators and
teachers.

9 Teacher qualificationsi Teachers in
federally subsidized schools would have
to be trained and certified and have
demonstrated expertise in their subject
ares.

These changesere new. But the legand
statutory precedents for these changestback
more than half a centuryl'his DFER briefing
memolooks to the padb show how NCLB

finally put 50 years of education reform efforts
and idealsnto one federal statuté.showshow,
over this time priod, the federal government
shifted its emphasisom ensuring that all
children haveaccesdo equal educational
opportunity,to providing targeted resources to
schoolgo achieve that equalization, to setting
clear accountability guidelines that sought

link these targeted resources to real changes in
student achievement.

It is hoped thatthis paper will serve as a guitte
the major political and policy themes that will
emerge in the current NCLB reauthorization
process.

Equal Educational OpportugiAs A Civil Right

In 1954, the Supreme Court ruled9n the case
Brown v. Board of Education that providing
children with schools of varying quality
according to their race was unconstitutional.
The | andmark deci sion
previous uling (Plessy v. Fergusoi896
which had established
principle for deciding whether minorities were
getting their fairshare of the societal pie.

The Courtods unani

Aéit is doubtful
reasonably be expected to succeed in
life if he is denied the opportunity of
an education. Such an opportunity,
where the state has undertaken to
provide it, is a right which must be
made available to al

mo u s

http://www.brownvboard.org/research/opinions/
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The Brown ruling was crystal clear in its intent.
But efforts to fully implement it continuday.
Suffice it to say that: 1) Change of this
magnitude is exceedingly difficult; 2) Systems
in general and school systems in particular are
resistant to doing things differently; and, 3) It
has taken, and witontinue to take, creativity
and persistence to achieve anything like the
grand ideal of equality articulated by the Warren
Court in 1954.

The First Elementary and Secondary Education
Act

Fast forward to 1965. President Johnson, under
the umbrella of his Great Society initiative, signs
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (ESEA). ESEA is not the first foray of the
federal government into the elementary and
secondary educaticarena (see, for example, the
vocationallyoriented SmitFHughes Act of

1917) but it marks a major change in federal
education policy in at least two major respects:
1) Its focus on academic basics and instruction,
rather than job skills and training a@jlts
intended beneficiaries are poor and minority
children, who all evidence and precedent
establish as the most in need of federal support.

Charles Barone is an independent consultan
on education policy issues. From 2mD3, he
was Democratic Deputy Staff Director for the
House Education and Labor Committee undg
Congressmageorge Miller, prior to which he
served as Miller's Legislativer@&itor from
1997-2000. He first came to Capitol Hill as a
Congressional Fellow in 1993 and subseque
became Chief Education Advisor to Senator
Paul Simon. Before coming to Washington,
Barone was a fellow in the Department of
Psychology at Yale Univeysit

Many people, even some education policy
experts, think ESEA 1965 was only about

fii nput s, 0 i .rees, suchtasmogeyt i ng

and quality teachers, to the highest poverty
schools. t was about
only about that, at least if one judges by the
stated intent of its authorAt least some of
ESEAOGSs
which targeted resources but also coupled them
with accountability for results

The following remarks from Senator Robert
Kennedy suggest that the idea of an NGlBe
outcomedriven education system is not one that
originated in the year 2000:

In 1965 Kenedy said that he expected: "good
faith administration effort to hold educators
responsive to their constituencies and to make
educational achievement the touchstone of
success in judging ESEA."

In 1965 Kennedy demanded accountability: "I
do not think moneyn and of itself is necessarily
the answer. | have seen enough school districts
where there has been a lack of imagination, lack
of initiative and lack of interest in the problems.

. . My feeling is that even if we put money into
those school districtshén it will be wasted."

In 1965 Kennedy even called fadme testing
systenjemphasis added] that would be
established [by] which the people at the local
community would know periodically de what
progress had been madle.
www.ed.gov/news/speeches/2001/12/20011219

In sum, the seeds for NCLB 20@&re planted
36 years earlier: federal mgces, targeted at
the pooresthildren, with an expectation of
results in the form oftudent achievement.

