
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 320 787 SO 020 343

TITLE Department of Education's Refusal To Fund Holocaust
Curriculum. Heating before a Subcommittee of the
Committee on Government Operations. House of
Representatives, One Hundredth Congress, Second
Session (October 19, 1988).

INSTITUTION Congress of the U. S., Washington, D. C. House
Committee on Government Operations.

PUB DATE Oct 88
NOTE 129p.; Printed for the use of the Committee on

Government Operations.
AVAILABLE FROM Superintendent of Documents, Congressional Sales

Office, U.S. Government Printing Off, e, Washington,
DC 20402.

PUB TYPE Legal/Legislative/Regulatory Materials (090)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC06 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *Controversial Issues (Course Content); Federal Aid;

Federal Government; Government Publications;
Hearings; *History Instruction; *Modern History;
Secondary Education; Secondary School Curriculum;
Social Studies; *Student Development; World
History

IDENTIFIERS Congress 101st; Department of Education; *Holocaust;
*National Diffusion Network

ABSTRACT

This document is the record from a U.S. Congress
oversight hearing on the Department of Education's refusal to fund a
program to teach students about the Holocaust. The program, "Facing
History and Ourselves," applied for federal funding to the Department
of Education's National Diffusion Network (NDN), an organization
intended to disseminate information about successful school programs.
"Facing History" was the only Holocaust curriculum in the country
eligible for funding by the NDN. The curriculum was denied funding by
the NDN in 1986 and 1987. In its 1988 denial of funding, the peer
reviewer for the NDN cited an imbalance in the program's presentation
of two viewpoints, the Nazi viewpoint and the Ku Klux Klan's, as a
critical factor in the decision not to fund the program. The
testimony of Department of Education officials as to the
circumstances surrounding the denial of funding to "Facing Hi:_ory"
along with the testimony of several persons in support of the program
form the body of the document. Appendices include materials referred
to in the record as well as stateh:ents submitted foi the record.
(DB)

*************** *********** ,:******.

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original dccument. *



DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION'S REFUSAL TO FUND

HOLOCAUST CURRICULUM

HEARING
BEFORE A

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE

COMMITTEE ON

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
ONE HUNDREDTH CONGRESS

SECOND SESSION

OCTOBER 19, 1988

Printed for the use of the Committee on Government Operations

U SI DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office ot Educational Research and Improvement

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

is document has been reproduced astt ha
received from the person or organization
originating it.

C Minor changes have been made to improve
reproduction quality

Points of view or opinions stated in this docu-
ment do not necessarily represent official
OERI position or policy

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

U.8. CiOVERNNIZNT PRINTING OMCZ

91-888 WASHINGTON : 1989

For alo by the Superintendent of Documents, Corgressional Sales Office
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washhsiton, DC 20402

2



COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
JACK BROOKS, Texas, Chairman

JOHN CONYERS, JR., Michigan
CARDISS COLLINS, Illinois
GLENN ENGLISH, Oklahoma
HENRY A. WAXMAN, California
TED WEISS, New York
MIKE SYNAR, Oklahoma
STEPHEN L NEAL, North Carolina
DOUG BARNARD, JR., Georgia
BARNEY FRANK, Massachusetts
TOM LANTOS, California
ROBERT E. WISE, JR., West Virginia
MAJOR R. OWENS, New York
EDOLPHUS TOWNS, New York
JOHN M SPRA1T, JR., South Carolina
JCE KOLTER, Pennsylvania
BEN ERDREICH, Alabama
GERALD D. KLECZKA, Wisconsin
ALBERT G. BUSTAMANTE, Texas
MATTHEW G. MARTINEZ, California
THOMAS C. SAWYER, Ohio
LOT TISE M. SLAUGHTER, New York
BILL GRANT, Florida
NANCY PELOSI, California

FRANK HORTON, New York
ROBERT S. WALKER, Pennsylvania
WILLIAM F. CLINGER, JR, Pennsylvania
AL McCANDIERS, California
LARRY E. CRAIG, Idaho
HOWARD C. NIELSON, Utah
JOSEPH J. DioGUARDI, New York
JIM LIGHTFOOT, Iowa
BEAU BOULTER, Texas
DONALD E. "BUZ" LUKENS, Ohio
AMORY HOUGHTON, JR , New York
J. DENNIS HASTERT, Illinois
JON L. KYL, Arizona
JAMES M INHOFE, Oklahoma
CHRISTOPHER SHAYS, Connecticut

WILLIAM M. JONES, General Counsel
ONALD W UPSON, Minority Staff Director

HUMAN RESOURCES AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

TED WEISS, New York, Chairman
THOMAS C SAWYER, Ohio JIM LIGHTFOOT, IowaJOHN CONYERS, JR , Michigan CHRISTOPHER SHAYS, ConnecticutHENRY A WAXMAN, California DONALD E. "BUZ" LUKENS, OhioNANCY PEIASI, California

Ex Orncto
JACK BROOKS, Texas FRANK HORTON, New York

JAMES R. G ..usa, Staff Director
MARC SMOLONSKY, Professional Stuff Member

GWENDOLYN S. MCFADDEN, Sec/Wary
MARY VIHSTADT, Minority Professional Staff

III)

: ; i

3



CONTENTS

AgeHearing held on October 19, 1988
1Statement of:

Berenbaum, Michael, Ph.D., professor of the Holocaust and theology,Georgetown University
99Curry, Shirley, Ed.D., former Director, National Diffusion Recognition

Division, U.S. Department of Education 5Goldberg, Milton, Ed.D., Director, Programs for Improvement of Practice,U.S Department of Education 5Manno, Bruno, Ph.D., Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Operations,
Office of Educational Research and Improvement, U Department ofEducation

4McConlm, Max, executive director, National Dissemination Study Group 57Strom, Mama Stern, director, Facing History and Ourselves 67Weiss, Hon. Ted, a Representative in Congress from the State of NewYork, and chairman, Human Resource° and Intergovernmental Rela-time Subcommittee: Opening statement 1Lettere, statements, etc., submitted for the record by:
Curry, Shirley, Ed.D., former Director, National Diffusion Recognition

Division, U.S. Department of Education: March 17, 1988, letter forDirector of Education Kuperstein, U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council, repcesiLlity of submitting a proposal for a certain program 36McConkey, Max, executive director, National Dissemination Study Group:Prepared statement
62-66Ryan, Allan A., Jr.: Pre statement . 68-72Strom, Margot Stern, director, Facing History and Ourselves: Preparedstatement
77-93Weiss, Hon. Ted, a Representative in Congress from the State of NewYork, and chairman, Human Resouxes and Intergovernmental Rela-tions Subcommittee:

August 13, 1987, letter to William Kristol, Chief of Staff/Counselor,
U.S. Department of Education, from Phyllis Schley, re oppositionto Facing History and Ourselves 10-12Technical review instrument for developer demonstrator projects,
National Diffusion Network 19-26

APPENDIX

Appendix 1.Material referred to in the record 105Appendix 2.Statements submitted for the record 122

(In)



DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION'S REFUSAL TO
FUND HOLOCAUST CURRICULUM

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 19, 1988

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
HUMAN RESOURCES AND

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT RELATIONS,

Washington, DC
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m., in room

2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ted Weiss (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Ted Weiss, Jim Lightfoot, and Donald
E. "Buz" Lukens.

Also present: Representatives Sidney R. Yates and Barney
Frank.

Staff present: James R. Gottlieb, staff director; Marc Smolonsky,
professional staff member; Gwendolyn S. McFadden, secretary; and
Mary Vihstadt, minority professional staff, Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN WEISS

Mr. WEISS. Good morning. The Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources and Intergovernmental Relations is now in session.

Today the subcommittee will conduct an oversight hearing on
the Department of Education's refusal to fund a program to teach
American students about the Holocaust.

The program, called Facing History and Ourselves, was denied
funding by the Department, partly on the basis of a review which
reached the unthinkable conclusion that "the Nazi point of view,
however unpopular, is still a point of view and is not presented,
nor is that of the Ku Klux Klan."

The Department's $20 million National Diffusion Network is in-
tended to fund efforts to disseminate information about successful
school programs. Facing History has been extremely effective,
having already been taught by thousands of teachers. It also hap-
pens to be the only Holocaust curriculum in the country eligible
for funding by the National Diffusion Network.

The Department's actions against Facing History suggest an in-
stitutional bias against teaching American children about the Holo-
caust. In 1986 and 1987, peer reviews of the program conducted by
outside readers hired by the Department rejected Facing History's
application because it did not reflect the Nazi point of view, or be-

(1)
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cause the program was considered anti-Christian. These criticismswere accepted by some Department officials.Earlier this year, when less ideological reviewers were broughtin to examine the Facing History program, it received high marksin its category history, geography and civics. But that still did notprevent the Department from killing the application. The Depart-ment simply eliminated the entire category from funding consider-ation.
I believe this chain of events demonstrates that the denial offunds for the Holocaust project was not the work of a single personand was not an isolated incident. It was an act that had to be con-doned by the highest officials of the Department.
This issue has a special meaning to me. Along with my motherand sister, I emigrated tt. the United States, arriving on March 12,1938. As our ship steamed its way to New York Harbor, Hitler wasconsolidating his power. The day before we arrived in New YorkMarch 11, 1938was the day of the Anschluss, when Hitler trium-phantly marched into Austria to be welcomed by the Austrian pop-ulation as the celebration of the union between Austria and Ger-many.

I escaped the Holocaust, but others in my family were not so for-tunate. My grandparents on both sides and countless uncles, aunts,cousins, and other relatives did not survive Hitler's final solutionfor European Jews, nor did 6 millior other Jews and countlessnumbers of other people.
We are conducting this hearing today to make a permanentrecord of what has been going on at the Department of Educationfor the past 3 years, just as we memorialize the Holocaust, so thatwe may never forget.
I should note this is not really a matter for partisan political con-cern or effort. I had the privilege of attending the Holocaust Memo-rial, a cornerstone dedication, about 10 days ago, where PresidentReagan spoke eloquently, and he said, among other things, "I thinkall of us here are aware of those, even among our own countrymen,who have dedicated themselves to the disgusting task of minimiz-ing or even denying the truth of the Holocaust."
We have a letter from Mr. Hyman Bookbinder, who tells meduring the last 7 years he learned how Kitty and Mike Dukakisfeel about our children learning the meaning of the Holocaust.This is a broad, bipartisan, congressional concern, not one for parti-san political advantage.
[The letter referred to is in app. 1, p. 105.1
Mr. WEISS. We will be hearing from the director of Facing Histo-ry of the National Dissemination Study Group, and the professor ofthe Holocaust and theology at Georgetown University. Before weproceed to the witnesses, I am going to call on some of our distin-guished members and we will have a brief, 10-minute tape whichwill explain what the program "Facing History and Ourselves" isall about.
I am pleased to indicate that we have with us one of our mostsenior and distinguished Members in Congress, Mr. Sidney Yates ofIllinois.
Welcome, Mr. Yates.

S
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I am pleased now to call on our distinguished ranking minority
member, Mr. Lightfoot.

Mr. LIGIrrFooT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate the opportunity to explore in greater detail the oper-

ations of the Department of Education. It is my underetanding that
today's hearing will focus on the National Diffusion Network and
the reasons why the grant application for "Facing History and
Ourselves" was not recently funded by the Department under this
program.

As someone who is unfamiliar with both the National Diffusion
Network, other than what I read in a Washington Post article, I
look forward to learning more about the process.

I do have concerns about the appearance of anti-Semitism, as it
relates to Facing History. There should be no place in the Federal
Covernment, including the Department of Education, for religious
bigotry of any kind.

I welcome the witnesses at this time, and I look forward to hear-
ing about this program, Facing History, and the National Diffusion
Netwc k.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you.
Mr. Lukens, do you have an opening comment you would like to

make?
Mr. LUKENS. No, sir.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much.
If we can have the tape, we will start with that.
[Video tape was shown.]
Mr. WEISS. Let me take note also, that we have been joined by

another of our distinguished members, Mr. Barney Frank.
From time to time as the morning proceeds, I think there will be

other members who will be coming by as well.
Our first witnesses will be from the Department of Education,

and that first panel will be comprised of Dr. Br'ino Manno, Acting
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Operations, U.S. Department of
Education; Dr. Milton Goldberg, Director of Programs for the Im-
provement of Practice, U.S. Department of Education; Dr. Shirley
Curry, former Director of the Re lognition Division, U.S. Depart-
ment of Education.

Let me at the outset indicate how much we appreciate the fact
that you all were able to come on such short notice. As you know,
Congress is in its very last days. We will be hopefully completing
our work sometime this week. So there is no other time except this
week to holy the hearing. So we appreciate being able to adjust
your schedule to ours.

It is the practice of this subcommittee and indeed the Govern-
ment Operations Committee to have all of its witnesses sworn in.
So, before we commence, if you would please stand.

Do you affirm that the testimony you al about to give will be
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?

Let the record indicate that each of the witnesses responded in
the affirmative.

Dr. Manno, I think we will begin with your testimony.
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STATEMENT OF BRUNO MANNO, PH.D., ACTING DEPUTY ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY FOR OPERATIONS, OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL
RESEARCH AND IMPROVEMENT, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA-
TION

Dr. MANNO. Thank you.
I have a very brief statement I would like to read, sir.
Mr. Ch^irman and members of the subcommittee, my name is

Bruno Manno. You have already heard of the others who are herewith me, Milton Goldberg on my left and Shirley Curry on myright.
Let me briefly state, the National Diffusion Network is a school

improvement program that identifies and disseminates information
about education programs that work. In order a program to hepart of the network, the program must be reviewed by a program
effectiveness panel. In addition to this, projects which are part ofthe NDN can compete for developer-demonstrator grants. Thesegrants provide funds for training, revising materials and followup
assistance to schools using the program.

There t re two points I wish to make. First, Facing History was
first approved for inclusion in the National Diffusion Network on
December 5, 1980, and has been part of the NDN ever since then.According to the information that we have, Facing History was
used during the school year 1986-87, by 243 public schools and 24
private schools. In addition, 604 teachers and administrators were
trained and over 20,000 students were taught using the Facing His-tory material.

My second point: The Department has never, and I state this un-
equivocally, denied the application of Facing History, based on the
program's alleged bias to Christiana, nor has the program been
denied because it did not include the Nazi point of view, as yourpress release contends.

Since Secretary Cavazos could not be here today, he asked me to
read his statement, which he would like to have included in the
record, and I would like to do so without your objection.

Mr. WEISS. Without objection.
Dr. MANNO. Dated October 19, 1988, statement by Secretary Ca-vazos:
Questions have been raised in the media and elsewhere concerning the operationof the Department of Education's peer review process in connection with the Na-

tional Diffusion Network. Stories in the press have alleged that the Department's
peer review process did not operate properly in connection with the "Facing Historyand Ourselves" program that was under consideration for NDN funding earlier thisyear.

I want to assure this subcommittee that I am a strong believer in the peer review
process, and will take whatever steps are necessary to visure its proper functioningat the Department.

It has been my good fortune to have served as A peer reviewer for programs
funded by the National Library of Medicine. My experience there has convinced methat a strong peer review process ensures integrity and objectivity in the Govern-ment's grant-making process.

While the decision to fund projects in the history, geography and civics category
occurred before my confirmation as Secretary of Education, in light of the allega-tions surrounding the NDN funding decisions earlier tnis year, I am reviewing the
process. I intend to take all possible steps to ensure that future peer reviews areconducted in accordance with congressional intent.

I do want to assure this subcommittee that allegations of anti-Semitism in thefunding decision concerning "Facing History and Ourselves" are unfounded.

8



5

Finally, Dr. Curry has a very short statement that she would like
to read into the record. With your permission, she will do so.

Mr. WEISS. Please proceed, Dr. Curry.

STATEMENT OF SHIRLEY CURRY, ED.D., FORMER 'DIRECTOR, NA-
TIONAL DIFFUSION RECOGNITION DIVISION, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION

Dr. CURRY. Good day, Congressman Weiss and fellow committee
members. My name is Shirley Curry, former Director of the Na-
tional Diffusion Recognition Division for the U.S. Department of
Education. I am very pleased to have this opportunity to testify.

To begin, I want to solemnly affirm that the published innuendo
in the Washington Post article on October 4, the very eve of Presi-
dent Reagan's laying the cornerstone for the Holocaust Memorial
Museum, that somehow the Department in general and I in par-
ticular have operated from some anti-Semitic mode in not granting
funds to the National Diffusion Network program "Facing History
and Ourselves" is absolutely absurd.

I personally believe that current and future generations should
know about this unspeakable tragedy, the Holocaust, and every
effort s}'ould be taken to see that it never happens again.

While it is true to understand and appreciate our republic form
of government, other systems of government should also be stud-
ied, I do not feel such atrocious regimes as the Nazi Party and its
philosophy should be presented to students or adults either, for
that matter, in a sympathetic light.

To further document my genuine dedication to assuring that the
sensitive subject of the Holocaust has its proper place in our
schools, I have actively encouraged the U.S. Holocaust Memorial
Council to become part of the National Diffusion Network. A
member of my NDN staff was working to help ready Holocaust
programs for inclusion in the NDN as early as the spring of 1986.
Interested personnel were invited to an orientation and training
workshop on how to prepare the Joint Dissemination Review Panel
submittal in May 1986.

I sincerely agree with your statement, Congressman Weiss, in
your October 5 con espondence to the Secretary: "There must be no
room in the Department for the grotesque opinion." I assure you
and other members of the committee, recommendations and deci-
sions were not "influenced by such heinous thought. '

Thank you very much.
Mr. WEiss. Thank you very much, Dr. Curry, Dr. Manno.
Dr. Goldberg, I understand you do not have a prepare.? state-

ment, but that you would be willing to respond to questions put to
you?

STATEMENT OF MILTON GOLDBERG, ED.D., DIRECTOR, PRO-
GRAMS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF PRACTICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION

Dr. GOLDBERG. Certainly.
Mr. WEISS. Let me start off by asking you some questions, Dr.

