








in the global economy; additionally, promoting excellence
in education is not defined In order to achieve the ambi-
tious goals outlined in this article, the Department of
Education would take on 4 new mission: establishing the
imporance of education as a national priority that specifi-
cally provides all students with the skills and knowledge
necessary 1o compete in a national and international work
force. Currently, education is seen as a basic function pro-
vided by government, somewhat akin to police protection,
important but taken for granted; under the newly defined
role, education would be inextricably linked to the mainte-
nance of democracy and economic competitiveness.

Goals 2000: National Education Standards
The Department of Education has already taken an impor-
tant step toward achieving national consensus on the per-
formance standards that all students should be able to
achieve. The movement toward national standards began
at the first national education summit in 1989 where
President Bush and the nation’s governors (including then-
Governor Clinton) met to discuss the need to reform edu-
cation and, to a larger extent, reverse the deteriorating
position of the United States in the global economy.” From
this meeting came the establishment of National Education
Goals, a conference report which defined standards of
knowledge for students in each subject area, objectives for
performance improvement in those subject areas, and
assessments to measure student performance.

The Bush Administration took the conference report and
translated the language into a legislative proposal known
as America 2000, the first federal effort 1o establish national
standards for all students that would lift public schools out
of “mediocrity, social decay, and national decline.”
Although this legislation was not passed, a modified ver-
sion of the bill, renamed Goals 2000: Educate America Act
and known as Goals 2000, passed with bipartisan support
during President Clinton's administration. The legislation
acknowledged the need for a federal voice in creating a
comprehensive and coherent system of education. Of
equal importance to this new federal role was a reaffirma-
tion of the responsibility of states and localities for adapt-
ing these goals to suit the needs of their communities.”

The social and economic factors discussed earlier in this
article are an integral part of Godls 2000. The National
Education Goals use adult literacy rates, children's health
risks, aned participation in postsecondary enrollment as
social and economic indicators to measure national
progress. For example, Goal 6 of the National Education
Goals adkdresses the need for all adults to have adequate
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skills and knowledge to compete in a global economy.”
Similarly, in dealing with problems of crime, Goal 7 specifi-
cally promotes a safe, disciplined, and drug-free school
environment.”

Of equal importance to this new federal
role was a reaffirmation of the
responsibility of states and localities for
adapting these goals to suit the needs of
their communities.

Although Goals 2000 has provided an important framework
for designing national standards, the legislation was also
designed to ensure that standards of education are compa-
rable to international standards.” Goals 2000 calls for all
high school graduates to have world-class understanding of
mathematics and science and be proficient in English,
social studies and foreign languages on the theory that stu-
dents who meet these national standards can compete with
the best students internationally.”

Despite its lofty ambitions, Goals 2000 has been criticized
as an unnecessary and unwanted intrusion into states’
rights. Opponents argue that national education reforms
such as Goals 2000 represent an unprecedented and insup-
portable assumption of power by the federal government
in an area where the federal government does not belong.
However, the original intent of Goals 2000 was not to pro-
mote federal intrusion into local schools but to define edu-
cation policy for this pation while remaining flexible in
allowing states and local governments to put reforms in
place.

Goals 2000 is a voluntary guide for states to follow in
implementing national education goals in return for a small
amount of federal funds. Secretary Riley stated that Goals
2000 is:

{tlop-down support for bottom-up reform. We want
to give the support [the states] need to reform and
restructure. Then we must get out of your way so
[the states] can do [their] jobs.”

The broad statements listed in Goals 2000 give states a
standard to which they can conform their own goals and,
as a result, bring all states 10 an equally high level of stu-
dent performance. Those who would argue that this
responsibility for setting standards is more appropriately
addressed by individual states fail 1o realize that the educa-
tion of students transcends each state and is instead an
issue the nation as a whole must address.
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Public-Private Partnerships

There is no plausible way the federal government can
operate the education system; such a function is neither fis-
cally nor politically practical. Through public-private part-
nerships, the federal government has recently challenged
corporations to become more actively involved in provid-
ing the educational opportunities necessary for students to
compete in the 21st century. American corporations have
responded positively through such initiatives as NetDay ‘96,
in which companies such as MCI, Apple Computer, and
America Online contributed resources necessary for con-
necting California schools to the Internet.”

In the current political climate, changes are not only occur-
ring in our culture and economy but in our very system of
governance; indeed, public officials at the highest levels,
including President Clinton, have acknowledged that the
role of the federal government must change. Increasingly,
policies established by the federal government will reflect
the need for partnerships and greater collaboration among
all levels of government and business,

To underscore this point, in a 1996 education summit, busi-
ness leaders agreed that “no matter how much states
improve their schools, they will still be at a disadvantage in
winning new businesses if their quality does not measure
up to other states.” In essence, business leaders are call-
ing for congruence among the states in educational stan-
dards; the only way to ensure such national conformity is

through federal action.

Conclusion

Education is a public good which benefits not only individ-
uals but the American society as a whole. Schools should
be encouraged to develop innovative teaching methods
and apply various forms of educational reforms; however,
a national framework must be refined and implemented in
order for all schools to reach high standards of academic
achievement. The most basic educational reform lies in
articulating a set of commonly-agreed-upon goals for stu-
dents at all educational levels, including the acquisition of
a common body of knowledge and a set of universally
approved skills. To suppott these goals, 2 system for mea-
suring student performance that has broad national applic-
ability must be created.”

Goals 2000 is the first step in uniting the current fragment-
ed system into one national educational framework. States
need to look beyond their own boundaries to define edu-
cational reforms according to national goals. The federal
government, primarily responsible for ensuring that our
nation moves into the 21st century with a prepared work-
force and educated population, needs to promote the par-
ticipation of schools, state and local governments, and
businesses in achieving an educational system which
enhances national integrity. %

Notes

NWorking with article editor Carolyn Dwyer and editor in chief
Heather Johnston has been a truly wonderful and rewarding
experience. Their patience and tireless energy gave me the
extra “push” to complete the work. I would also like to thank
Professor Jill Kasle for her assistance and brilliant suggestions
and my associate editor, Scott Haggard, for adding the impor-
tant last-minute details, This article is dedicated to my brother,
Jose Viana, whose passion for teaching has inspired me to
write about the need to improve education in America.
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