Holding Pattern: 19741988

The Elementary and Second&giucation Act

or i gnvisiondd a pragtah o r s

At argeti nc

was fAreauthorizedo (Washini
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“I have seen enough school
districts where there has
been a lack of imagination,
lack of initiative and lack
of interest in the problems.
.. My feeling is that even if
we put money into those
school districts, then it will
be wasted."

- Sen. Robert Kennedy

renewal, revision, and extension of laws already
on the books), on average every six years
subsequent to its origihpassage in 1965.

NCLB 2001 is the most recent reauthorization of
ESEA 1965.

The 1970s and 680s
ESEA, but most of those twists and turns are
beyond the scope of this paper. The overarching
point: The original intent and focus dfet law

was left intact. Funds were targeted at poor
children, although they were spread more or less
around to satisfy the political needs of members
from districts with more socioeconomically
heterogerous populations. The goal was to
ensure that poor dminority students would

have educational opportunities equal to those of
their more advantaged peers, just as had been
called for by the Supreme Court in 1954.
Although incremental progress had been made,
no one was under any illusion thlae goal was
even close to being achieved.

Reflecting conservative ambivalence about the
federal role in anything in general and education

in particular, President Ronald Reagan, in the
1980s, attempted to knock down the law a few
notches.

At the symbolic level, he insisted on changing
the name of the core
Il 0 to AChapter 10
titles in federal statutes just as they are in
books). The change irritated Democrats but it
had little practical ffect.

Reagan also persuaded Congress to establish a
fibl ock granto
driven by the assertion that the federal law was
too prescriptive and heashanded.In reality,

Title I/Chapter 1 always had been essentially a
block grant prgram. One would be hard pressed
to argue what a school could not do under Title |
as long as it involved providing instruction to
children or professional development to
teachers( Not t hat peopl e
ibad de-e.g. she punckasof a
swimming pool or lavish junkets by educaters
in the use of federal education funds, including
Title 1, is long)

The problem with block grants is both political

brou 2908 éubsfgrﬁi\%YPoli‘f’lcQI@, Bidck gsrantg ifave no

constituency. At least Title | idlacated by a
formula based on a
poor children. That is something that members
of Congress and advocates for poor and minority
studentsan get behind. Block grants are
allocated according to population. The money is
spread arounthinly. Nobody gets enough

money to worry too much about lobbying for
more. As a result, Chapter 2 funding stayed
relatively stagnant.

Since the purpose of block grants is so broad, it
is hard to get a handle on whether the federal
government is gettingneadequate return on its
investment. Anyone can express dissatisfaction
with a block grant because block grants have no
clear and specific purpose. And since there are
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no performance standards, there can be no we must dedicate ourselves to the
measurement of success. reform of our educational system for

Title | has always Hhthe advantage of a clear the benait of all--old and young alike,

purpose. But, despite Sen%ﬁkued]trandﬁ)%o[j@arjo{'ty%%nnedy()s
admonitions, it never had a clear means in place
to define and measure its effectiveness. Efforts

to put such a system of performance standards _ L ~
and outcome measures in place for fatle O! . AOEI | 1 O 2

educdion programs wre initiatedn the late prescient and the disconnect
between the repo® O OAT1

minority. Learning is the indispensable

1980s by thetrsovernor William Clinton under
the Administration of the first President Bush
(Bush 41). There is more to come on that in the urgency and the lack of any
next section. But first one parenthetical, albeit federal action on the part of

significant, note. _ -
Reagan is absolutely striking.

In 1983, the Reagan Administration issued a
semi nal report on education ent. ed NA Nation
at Ri srkporbwaSeerily prescientcathe investment required for success in the

di sconnect bet ween the repiofitédsmeeine® &#de" we are
urgency and the lack of any federal action on the

part of Reagan is absobly striking: http://www.ed.gov/pubs/NatAtRisk/ris

k.html
one | obal
1989: A I\?ation At Risk Meets the
Accountability Movement

AThe world is indeed
village. We live among determined,
well-educated, and strongly motivated

competitors. We compete with them In 1989, the nationds gove
for international standing and markets, education summit in Charlottesville, Virginia.

not only with products but also with President George H. W. Bush
the ideas of our laboraies and the keynote speakeihenGovernor Bill

neighborhood workshops. America's Clinton, of Arkansasplayed a prominent role.

position in the world may once have
been reasonably secure with only a
few exceptionally weltrained men
and women. It is no longer.