Goldberg.
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You are the Director of Programs for the Improvement of Prac-tice; did your responsibilities include supervision of the RecognitionDivision?
Dr. GOLDBERG. That is correct.
Mr. WEISS. What are the responsibilities of the Recognition Divi-sion?
Dr. GOLDBERG. There are two major programs in the RecognitionDivision. One is called the School Recognition Prugram, a programwhich identifies exemplary schools around the country and pro-vides them with the recognition from the Department and then dis-seminates information about what kind of schools those are.The second program is the National Diffusion Network, which is,as Dr. Manno described, a program which identifies good programsin the schools and makes information about those programs avail-able to other people.

Mr. %me. How long have you been with the Department?Dr. GOLDBERG. I have been with the Department since 1976.Mr. Wmss. And when was the National Diffusion Network estab-lished?
Dr. GOLDBERG. In the mid-1970's. Some time before then, I be-lieve about 1974.
Mr. Wziss. Now, when the Network was set up, did the Depart-ment review applications on the basis of the programs effective-ness?
Dr. GOLDBERG. Yes. The Department has always reviewed theprograms for inclusion in the Network on the basis of data pro-duced by the program, data about its effectiveness in achieving itsoutcomes.
Mr. WEISS. And at that time, when it was first established, didthe Department review applications for content?Dr. GOLDBERG. No; not to my knowledge.Mr. Wgiss. Did there come a time when the Department beganmeasuring the '1o:intent of the program material, and when wasthat?
Dr. GOLDBERG. In 1986 and 1987, there were efforts made to in-clude content as a criterion for funding in the program. There wereregulations drawn for which public content was welcomed.There was an attempt to create something called the ProgramSignificance Panel, which would look at a variety of criteria relat-ed to the content of the program.
Mr. Wsiss. And when the Program Significance Panel was cre-ateu, what was your reaction?
Dr. GOLDBERG. I had some misgivings about some of the charac-teristics of the Program Significance Panel.I have always reviewedthought there are some issues related toour dissemination of programs that might be useful for the publicto know. One of the obvious examples for me as a former schoolprincipal and teacher is age appropriateness.
I have always felt that that is useful information for teachersand principals to have.
Mr. Weiss. And did you indicate at that time that you would nolonger sign off on program applications?
Dr. GOLDBERG. No, no; not in general. I had not signed off on thisparticular application, but, in general, I sign off on other programs.
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Mr. Wiass. When Facing History and Ourselves category, history,
geography, and civics was eliminated, Dr. Curry, from funding com-
petition this year, did Assistant Secretary Chester Finn tell you he
would go to the Secretary's Chief of Staff, Mr. William Kristol, to
express concerns about the category?

Dr. GOLDBERG. Yes.
Mr. Wares. Did such a meeting take place, do you know?
Dr. GOLDBERG. As far as I know.
Mr. Wares. All right.
After that meeting, was it Dr. Curry's decision to deny funding

to the entire category of history, geography, and civics approved?
Dr. GOLDBERG. Yes, the Assistant Secretary followed her recom-

mendations.
Mr. WEiss. When the entire categories were eliminated from

funding in the past, it was because most of the programs in the cat-
egory were rated low; is that correct?

Dr. GOLDBERG. That is right.
Mr. Wane. Now, was that the case with this situation?
Dr. GOLDBERG. No. I should add one more thing.
Sometimes categories were not funded for some other reasons, in-

cluding the fact that there might have already been number of
programs in the Network in that category, or there had been pro-
grams funded the previous year in that category.

The answer to your quebtion is, in this case, this was a program
that was fairly highly rated. Although there were a lot of highly
rated proposals this past year, Facing History was rated about an
89.

Mr. Wiass. Dr. Manno, you were Dr. Finn's Chief of Staff at that
time; is that correct?

Dr. Marmio. That is correct.
Mr. Wiriss. Can you tell us what your involvement with the

Facing HA:tory project was?
Dr. Malmo. My involvement was similar to my involvement with

all the other procurements that make their way through OERI to
the Assistant Secretary. The staff that I have was responsible for
checking a number of different things before a final document got
to the Assistant Secretary for approval.

We would check to make sure that the budget figures were accu-
rate on the material that was submitted. We would check to make
sure that, in general, the competitions were held according to the
regulations that were published for the competition, et cetera.

Mr. WEiss. Did you have a conversation with Dr. Finn shout his
meeting with Dr. Kristol about termination of the category?

Dr. Malmo. No; I did not have a meeting with Dr. Finn.
Mr. Weiss. Were you aware of the termination of the category of

history, geography, and civics?
Dr. Alamo. Yes.
Mr. Wares. Whom did you discuss it with?
Dr. Marmio. Just Dr. Finn.
Mr. Wm's. Tell us about the nature of that discussion?
Dr. Miamo. The discussion was very short and to the point. The

point was made by Dr. Finn that a decision had been made to
eliminate that category.
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Mr. Wass. What was tne basis for it? What did he tell you wasthe basis for eliminating that category?
Dr. MANNO. He really didn't go into any detail.
Mr. WEISS. Did you have any understanding from other sourcesas to why that category was eliminated?
Dr. MANNO. No, I didn't.
Mr. Wass. Did you ask anybody as to why it was eliminated?
Dr. MANNO. No. The elimination of the category was not an un-usual event. In the past, categories had been eliminated.
It was not unusual that a category had been eliminated for fund-

ing.
Mr. Wass. You saw nothing unusual in this category being

eliminated?
Dr. MANNO. The category history; I did think it was a bit unusu-al.
Mr. Wass. And did you convey your thought that it was unusual

to anybody?
Dr. MANNO. Yes.
Mr. Wass. To whom?
Dr. MANNO. I had a brief discussion about this as pait of that

conversation with Dr. Finn.
Mr. WEiss. What did you say to him and what did he say to you?
Dr. MANNO. I don't recall the exact words, but something to the

effect that this seemed a bit unusual, and his response was, ;+.was unusual.
Mr. Wyss. That was it?
Dr. ALmo. That was basically it.
Mr. Wass. Did you discuss anything at that time about the prior

applications that had been made?
Dr. MANNO. Not at all.
Mr. Wallis. For approval?
Dr. MANN°. No.
Mr. Wass. Were you told that Phyllis Schlafly opposed the pro-gram?
Dr. MANNO. Was I told that? No, not by Dr. Finn.
Mr. Wass. By anybody?
Dr. MANNO. I W98 not told that by anybody. But it was generally

something that was known going as far back, if I recall correctly,
to the hearings that were held up on the Hill concerning the Hatch
amendment.

Mr. Wass. Go into that in greater detail.
Dr. MANNO. I really don't know much of the details connected

with it. I just picked that up in the course of general discussions
that occurred on the question of Facing History.

Mr. %ma. Did Ms. Schlafly write a letter to William Kristol,
who was the Special Assistant to the Secretary of Education, ex-
pressing her opposition to the program?

Dr. MANNO. I was told that she did. I, in fact, have never seen aletter.
I read that she wrote one, but I never saw a copy of that letter.

12
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Mr. Wiass. We will introduce into the record at this time, with-
out objection, a letter from Phyllis Schlafly, dated August 13, 1987,
to Mr. William Kristol, Chief of Staff, Counselor, U.S. Department
of Education, expressing her opposition tc Facing IIistory and Our-
selves.

[The information follows:]

13
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310 FENN$YiVANU AVE I II SUITE 903 WASN1NGTON 0 C 20003 4 IL 90,0333
August 13, 1987

Mr. William 7_istol
Chief of Staff/Cuunselor
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Ave., S.W., Room 4181
Washington, DC 20202

Dear Mr. Bristol:

I just read in the August 4 issue of Education Week that there
is some kind of dispute going on about a curriculum called Facing
History and Ourselves" and whether or not it should receive National
Diffusion Network recugnition and/or federal Zunding. Although the
article mentioned my name and that of Eagle Forum, I was not inter-
viewed for the article.

I would like, however, to make our position clear on this mat-
ter. Our oppcsition has nothing to do win the subject matter or
the ideology of the curriculum. We certainly believe that the Holo-
caust is an important fact of history that must be taught if history
is to be accurate and factual -- and that it must be taught sympa-
thetically to the victims.

Our opposition is based on the adverse, negative and offensive
svchologica'. effects of the course as revealed by those who taught -

took, and eval,ited the course. I emphasize that NONE of my infor-
mation was taken from those who are critical of the curriculum. ALL
my information is from supporters of the curriculum.

I am sure that the authors we well-intentioned and probably
did not forsee the negative effecti of this course on minor chil-
dren. But the adverse effects are so well-documented that it would
oe an embarrassment to the U.S. Department of Education if it gro-
moLed or funded this curriculum in the face of the massive evidence
that this course is detrimental to students.

-.-

Psychological manipulation (colloquially known as group thecap7
in the classroom by unlicensed psychologistal vas the reason for the
Protection of Pupil Rights Amendment, passed by Congress in 1978,
for which regulations were issued in 1984. Facing Histor, and Our-
selves would certainly con ind.lr the purview of this statate and
require parental consent betore use by schoolchildren if it is fed-
ereally funded. I believe it would be hard for the Department of
Education to justify funding this curriculum after its negative
effects are so (ell known, and when there are so many good curricula
available.

4
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Documentation for the above statements is contained in a Jour-//nal called Moral Education
Forum published by Hunter College, CityUniversiti of New York, in the Summer of 1981. The authors of thisjournal were obviously friendly to Facing History

and Ourselves --so please note that I am not quoting from a critic of the curriculumbut from its f
Chilarei who studied Facing Histor" and Our-gelves wer ree' write "journals" recording their feelingsafter taking the sons. One need only to read

the statements ofthe students wh studied
the curriculum to understand

its negativeeffects. Here are some of the words of the students, as proudlyrecorded and published in Moral Education Forum:

"I have learned that there is seldom a right or/ wrong but rather n right or left." (p. 34)

"/ feel as though something I have had all myLife has been taken away from me, something that
can never be totally restored.

/ almost feelthat I need it back because
I feel so awfu,without it.... We all, in our struggling 1 imanity,have to clutch to our

eyeballs to keep out thecold light of despair." (p. 28)

fe,:. "What I did learn wil:
probably change the way Ithink and look on life for the rest of my life."(p. 13)

More documentation is contained in the February
1981 issue of apublication called Independent School. Here I quote a .._n directlyfrom student journals:

"I'm conscious of having changed in the strengthof my convictions on many of the ethical dilemmaswe've confronted. But in other ways I'm less sureof myself and more introspective. Where do I drawthe line between right and wrong?" (p. 20)

Another favorable w'aluation
was made by Elisabeth H. Colt andFanny A. Connelly

in the summer of .980. Again I quote directlyfrom the report or journals of students wto took the Facine Historyand Oursel.es course

"The most meaningful
parts of the book to me werewnen the ooy stopped
believing in God, and when the("3, father was dying I t,ink that maybe m% faith iswaning, a little, just from reeu.ng about it. Unzor-tunatel this bo,.k will

always be tuc-ed in mymemori " (p 66,

(1-' "4e prone) quest.ons t-at had no right or wrong?4answers and I became more and more confused as tohow I stood on sev.ral issues." (p. 98)

"C.en ui this s)..mtngl,
perfect couutr, wo are cruel.(f A. we are hatatul. We ar, obseszeo with ourselves."
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I also call to your attention some comments in the Project
Evaluation by Prsfessor Marcus Lieberman of the Harvard Graduate
School GE Education, as quoted in Moral Education Forms (cited
above).

'The changes the program expects to bring about
in students are complex.... Furthermore, the
effect of the program on students may not become
apparent until considerable time after the
completion of the unit." (p. :16)

Professor Lieberman calls the curriculum "experimental" and
"controversial." He states that the purpose of the program was to
make 'changes in the students' moral, ego and social development.'

He admits that the junior high school students who studied the elieje

(2)curriculum "complained bit%erly about the difficulty io,answering
the questions..." and that they had an "emotional to whrt
students perceived as a high level of abuse..." XP. 36) tfe-S

Another evaluator, Betty Bardige, stated that-students studying
this curriculum were regularly "asked to keep jcurnals in which they

J' Jrecord their thoughts and feelings after each class. The Journals
are one of the most important parts of the students' response to the
curriculum." (p. 42)

SuchisicholosImLjtelLpulabLoA,ialauftdbahavioral change, and
privacyyfinvading T7iatmeniare unacoeot7.131elnf-'inded or
-tedera y-approved curricula. They are what brought 'bout the
Protection of Pupil Rights Amendment (both the statute in 1978 and
the regulations in 1984). Americans do not appreciate having their
children treated like guinea pig.) in the classroom.

In sum, I believe It would be most ut.fortunate if schools
across the nation are permitted to believe that the Federal Govern-
ment is soonsorina such a manipulative course in the public schools.
Let's get back to "basic skills" and "what works."

Sincerely,

1

1



13

Mr. WEISS. It goes on for some 21/2 pages.
You had never seen that letter?
Dr. MANNO. I really have not.
Mr. Wass. Did you ever discuss that letter with anyone?
Dr. MANNO. No, I didn't.
Mr. WEISS. Dr. Curry, did you ever have any conversation orcommunication from Ms. Schlafly about this program?
Dr. CURRY. I had a conversation with her, yes.
Mr. Wass. When did you have that conversation?
Dr. CURRY. Sir, I couldn't tell you.
Mr. Wass. How long have you held the position that you held atthe time you had this responsibility?
Dr. CURRY. Excuse me?
Mr. WEiss. How long were you in the Department of Education?
Dr. CURRY. I have been in the Department of Education sinceJanuary 1986.
Mr. WEISS. And so you had a conversation with Ms. Schlafly sub-

sequent to January 1986; is that correct? Did you have a conversa-
tion with Ms. Schlafly about this program Facing History and Our-
selves during the course of 1988?

Dr. CURRY. I had several conversations with Ms. Schlafly andwith a lot of people about the programs.
Mr. %Ns. When was the last conversation that you had withMs. Schlafly?
Dr. CURRY. I don't know, sir.
Mr. WEISS. Do you have records which could tell you when youhad your last conversation with Ms. Schlafly on this program?
Dr -.;URRY. No, sir.
Mr. WEISS. Do you keep records?
Dr. CURRY. No, sir.
Mr. Wins. Let me finish my question.
Do you keep diary records of people with whom you have meet-in ts or conversations?
Dr. CURRY. No, Sir.
Mr. %Es. So that if you meet with 50 people during P ugust

1988, there would be no record at all in your diary or your files asto whom you met with during August 1988?
Dr. CURRY. Nothing more than what is on my calendar.
Mr. WEISS. Well, then, let me ask you, would your calendar tell

you when you had conversations with Ms. Schlafly?
Dr. CURRY. No. Because her name is not on my calendar.
Mr. WEISS. OK.
Tell us, if you can remember the substance of the conversation

that you had with Ms. Schlafly about the program Facing Historyand Ourselves.
Dr. CURRY. Ms. Schlafly's opposition to the program is wellstated in that letter.
Mr. WEISS. Did you agree or disagree- -
Mr. FRANK. Pull the microphone closer to you.
Dr. CURRY. I want you to hear what I have to say.
Mr. FRANK. Pull it closer.
Dr. CURRY- It helps to turn it on.
Mr. %rms. Do you recall the substance of the conversations that

you had *--ith Ms. Schlafly concerning this program?
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Dr. CURRY. No, except that I knew that she had objections to the
program.

Mr. WEISS. What did you tell her about your view of the pro-
gram?

Dr. CURRY. My view if the program is that it is inappropriate for
the age group which it Is addressing. That is the only conversation
that we have had about 'hat.

Mr. WEISS. Which age zroup is that?
Dr. CURRY. According to +he JDRP application, this program is

approved for teaching eighth and ninth graders. And according to
noted Holocaust educators with whom I have discussed, and if you
don't mind, I will just get this correct, I have been advised by dis-
tinguished Holocaust scholars and educators that the type of pro-
gram that is presented in Facing History is far too intensive for
presentation to junior high students.

Such material, they claim, should not generally be presented
before the 11th grade with such intensity, and great care should be
given as to vi;:q teaches Facing History. And, of course, it is only
approved to be taught in the eighth and ninth grades.

Mr. WEISS. Who are these distinguished experts on the Holocaust
who made that statement?

Dr. CURRY. Dr. Irene Shur, professor of history, West Chester
University, forerunner an: teacher in Holocaust education, who
produced training units on the subject and founded the National
Association for Holocaust Education.

Mr. WEISS. You were just quoting her?
DI. CURRY. Excuse me?
Mr. WEiss. And do you have any other experts that you can refer

to?
Dr. CURRY. I have discussed the subject with her cohort, Dr.

Frar ldin Litrell
Mr. WEISS. Do you have a statement from her cohort?
Dr. CURRY. No, I have no statement. I just discussed it with him.
Mr. WEISS. When did that discussion take place?
Dr. CURRY. Yesterday, I guess. He called me for lunch.
Mr. WEISS. And when did you have a conversation with Dr.

Shur?
Dr. CURF" The last conversation I have had with her?
Mr. WEISS. Yes.
Dr. CURRY. It has been this week.
Mr. WEISS. When was the first conversation you had with her?
Dr. CURRY. The first conversation I had with Dr. ShurI will

have to think on that. It was in 1986.
Mr. WEISS. How many conversations in all have you had with

her?
Dr. CURRY. Oh, sir, I :;ouldn't tell.
Mr. WEISS. More than those two?
Dr. CURRY. Oh, yes.
Mr. WEISS. You were the Director of the Recognition Division at

the time that Facing History was an applicant for funding, is that
right?

Dr. CURRY. That is true. Let me point out one thing on that sub-
ject, that when this program wes approved, in 1980, quoting from
the JDRP minutes, it says, "in approving this submission, the

18



15

panel recommended that the developer keep the JDRP informed
from time to time of later findings in order to show the programsadaptability, including harmful effects."

That is the primary concern.
Mr. WEISS. And did you, in fact, ask the program to inform youwho suffered harmful effects?
Dr. CURRY. No.
Mr. Wass. Now, do you still hold the position as Director of the

Recognition Division?
Dr. CURRY. No.
Mr. WEISS. When did you leave that position?
Dr. CURRY. Friday.
Mr. WEiss. What were the circumstances
Dr. MANN°. Sir, I might be able to shed a little light on that.
Mr. WEiss. Dr. Manno, if I need your assistance, I will ask for it.

Dr. Curry, when did you leave the position?
Dr. CURRY. On Friday.
Mr. WEISS. What were the circumstances of your leaving the po-sition?
Dr. CURRY. I was asked to go over and work in the Office of Man-

agement.
Mr. WEIss. The Office of Management of the Department of Edu-cation?
Dr. CURRY. Department of Education, yes.
Mr. WEISS. You were relieved of your responsibilities as head of

the Recognition Division, is that correct?
Dr. CURRY. That is true.
Mr. Wziss. Dr. Manno, do you want to expand on that?
Dr. MANNo. The only point I was going to make was that on

Friday, I told Shirley that effective Friday, she would be relieved of
her duties as Director of the Recognition Division, and effective
this past Monday she was to report to the Deputy Under Secretary
for Management and await further instructions as to what her
duties in the Department would be. She was relieved of all her pro-
gram duties effective this past Friday.

Mr. Wsass. What was the reason for relieving Dr. Curry of her
responsibilities?

Dr. MANNO. It is very much related to one of the points that the
Secretary made in his statement I read into the record. Namely,
the Secretary has undertaken a review of the prod. a related to the
funding of Facing History. It was the opinion of those in the De-
partment involved in this review that the best thing we could do
would be relieve Dr. Curry of her duties while this investigation
was underway.

Mr. WEISS. All right. And it is possible she may be returned to
that position sometime in the future, is that correct?

Dr. MANNO. In fact, several months ago, Dr. Curry let it beknown that she was intending to submit her resignation, certainly
no later than November or December of this year. So the discus-
sion of who would in fact at some point take over the Recognition
Division is a discussion that has been going on sometime.

Mr. WEISS. So that
Dr. CURRY. May I address the question here, too?

i 9
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I feel like a rabbit in a brier patch because for a year I have
asked to be assigned somewhere else. I am here as a F'revidential
appointee, and I wanted experiences around the Department. I had
talked with senior personnel about being transferred many times.

So I am not the least bit upset about being transferred over to
the Office of Management. It will give me a chance to know how
the rest of the Department works. I know how OERI works. I am
here for a little while and the more I can learn about how the De-
partment works, the better I like it.

I am not upset. If I stay where I am, that is fine. If I am trans-
ferred back, that is fine.

Mr. WE SS. OK. Since you are not happy or not unhappy and the
Secretary is not unhappy about the situation, let me go back to a
discussion of your responsibilities while you were the head of the
Recognition Division.

According to the Education Department's official description of
the division, I am quoting, "The division is responsible for estab-
lishing processes for identifying and selecting outstanding and
noteworthy individuals, educational programs and practices in
schools, providing national recognition for their Fichievements in
education, and using these resources in a variety ,af ways to assist
others seeking improvement in the quality of education, the divi-
sion of ministers, secretary of school recognition programs in the
National Diffusion Network."

That is an accurate description, is it not?
Dr. CURRY. That is accurate.
Mr. Weiss. According to the Department's official job description,

the director of the Recognition Division must be "recognized both
within the agency and by leading figures in the scientific communi-
ty as a nationally recognized authority."

Now, when you took the job, Dr. Curry, had you authored any
books at that time?

Dr. CURRY. Excuse me?
Mr. Weiss. At the time that you took the position of head of the

Recognition Division, which required people who were nationally
recognized authorities, were you fl recognized author? Had you au-
thored any books at that point?

Dr. CURRY. I have authored no books.
Mr. Weiss. What research had you published at the time you

took this position?
Dr. CURRY. I have published no research. However, sir, I have a

master's degree in statistics and a doctorate from Vanderbilt, with
emphasis in teacher evaluation.

Mr. Weiss. And you think that qualifies you as a leading nation-
al authority, is that correct?

Dr. CURRY. That and the fact that I have been active in school-
rooms for 13 years. They felt that I had the qualifications to know
what goes on in a schoolroom and what makes up a good program.
And I have the statistical background to work in the Office of Re-
search and Improvement.

Mr. WEISS. Before joining the Department, you were the director
of job training for high school students in Wayne County, TN, is
that correct?

Dr. CURRY. That IS correct.

24)
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Mr. WEISS. Prior to that, you were the office manager for Volun-
teer Insulation, Inc., is that correct?

Dr. CURRY. That is correct.
Mr. Wxiss. That company did what?
Dr. CURRY. We did insulation.
Mr. WEISS. Of storm windows?
Dr. CURRY. Excuse me?
Mr. Wxiss. Insulation of what?
Dr. CURRY. Blowing in insulation, fiberglass insulation in attics.
Mr. WEISS. You worked 1 month in 1982 as a consultant for

women's programs at the Education Department.
Dr. CURRY. That is right.
Mr. WEISS. You have a doctorate in education, correct?
Dr. CURRY. True.
Mr. WEISS. Were applications to the National Diffusion Network

submitted for peer review by the Department?
Dr. CURRY. Excuse me?
Mr. WEISS. Were applications for the National Diffusion Networksubmitted for peer review by the Department?
Dr. CURRY. Did people submit applications to the Department forthe National Diffusion Network?
Mr. WEISS. Were applications to the National Diffusion Network

submitted for peer review by the Department?
Dr. CURRY. Sure. Our applications go out for peer review, yes.
Mr. WEISS. Were you responsible for approving the people whoreviewed the applications?
Dr. CURRY. I am glad you asked me that, Congressman. Yes, I amresponsible for gathering peer reviewers. I would like you to knowthat the three programs that we run require over 400 peer review-

ers, non-Federal persons, annually. And I get resumes from every-where. I practically collect them off the street to come up with 400non-Federal people to do work for us for which we do not paythem.
Mr. WEISS. So it is your responsibility, is that correct?
Dr. CURRY. That is right, part of my responsibility, to gather theresumes.
Mr. WEiss. Facing History and Ourselves, an educational pro-gram about the Holocaust, first applied for funding from the De-partment, other than for the seed funding grant in 1980, in 1986, isthat correct?
Dr. C'JRRY. According to our records, it did apply, andlet mesec. i think it was in 1982, the first time. Just 1 minute. Jude, com-petition, 1982, when it first applied.
Mr. Wass. What happened to that application?
Dr. CURRY. That application rece; ved a score of 57 and wasdenied funding.
I have to point out that was prior to my being there.
Mr. Wass. Right. And then in 1986, there was an application.
Dr. CURRY. There was an application in 1986, correct.
Mr. Wsiss. One of the people reviewing that application was aperson named Christina Price. Did you approve her selection as areviewer?
Dr. CURRY. I approved all the selections of the reviewers.
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Mr. WEISS. On December 4, 1986without objection, we will
enter the review into the recordDr. Price submitted her review of
Facing History, and it stated in the last paragraph, "The program
gives no evidence of balance or objectivity. The Nazi point of view
however, unpopular is still a point of view, and it is not presented;
nor is that of the Ku Klux Klan."

Have you seen these comments before?
[The review referred to follows:]

22



ltUM nu. C4.yrJn
Application No:

TECHNICAL REVIEW INSTRUMENT FOR DEVELOPER DEMONSTRATOR PROJECTS (Ms)
NATIONAL DIFIJSION NETWORK

Title of Proposal: Facing History ar kdaelyea
Priority Area:

Applicant: Facing History and Ourselves

Address: 25 Kennard Road

Street
Brookline, Massachusetts

02146
City/State

1-10 Coot

Type of Applicant (Check One): LEA Institution of Nigher Ed. Nonprofit Organization x

Amount of Funds Requested for first year: 5e.125

Other

APPLICATION EVALUATING CRITERIA

Maximal Score Asst Score

I. Plan of Operation 20

II. Quality of key Personnel 20 6

III. Budget and Cost Effectiveness 10 10

IV. Evaluation Plan 20

V. Adequacy of Resources
5

VI. Monitoring 15

VII. Effective Oisseelnation Strategies 10 10

Total Maximum Scree. 100 Total: 61

Print Name of Reviewer: or Christina F. Price

Signature.
(364....ruv...4.11,13.4.4....eii 3 Date: 0(.91e, 4" /Fr'



Page 2 of 8

Specific Instructions Indicate the point rating you give each criterion to the extent the program narrative is .4
high quality with respect to each of the activities as described. When citing specific issues
o. problems, you should Include he page reference in the application. In applying each cri-
terion the Secretary considers the extent to which excellence, balance, and imagination are
demonstrated In the proposed activities.

S°LECTION CRITERIA EDGAR 75.202 through 75.206

and SUBPART 0 796.32 of BEGS.
Comments

Strength: Ind Weak

I. Plan of 0Nration 796.32(a)

1. The eAtent to which the applicant shows
high quality In the design of the project. 5

Pts.

2. The extent to which the strategies and
activities proposed to Implement the proj-
ect are likely to accomplish the project's
objectives successfully.

3. The extent to which the applicant sets
out an effective management plan including
appropriate resource allocation, realistic 4

schedules, and a .ufficient amount of time
to be spent on the project by the proposed

staff members.

Man.

IScare 20

I

Score 7

It is rot true th. you educate
People by teachai then to ."4a1
with problems the, do rot face.
Tie problems of today are srlficient
foi today.

4 The project itself lacks balance;
will former Nazis, etc., be asked
to speak?

4. The extent to which the applicant describes
an effective plan of training required to 4

Install the program in new settings.

5. The extent to which the applicant demon-
strates that the project will address
the needs of racial or ethnic minority

groups, Women, handicapped persons, and
the elderly.

6. If the applicant is a local educational

agency or State educational agency, is there
a clear description of how applicant
will satisfy the requirement of private
school pa-tIcipation.

Resource allocation plans are
somewhat vague.

Applicant does rot justify ner
confidence that of the 6
teachers trained at the Institutes,
all of then can be expected to adopt
the program.

A statement is made to this effect
3 on p. 15; but re elaboration is

given.

4

0

0

3

2

2

7
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II. Quality of key personnel 796.32(0)

The extent to which the project director hes
the qualifications and capability to conduct
the project successfully. factors tome 11
sidered are formal educational training.

experience and training in fields related .o
the objectives of the project. as well as other
infoni..tion that the applicant hrerldes.

2. The extent to such other key .tact members have

the qualifications to disseminate and implement the
project sac fly. 3

The extent to which sufficient time is allotted
for each staff member to the project.

3

4. The extent to which the applicant as part of Its
nondiscriminatory employment practices. en- j

courages applications for employeent from persons
who are members of groups that have been
traditionally underrep such as .embers
of racial or ethnic minority groups. women,

handicapped persons. and the elderly.

ti

Max. 1Score
Score 20 I

Project attempts to deal with human

behavior, psychology, and values
clarification. N' Cher the program
director , William Parsons, mar the

applicm-t, Margaret Strait, is trained
in psychology or psychiatry.

lbe sane problem exists here.

Sufficient time is allotted for each staff
seeker to the project.

Applicant appears to practice nondiscriminatory
employment practices.

0

0

3

3

6
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III. Budget and Cost tflectfveness 796.32(c)

The extent to which the applicant's budget
Is

a. adequate to support the project activities; 21/2

b. reasonable in relation to the objectives 2h
of the project;

c. takes into consideration the cost to the 211

adopter for installing the program in
new setting, and

d. provides a projection of the number of 211

educational service providers that will
adopt the program.

.r

Yes.

Yes.

Yes.

Yes, (although, I question the
accurry of the prowctionl.

Ines. I Scorn
(Score 10 10



IV. (valuation Plan 196.32(d)

The extent to which the applicant describes an
effective plop for 'value nn by addrceing:

a. the quality and effectiveness of awsreness
materiels and conferences. training end
follow-up, and of internal seaweed plans;

b. the implementation status of the adoption.
including key elements end implementation
levels, and

c. the effectiveness of the adoption including
the impact on the students of the changes in
teacher or &Mini behavior.

rky

ti

S

S

10

pages of I

IZO;e 20
Score

Applicant is Vague; she says "Warkshons and

site visits will provide consistent feedback' 3
(p. 2'1 but neglects to tell us the fore of
the ...secibeck.

Tropwrly addressed.

The evaluation Which applicant says use
approved by the JCIPP stilton this reviewer
as intrusive and unbalanced.

It is a pared:mired and strange aspect of

this pprrooggrram and the methods used to change
the tlWcking of students is the same that
Hitler and Mabel', used to propagandise the
German people. This reeducation method was
perfected by Chairmen mno and now is being
foisted on American children under the guise
of 'understanding" history. It is demeaning
to a free people.

0
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V. Adequacy of resources /gb.ltie/

The extent to which the applicant proposes

to devote adequate resources to the project
by

a. providing adequate facilities Including office
and conference space, and

b. providing adequate equipment and suppileS.

na.. I Score
5Score S I

Seen adbquite. 5

VI. Monitoring 796.t(f)

The extent to which the applicant clearly details plans
that show promise of effective management of the program,

including post-adoption monitoring of the program imple-
mentation and resulting benefits at the adoptive) sites.

wv

'Max, Score

'Score 16 15

Applicant ii otmionely ccoaarned

with pout-adoptice monitoring ..a
discussed on pogo 221 even to the
point of following trained teachers
as they move from school to school.
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VII. Effective Dissemination Strategies /16.1t(g) . !

The extent to which applicant proposes effective
dissemination strategies to meet specific
characteristics of the program.

Strategies to disseminate prcgraan are
well thought out and would certainly,
if nothing foreseen intervened, he
effective.



Rased on an overall assessment of the application, do you recommend this program for funding?

?es X No

Please coment

Page $ of 8

My objections to this program have to do with the program's content, rather than with strategies for diffusion. The
latter are well thought out, the fouler is not.

First of all, the intim program strikes me as mass reality avoidance. NO can't deal with today's manes, so let's
solve yesterday's. We tad rather focus an the shortooeings of Hitler and the Gurnee, than an our own.

Secondly, the nrogram is designed to be a values clarification program (See p. 1). I have grave reservations about
this type of program for junior his students. Also on page 1, the applicant claim that the central themes of the
programs are particularly appropriate for early adolescence. She does not say why, and pereonallY, I disagree. Sho
goes on to coy that these subjects are usually kept from children. Again, I disagree The Diary of Ann Franke,
whaler or not it should be, is common reading material of this age group.

Finally, the program gives no evidence of balance or Objectivity. The Mesa point of view however, uni.opeilar is still
a point of view, and it is not presented( nor is that of the Klu Klux Klan. lie selection of only two problem edges.
Germany and Armenia leaves cut many others, merry of Which are more recent. I as thinking of the U.S.S.R., Afghanistan,
Cambodia, and Ethiopia among others. No explanation of this selectivity is given. My impression is that this program,
based as it is anthem resource book, The Holocaust and Humen Behavior, may be appropriate for a limited religious

but not for widespread distribution to thr schools of the nation.

tj ()
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Dr. CURRY. Sure I have. But that doesn't represent the officialviews of the Department. Anti-Semitic views of this issue are total-ly at odds with those of the Department.
I would also like to point out something that you may not know.That that reviewers score, 61, was the highest score that any ofthose reviewers gave it. It was 50 percent higher than the scoresthe other two readers recorded.
Mr. WEISS. And did you or anyone else at the Department direct-

ly inform Dr. Price that her comments were inappropriate?
Dr. CURRY. We do not make a practice of informing our commen-

tators as to our evaluation of what they have said. That is not ourjob.
Mr. Muss. Dr. Price's review also states that Facing History's

methods for teaching are the same used by Hitler and Chairman
Mao. Is that also your view?

Dr. CURRY. I canna make any such statement. I am not familiar
with what she is talking abort.

Mr. Wass. Dr. Price also v rote that the Facing History programlacks balance because former Nazis were not asked to participatein it. Do you believe former Nazis should be included in this pro-gram?
Dr. CURRY. Absolutely not.
Let me restate my statement I began with. While it is true tounderstand and appreciate our republic form of government other

systems of government should be studied, I do not feel such atro-
cious regimes as the Nazi party or its philosophy should be present-
ed to students or adults either in a sympathetic manner.

Mr. WEtss. After the application was rejected, did you have any
conversation with the people who proposed the program?

Dr. CURRY. Excuse me?
Mr. WEISS. Did you discuss the rejection of the application with

the people who had made the application?
Dr. CURRY. I do not understand your question, sir.
Mr. WRISEI. After the application was rejectedyou said that the

application was rejected, right?
Dr. CURRY. Yes.
Mr. %If's. OK. Now, did you have any conversation with the ap-plicants after the rejection?
Dr. CURRY. You mean with the Facing History program?
Mr. Wins& Right.
Dr. CURRY. Sure. I talked with them a lot.
Mr. WEIS& What did you say?
Dr. CURRY. I don't know. I talked with them a lot.
Mi. WEISS. Do you have--
Dr. CURRY. I like Mrs. Strom. She is a very wonderful person.Mr. Muss. Marvelous.
The question is, do you recall what you told her after the appli-

cation was rejected?
Dr. CURRY. No, I don't.
Mr. %ass. No idea at all. OK.
Now, in 1987, the year after Dr. Price's review, Facing History

applied again to the National Diffusion Network, is that correct?
Dr. CURRY. That is correct.

31
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Mr. WEISS. Now, a review of the application incliidti that Facing
History had "an anti-Christian bias' and a "seloctive .'se of leftist
authors."

Now, do you recall that?
Dr. CURRY. I recall those comments. But gain, sir, we are not

responsible for the comments of our peer reviewers. We are not re-
sponsible for what they say. They are not espousing the Depart-
ment's view.

Dr. MANNO. In fact, the Department publicly rejected those com-
ments and criticized them and distanced itself from those com-
ments on numerous eccasions.

Mr. WEISS. When was the first time?
Dr. MANNO. Shortly after the initial comments were published in

the press.
Mr. WEISS. Shortly after they were published in the press, when?
Dr. Miis°. These were Christina Price's comments. I can't give

you a date off the top of my head, but I can certainly get a precise
date.

The Department, when asked to respond to those comments, pub-
licly rejected those comments and disassociated itself from those
comments.

Mr. WEISS. Tell me roughly when that was?
Dr. Miis°. It was some time in 1987, after the first article ap-

peared in the newspapers quoting these comments.
Dr. CURRY. I can tell you exactly when it was. It was in August

1987.
Mr. WEISS. All right. Now, did you have a conversation, Dr.Curry
Dr. CURRY. No, sir. In August 1987, I was in Tennessee. My

father had had a stroke and we spent that whole month at the re-
habilitation center in Vanderbilt.