There were a lot of nice words. And some big
plans. In totalsix education goals emerged

from the conference. All were bold, admirable
and, given that there were no resources put forth

éKnowl edge, | ear ni ng, toeverfatemptéotaghiove them, completely
and skilled intelligence are the new unrealistic. Here is one of the goals for the year
raw materials of international 2000 that emerged from the summit, as
commerce and are today spreading articulated by Bush 41 in hi®20 State of the
throughout the wod as vigorously as Union Address:

miracle drugs, synthetic fertilizers, and
blue jeans did earlier. If only to keep
and improve on the slim competitive
edge we still retain in world markets,

AAmeri can students wil/| I
four, eight, and twelvlaving
demonstrated competency in
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challenging subject matter including feducation president, 0 Pre:
English, mathematics, science, history, entered the White House in 1993 with big plans

and geography; and every school in to make that title his very own.

America will ensure that all students
learn to use their minds well, so they

Clinton: NThe Real Educati

may be prepared for responsible Without question, Bill Clinton was the single
citizenship, further learning, and most important force in establishing the
productive emp|0yment in our modern framework of Standards, accountabi”ty, and

testing that were put into law under NCLB.

He fought hard for standards, testing, and
accountability throughout his Presidency, and

Without question, Bill e
got strong bipartisan support. He beldkand

Clinton was the single most weaved, and won some big r.
important force in questionable whether he went the distance. In

establishing the framework

fact, in the end, he threw the fight. But without
Bill Clinton, NCLB would not have been

of standards, accountability, possible.
and testing that were put Goals 2000 Right out of the box, Clinton
into law under NCLB. proceeded to repackaBeu s hos A Ameri ca 2
as AGoals 2000.0 Clinton w:
and he deftly wove the the
economy. 0 Risko report into his educ.

did more broadly in his economic policy.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/in

dex.php?pid=18095 Ter‘rrlls l' i ke Aglobal village.
competitivenes®a n d  fralagsrstardlards
Bush male a few gestures towardghingthese were the big themes. And Clinton backed these
states to establish content standards (what policies up with legislation.

students should know), assessments ({ezts) On April 22° 1993, just 3 months after assuming
performance standards (acceptable levels of the PresidencyGoals@o0dnt ogn se.

achievement) wunder the Eé\aggtreﬁ&mglrilgg ,Kgstog'too Ca

Butneitherhisn ot Congresso heajnkbficedifRef Dale Rifide Wb was then,

In it and is again now, the Chair of the House

One big problem was that Bush 41 was caught in  Education Subcommittee.

a huge philosophical and political biniéiwas www.ed.gov/legislation/GOALS2000/TheAct/in
hard tostay true to the conservative principles of dex html

local school control while at the same time -

effectively and systemically addressing the The Act wold place the goals of the 1989
Compe”ing national Cha“enges outlined by both Charlottesville Summit into federal statute.

the 1989 Charlottesville Summit and the 1983 Although these goals would be rbmding, the
iNation at Risko r epor tActwouldprovidefederal funds to the states to

devel op ficontent standar ds:
should know), academic assessments {testsl

Although Bush 41 tried to claim the mantle of
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performance standards (acceptable benchmarks
for performance at various grade levels).

The bill was controversial. Conservatives were

opposed to federal intrusion into what they Disaggregation is the key to
perceived to be a state and local issue. Liberals comparability.
didnotwanthighest andar ds (fAout cyes .
without a guarantee of sufficient resources Comparablllty is the key to

(Ainputso). But, as was assessingequalopportunity. nt on

threaded the political needle. The bill was Equal opportunity is the key
sufficiently fAfederalis . . oad
middle. The bill passed the House of tO_ ClOSIHg aC_hleYer_nent gaps.
Representaties on March 23, 1994, by a vote of Disaggregation is, in fact, the

306121 and the Senate days later by a vote of sing]e most important

63-22. It was signed by the President on March

linchpin in federal law to
leverage both the 1954 goals
of the Supreme Court and

The bill immediately captured the $105 million the 19_6_5 goals of the
that had been set aside for it by the Orlglnal ESEA.
Appropriations Committee for that fiscal year if,

and only if, it were enacted by Aprif'1 A close

call, but Clinton was now on a roll.