Mr. WEISS. Did you at any time after that application in 1987
was denied, have a discussion with the applicants as to why it was
denied?

Dr. CURRY. Nothing more, sir, than the letters we send. We
always send a letter. If that is what you are alluding to.

Mr. WEISS. Why was the application denied in 1987?
Dr. CURRY. Because the score was low.
Mr. WEISS. What was the score in 1987?
Dr. CURRY. Well, 1987 was an interesting year. That was the year

that we were operating under the new regulation for the Program
Significance Panel and at that time we were to have two reviews of
each project.

One review would look at the content. The other review would
just look at the dissemination practices. When the content was ex-
amined, it was given a scorelet me read you the scores and ex-
plain how we did it. It was given a score of 70, 57, 57, 30 and 0, and
then the readers were asked if this was appropriate for Federal iis-
seminati on.

The average score for content was 47. The dissemination review
score was 82.

Averaged together, I believe that is about 65 or 67. It was a low
score, therefore, it was not funded.

Mr. Wings. And you conveyed that information to the applicants?
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Yes, we did.
OK. Now, along comes 1988.
Correct.
Tell us what happened in 1988.
About the scores?
About the application and what happened.
We received the application.
Right.
We reviewed it.
Yes.
It hzd a score of 89.
Is that pretty good?
About midway.
About midway?

Dr. CURRY. Yes.
Mr. WEISS. Would it surprise

that received a higher score?
Dr. CURRY. That is not correct.
Mr. W.ass. No; 89 is not a good score?
Dr. CURRY. It is not an outstanding score.
Mr WEISS. OK.
Dr. CURRY. In that particular competition there were 48 appli-

cants. Twenty-four of them made scores higher than 89, 24 out of
4R.

Mr. WEISS. Then what happened?
Dr. CURRY. I don't understand your question.
Mr. WEISS. Then what ultimately happened in 1988?
Dr. CURRY. Do you want to talk about the categories? I don't un-

derstand the question.
Mr. WEISS. Fourteen programs that scored lower than 89 were

funded, though. isn't that correct?
Dr. CURRY. I haven't counted that.
Mr. WEISS. Ultimately the score really didn't matter; isn't that

correct?
Because the whole category was eliminated. Tell me how that oc-

curred.
Dr. CURRY. I am glad that you have asked that. I was afraid I

was not going to get to discuss the category issue.
Mr. WEISS. You know, Dr. Curry, if you feel as we go along there

are things I haven't asked you that you think I should, please tell
me and maybe I will ask you the question then.

Dr. CURRY. I am glad you have given me that leeway. Sir, I
really appreciate you allowing me to come and testify because I
really want these unfounded rumors to be put to rest. For to think
we have been accused of being Nazi supporters, so to speak, is just
ridiculous, and it is well --

Mr. WEISS. We didn't make up those quotes that I read to you
from these reviews.

Dr. CURRY. But I am telling you we don't support those state-
ments and never have.

Mr. WEISS. What did you tell Dr. Price after you read her lan-
guage about how it was unbalanced because the Nazis weren't rep-
resented?

Dr. CURRY. What did I tell her?

you if I told you there were only 14
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Mr. WEISS. Yes.
Dr. CURRY. I didn't tell her anything.
Mr. WEISS. You bet. OK.
Dr. CURRY. I don't usually make comments.
Mr. WEISS. No matter how horrendous the statement?
Do the reviews play any rtie in determining the scores?
Dr. CURRY. Excuse me?
Mr. WEiss. Do the reviews play a role in determining the scores

that an application or applications receive?
Dr. CURRY. The reviewers give the scores.
Mr. WEiss. Right. So the person who says this was not objective

because it does not present the Nazi or the Ku Klux Klan point of
view then scores on the basis of the failure to include those points
of view; isn't that correct?

Dr. CURRY. Apparently so.
Mr. WEISS. Right. You then make a judgment to deny that appli-

cation on the basis of that reviewer's score and on the basis of that
statement; isn't that correct?

Dr. CURRY. No, sir. We don't agree with every statement that is
put out, sir. We could not.

Mr. WEISS. But you went through a great deal telling us how this
is a terrible program because of the low score and low score is
given by the people who made these outrageous statements.

Dr. CURRY. She gave it the highest scores of those that were
reading it. We could have just eliminated hers and it would have
had a lower score.

Mr. WEISS. You didn't. You didn't say anything to her about it;
go ahead and tell me--

Dr. CURRY. Yes, I have said things to her about it since then.
Mr. WEISS. When was that?
Dr. CURRY. She has called me about it and I told her, Dr. Price,

that was a dumb statement for you to make.
Mr. WEISS. What did you say?
Dr. CURRY. It was a dumb statement.
Mr. WEISS. Did you also tell Ms. Schlafly her statements were

dumb statements for her opposition?
Dr. CURRY. Well, Ms. Schlally's opposition does not have any-

thing to do with the Holocaust.
Mr. WEISS. No? What did it have to do with?
Dr. CURRY. You have the letter there, sir.
Mr. WEISS. fell me your recollection of what Ms. Schlafly's objec-

tions were.
Dr. CURRY. It is a matter of record.
Mr. WEISS. I know. Tell me what your recollection is as to what

her opposition was.
Dr. CURRY. According toas I recall, her primary opposition has

something to do with the psychological manipulation that she feels
the program does. She feels, too, that it is inappropriate for the age
group.

Mr. WEISS. And she thinks this is brainwashing; isn't that right?
You think that is not a dumb statement?
Dr. CURRY. Bat, sir, that is not in one of our reports.
Mr. WEISS. Did Ms. Schlafly's point of view bear any weight as to

what action the Department took?
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Dr. CURRY. My objection and reservation about the program is
that it is inappropriate for that age group. That is all.

Mr. WEISS. Yes, I know. Answer my question. Did Ms. Schlafly's
stated opposition bear any weight with the action that the Depart-
ment took in rejecting the application?

Dr. CURRY. Not in my book.
Mr. WEISS. In anybody's book in the Department of Education?
Dr. CURRY. How can I tell? I do not know about that. Let me go

back now to our priorities and Pxplain how that works, if I may.
Mr. WEISS. Yes.
Dr. CURRY. We always, in the National Diffusion Network, look

at things in categories and we grade applications in categories be-
cause it is unfair to compare across categories. In other words,
when we receive the programs, a group of readers are assigned to
each category.

A reader in one particular category may grade harder than a
reader in another particular category. So if the grades are stacked
up when you get through, one's 85 might be the top grade, but in
another category the 95 might have been the highest grade.

In other words, we do not strive for inter-rater reliability. There-
fore, we do not consider grades in one category as opposed to
grades in another category.

Have I made myself clear? If not, I will try to address that again.
Mr. WEISS. It is all right. I was wondering if you would answer

the question I asked you, which was, why was the decision made to
eliminate the category altogether?

Dr. CURRY. We did not eliminate the category, sir.
Mr. WEiss. Geography, history, and civics was not eliminated?
Dr. CURRY. No, sir.
Mr. WEISS. Tell me about it.
Dr. CURRY. We do not eliminate categories. We chose the catego-

ries which we needed to fund according to the educational need of
the time.

Mr. WEISS. Wait a minute. The category within which Facing
History and Ourselves applied was within the category of history,
geography, and civics; is that correct?

Dr. CURRY. That is correct.
Mr. WEISS. OK. Then after they received the score of 89 for their

application for 1989 they were told that the category had been
eliminated; isn't that correct?

Dr. CURRY. No. Not that it had been eliminated. We did not
eliminate categories.

Sir, that is what I was trying to explain.
Mr. WEISS. Then why was the application rejected?
Dr. CURRY. We selected categories for funding. We looked at

what we already had in the Network. And asked, is this what we
need? We looked at categories that we needed and that is what we
funded.

Do you have problems with what we funded, sir?
Mr. WEISS. So what- -
Dr. CURRY. Science, mathematics, reading, written communica-

tion, health including drug prevention programs. Programs that
improve teach' -tg and quality education, dropout prevention, and
early childhood.
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We don't have all the money in the world, Congressman, and we
have to make decisions.

Mr. WEISS. And so the decision was made not to fund history, ge-
ography, and civics; is that correct?

Dr. CURRY. No, sir. The decision was made to fund science, math-
ematics, reading, writing, health, programs that improve teaching,
dropout prevention, and early childhood.

'dr. WEISS. I have a memorandum dated June 1, 1988, to Chester
Finn, Jr., through Bruno Manno from Shirley Curry, Director, and
it says at the bottom of the page, "the following priority areas are
not recommended for funding."

Dr. CURRY. That is right.
Mr. WEISS. No. 4 on that list is history, geography, and civics.
Dr. CURRY. That is right. I did not saywe did not eliminate it.

We chose, sir, what we needed because of educational need and
that is what we funded.

Mr. WEISS. So you allowed people to make the application first?
Dr. CURRY. That is right.
Mr. WEIss. And you kept the programs open throughout the year

and then at the end of the year you decided that this particular
proposal fit into a category which you decided not to fund; is that
correct?

Dr. CURRY. That is the way we always do. sir.
Mr. V/Eisa So it had nothing to do with the program itself?
Dr. CURRY. Absolutely.
Mr. WEISS. It had only to do with the category you decided not to

fund?
Dr. CURRY. Absolutely. You are absolutely correct.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you for clarifying that for us.
Dr. CURRY. That iS the way we always work it, sir. We always

ask for programs, cast a broad net, let everything come in and then
decide.

Mr. WEIC3. I don't want you to mistake my perhaps inadequate
sense of irony to mislead you into believing that I really think that
is what happened.

Why was the Program Significance Panel created in the first
place'?

Dr. CURRY. There was some concern about what people were
judging when they judged these programs.

Mr. 'WEiss. Now, did the Assistant Secretary te:1 you prior to the
recommendation not to fund by category, that he could not deny
funding or Facing History which was rated highly?

Dr. CURRY. No.
Mr. WEISS. Were you aware that Dr. Finn discussed the problem

of funding Facing History with William Kristol of the Secretary's
staff?

You say Dr. Finn never told you about his meeting with Mr.
Kristol; is that right?

Dr. CURRY. No; he did not.
Mr. WEISS. Did you ever have any discussions with Mr. Kristol

about Facing History?
Dr. CURRY. Yes.
Mr. WEISS. When did that take place and what was the conversa-
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33

Dr. CURRY. As I recall, it was along about the first of June.
Mr. WEISS. Right.
Dr. CURRY. We discussed that this was a controversial situation

and he asked how we usually made decisions?
I said we selec ategories. Then we look at the individual pro-

grams within them.
He said to recommend the categories like we usually had done

and follow the reviewers' recommendations to the letter within
those priority areas, and that is what we did.

Mr. WEISS. But you made the determination that you were not
going to fund in that category?

Dr. CURRY. We selected the categories and the areas of the most
educational need, according to what we already had in the Net-
work, and made a professional judgment that those were the cate-
gories we needed to fund.

Mr. WEISS. And you said that you don't have all the money in
the world, so you had to make choices, right?

Dr. CURRY. That i' correct.
Mr. WEISS. On August 10, 1988, diti y'u receive a memorandum

from your staff informing you that additional funds were available
to the National Diffusion Network and the first priority should go
to phasing Network?

DA. CURRY. You are absolutely right. Yes; I did.
Mr. WEISS. After receiving the memorandum, did you agree to

fund Facing History?
Dr. CURRY. No; I did not. I chose to go ahead with the priority

areas that we had because we had been instructed to go exactly by
the scores and the priority areas that we had already chosen.

So we looked down the slate in the areas that we had already
selected for funding and chose the projects.

Mr. WEISS. Now, so you denied funding for Facing History 2 con-
secutive years. Then in the third year when the program was rated
higher than a large percentage of the programs that you did fund,
your own staff implored you to fund it and you still denied funds
for the program.

It seems to me that you have gone out of your way to see the
Holocaust program was not funded. Why?

Dr. CURRY. Sir, I have told you my reservation about the pro-
gram, but that has nothing to do with the activity we had in 1988.
We selected programs, we selected priority areas that needed to be
funded because of the educational need.

Mr. WEISS. Were you once a member of the Eagle Forum?
Dr. CURRY. Yes; I was.
Mr. WEISS. Do you know Ms. Schlafly?
Dr. CURRY. Yes; I know Ms. Schlafly.
Mr. WEISS. And did you discuss Facing History with her on a

number of occasions?
Dr. CURRY. Not on a number of occasions, but I have discussed it

with her.
Mr. WEISS. Now, she told you she was opposed to funding Facing

History; is that correct?
Dr. CURRY. That is a matter of record.
Mr. WEISS. Did she ever tell you that she was opposed to any

other programs that apply to the National Diffusion Network?
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Dr. CURRY. No.
Mr. WEISS. How frequently did you discuss matters within your

purview at the Department of Education with Ms. Schlafly?
Dr CURRY. I don't know how you can answer a question like

that, sir. That is like asking how often do you eat raisins. I don't
know how you answer a question like that.

Mr. WEISS. We have a note to put into the record, sent to the
Office of General Counsel by Dr. Price. She is the lady who wrote
about how she didn't think the program was objective because it
didn't have the Nazi and Ku Klux Klan point of view incorporated.

The note recommends that the Department inform Dr. Price,
"that it would be a mistake and loss to the academic community
and this Department if you were ever prevented from working with

PPus.
She wanted you to send that note to her. In fact-
Dr. CURRY. What &re you saying?
Mr. WEISS. Dr. Price sent a note to the Office of General Counsel,

which was entitled "Suggested Statements for the Department of
Education." The note recommends that the Department inform Dr.Price

Dr. CURRY. I thought you said that I would inform her. I am
sorry.

Mr. WEISS. No. That, "It would be a mistake sad loss to the aca-
demic community and to this Department if you were ever prevent-
ed from working with us."

In fact, the Department did inform Dr. Price that she was not
barred from working with the Federal Government. Would you
allow Dr. Price to review Education Department programs in the
future?

Dr. CURRY. Probably not, no.
Mr. WEISS. Mr. Lightfoot.
Mr. LIGHTroar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Curry, since I found out about this hearing on Friday after I

had gone back to the district and I didn't get back to Washington
until nearly midnight last night, I am not all that well prepared, so
please pardon my questions if they may seem a little bit inane at
times.

Dr. Curry, in your opening statement, you mentioned that your
staff wap working to encourage the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Coun-
cil to be a part of the National Diffusion Network. Would you ex-
plain in a little greater detail to us your efforts in this area?

Dr. CURRY. Sir, I would be very happy to do that because I want
to dispel this notion that we are somehow anti-Semitic or that we
have acted in any such way.

We would like to have the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council as a
National Diffusion Network project a dissemination process project.

That would mean that the Council would be a dissemination
process project in that they would be the judge of the Holocaust
programs that are part of the National Diffusion Network.

We would fund them considerably more than we fund a regular
DD to issue programs on the Holocaust. They would receive about
three times as much money. They would be the judge of what is
taught about the Holocaust. We are very pleased for we hope we
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will be able to work out an arrangement so that they can get their
application together and become part of t)-.a Network.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. I believe you mentioned a letter or something,
didn't your in your opening statement from the U.S. Holocaust Me-
morial Council?

Dr. CURRY. Yes.
Mr. LiGwr Four. Could we make that a part of the record?
Dr. CURRY. Yes.
Mr. WEISS. Without objection.
[The information follows:]
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United States Holocaust Memorial Council

March 17, 1988

Ms. Shirley B. Curry
Secretary's Recognition Program
National Diffusion Network
U. S. Department of Education
555 New Jersey Ave., N.4.
Washington, D.C. 20208

Dear Shirley,

Firstly, I want to thank you and the conscientious staff
at NDN for giving us an opportunity to consider the possibility of
submitting a proposal to your program. I consider it a personal
honor and privilege to have met you.

After a great deal of deliberation we concluded that
we would not be able to put together a credible presentation in
such a short period of time. It obviously would have been
better for us do so now rather than later, but the situation is
such that we would not have looked good in the process.

I hope you understand and appreciate our situation.
I would like to return to NDN and submit a credible proposal
sometime in the near future. I also hope that the spirit in which
we met, when Irene introduced us, will continue in the months
and years to come.

I am looking forward to working with you again.
I consider you a valuable member of the Secretary's team.

With highest regards,

Talah Kuprste n
Director of Education

cc. Mr. Lyle Ryter

2000 L Street NW, Suite 588, Washington, D C 20036-4907
(202) 653-9220

40



37

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Dr. Curry, you went through a rather lengthy ex-
planation I think of how you arrived at some of your decisions. My
colleague, Mr. Lukens from Ohio, had some questions he wanted to
ask because he has a personal interest in this particular issue but
had another hearing to attend.

I would like to go back over a couple of things just for my own
edification in this process. The scoring system that was used oy the
review group, I believe you us -1 the term "readers," the people
that read the information and L. n ealuate it and give it a score

Could you very briefly explain again how this group is selected?
Are they a part of the Department; and as far as their scores are

concerned how do they determine the 57 or 78 or whatever the
score might be?

Dr. CURRY. No, they are not part of the Department, sir. They
are peer reviewers. They are people chosen from the field.

We make an effort to have a broad representation from profes-
sionals in the field to read these proposals. Their résumés are giver
to me and other people on the staff.

We send these résumés to the Assistant Secretary who approves
them and then he approves our selection for panels.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Then the opinions that these people express are
their own?

Dr. CURRY. Absolutely.
Mr. Licirr Four. Is that the basic purpose of peer review, to get a

different opinion?
Dr. CURRY. I say over and ove nd over again, field comments

do not represent the official view qf the Department.
Mr. WEISS. The comment, then, that is at question today, was

that a field reader's comment?
Dr. CURRY. Absolutely.
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Is the scoring system that is used from 0 to 100?
Dr. CURRY. Yes.
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. \ nai, criteria do the readers follow in putting

the score together to determine if it is a 20 or 90 or whatever it
might be? What is the criteria?

Dr. CURRY. They have an instrument that asks various questions
such as the plan of operation, the dissemination techniques.

It asks for the qualifications of the personnel and so forth.
Mr. LicirrrooT. The criteria Cult they ask those questions from,

is it something the Department puts together for them or is it
something that they have devised as a peer revie .r?

Dr. CURRY. That is an instrument the Department publishes.
Dr. MANNO. Might I add a comment, sir?
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Certainly.
Dr. MANNO. As part of all of our competitions, the programs are

required to submit what we call a technical review plan or a tech-
nical evaluation plan that goes to the Department's Office of
Grants and Contracts. That technical review plan precisely states
how many review( will be involved, what types of reviewers will
be used, what the ...,crument will be like, how many points will be
allotted for each part of the instrument. So, then the instrument
that the indi.iduais use is really a kind of departmentally reviewed
instrument and oftentimes there are some very, very basic and
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standard categories used that are used over and over and over and
over again.

These are not things made up from competition to competition.
There is a standard process and a standard form and a standard
procedure that we go through in all of our competitions.

I might add in this particular competition we went through all of
those.

Mr. LIGHTFoar. Now, you mentioned I believe there were 48
items that were in the competition?

Dr. CURRY. Forty-eight proposals we received.
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Did the same peer review pane' review all 48 of

those?
Dr. CURRY. Oh, no. They are assigned to categories and the re-

viewers are assigned to categories. Some will read the writing cate-
gory, some will read the mathematics category.

Mr. LiGtrrFoar. In other words, you have mathematicians looking
at math proposals not geography proposals?

Dr. CURRY. Try to. Try to.
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. As a member of the Peer Review Board, would

an individual feel that they were somewhat hamstrung in express-
ing their opinion if they felt like they were going to be criticized by
the Department of Education if, in fact, their opinion didn't neces-
sarily agree with theirs and, therefore, would not give an honest
appraisal at the peer review level?

Dr. CURRY. You are probably correct, sir. They are given every
leeway to express their own opinion. We do not try to tell them
what to say.

Mr LIGHTFOOT. Would it be a fair statement then tho' you at
that ..me in the Department of Education would be reluctant to
criticize what a peer review person said for fear of damaging that
process?

Dr. CURRY. I guess that would be a fair assessment, absolutely.
Dr. MANNO. I might also add in reference to the comment that

has been made, as I said before, the Department is on record as re-
jec-ing that comment. I have in front of me, for example, an article
that appeared in the New York Daily News on September 23, 1987,
where the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy and Planning in
OERI, Ronald Preston, is quoted as saying, and I quote, he called
her commentary "an appalling review.'

So in this particular instance, the Department immediately dis-
associated itself with the comment that was made and is on pub-
lished record as so stating.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. We have established then that you have a gener-
al reluctance to criticize what a peer review group has to say. In
this particular instance, you did distance yourself from it.

I guess a logical question is why.
Dr. MANNO. Because we found it to be an appalling comment and

an appalling review. And we thought we should make that publicly
known as quickly as possible.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Have you done this in other instances in the
past, distanced yourself from a peer review comment?

Dr. MANNO. Probably not as publicly as this as far as I know.
But let me talk about perhaps two levels here.
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There is the formal public level and there is the informal level.
It is not at all unusual for a staff person to go to other individuals
who might have used a reviewer to discuss with that individual
how that reviewer worked in a particular context so that there are
informal comments that are shop talk among staff.

I think the important point here is that in this particular in-
stance there was a statement made that we rejected the review.

In this particular instance the other thing that occurred which
doesn't generally happen is that the comment of the individual was
such an important one that it gathered all sorts of publicity. Be-
cause of that, the Department wanted to make sure this was in no
manner, shape ..r form associated with the Department in an offi-
cial way.

Mr. LIGHT FooT. So you felt very strongly this was an inappropri-
ate comment.

Dr. MANNO. Aosolutely, sir, and the Department so stated.
Mr. Liowriroar. Is Facing History and Ourselves still a part of

the National Diffusion Network process?
Dr. CURRY. Yes, it is.
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. The next questions are fir getting a better un-

derstanding of exactly how this whole process works.
Let's say that I have got a paper I wrote on who knows what

fairness in Congressand I would submit it to tha Department of
Education. What would be the process briefly that it would go
through in order to become funded and become a part of the Na-
tional Diffusion Network program?

Also, do you accept everything that is submitted to you?
Dr. MANNO. There are a couple of things here that would set the

parameters.
In answer to your question, fii.31., of all there is a formal an-

nouncement that is published in the Federal Register inviting ap-
plicants to apply. In this particular case, as with all our competi-
tions, an announcement was made. The announcement specifies
the general guidelines for the competition and the number of
awards we expect to make, what the range of those awards is, the
closing date, et cetera.

An applicant then submits an application and that application
goes to what we call the application control center. An initial de-
termination is then made as to whether the application contains
what it should contain, does it have the proper format, the cover
sheets, et cetera. If in fact it has everything it should contain, it is
sent over to the program for review.

It is at the. point that 'he peer review process kicks into place. A
panel then reviews the proposal. Those comments are analyzed by
program scoff. The immediate supervisor of the program staff then
makes a recommendation to the program director.

Ilat recommendation makes its way up the hierarchy, so to
speak, to the Assistant Secretary, who, acting on behalf of the Sec-
retary, approves or disapproves the slate which is sent forward.

I might add that it is extremely rare, and frankly I can't think of
an instance, at least in the time I have been responsible for looking
at this paperwork, when the Assistant Secretary has overturned
the decision of a program when it came to a recommendation.
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Those are the general parameters of a competition. There are
various nuances along the way, but that is in general.

Dr. CURRY. I think one thing Congressman Lightfoot was getting
at is how does one get into the Network initially?

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Right.
Dr. CURRY. In other words, one does not just send in an applica-

tion for funding. One must first be in the Network. In order to be
in the Network, a program makes a program effectiveness applica-
tion, hi which case it states its educational claim, what it claims it
can do. Then it must show statistically or with some other educa-
tionally persuasive evidence that it can indeed do what it claims it
can do.

Once it convinces a panel of statistical experts that it can indeed
do what it claims to do, it has PEP approval. Then it is part of the
Network and is eligible to be disseminated throughout our 52 State
facilitators across the Nation. So this program has been in the Net-
work.

Mr. J.UGHTFOOT. So then there is actually any one of a number of
places that a program could be kicked out or rejected; first of all,
through the effectivenessif it doesn't meet that criteria, it is
gone.

Dr. CURRY. If it doesn't meet that, it is never in the Network.
True.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Then once it becomes a part of the Network,
then the peer review process would be the next level where it can
be kicked out?

Dr. CURRY. It is not kicked out, no. In the peer review it just may
not get funds, but it is still part of the Network.

We have about 400 programs in the Network, Congressman, but
we only fund about SO of them.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. The 400 that are in the Network, will they con-
tinue in their attempts to be funded until such time they are
funded, or will the program run its course and bt dropped because
it isn't effective anymore?

Dr. CURRY. Many of them ha 7e their own funding, and they do
not require Federal funds. Various ones of them do come back and
compete in other competitions. But they will stay in the Network
as long as they have program effec,m,,ness approval regardless of
whether they ever get any money from the Federal Government or
not.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. If I were in a school system wt,i king with the
National Diffusion Network program, and saw this parer liar pro-
gram, and thought it was something I could use eve,i though it
hadn't received Federal funding, and I was in a 1. isit;on in my in-
stitution to fund it, could I take the program and use it?

Dr. CURRY. Surely. You surely could. You would probably call
either the program itself or you would be in touch with your State
facilitatorwe have an office, State facilitator office, in each of the
50 Statesand inquire about the program, inquire about when
they would he having awareness sessions, and you could use it,
truly.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Then the aspect of the funding we are talking
about$70,000, is that correct, or whatever I saw?

44



41

Dr. CURRY. That is about what they were requesting. Our aver-
age funding is about $55,000.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Basically what would that funding be used for
;.ist disseminating the information, producing it or what?

1.h . CURRY. Primarily it is used for disseminating the informa-
tion, for Lrain; !Is workshops and so on, material, things of that
sort.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. It could be used for films or videotapes or books
or whatever?

Dr. CURRY. Yes. It is used by the developer/demonstrators them-
selves. It is not used by the schools as such.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Do you know if anyone has picked a program up
and used it without it being funded?

Dr. CURRY. Surely. All these that we have here are without Fed-
eral funds.

Mr. LIGHTFocr. Is the Facing History program being used now?
Dr. CURRY. Yes. He testified to this at the beginning, as to how

many schools it was in already without the aid of Federal funds.
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Basically we are talking about Federal funding,

which possibly would cause a programif they did receive Federal
funding, to be used more widely, is that correct? I guess maybe
that is a logical question. If we spend the money on any program,
does that guarantee it is going to be used?

Dr. CURRY. We don't have that guarantee.
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Are they usually used?
Dr. CURRY. We will have to say that funded projects are usually

used more than nonfunded projects, but I don't think that is true of
this case. I think in this case this program is used about as much
as many of our funded projects.

Mr. LIGHTFocrr. Going back to your response to several of the
chairman's questions, there was something that kept catching my
ear in the answers, and basically I am asking you now in order to
make sure I understood correctly what I think I heard you say.

The basic reason this particular project scored as low as it did, if
I am hearing correctly, was based on the fact, not that it is not a
good program, or not that it is a story that shouldn't be told, but
on the fact it is inappropriate for junior high students.

Did I hear that correctly or not'?
Dr. CURRY. That is my reservation on the program.
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Is that the key reason it scored that low?
Dr. CURRY. I can't say that because I don't recall the various rea-

sons.
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, could I ask your intent to allow

Mr. Frank and our other colleague to ask questions, in the interest
of time?

Mr. WEISS. As a matter of fact, I am going to call on Mr. Frank
and Mr. Yates and then come back for a second round if other
people want to ask questions.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. I certainly have no objections to my colleagues
asking questions. I think any of our colleagues who are interested
in this issue should be allowed the opportunity to do that. I am
anxious to hear what my two friends have to say.

I would remind the Chairman, in your opening statement you
made a very big argument that this was a nonpartisan situation. I
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recall a Social Security hearing not long ago where a freshman
Representative, Mr. Kyl from Arizona, was not allowed to ask ques-
tions because he was not a member of the subcommittee. I merely
would make that statement for the record.

Dr. Curry, I apologize for not having the degree of background
that we should have, because it came about so quickly, but the
uproar over the statement, which I agree with you is a ridiculous
statement, I doubt very seriously if there is anyone in this room
who would not go to the wall to defend particularly the Jewish
people and what happened in the Holocaust and so on. I think this
s something we all feel; there are not words to describe how terri-
ble that situation was. We certainly would never want to see any-
thing like that happen again. Our young people should learn about
it.

Dr. CURRY. Absolutely.
Mr. LIGHTFocrr. Because they are the ones who will be the future

of this world. Those of you who are experts in your particular area
in education are the ones who, in cooperation with parents and
school boards, should make those decisions of what our young
people should see at a particular time.

I agree with your statement that we should learn about the Nazi
point of view but c Irtainly not portray it in a positive light. I think
it should be shown for being as ugly as it is.

At the same time, as we review this particular issue, I still get
the feeling that the core issue here is a very inappropriate state-
ment that was made. There has been a great deal of reaction to it
which I think is very appropriate, the reaction to it, because the
statement shouldn't have been made in the first place.

But I think the issue here is determining whether you in fact
condone that, and my feeling is at this point you didn't.

My final question to you would be what you would do in the
future if a peer review group on another issue of whatever magni-
tude would make a comment as ludicrous as the one that is at
issue here? How would you respond to a peer review panel in the
future that would make a statement as ludicrous as the one we are
discussing this morning?

I realize you are out of a job now, but perhaps you could offer
your experience to whoever may succeed you.

Dr. CURRY. No. 1, this became such a problem because this com-
ment became public. It is not the Depart ment's job to critique gen-
erally what our commenters say.

However, if anyone would ever make such a statement as this, I
would tell them I strongly support Holocaust education and that
statement is offensive to me.

Mr. LIGHTFooT. Thank you, Dr. Curry.
Thank you, Mr. CI-airman.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Mr. Lightfoot.
Mr. Frank.
Mr. FRANK. Thank you.
Dr. Curry, I just want to get clear, you say you were reassigned

on Friday?
Dr. CURRY. That is correct.
Mr. FRANK. What are your duties in your new job?
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Dr. CURRY. I am the Special Assistant to the Under Secretary
let me get the exact title.

Mr. FRANK. I am sorry, I didn't think that would be a hard ques-
tion.

Dr. CURRY. I am the Special Assistant to the Deputy Under Sec-
retary for Management.

Mr. FRANK. What are your duties?
Dr. CURRY. I prepared for this hearing for the last 2 days and

when I go back we will see what my duties are. I can tell you what
I want to do.

Mr. FRANK. This is not a wish list; this is an oversight hearing
about the Federal Government.

What is your salary?
Dr. CURRY. My salary?
Mr. FRANK. Yes, ma'am.
Dr. CURRY. $57,000, I believe.
Mr. FRANK. It sounds like you don't have any duties as of now. I

was skeptical at Willi description of yourself as Sister Rabbit being
thrown into the briar patch. With this hearing coming up, the ad-
ministration decided to take a politically safe move and move you
out of there, especially since Dr. Manno said you were talking
about leaving in November or December.

Are you still thinking about leaving in November or Decemb(er?
Dr. CURRY. Absolutely.
Mr. FRANK. I am very critical of a Department which would take

someone from a position, put you in a new position for a month or
two, your duties still haven't been defined, and we are paying
someone $57,000 not to do very much.

I don't suggest it is your fault. I don't suggest in this case you
are looking not to do things. It sounds to me, however, if they move
you to the management department with a month or two to go in
your tenurethis is the end of Octoberwhat they are doing is to
avoid political embarrassment, giving you a paid vacation for a
month or two at a $57,000 salary.

It is ironic that you are going to the management department. I
can't think of a worse management decision than to take a senior
Presidential appointee, transfer her to a new job, which you had to
look up when I asked you what it was, and not define your duties,
and you are going to leave in a month or two so by the time you
learn your duties you are going to be out.

I can understand when people feel politically in the advent of an
election they have to cover parts of themselves, but this seems to
me to be a little expensive way to do it.

On the peer review process, I have this problem because you
keep saying these opinions don't mean anything, except the opin-
ions are the basis for the scores. Both cases of these very l, '-nsive
and inaccurate and professionally incompetent opinions-

Dr. CURRY. Amen.
Mr. FRANK. You counted the scores, correct?
Dr. CURRY. The scores were recorded, yes.
Mr. FRANK. So, yes, amen, they were incompetent and off the

wall and inaccurate, and yet your Department awarded them full
weight. Did you discount them for being crazy?

Dr. CURRY. That was the highest score in the category.
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Mr. FRANK. But the fact is the high score doesn't detract from
the fact that you, in your process, gave full weight to the one who
said the Nazi point of view wasn't included and for the one who
said this was anti-Christian.

So the fact is, you selected these people to be the peer reviewers.
They submitted these opinions and, having read them, you fully
counted the scores. An appropriate response would have been to
say, "Whoops, out you go."

While you disagree with the specific language, which disagree-
ment I gather was not voiced until after it became public, there
was no instant response. This was not an instant response, "I will
tell them." After it became public, then you had to disassociate
yourself from it. But the fact is, until this testimony became public
you gave full weight to these scores in the process.

Isn't that correct?
Dr. CURRY. They were recorded.
Mr. FRANK. They weren't just recorded. They were treated like

any other scores. They were arranged in whatever weight scores
get, these two crazy opinions were given full weight.

You read them. You read these offensive remarks and you said,
oh, OK, that is 61 and that is 57. I know the one here they have a
57. By far the lowest percentage they got was on content, the one
who said it was anti-Christian.

So I don't think you are entitled to say you repudiated these
thins. After the fact, when it became controversial, you said you
didn t agree with those opinions; but all during the process these
two whacko, offensive opinions were given full weight by your De-
partment in the evaluation process.

Isn't that correct? The scores were given the same weight as any
others?

Dr. CURRY. The scores were recorded.
Mr. FRANK. What does that mean, "recorded"? Were they then

disregarded or were they given the same weight in the process as
every other evaluator?

Dr. CURRY. The scores were recorded, sir.
Mr. FRANK. Dr. Curry, was your doctorate in repetition? I am

asking you a question as an intelligent Presidential appointee.
Were those scores given the same weight in the process as were
other scores, whatever weight that is?

Dr. CURRY. The readers were, thei- material was used.
Mr. FRANK The same as anybody else?
Dr. CURRY. Yes.
Mr. FRANK. I think that is very important. I don't think you are

entitled to say you repudiated them. Your Department got these in
1986, 1987, and you read them and gave them full weight. Shame
on the Department.

No further questions.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Mr. Frank.
Mr. Yates.
Mr. YterEs. Mr. Chairman, I am not a member of this committee.

Mr. Frank is.
Mr. WEISS. We always welcome participation, and the incident

that Mr. Lightfoot referred to, his recollection was in error. In fact,
that gentleman was present. He left before it was his turn to be
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called upon for questions. There was no denial. We always reach
out with great courtesy to any visitors, either members of the com-
mittee or nonmembers of the committee.

We are delighted to have it.
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to Mr. Yates

or Mr. Frank asking questions. As Mr. Frank just told me, I was an
ungrateful bastard behind your back, but quite frankly--

Mr. YATES. I wouldn't say that about you.
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. I have no objection to members coming in and

asking questions. I think that is something we should always do.
Quite frankly, I think it is just courtesy, and I am interested in
what Mr. Yates has to ask on this particular issue.

The situation I made reference to was a hearing we held some
time back, and Mr. Kyl did not ask any questions. He expressed to
me he was very upset that he was not allowed to ask questions,
and that is the only reason I brought it up at this point in time.

Mr. WEISS. Again the use cf "not allowed"he left before we
could call on him for questions. Sometimes, as you know, the ques-
tioners go on, I go on, you go on, other people do, and not every-
body gets reached at the time that is within their schedule to be
reached.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. All I can say, Mr. Chairman, is that I can cer-
tainly identify with minorities and I know what it is like to be in a
minority.

Mr. WEISS. Me, too.
Mr. Yates.
Mr. YATES. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, and with Mr.

Lightfoot's permission, I will ask a few questions, because I am in-
terested in the subject. I am interested in this hearing.