ESEA 1994 After the passage of Goals 2000,
Clinton went right to work on reauthorizing ontOctober ~20|’ 1994
i

ESEA, which he redubbed he mproving
Ameri caos School s Act . (‘)WhilelASAhadmanngOdideas,C”ntwas

h _ d the brinciol ¢ | weakeron the details and followthrough.
The Act inserted the principles of Goals 2000 Per h a pwhattwhsmecéssary to navigate

into T'ge . thde 6”9'”el9f fedﬁrarl](zlgment:ry and the political waters, or perhaps Clinton just
secondary educatiopolicy, which drives the didnot paddle very hard

|l i onds share of feder al education doI.I ars to stat
and school districts. Taneofghebhestexamplgsof thisdynanic, ae r e
very similar to Goals 2000, so in that sense, the  theone with the biggest implications for NCLB,

ideas were not legislatively growdeaking. was the issue of data fAdis:
go to sleep yet this gets bettey

3%

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi
bin/bdquery/z?d103:HRL804:@ @ @ X

significantchange and gave pausemany Still,
passage of IASA was swift. The bill became law

The difference is that Goals 200@s set to

isunset . o St ates coul dDispggregatiop nganssastingput studegnf  ( a | |
states did, more or less, eventually) but after Fy ~ achievement by subgroupsiow economically

1998, the law was tset to expirelASA would disadvantaged students are doing in reading
incorporate Goals 2000 0%mMraeetymMofetaffugnt stydents, hoywn d
assessment system i nto Hispans siydents are dpingpin math gompaged tp
intents ad purposes) federal law. That was a norHispanic students, etc.
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Disaggregation is the key to comparability.
Comparability is the key to assessing equal
educational opportunity. Equal educational
opportunity is the key to closing achievement
gaps. Dsaggregation is, in fact, the single most
important linchpin in federal law to leverage
both the 1954 goals of the Supreme Court and
the 1965 goals of the original ESEA. In
disaggregation, it all comes together.

O7EAA OAOEAOQEI-I

Flex states regarding whether the
have established clearly defined
goals to measure the results of

waivers received by districts and
OAEI T 1 0856

Government Accounting Office

IASA said that the assessments used bgstat
had to be abl e obubitwhse
less certaiwhether states had to actually
disaggregate thdisaggregatabldata.

And this is where Clinton threw the fight.

| was in a meeting after passage of IASA in
which the Clinton Administratiowas
discussing whether or not to require states to
disaggregate through regulations. Some
Congressional staff, supported by civil rights
groups, were urging thapproach

But the Administration brought in a still
prominent testing expert who argued that
disaggregation would result in unreliable data

because in many cases the number of children in

certain subgroups would be too small. | was

to fix this that | taught to my own
undergraduates in Stats 101:adjgregate up
(from classroom to school or school to district)
until you get a statistically reliable number of
poor, black, Hispanic, (filin theblank),

student s. Dondét report for
AiNO of | ess than 30.
| was just a new legislativede, recruited from
academia. Neither of those factors worked in
my favor. | felt I|ike the
New Clothes. 0 But | |l ear ne

learned several.

When Bush 43 entered office in 2001 he, unlike
the people in the scene debed above, knew

all about dsaggregation. In fact, he loved the
word. And it was Clinton who gave Bush 43 a
chance as Governor to learn the disaggregation
ropes and, ultimately, take it all the way to
federal policy.

Ed-Flex
Ed-Flex was alittlen o t i pcieldo tio

the authority to waive certain provisions of
federal law in the hope of promoting innovation

i d and reajizing leethea auteodnes for all students.
Afl exi
accountabili

The marketingcatch hr a s e
exchange for

wa s

States got flexibility. But there was little rigor in
the EdFlex accountability plans approved by
the Secretary of Education.

In all, 12 states (out of the 13 that applied) were
approved for EdFlex projects. The Government
Accountability Office issued a preliminary
report on Ed Flex on December 15, 1997. The
report showed little of the promised innovation
taking place. Reading between the lines, one
mi ght draw the concl
were skeptical about the wayet program was
being used.

flabbergasted. | knew that there was an easy way http://archive.gao.gov/paprpdf1/159654.pdf
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First of all, most states used their flexibility to students affected by the waiver. For example,
redistribute resources, rather than pursue policy  Texas expects all districts that receive waivers

innovations (keep in mind that the targeting of under Titlel to make annual gains on test scores
resources was one of the principles that underlay so that in 5 years 90 percent of all students will
the pasage of ESEA in 1965). pass the statebds assessment

GAO: Amost [ waiver s] ofmia\lé%ri]%'ﬁ:a%'a?/%h'sl%rtljg??f]lttolon’
change the way funds are distributed or to r5na € anngad %%lns sot ?;?t_t eAen 9 the same
broaden the range ofdividuals who may -year perio peecntq nt_:an merican

. students90 percent of Hispanic students, 90

benefit. o i
percent of white students, and 90 percent of

This doesndt sound | i keecongmicgly disadvantagetbgentsiwil pass, i t
sounds like quite the opposite. these tests. o
The Clinton Adnnistrationargued thastates The Governor of Texas who oversaw the Ed

would use their new flexibility to improve
outcomes for all students, lifting all boats,
including those of underserved groups.

The GAO would address this issue in its final GAO@ most waivers have
report on November 13, 1998is not much of sought to changehe way funds

tone at times seemed derisive, maybe even

sarcastic.

range ofindividuals who may

http:// /archive/1999/he99017.pdf AL
p://WWW.gao.gov/arcnive e .P . = . .

This doesi sound liketargeting
GAO: AWi de vari aHekon e

states regrding whether they have established toward high-risk children.In fact,
clearly defined goals to measure the results of it soundsquite like the opposite.
waivers received by districts and schools. Some
states and districts have expressed their goals
only in the vaguest of terms, while others have Flex program was George W. Bush.

been more precise. For exale, in one state

only nonspecific goal s 08¢lgislaos hesersanepepmisednihe hexags f a

commitment to the identification and approach, particularly Congressman George
implementation of programs that will create an Miller, who was then the second ranking
environment in which all students actualize Democrat on the House Education and Labor
academic potential.?od Committee. Miller wanted all states to pursue
the Texas approach, particularly if they gokt E
Was this an isolated example? Flex waivers. The Texas Hélex program met
Apparentlynot. both the letter and spirit of the original ESEA.

And Texas did it voluntarily. No one made
them. As far as | know, there was no press
release from the iToexas GovV:

G A O Onlyfione EdFlex staté Texa® has set
specific numerical criteria that are closely tied to
both the schools or districts and the specific
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really, anybody elsethat acompanied the
GAO report. I'f Miller
actually read reports himself and take their
findings seriously, it may have been a while
before anyone in Washington started talking
about what they were doing with federal
education dollars in Texas

The Clinton Administrat
GAO report: expand the Helex program to all

50 states. However, there were no real changes
in the programds requir
exchange for accountabi
catchphrase in Washingim but it was only
embraced in its most real senaethe timeby 1

out of 50 Governors.

Miller and Kildee (the original author of Goals
2000, which authorized EFlex) offered an
amendment ( ANumilexxsi¢ 2 00)
state expansion bill (H.R. 800hdarch 10,

1999. The MillerKildee amendment would have
required all states to adopt something akin to the
Texas approach: high and equal expectations for
all children, disaggregation of data (by race,
socioeconomic status, English Language
Proficiency, dsability), and a goal of narrowing
achievement gaps in basic subjects.

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi
bin/query/F?r106:1:./temp/~r106cwPUkb:e2463
41

The ClintonAdministration strongly opposed
Miller -Kildee, as did then Education Committee
Chairman Bill Goodling and every House
Republican. The MilleKildee amendment
failed, with Democratic support only, by a
comfortable margin. But it was not a vote that
Republians enjoyed casting.

While Miller and Kildee lost that battle, what
they did was set the stage for an alliance
between top Congressional Democrats and Bush

That we are still fighting to
achieve equal educational
opportunity is perhaps a sad
commentary on our
Republic. But what the
debate shows over the years
is that the themes sounded
out unanimously by the
Court in 1954 were exactly
the right ones.

1 €

43ttoado gomethindepswerful and constructive to
focus attention and
mostvulnerable children.

NCLB and Bush 43

In November 2000, Bush 43 was elected
President. In December, Miller went to Austin
with a bipartisan group of Senators and
Congressman to discuss broad principles with

the (er, presumably) Presideziect. And in

Jaruary, Miller, Ted Kennedy, John Boehner,

and Judd Gregg began a partnership that resulted
in No Child Left Behind. Bush signed the bill,

less than a year after he si@augurated, in
January 2002.