I did incike a speech on the floor when I read the Washington
Post article on October 4 and was horrified by the contents of that
article. It didn't seem possible that the Department of Education
could go through that kind of procedure. That attitude of mine was
underscored by the questioning that Mr. Frank undertook here to
show just how the Department acted.

As I read through the Post article, I read that Dr. Curry was a
member of the Eagle Forum. As a matter of fact, the article said
that she was a director of the Eagle Forum.

Is that statement correct?
Dr. CURRY. Correct.
Mr. YATES. What does that mean? In the capacity as director,

were you the operating executive director or a member of the
board of directors?

Dr. CURRY. The latter.
Mr. YATES. What was the purpose of the Eagle Forum?
Dr. CURRY. It is just an organization to take a look at profamily

issues.
Mr. YATES. Profamily issues. Was that program organized by Ms.

Schlafly?
Dr. CURRY. Yes.
Mr. YATES. Did it reflect her point of view?
Dr. CURIO . Yes, I would think so.
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Mr. YATES. And I read also from here that it says, "Curry, a
former director of the Eagle Forum, said once her team had been
elected, she had come to Washington to play for that team."

Is that a correct statement?
Dr. CURRY. Not adequate. That is not an exact statement. But I

am a political appointee.
Mr. YATES. Were you appointed by the President directly?
Dr. CURRY. My appointment had to be cleared by the White

House.
Mr. YATES. Were you recommended by Ms. Schlafly? Is that the

reason the White House decided tt, appoint you?
Dr. CURRY. I don't know.
Mr. YATES. Well, in your testimony you said that you prepared

the list of panelists who reviewed the programs, who reviewed the
applications.

Dr. CURRY. I said I approved them. My staff prepares them usu-
ally.

Mr. YATES. Your staff prepares them.
Dr. CURRY. I have to give my Or on them, and then Dr. Finn

gives his OK on them and then they are used.
Mr. YATES. Well then I still don't understand with respect to the

procedures that are used in the Department of Education when an
application is filed and proceeds the igh the Department on its
way to approval or disapproval.

As it happens, I am chairman of the Appropriations Subcommit-
tee whkh reviews the appropriations for the National Endowment
for the Arts and for the National Endowment for the Humanities.
Presumably, the endowments go through the same Ic4 of proce-
dures in approving grants from among the applications that are
filed for Federal funding. In both of those, I think that peer review
and peer panel decisions are the guts of their programs.

By listening to peer panels, we keep politics out of the programs.
The applications are ju3ged by the peers of those who are applying.

Would you make the same kind of statement with respect to the
Department of Education?

Dr. MANNO. Yes, sir. , 3 a matter of fact, if we look at the
number of competitions that have been conducted, for example, in
OERI, since October 1987, there were over 20 separate competitions
held, over 740 proposals were receifed, over 300 awards were made,
and only once through that whole process was there any deviation
from the so-called rank order of the peer reviewers. That occurred
only so that the slate would have better geographical distribution.

So the point here is that in most instances the comments of the
peer reviewers are so important-

Mr. YATES. The important thing to me here is whet is the quality
or the character of the peer panelists. In this case, inasmuch as Dr.
Curry selected or approved the peer panelists, does that mean that
the peer panelists then were those who had political philosophies
or social philosophies the same as Dr. Curry's, if she is the one who
is responsible for their selection?

Dr. MANNO. The selection of panel members is to be made on the
basis of professional qualifications.

5 0,
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Mr. YATES. OK. You can have professional qualifications like
those of Dr. Christina Price then, can you not? She wars one of
those who was selected to review the application of Facing History.

Dr. CURRY. Sir, I did not k-Aow Dr. Price. She has an astounding
resume.

Mr. YATES. That's right. You looked at her résumé and Dr. Price
was one of the panelists whom you approved for use for consider-
ation of the projects. Isn't that right?

Dr. CURRY. That is true.
Mr. YATES. But the fact still remains that the selection of the

panelists will in great measure determine whose applications are
appruved.

As an example, Facing History, the character of the panelists de-
cided this should not be approved. Isn't that right? The project
wasn't approved. We know that. don't we? Who disapproved it?

Dr. CURRY. Sir, are you
Mr. YATES. Was it disapproved by the panelists in the first in-

stance?
Dr. CURRY. The panelist rated it low.
Mr. YATES. Is 89 a low rating?
Dr. CURRY. You said the first instance?
Mr. YATES. In any instance, who decided? The panelists rated it

low and therefore you threw it out because of the panelists, is that
correct?

Dr. CURRY. Which competition are we discussing?
Mr. YATF.s. How many competitions were there?
Dr. CURRY. We have had five competitions.
Mr. YATES. This was rejected in all five competitions, is that cor-

rect?
br. CURRY. Yes, sir.
M' YATES. Were the grades accorded to Facing History the same

for each of the competitions?
Dr. CURRY. No. The grades were not the same.
Mr. YATES. Can you tell us what the grades were for each of the

competitions?
Dr. CURRY. In 1982 the grade was 57. In 1986 the grade was 69.

In October 11386 the rade was 48. In July, for the Program Signifi-
cance Panel- -

Mr. YATES. What year is this we are in?
Dr. CURRY. 1987. The grade was 47. The dissemination review

panel, the grade was 82. In April the grade was 89.
Mr. YATES. And were the low grades that were recorded for this

project made by panels consisting of the people that Congressman
Frank described? were they members of that panel, of those
panels?

Dr. CURRY. No. I don't know. What do you mean?
Mr. YATES. Congressman Frank asked you about certain panel-

ists, did he not?
Dr. CURRY. That is true.
Mr. WEISS. All right. Their scores were consideredtheir scoring

was considered in deciding whether that would be approved, as I
understand what you told him.

Dr. CURRY. The readers were chosen and they made their choice.
Mr. YATES. Is there a difference between readers and panelists?
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Dr. CURRY. Not in my case.
Mr. YATES. Is a reader the same as the panelist?
Dr. CURRY. That is true. That is right, Congressman. We might

note, Congressman, that the last co:Apetition only evaluated dis-
semination techniques. It did not evaluate the program.

Mr. YA1s. Let me ask you about this comment that appears in
the Post respecting Ms. Schlafly. It says this: "In the spring of
1987, a new panel convened to consider the project. During its de-
liberations, Ms. Schlafly wrote to the Department's chief of staff
William Kristol, summarizing the forum's opposition to the pro-
gram. Schlafly charged Facing History was psychological manipula-
tion, introduced behavioral change and privacy invading treat-
ment, and urged that the Department rejectpiotEu3roposals."

How did Ms. Schlafly know about the pro ?
Dr. CURRY. It was in the paper. She was responding to an article.

Read the first of her letter. It says responding to an article in some
paper.

Mr. YATES. Was her letter responsible in any way for the rejec-
tion of the project?

Dr. CURRY. No.
Mr. YATES. She wasn't a panelist.
Did Mr. Kristol do anything as a result of having read that

letter? Did he talk to anybody in your Department?
Dr. CURRY. Not to my knowledge.
Mr. YATES. He didn't talk to you?
Dr. CURRY. No.
Mr. YATE.s. Did he talk to you, Dr. Manno?
Dr. MANNO. Mr. Kristol.
Mr. YATES. Yes.
Dr. MANNO. Certainly not, no.
Mr. YATE.s. GK. Did you have enough money to fund all the

projects that were approved? Perhaps I ought to precede that ques-
tion by asking this one. In the humanities, Mr. Bennett told our
committee, when he was chairman of the National Endowment for
the Humanities, that above a certain score projects were approved,
but the money that was available was only adequate to take care of
the really excellent ones. Is that true in your system as well, when
you reach a certain score, do you approve projects over that score?

Dr. MANNO. In general, that is true, but not in all instances. The
question of the funding of projects is related to a variety of issues,
one of which is score, the other ones being, for example, geographi-
cal distribution. Oftentimes as a slate comes forward, the person
who is in the process of preparing the slate might see that all the
recommendations or at least all of the high-scoring proposals are
from, let's use this as an oxample, the east coast. In order to main-
tain some kind of balance in the number of awards which are
made, a decision might be made to skip over a p_3posal or two, as I
illustrated a couple minutes ago in one of the slates that we had.

Mr. YATEs. When the project received a score of 89, were projects
that did not receive that score, that were below that score ap-
proved?

Dr. CURRY. Yes.
Dr. MANNO. We have to remember here that in this instance, all

of the rankings were within certain categories, as opposed to a
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strict ranking from 1 to 40. So that within each of these categories,
proposals were ranked by score and awards were made on the basis
of scores within categories. And it is my understanding that there
was strict adherence to ranking of proposals within categories.

Dr. CURRY. It is as though we have 18 different competitions.
Mr. YATES. Where would the project rank in that overall scoring?

Were any projects that were below this project in overall scoring
approved?

Dr. CURRY. Yes. We told you it ranked about 25th.
Mr. YATES. That doesn't answer my question, I think. My ques-

tion is, were there projects or applications that were approved that
were scored in all the categories of scoring that the witness testi-
fied to that received lower scores than this project?

Dr. CURRY. Yes. That is what I said. In the ranked-
Mr. YATES. But I don't understand Dr. Manno's answer to my

previous question then. My previous question, I said this had a
score of 89. Were any projects that received lower scores approved,
and you said yes. But then you told me there were other categories
that were taken into consideration.

Then my next question was, taking all those criteria into consid-
eration, all the manners of judging these projects into consider-
ation, were there any projects approved that had a lower score
than this one, and she said yes to that. Is that correct? Were there
such projects that were approved?

Dr. MANNO. If one looks at the--
Mr. YATES. I don't understand why you can't answei that (It es-

tion directly. You have a series of criteria. In one of the criteria
you said this project got an 89.

Dr. MANNO. Nothing was funded in the history, geography, and
civics category.

Mr. YATES. Why were they not?
Dr. MANNO. Mrs. Curry spoke to that issue before.
Mr. YATES. You mean, this is the category that was taken out of

the playing field then, is that the reason for it?
Dr. CURRY. We didwe funded programs in science, mathemat-

ics, reading, writing, health, programs that improved teaching and
Ike quality of education, dropout prevention and a

Mr. YATES. Why did the person who applied file her application
if she wasn't going to be allowed any consideration for her project?

Dr. Omit. Congressman, that is the way the process works. We
cast a broad net. We ask for applications in all of the 18 priority
areas.

Mr. YATES. Yes, but did you at that time say that applications in
the field of history would not be funded in any respect? Why would
a person go through the enormous travail and pain and expense of
preparing a project grant application in compliance with your
guidelines that you have advertised far, if it was futile in the first
place?

Dr. MANNO. In fact, people do this and have done it all the time.
Mr. YAms. Why do you say that?
Dr. MANNO. There is a list of 18 or 20 categories that literally

covers the waterfront. In casting the widest net possible, we hope
to evoke the widest interest possible. Obviously, everyone who sub-
mits a proposal in these 18 or 20 priority areas has to know in sub-
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mitting a proposal that awards are limited, as is money. So it is
common knowledge that not every category is funded, not every
specific topical area is funded. This is common practice, and has
been done over several competitions.

Mr. WEISS. Dr. Curry, wait just a moment. I asked you and I am
going to ask Dr. Manno, taking up exactly at that point. Okay. You
get through making the evaluations and decide that you have only
got x amount of money and you can't fund everything. So you
make your judgments as to who is going to be funded. Then lo and
behold it occurs that you discover, the staff discovers, that there is
money available that they had not anticipated. And so on August
10, 1988, Lee Wick line, who is a team leader, sends a memorandum
to Dr. Curry in which he says that a total ofis Lee Wick line a
man?

Dr. MANNO. Yes, sir.
Mr. WEISS. He says that a total of $162,472 is available in the

NDN account to fund additional development demonstrator
projects.. le tells you where the money is coming from and why it
is available. Then he says, "Attached is a list of the approval
projects that could be funded. My recommendations for selecting
projects for funding a:e based upon the following assumptions." He
goes through six criteria. And then he says, based upon these as-
sumptions, my recommendation, according to priority, follow. And
at the top of the list, history, geography, and civicsFacing Histo-
ry, priority No. 1.

And I ask you, Dr. Manno, having accepted for the sake of this
discussion everything you told Mr. Yates, why at this point, with
that recommendation, with that kind of substantiation as to why
Facing History ought to be the ene that gets top priority, why
Facing History is at that point not funded?

Dr. MANNO. That was a recommendation made to Dr. Curry, who
made the decision not to fund it.

Mr. WEISS. You know, that is like saying the television set is a
rectangle because it is a rectangle. Dr. Curry says because it is my
professional judgment, and what I want to know is, on what basis
she made that professional judgment, and if you know when in fact
the recommendation of the staff spelled out and backed up in great
detail that Facing History at that point be the No. 1 priority.

MANNO. She has talked about her professional judgment and
what , t into forming that judgment.

Mr. WEISS. In the face of the professional judgment of the people
who are in charge of giving her that advice.

So you took that upon yourself, Dr. Curry, right?
Dr. CURRY. Well
Mr. WEISS. To overrule that recommendation?
Dr. CURRY. Yes, sir, I make my recommendation.
Mr. WEISS. You make the decision.
Dr. CURRY. I made the recommendation, sir. I don't decide.
Mr. WEISS. WhO made the decision?
Dr. CURRY. I do not decide. The Assistant Secretary is the ap-

proving official.
Mr. WEiss. Is that Dr. Finn?
Dr. CURRY. Dr. Finn.
Mr. WEISS. Dr. Finn made the recommendation.
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Now, did you submit a memorandum to Dr. Finn making your
_commendation in the face of the recommendation that was made
to you? Do you have a memorandum in which you made your rec-
ommendation?

Dr. CURRY. I have a memorandum that is on file of my recom-
mendations to Dr. Finn, yes, and I believe you have those.

Mr. v: Etas. What reason did you give?
Dr. CURRY. Educational need.
Mr. WEisr We have not received a memorandum. Do you have

that in front of you?
Dr. CURRY. Excuse me?
Mr. WEISS. We haven't received that. We asked for all the papers

and documentation. We have not received
Dr. CURRY. You don't have a memorandum of the slate that I

sent forward?
Mr. WEiss. Subsequent to August 10, 1988, which is the supple-

mental distribution, do you know what
Dr. CURRY. WP have a memorandum to show the supplement- 1

distribution went forward yes.
Mr. WEiss. Do you have 19
Dr. CURRY. I don't have t. P4ith me, but you have it.
Mr. WEISS. No, we don't.
Dr. CURRY. Well, I don' c know whey

either.
Dr. CURRY. We will sure ,. ke it available to you.
Mr. WEISS It would be nice to have it now
Tell me v ',,,t you said, if you recollect, in the m,:!orandum that

you sent to Dr. Finn, as to why you were re:ommending that in
fact Facing History not be the one granted supplemental appro-
priation.

Di. AIRRY. When we found that we hadlet me see how much
money we had.

Mr. WEISS. $162,172.
Dr. CURRY. We had that much money left and we said, "Go

ahead, and in the priorities you have already chosen, fund the next
projects that are available, that are on the list."

Mr. WEISS. Wait a minute. The priorities that were recommended
to you by Lee Wickline, put Facing History at the top of the list.

Dr. CURRY. The history category was not one that had beers
chosen for funding.

Mr. WEISS. Yes, but they are makingnow we are on "Who's" on
first, "What's Jri second and "I don't know," third base.

Dr. CURRY. I don't know what you are driving at.
Mr. WEISS What I am driving at, Dr. C wry, is that you had said,

and I am to accept for the sake of this discussion, your ar-
gument that you have only so much money, you can only fund so
many programs, and unfortunately history, geography, and civics
category wasn't lucky enough and there was no money left by the
time you got through making grants. OK.

Along comes your staff and says, "Hey, wait a minute, we found
another $162,000," and they say, "We recommend Facing History
to be at the top of that priority." You say, "No, I made a recom-
mendation in the face of that to Dr. Finn not to fund Facing Histo-
ry." I am trying to find out why.

,
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Dr. CUPRY. That money became available because we did not
have another dissemination process project eligible for funding.

Mr. WEISS. Right.
Dr. CURRY. Therefore, we had extra funds.
Mr. WEISS. My question is, why was Facing History not one of

those?
Dr. CURRY. For the same reason that it was notthat category

was not chosen to begin with. We had chosen the categories to be
funded in this competition. So when more moneys arose, we put
those to the priorities which had been chosen in this competition.

Mr. WEISS. So it didn't make any difference how much money
you got had available. You could have gotten $3 million more avail-
able and you still wouldn't have funded Facing History because
you wouldn't-

Dr. CURRY. No, sir, you are absolutely incorrect. If we had money
to fund everything, we would have funded Facing History.

Mr. WEISS. Well, tell me which programs, because apparently the
team leaders said you could make $54,000 available for each of
three additional developer-demonstrator projects. Which were the
three projects that were supplementally funded?

Dr. CURRY. Do you want the name of the projects or the catego-
ries?

Mr. WEISS. Both.
Dr. CURRY. We funded the dropout prevention program,

COFFEE, in Massachusetts. We funded early childhood education.
We funded improving teaching. We funded geoiogy and science. We
funded four of them.

Mr. WEISS. You funded four. A ad dia youdo you have the
memorandum? Does any of your staff have the memorandum
which you sent on to Dr. Finn, making that recommendation?

Dr. CURRY. Do you have that?
Dr. MANNO. I think I have the one she is referring to.
Dr. CURRY. I believe you have this in your package, sir.
Dr. MANNO. I believe it is in your package.
Mr. WEISS. May we see it.
Dr. CURRY. Because Mr. Wickline gave me a note that everything

was complete. I assumed that it was.
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, may I just continue?
Mr. WEISS. Of course.
Let me close it out by saying that it seems to me that what you

are telling us, Dr. Curry, is that the last paragraph of Ms. Schlaf-
ly's letter is really the operative guideline here. It says, "In sum, I
believe it would be most unfortunate if schools across the Nation
are permitted to believe that the Federal Government is sponsoring
such a manipulative course in the public schools. Let's get back to
`basic skills' and 'what works',"

From what you told me, in fact, the programs such as Facing
History never had a shot because you made a determination with
Ms. Schlafly's support .nr direction that in fact it was .. the kind
of program you were interested in funding.

Mr. Yates.
Mr. YATES. I ,kink beyond that, Mr. Chairman, I think it prob-

ably never had a shot because of what seems to be the character of
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the panelists that were selected to decide which projects would
have a shot.