Lessons Learned

The Constitutional Right to Equal Education:
Even Supreme Court decisions do not
necessarily achieve their goals. That we are still
fighting to achieve equal educational

opportunity is a perhaps sad commentary on our
Republic. But what the debate shows over the
years is that the themes sounded out
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unanmously by the Court in 1954 were exactly
the right ones. The goals are admirable and they
deservd and need to be vigorously pursued,
now more than ever.

The Power of Ideas:Amazingly, the goals and
purposes of Title | have remained intact since
1965: to provide equal educational opportunity
and to improve educational achievement for all
students. It says something about the power of
history and social movements that the &lead
values articulated by Senator Robert Kennedy in
1965 were the same ones articulated by his
brother Teddy, Congressmen George Miller and
Dale Kildee, and President George W. Bush in

\

It says something about the
difficulty of realizing these
ideas thatthe accountability
sought ty Bobby Kennedy took
40 years to be fully realized,

and was opposed by many of
those whom he would have
been likely to count among his
friends.

2001. It says something about the difficulty of
realizing these idedhat the accountability
sought by Bobby Kennedy took 40 years to be
fully realized, and was opposed by many of
those whom he would have beerelikto count
among his friends.

Ni ce Words AirfeicedvordsBndo u
admonitions were enough to changslic

policy, it would have happened at any of a
number of ti mes: in 19
Ri skdo report was i ssue

Charl ottesville
after the passage of Goals 2000 and IASA.

Be Careful Out There: As the stores on
disaggregation and Eeélex tell us, one needs to
be careful about alliances. The politics of
education reform have become very complex.
Experts are hired and funded by various entities
and even if there is no financial interest in taking
a particulamosition, there is social pressure to
do so. Being a maverick may have its own
intrinsic rewards, but being popular€

cocktail parties is not one of them.

First Do No Harm: The Clinton Administration
took a failed pilot program and took it national
in a matter of a few years. Twelve of 13 states
that applied were approved. Only 1 of those 12
met the letter and spirit of the original deal:
Aflexibility in
Over that time, according to GAO, resources
were diverted from targed programs and
spread around broadly. It took 4 years,
Congressman George Miller, Senator Ted
Kennedy, and President George W. Bush to
begin to correct that problem. That is a
constellational alignment that occurs only rarely
in American politics.

A Look Ahead

At this writing, the NCLB reauthorization
process is very fluid. Chairman Miller and the
Ranking Republican Member Buck McKeon
have distributed a bipartisan draft bill that would
make some major changes. They have pursued
as many avenues esasonably possible to
solicit ideas to inform the draft and to get
feedback that will assumedly help them shape
g We bill that they plan to introduce very soon.

A few key themes are emerging:

8 Accowrtiabilily andrhgsessmertsEdueaiors a t
d and schpol adniistratsafetfegling theh e
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pressure of the increased reporting and comparability across districts would be

accountability requirements of Title I. For the impossible, thus undercutting any effort to

first time in history, the law compels annual achieve educational equality and direct money
scrutiny of how states, districts, and schools are and services to where they are most needed. And
doing in accomplishing their primary mission: as the GAO found under Helex, increased
improving the academic achievement of poor, flexibility is most often used to direct resources
minority, disabled, and Limited English awayfrom poor and minority children.

Proficient students.
No one wants to have to defend the current

This scrutinyis uncomfortable and stressful. system of mainly multiplehoice tests as the last
Some schools have responded by improving word in assessment technology. Miller and
their programs, and many schools, even in the

poorest areas, are shing results. But there is

overwhelming pressure from many others to _
simply sweep the bad news under the rug. As a Miller and McKeon have put fortr

result, there are many proposals to weaken and some very bold innovations to
obfuscate the Abright |

now in place under NGB

attract teachers to high need
schools and to specialty areas

One such proposalistat school s us:¢ . . . .
measureso of sttessant pe (math, science, disability, Englis}

subjects other than reading and math, as well as Langauge Learners). Their bill is

many other possible indicédo assess whether a comprehensiv«and thoughtful

schools are makin lade f @ m A . ~ .
" PAAEACA 1 £ AAO

Miller and McKeon seem to want to address
criticisms that NCLB has narrowed school