If this Post article is correct, and I will let the witnesses state for
the record whether it is correct, this is a serious situation. We do
know what Dr. Christina Price said in respect to the necessity of
presenting other points of view than that presented in Facing His-
tory, such as the Nazi point of view and the Ku Klux Klan point of
view.

Then we come to another part of the Post arti'Ae and it says,
after discussing the Schlafly letter to William Kristol, that when
the panel reported, one member found the program to rely on se-
lective use of leftist authorities and cited British historian A.J.P.
Taylor, writer, Kurt Vonnegut, and New York Times columnist,
Flora Lewis. I take it that person is not Dr. Price but some other
panelist.

Another panelist says, "The program was also found to be pro-
foundly offensive to fundamentalists and evangelicals." Then an-
other basis for rejection. Another reviewer called it antiwar, anti-
hunting, and another judged it likely to induce a guilt trip.

The article goes on and says, "It's not possible to amass a list of
panel members with individual review.' If those viewpoints are
samples of the character and quality of the panelists, who reviewed
these applications, a project like Facing History never had a
chance for approval.

I think it is reprehensible.
Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity of asking ques-

tions.
Mr. Wmss. Thank you very much, Mr. Yates.
I guess that I really have
Mr. YATES. Let me finish that, Mr. Chairman, because the es-

sence of peer panel review is that the panelists must be objective,
must be unbiased. They must have an open mind and they must
have discretion. That is the only basis tIlat you have nor maintain-
ing a scholarly and unprejudiced viewpoim. as you face the applica-
tions that are sent to you for review. I don't think that was done in
this case.

Mr. WEN. Thank you very much.
Let me just clear up a couple of points where there may be some

confusion, and I think the record really ought to be clear.
Dr. Curry, I think you had said in response to a question of mine

that in fact you did have conversations with Mr. Kristol regarding
the Facing History proposal. Is my recollection correct, did you
have some conversations with him?

Dr. CURRY. Yes.
Mr. WEISS. You did. Because in response to a question that Mr.

Yates put to you, you seem to indicate that you had no conversa-
tions with Mr. Kristol.

Dr. CURRY. No. I have never denied that.
Mr. WEISS. You did have conversations?
Dr. CURRY. Yes, I did.
Mr. WEISS. Now, Dr. Manno, I assume that given the newspa-

per's publicity about Facing History in 1987, that come 1988, the
Facing History proposal was a matter of clear knowledge within
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the Department, is that right? There was no secret about the fact
that there was an application penning?

Dr. MANNO. No, sir. No secret.
Mr. WEISS. Right. When. I asked you about conversations that

you INA with Di. Finn, you said that you couldn't redly remember
any of the substance of the conversation except that you had said
at one point that the process was unusual.

Now, amplify that for me? What, in your opinion, was unusual?
Dr. MANNO. About the process?
Mr. WEISS. Yes. Right.
Dr. MANNO. Reached in making a decision about Facing History?
Mr. WEISS. Right.
Dr. MANNO. I did think that it was a bit unusual that a conversa-

tion occurred between Dr. Curry and Mr. Kristol.
Mr. WEISS. About that?
Dr. MANNO. Yes.
Mr. WEISS. Now, where do you fit into the chain of command

here?
Dr. MANNO. I will use some bureaucratic language to explain

that.
Mr. WEISS. Please.
Dr. MANNO. There is an Assistant Secretary, who at that time

was Dr. Finn. There was a Deputy for Policy and Planning, who at
that time was Mr. Preston.

Then there was a Director of Operatic ns, who at that time was a
gentleman by the name of Mr. Gonzmart. There was no Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for Operations at that time.

My formal title at that time was Chief of Staff. That responsibil-
ity involved coordinating on a day-to-day babiz. the internal oper-
ations of OERI.

That included things like budget, planning, procarement issues,
FTE, S&E Budget, as opposed to the program budget. So it involved
working with a variety of staff people who performed those func-
tions. And my primary responsibility was to make sure that the
system worked, that the place moved on a day -to-d; j basis.

Mr. WEISS. And when you did have the conversation with Dr.
Finn about how unusual you thought, was the discussion between
Dr. Curry and Mr. Kristol --

Dr. MANNO. Sir, I did not say that, and if this is the impression I
gave, I want to correct it. I did not say I had a discussion with Dr.
Finn -,bout how unusual it was that a conversation took place be-
tween Dr. Curry and Mr. Kristol. I found out about that conversa-
tion later.

I did not have a conversation with Dr. Finn on the conversation,
because I didn't know, in fact, that a conversation had occurred
until after the fact.

Mr. WEISS. I am trying to establish for the record what, in fact,
the conversation was and what the substance of the convers-Aion
was between you and Dr. Finn.

Dr. MANNO. Yes, sir.
Mr. WEISS. So could you enlighten us on that?
Dr. MANNO. My recollection of the conversation was that, it was

probably less than 15 seconds, .--fl it was within the context of a
variety of other issues.

,)8



55

Dr. Finn and I had sometimes daily conversations about a varie-
ty of issues, related to the day-to-day operations of OERI. The con-
text was probably the procurement schedules and keeping track of
the procurement schedules because this slate was a slate that had
a scheenle that needed to be met. The context would have been the
day-to-day situation at OERI in meeting the schedule. In fact, it
probably was on why there was some delay in the program in send-
ing forth the developer demonstrator slate related to the competi-
tion that is being discussed.

Mr. WEISS. Right, and specifically as it related to Facing History.
Dr. MANNO. Not Facing History as zilch, but the competition

part of which included, of course, Facing History.
Mr. WEISS. So, what I don't understand, here we have a subject

matter which is not to put too fine a point on it, controversial
within some aspects within the Department of Education?

Dr. MANNO. Correct.
Mr. WEISS. And there al discussions going all the way cl, to the

'Chief of Staff of the Secretary of Education about it. It is not a
matter that is just handled, "on the basis of professional judg-
met."

It 1..- handled on the basis of what will the Secretat y think about
it, or what will the Chief of Staff think about it. And here you are
having some conversation about it with Dr. Finn, who was in that
line of operation, and yet, we can't tie down what went on, al-
though quite clearly something went on and some signals were
being sent.

And the conclusion that I draw, and nothing that I have heard
from tha witness' table dispels it, is that it was felt that there were
people of sufficient stature outside of the Department of Education,
to name one, Ms. Schlafly, who were so exercised by the possibility
of this program being funded, that no matter what the scoring or
the rating was going to be, for the sakr of keeping peace within an
aspect of the family of the administration, there was going to be no
funding for Facing History. That is the sense that I get. And I
would like to be able to have somebody dispel that by saying, oh,
no, we went and spoke to Mr. Kristol about it and he said none of
that stuff we don't care what .is. Schlafly said, this is all being
done on the record.

Nobody comes forward and says what happened. What we have
on the record is all these intimations about objectivity or lack of it
oecause of Nazis and Ku Klux Klan and antiwar and anti-Chris-
tian, and Ms. Schlafly's letter.

If you can help to dispel any of that for the record, now is the
time to do it. Otherwise I am left to draw my own conclusions as I
have said I do.

Dr. MANNO. I think you need to keep in mind, and perhaps this
is a clarification of my role in this general process, that I was not
responsible for making policy decisions in any general sense of the
word. Oftentimes I was not involved in discussions on NDN.

In fact, the Deputy for Policy took it upon himself in a special
way to be involved in all discussions related to the NDN, including
the development of regulations. This was his special purview.

,i9
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So a passing reference to a procuren.ent item in the course of a
conversation with Dr. Finn would not have been unusual. That
nould have been pretty much the general state of events.

Mr. WEISS. So in any event, there is no way, you are in no posi-
tion to shed any light on this, because that was not really within
your responsibilities, to be familiar with the specifics of what was
going on?

Dr. MANNO. No, unless it pertained to schedules or those types of
activities.

Mr. WEISS. OK. Again, I have no further questions.
If any of the panelists wish to make any closing statement, this

is a good time to do it.
Dr. CURRY. I have one, sir.
Mr. WEISS. Dr. Curry.
Dr. CURRY. I strongly support Holocaust education.
Mr. WEISS. Well, you know the old saying, pretty is as pretty

does.
I thank you very much.
Dr. CURRY. I am pleased to be working to get the U.S. Holocaust

Memorial Council to be part of the National Diffusion Network.
Dr. MANNO. Sir, may I respond to your invitation?
Just a brief comment.
I would like to reiterate the two points I made in my opening

statement.
Namely, that Facing History is part of the NDN network of pro-

grams. In fact, it has been for quite some time.
And second: The Department has never denied the application of

Facing History, based on the program's alleged to Christians, and
the Department has consistently and continues to reject the com-
ments made by Christina Price on this program.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much.
The record wil.', speak for itself at this point.
I add my appreciation to all of you for participating in my hear-

ing today.
Our second panel is comprised of Margot Stern Strom, dire :tor of

Facing History and Ourselves, and Max McConkey, director, Na-
tional Dissemination Study Group.

Would you please approach the witness table?
Do you affirm that the testimony you are about to give will be

the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?
Let the record indicate that each of the witnesses responded in

the affirmative.
We are pleased that you are able to rearrange your schedules to

be with us on relatively short notice. And Ms. Strom 1 think we
will begin with your testimony, if that is all right?

Ms. STROM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WEISS. Do you want to go first?
Mr. McCoram. We were discussing that.
Ms. &mom. Will I have an opportuhity to respond when he is fin-

ished?
Mr. WEISS. Of course.
If you prefer to have Mr. McConkey go first, that is all right, too.

As a matter of convenience, I called on you first because your
name is listed first on my sheet.

bll
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Ms. STROM. The chronology of events Mr. McConkey will give
will be helpful.

STATEMENT OF MAX McCONKEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL DISSEMINATION STUDY GROUP

Mr. MCCONKEY. 1 ask that my prepared statement be made part
of the record.

Mr. WErss. Without objection, that will be done.
Mr. MCCONKEY. I am David Max McConkey, executive director of

the National Dissemination Study Group, a nonprofit association of
educators from throughout the country. The study group's purpose
is to promote school improvement through the dissemination of
educational practices that have proven to be successful. The special
area of interest for our association is the National Diffusion Net-
work.

We appreciate the invitation to testify. We, in our association,
consider this testimony as a form of protest against a series of in-
justices committed at the U.S. Department of Education. While the
denial of funds to the Facing History, Holocaust education program
is the single most outrageous example of the Department of Educa-
tion's abuse of authority, it is only one example.

And I would like to focuswith Ms. Strom talking about the par-
ticular Facing History issueon my association's perspective on
the larger context: on abuses as they relate to the peer review proc-
ess.

The injustices that have occurred are not only the denial of the
Facing History project, but the development by the Department of
an elaborate coverup, pieces of which were revealed in testimony
that you just received, and subsequent decisions by the Department
to deny eight other deserving grant applicants in addition to
Facing History, the support that they earned in order to cover up
the specific decision to keep Facing History from being funded.

But I think that the principal injustice, and I think Mr. Yates
spoke to this, jlist a few minutes ago, is the sad case of a process of
feir and equitable treatment that American citizens and grant ap-
plicants can expect from the U.S. Government being violated.

I won't go into great detail, but my statement has a chronology
of or description of the process applicants go through in the Na-
tional Diffusion Network. I realize from this morning's testimony
that these various phases are somewhat confusing.

In order for a project to be included in the National Diffusion
Network, it needs to be a practice the was developed locally. It
needs to hay z had a careful evaluation and have nad the outcome
of that evaluation presented to a Federal panel, which reviews and
makes decisions about how exemplary the program is. Then, and
only then, after that process has been completed and the project
has passed that scrutiny, does it be-ome part of the National Diffu-
sion Network.

Dr. Manno mentioned on a couple of occasions that Facing Histo-
ry is part of the National Diffusion Network. It is, indeed, because
it went through that initial process, and so did over 400 other pro-
grams since 1974, since the National Diffusion Network was cre-
ated. That doesn't imply any kind of funding, and many of these
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NDN programs are unable to be disseminated because they don't
have any support.

Others have some support from other sources; there is a whole
range in that 400. Facing History has applied unsuccessfully, as
you heard already this morning, for funding on a number of occa-
sions.

My association works very closely with the Department and has
a great deal of respect for the people within the Education Depart-
ment, but we have noted a troubling trend i:i which the Facing
History story is but one example. I would like to start back in 1983
when the Assistant Secretary of Education, Donald Senese, abrupt-
ly ended the funding of 13 of these NDN developer demonstrator
projects.

He similarly halted the funding of three more grants that were
already in operation, a year later. The Assistant Secretary's stated
reasons for arbitrarily canceling these Federal grants, was that he
alone had concluded that their continuation was, "not in the best
interest of the government."

I might note that some of the programs that he canceled at that
time were drug education programs which he considered to be of-
fensive to his conservative constituency. Only 2 years later the ad-
ministration concluded that drug education was, in fact, a priority,
and they were then put in the position of need;.,g to support the
programs which Dr. Senese had canceled just a few years before.

Dr. Senese's explanation for canceling them really marked our
entry into a period when the Department of Education began to
condone arbitrary and capricious grant funding decisions by politi-
cal appointees determined to impose their own ideological bias on
American education. When the new Secretary, William Bennett,
announced a reorganization of the Department, Chester Finn re-
placed Donald Senese. NDN was transferred to the newly created
Office of Educational Research and Improvement. Finn imposed a
set of new steps within OERI that had great impact on the Depart-
ment's procedures for allowing grant applications to be evaluated
by a panel cf reviewers.

They are called "peer reviewers," as Mr. Yates noted, because
they are presumably representative, they have expertise in the
fields of education, and they are nominated because of their sub-
stantive qualifications.

Among Dr. Finn's innovations was the requirement that all field
reviews be approved personally by him. By the time Shirley Curry
joined OERI in 1986, as the first permanent director of the new
& 'ognition Division, the stage had been set for the direct manipu-
lation of what had traditionally been in a reaso.iably equitable, ob-
jective process used by the Department for reviewing grant applica-
tions and making funding award decisions.

It is clear that the grant reviewers employed by OERI's Recogni-
tion Division to assess the qualifications of applications by Facing
History and Ourselves, first in 1986 and then in 1987, were ap-
proved, if not hand selected, by Dr. Curry. Indeed, documents that
my association was provided by the Department through a Free-
dom of Information Act request show that a review panel, appar-
ently assembled by Curry in December 1986 included at least four

F;2
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of six reviewers who were Curry friends, associates, or contacts
including Christina Price.

In fact, the way Assistant Secretary Finn and those around him
managed this grant review process was seen as such a problem
that the Senate report accompanying the fiscal year 1988, Labor,
HHS appropriations bill for education contained the following lan-
guage. 'The Appropriations Committee continues to be concerned
about the integrity of peer review procedures used by the Office of
Educational Research and Improvement.

"During the fiscal year 1988 hearing, the committee uncovered
practices by an Assistant SecretaryDr. Finnwho used his au-
thority in an attempt to influence the outcome of the process by
encouraging the selection of reviewers known to be favorable to a
particular proposal.

"The committee, therefore, expects the Secretary to monitor per-
sonally all review procedures at OERI."

So, meanwhile, as you heard this morning, OERI, in addition tc
these peer review violations, was attempting to institutionalize the
ideological review of all future National Diffusion Network grants.
This device was called the program significance panel review.

In essence, the PSP was a panel whose job it was to impose pan-
elists' own judgments about what was "appropriate" for funding by
the Federal Government.

The very concept of this panel flew in the face of the underlying
philosophy of the National Diffusion Network, that the Federal
Government plays but two roles with respect to the dissemination
of locally developed school improvement programs.

The first is to assess whether the program has been effective at
the site where it was developed, and the second is to provide some
financial support for the dissemination.

The decision about whether to adopt an NDN programor, for
that matter, whether the program is appropriate for adoptionhas
always been made by each, individual, schoolits teachers, admin-
istrators, parents, and school boards.

It was, in fact, preliminary versions of the Program Significance
Panel that originally kept Facing History from being successfully
nominated for funding.

Over the objections of nearly 300 educators, plus nearly 100
Members of Congress, all of whom wrote the Education Depart-
ment last year to protest the inclusion of the Program Significance
Panel in the NDN regulations, the Department decisionmakers
made the PSP a permanent part of the grant application review
process, in August 1987. Congress stepped in, however, and, in tech-
nical amendments to the reauthorization of the NDN earlier this
year, H.R. 5, abolished the Significance Pan 4.

With OERI on notice that its selection of peer reviewers was
under careful scrutiny, the Program Significance Panel abolished,
and media attention having been focused on previous "unfair to
Nazi" Department reviews of Facing History, my association ex-
pected a reasonably fair grant review process to be conducted this
year. As it turned out, we were quite naive in holding those expec-
tations.

It appears that, being dead-set against, funding Facing History,
Dr. Curry manipulated the peer review process this year so as to
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keep that program from being funded. But, in addition to that, the
fallout is nearly as bad as the case in 1983 with Dr. Senese.

Now none of the developer-demonstrator applicants in five differ-
ent categories, that had been previously determined by the Secre-
tary to be priorities, have received support.

These applicants received a cumulative average grant review
score of 86, of a possible 100, with average scores for some of these
programs that are now being denied funding as high as 93, 94, and
95.

These projects are in important educational priority areas as
identified by the Secretary, like adult literacy, and comprehension
analysis and problem solving. One project, in the gifted and talent-
ed category, received more program adoptions in the National Dif-
fusion Network last year than any other program, but was denied
funding because of this whole scheme.

The services of these exemplary programs are desperately needed
by the American schools, but they are not to be funded this year.

The reason seems to be fairly clear. Phyllis Schlafly, head of the
Eagle Forum and a leader of a far right political movement, has
deemed one of these projects, Facing History, as unacceptable to
her. Unfortunately, seven other deserving projects seem to have
gotten in the way of Dr. Curry as she has attempted to find some
legitimate way to satisfy the demands of Ms. Schlafly.

It was certainly appropriate for Ms. Schlafly, as a citizen, to ex-
press her opinion to Government officials, but Dr. Curry and other
Department political appointees have a responsibility that Ms.
Schlafly does not have. They are Government officials entrusted to
follow rules and to act in such matters fairly and decently, and all
evidence uncovered to date suggests they did not.