curriculums. That is a worthy goal, even setting

aside evidence that shows broad curriculums McKeon seem to want foromote innovation.
may in fact be the best way to improve The way theiproposais structured now,
achievement in basic skills such as reading and ~ howeverthe potential damage to NCLB

math. But the bill as it is now viten would blur provisions that empower parents with clear

the bright line accountability in the current law information and that target crucial educational
and make it more difficult to pinpoint in which resources far outweigh any curricular or testing
schools and in which subjects students are in the improvementsttat might be achieved by their
most need of remediation. approach.

Another, perhaps even more dangerous, proposal Teaghgr Salari.es and Inc_entivesTeacher _
woul d all owr agfi@aind ou n d e Aualifyjsithe gngle most important factor in

assessments to determine Adequate Yearly most need good instruction in order to succeed,
Progr es s AYPfsAdt énly Jhe measure i.e., those that attend saiis with high

used to gauge student progress, it is also the concentrations of poverty, are the least likely to
mechanism that directs resources to schools with ~9€t good teachers. This is one of the most

the greatest needs. With local assessments, fundamental flaws in U.S. education policy right
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now and the one on whicheleast progress has

been made. Democrats For Education Reform

. Statement of Principles
Miller and McKeon have put forth some very

bold innovations to attract teachers to high need A first-rate system of public education is the
schools and to Specialty areas (math, science, cornerstone of a prosperous, free and just society,
. . . . yet millions of American children today —

dlsablhty’ EngIISh Language Learners). Their particularly low-income and children of color — are
bill is a compréensive and thoughtful package trapped in persistently failing schools that are part
of carrots and stickis e.g., pay bonuses, salary of deeply dysfunctional school systems. These
. b i diti d systems, once viewed romantically as avenues of
InCTEE-lSES., gtter WOII' Ir_lg C_On itions, an opportunity for all, have become captive to
equalization in the distribution of teachers and powerful, entrenched interests that too often put
teacher salaries. Nothing short of an aggressive Wi EEl BB o S Gl

h this i h ke avill K needs of children. This perverse hierarchy of
approa}c on this Issue has worke wor priorities is political, and thus requires a political
and Miller and McKeon are to be commended response.

for their strong efforts and political courage on

- Both political parties have failed to address the
this issue.

tragic decline of our system of public education,

. . but it is the Democratic Party — our party — which
The teachers unions are apoplectic over these must question how we allowed ourselves to drift

proposals. While other unions routinely accept so far from our mission. Fighting on behalf of our
pa differentials for hard to staff jobs orifs, nation’s most vulnerable individuals is what our

y . . . . ] party is supposed to stand for.
or for special skills or high job performance, the
NEA and AFT have consistently opposed them, Democrats for Education Reform aims to return
even while some of their locals have cut their the Democratic Party to its rightful place as a

X o champion of children, first and foremost, in

own deals, many of which look very similar to America’s public education systems.
Miller-McKeon. The unions have thrown out a

bunch of reeherrings (e.g., characterizing We support leaders in our party who have the

courage to challenge a failing status quo and who

voluntary pay bonuses as threats to collective believe that the severity of our nation’s education

bargaining) and have put nothing proactive on crisis demands that we tackle this problem using

t he tabl e. Wh a-MdKeon mo r e every possible tool at our disposal.

provisions they Oppose are identical to those We believe that reforming broken public school

they negotiated with Miller and others in 2005. systems cannot be accomplished by tinkering at

the margins, but rather through bold and

On both accountability and teacher quality, the revolutionary leadership. This requires opening up
.. . . L the traditional top-down monopoly of most school

political fight will come down to this: will systems and empowering all parents to access

Congress and the President look out for the great schools for their children.

long-term interests of the children and parents
served under Title I? Or will they look out for

We believe that anything less than an all-out effort

] to save our children is un-American, un-
the shorterm interest of the adults who, Democratic, and an insult to the very fabric of our

understandabl y, ar e st nation and its proud commitment toward equality

of opportunity through the education of its

revolutionary changes and want the easy way citizenry

out? This is the standard against which any

changes to NCLB should be measured. We know that decisive action today can save our
children, our party, and ultimately our nation.
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