The steps that Dr. Curry took last summer, which I have termed
"Grantscam," apparently started with the recognition that to keep
Facing History from being funded would require action that would
certainly call attention to itself given the publicity in the newspa-
pers last year.

So a decision apparently was made, with approvals from officials
at the highest level of the Department, apparently, that entire cat-
egories of projects would not be funded so as to disguise the at-
tempt to get one particular project.

Because of this so-called policy decision, Department officials
were able to announce, again today, that despite receiving a No. 1
rating in its category, in a category that the Secretary had deemed
to be among the highest priorities for this year, the Department
has chosen not to fund any projects in the history, geography, and
civics category.

The decision to not fund was not made until after Facing Histo-
ry, with proposal review scores averaging 89, including one score of
97, emerged as an approved applicant for NDN support.

But apparently Department officials believed that a move to
deny funding to DD applicants only in the history, geography, and
civics category would also appear transparent, so they seem to
have tried to cover that objective by moving to eliminate a few
other entire DD funding categories as well.

The move provided Dr. Curry with an opportunity she had
needed to take complete control, or she wanted apparently to take
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complete control, over the selection and deselection of developer-
demonstrator applications, despite peer review, their ratings, and
rankings. Whatever her motivations, she chose seven other projects
in four other categories, including another one in the history, geog-
raphy, and civics category, to be cut.

If these actions, a series of actions by Dr. Senese, Dr. Curry and
others, go unchallenged, we believe that dangerous precedents will
have been set for future administrations.

Political appointees will feel comfortable using the Federal grant
and contracts procedures for rewarding their friends, for pursuing
their own particular ideological perspectives, however narrow.

The NDN is already suffering and American schools will be the
ultimate losers. No longer will the schools have made available for
them a wide variety, a wide array of exemplary program choices.
The Federal Government, in the persons of the Department of Edu-
cation Assistant Secretary and the Division Directors, will be
making those choices for them. Ironically, the Big Brother, whom
this administration has so often warned us about, may have ar-
rived already because of its actions.

Justice Louis Brandeis wrote that "the greater dangers to liberty
lurk in the insidious encroachment of men of zeal, well-meaning
but without understanding."

The National Diffusion Network is a superb program. It brings
exemplary school improvement developments to teachers and class-
rooms that need them, but it has been ill-served by political parti-
sans disguised as educational experts within the U.S. Department
of Education.

Too often within the past 5 years the Department's management
positions have been filled with zealots, "well-meaning but without
understanding."

We believe, with Justice Brandeis, that they pose "great danger
to our liberty."

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. McConkey follows:]

91-635 0 - 89 - 3
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OPENING STATEMENT BY: DAVID MAX MCCONKEY,

NATIONAL DISSEMINATION STUDY GROUP,

before the

SUBCOMMITTEt ON HUMAN RESOURCES AND

INTERGGVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

of the

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

19 October 1988

Mr Chalrms;" and Members of the Committee

am David Max McConkey, Esecut. 'e Director of the National
Dissemination Study Group, a non-profit association of educators horn
throughout the country The Study Groups purpose is to promote school
improvement through the dissemination of educational practices that have proven
to be successful The special area of interest for our association is the National
Diffusion Network

We appreciate your invitation to testify I see my testimony In the form of
protest agalnat injustice. because it is a whole series of injustices that have been

committed at the United States Department of Education within the past few
months and years that bring us together in this hearing room today

Specifically, these injustices include --

the denial of National Diffusion Network funds to the deserving
Holocaust education program, Facing History and Ourselves, which, according to an

objective assessment of criteria developed by the Department, was deserving of

that support.
the davelopment by Department offkisis of a cover-up scheme to

disguise their actual reason for denying Facing History the federal grant it

deserved. and

the subsequent decision by the Department to keep eight other
deserving grant applicants, in addition to Facing Histonj. the support they each

earned

The principal injustice that has been inflicted in this sad case is against
the processes of fair and equitable treatment that American citizens expect from

the United States Government

A PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION SUPPORTING THE DISSEMINATION

AND IMPLEMENTATION OF EXEMPLARY SCHOOL
IMPROVEMENT PRACTICES AND PROCESSES
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In July. then-Eduard, Secretary Walborn J Bennett was quoted In USA Tbday magazine assaying about the definition 'good character',

we shotdd 6r .de specific traits such as thoughtfubiess.ftdettly. Wildness, chbgence. honesty.fairness. selfda pine. respect for law and to y one's guidance by accepted and tested
stassincts of Matt and wrong. rather than W..* example. one's personal preferences

Using Secretary Bennett's definition. I. as an educator, would haveto give the officials In theDepartment that he administered an in character. They have substituted deceptiveness for
honesty. bias and subjectivity for fanners, and manipulation of technical regulations for respect oflaw. Further, rather than *taking as their) guidance accepted and tested standards of right and
wrong.' they have substituted their "own personal preferences' and those of their Mende from fringepolitical groups outside of the Department.

Allow me to back up, and first explain what the National Diffusion Network is. The NON,reauthorized earlier this year as a result of the passage of the Hawkins- Stafford School ImprovementAct, is program creatal in 1974 and administered prat through the Department ofHealth.
Education. and Welts:era Office of Education, later through the Department of Education's Mee of
Educational Research and Improvement The NDN is designed to any out the Congressional
mandate to Improve educational quality through the dissemination of exemplary to schooldistricts thror grout the nation -- thus promoting and encouraging excellence m ued

The NatIonal Diffusion Nete...rit

The National Diffasion Network operates through two bane components -- State Facilitatorsand Developer Demonstratota State Facilitators. located in every state. provide information about
education programs to public school districts (as wet! as to private and parochial schools) seeking toImprove their educational practices Developer Demonstrators are projects throughout the country
that represent locally- developed. thoroughly implemented and evaluate& exemplary school
Improvement practices. Each program has been selected by a special federal board. this group (once
titled the Joint Dissemination Review Panel, now called the Program Eff,ctiveness Panel!. which
provides a thorough. non-political, expert. and objective aravossment of each project. certifies theeffectiveness of successful applicants

These exemplary school tmprovernent practices -- nearly 450 in all have been validated as
exemplary since the NON began -- are made available for dissemination through this national
system While limited resources have meant. unfortunately. that the Education Department is onlyable to fund. on average. total of about 85 Developer Demonstrator awards each year. all active.validated programs are described in catalogue -- 'Educational Programs That Work" -- sponsored by
our professional association The catalogue lists projects in writing. mathematics. reading. early
childhood education. human'ties. science. special education. bilingual andmigrant education, andapprcodmately 60 other categories

Essentially the National Diffusion Network Is successful American teachers helping otherteachers duplicate their with remade

In 1975 about 15.000 teachers, serving some 375,00C students, were trained by NationalDiffusion Network grantees By the mid-to-late-1980s. an average of over 80.000 teachers a year --
22,000 schools. reaching an estimated 2,500.000 U S school children -- are provided new skills
through the training provided by the dedicated staff of validated NDN projects across the country

The NDN a an enormously effective and cost-edlcient system for the Improvement ofAmerica's schools Long before the phrase 'What Works' became a popular phrase In the Education
D:partment the National Diffusion Network was proving that school programs that work can be
transplanted elsewhere with a duplication of the same successes (for armpit. in student achievement)achieved by the original developer.

Our pra..z.z.rmial association. the National Dissetnination Study Group. which represents the
men and women who operate the National Mu. AI Network grants. as well as educators in the
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schools that these programs serve throughout the country. leo .5 with -- and. over time. has been
largely supportive of -- the U S Education Department in f nagement of the NDN A number of
events have occurred in the past few years. unfortunately. have shaken our confidence in the
Department's intention to objectively and fairly administer program

History of bias

Back In 1983. then Department of Education Asststant Secretary Donald Senese abruptly
ended the funding of 13 Developer Demonstrator projects (He similarly halted funding to three more
DDs veer later. in May 1984 I The Assistant Secretary's stated reason, for arbitrarily cancelling
these federal grants was that he. alone, had concluded that their continuation war not in the best
interests of the government.' Period That explanation marked our entry into a period when the
Department of Education began to condone arbitrary and capricious grant funding decisions by
political appointees determined to Impose their Ideological biases on American education

When new Education Seaetary William Bennett announced a reorganization of the
Department. Chester Finn replaced Donald Senese. and the NDN was transferred to the newly created
Office of Educational Research and Improvement Finn tmposed set of new steps within OERI that
had great Impact on the Department's procedures for allowing grant appbcations to be reviewed by
panel of reviewer, -- 'peer reviewers they are called because most of them represent expertise in the
various education fields and are nominated because of their substantive qualifications to assess the
quality of the applications.

Among Finn's innovations was the requirement that all field reviewers be approved
personally by him By the time Shirley Curry joined OERI in 1985 as the first permanent director of
the office's Recognition Dtvision. the stage had been set for direct manipulation of what has
traditionally been rem nably equitable, objective process used by the Department for reviewing
grant applications and making funding award decisions

It is clear that the grant reviewers employed by OERI'. Recognition Division to assess the
qualifications of applications by Pacing History and Ourselves, first in 1988 and then in 1987. erne
approved, If not hand-selected, by Curry .ndeed. documents that my association was provided by the
Department (through a Freedom of Information Act request) show that at review panel assembled by
Curry in December 1905. at least four of the to reviewers were Curry friends. associates, or contacts
Mx testimony here today by linctng History's director. Margot Strom. will further deal with the facts
surrounding that project's reviews I

Finn and pow renew

In fact. the mina to which Assistant Secretary Finn and those amt. I him managed the grant
and contract review process was seen as such a problem by Congress that the Senate report 1100-189)
accompanying the FY 88 Labor-HRS. Education Appropriations bill contained the following

The (Appropriations/ Committee continues to be concerned about the
integray of peer-reutew procedures used by the Office of Educational
Research and Improvement During the fiscal year 1988-hearing. the
Committee uncovered practices by an assistant secretary RUN who used
his authority In an attempt tc influence the outcome of the process by
encouraging the selection of reviewers known to be favorable to a
particular proposal.

The Cornmatee. therefore. expects the Secretary IDesciettl to monitor
personalty all review procedures of the OM durbmi _fiscal year 1988 to
ensure that Department officials foilow the spire and the intent of
the peer-reuiew selection process'

Meanwhile, OM was making an attempt to institutionalize process for the subjective,
potentially Ideological review of all future NDN Developer Demonistrator grants The device was a
Program Signoficance Panel review, in essence a panel whose job it was to impose their own
judgements about what was "appropriate" for funding by the federal government

3
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fir veto concept of this panel flew In the fare of the underlying philosophy of the NationalDiffusion Network, that !lb federal government , ys but two roles with respect to the disseminationof locally developed scnool improvement program. The first is to assess whether the program hasbeen Bret at the site where It was developed. and the second. is to provide some financial supportfor the dissemination The decision about whether to adopt an NDN program -- or. for that matter.whether the program is uppeopnate for adoption has always been made by each. individual. school
-- its teacher., administr.....n. parents, and school boards. (It was, In fact. praminary versions ofthe Progr _n Significant land, that orginally kept Arcing History frim being successfully nominatedfor funding)

Over the objections of nearly 300 educators, plus nearly 100 Me. oers of Confess. all of wix.mwrote to the Education Department last year to protest the inclusion of tot Oetryam SigodiaucePanel in the NDN regulations. the Deportment decision makers made the PSI, a permanent part of the
grant application review protest. to August 1987. Congressstepped in. however, and. in technicalamendments to the reauthorbatirm of the NDN earlier Du rear tin HR 51, abolished the SignificancePanel.

With °BEd on vitice that Its selection of peer-reviewerswas under careful scrutiny. the
Rogan Significance Panel abolished. and media attentionhaving been focused on previous("unfair to Nazi, Department reviews of Facing History, my association expected a reasonably fairWant ,4ew process to be conducted this year As it turned out, we were quite naive in holding thosevenation'

Being absolutely des' -eel against funding Facing History. back In the bop for Its thirdsuccessive by at receiving NON support. Curry apparently so completely manipulated the peer-reviewprocess this year that the fall-out is as bad as at any time since 1983 nine Developer-Demo ostrator
applicants in five program categories determined to be "priorities' by the Secretary have been deniedsupport These applicants received a cumulative. average grant review score of 86 (of a possible 1001.with average scores for some of them as high as 93. 94. and 65 Among these projects. in importanteducational program categories like Adult latency. Comprehension. Analysis. and Problem Solvaug.and. Gifted and Talented, a category in which there is project that received more program adontionslast year than any other t antee to the National Diffusion Network

The services of these exemplary projects see desperately storied by American schools. But theywill not be supported by the NDN this year. and the reason is fairly clear: Phyllis Schlally. the headof the "Eagle Forum.' and leader of Far Right political movement, has deemed one of these
projects. Facing firstory, as unacceptable to her Unfortunately. seven other deserving projects seem tohave gotten in Dr Curry. way as she has attempted to find a means to legitimately satisfy thedemands of Mrs SthIsA,, who had expressed her bias against Facing History in 1987 letter toSecretary Bennett's Chief of Stall, William Bristol

It ts certainly appropriate for Mrs Schlsily. as a citizen, to express her opinions togovernmental sandals Put Dr. Curry and the other Department political appointees haveresponsibility Mrs, Schlafly does not have they are government officials entrusted to follow rulesand to act In such matters fairly and decently All evidenceuncovered to date scdgests that they didnot.

"Grantscom'

The steps Dr. Curry took this summer, which I call, 'Grantscam," apparently started withrecognition the, to keep Facing History from being funded would require action that would callattention to h- motives So. a decision was apparently made. with approval from officials at highlevels in the Depai anent, that entire categories of projects would not be funded Because of this"policy" decision. Department Jfficials are able to announce -- presumably with straight faces -- thatFacing Htstory, for maniple, despite receiving a s1 ratt.g in Its category, will not be funded in 1988because the Department has chosen not to fund any projects In the 'History Geography. and Civics"category

Of course, the decision to deny funding to entire categories of projects was not made until after?ming History -- with proposal review scores averaging 59 (of '00). including one score of 97 --emerged as an approved applicant for NDN support
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t. ap -ready Deportment ofticials believed that move to deny funding to DD applicants
only In toe 'Illas.ory. Geography and Civics" category would also appear transparent, so they seem to
have tied to cover tint objective by moving to eliminate few other entire DD funding categories as
well

Such move must have provided Curry just the means she needed to take complete control
over the selection and de-selection of DD applicants, regardless of peer review. ratings. and rankings
Whatever her motivations. she chose seven other projects In four other categories lone other
to- be- approved applicant In the 'History. Geography and Civics priority a.ea had also been cut when
that ntegory was eliminated).

Among the categories chosen was 'Adult Literacy.' with only one approved applicant --
experleoced NDN project CAMS, which had an average review score of 93; and 'Gifted and Talented."
which had as sucennful applicants three veteran DD.. including Project SAGE. with over 700 NDN
adoptions last year and an average review score of 94 Now, also de-funded was DD veteran Project
CLOGS which had received one of the season's highest external review scores (surpassed by only two
other applicants) an M. 99. and 100. for an average score of 96 Other successful DD projects
would also fall. Including Mints Unlimited. one of the o. gnat 11974) NDN projects and one of the
most popular, with nearly 900 school adoptions during the most recent reporting school year

Allegiance to radical conservative ideological philosophy is the principal justification the
Department officials any eve privately for their successful efforts to again cieny Facing Man and
Ourselves DD funding But vengesnoe against projects that actively fought the Department's Program
Significance Panel and other proposed regulatory features last year may be behind some of these
moves.

Activist DD Barbara Brenner of New Jersey, director of Project CLIMB, last year
single-handedly organised the greatest number of letters -- from adopters. educational supporters.
Members of Congress and others -- In opposition to ED-proposed NDN regulations developed or
supported by Shirley Curry

Conclusion

Whatever the explanations. what we observe here is cynical (and to date successful) attempt
by political appointees within the U.S. Education Department to to circumvent an established set of
prom w -- ones which they originally invented and to which they continue to pay bp-service -- the
peet new assessment of gran Applications and fair and equitable funding decisions based on those
reviews.

ff the actions of Seam. Curry, and others go unchallenged, dangerous precedents may have
already been set for future Administrations Political appointees will feel comfortable using the
federal grant and contracts procedures for rewarding friends, and for punning their own particular
ideological nerspectives, however narrow. The NDN is already suffering. and America's schools will
be the ultimate losers No longer will they have made available for them wide array of exemplary
progrivx choices The federal government. in the pm sons of the Department of Education's assistant
secretaries alai division directors, will be making those choices for them. Ironically, the Big Brother.
whoa this Administration has so often warned us about, may have arrived already because of its
actions

Justice Louis Brandeis wrote that 'the greater dangers to liberty lurk In the Insidious
encroachment of men of zeal. well-meaning but without understanding " The National Diffusion
Network. superb program, bringing exemplary school improvement developments to the teachers
and classrooms that need them, has been 111-served Ly political partisans disguised as educational
experts within the L..Ited States Department of Education.

Too often (thin the past five ye t. the Department's management positions have been filled
with zealots. "well-meaning but without understanding' They have !one much harm, and. as Justice
B rawleis recognized. we believe that they pose great danger to our liberty.

Thank r. , Mr Chairman
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Mr. Weiss. Thank you, Mr. McConkey.
Ms. Strom.

STATEMENT OF MARGOT STERN STROM, DIRECTOR, FACING
HISTORY AND OURSELVES

Ms. STROM. I will be brief.
My name is Margot Stern Strom, executive director of Facing

History and Ourselves, National Foundation, Inc. I am asking that
you put my statement in the record, please.

I would also like to enter the statement of one of our board of
directors, Allan Ryan, who was with the U.S. Justice Department
from 1980 to 1983 in charge of investigating Nazi war crimi-nals

Mr. Wass. That, too, will be entered in the record.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Ryan follows:]
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STATEMENT OF ALLAN A. RYAN, JR.
TO THE HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE

OF THE HOUSE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COML'TTEE
OCTOBER 19, 1988

Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for inviting me to testify before this

subcommittee. I regret that an unmovable commitment at Harvard

prevents my appearing personally before you this morning, and I

appreciate the opportunity to submit this statement.

From 1980 until 1983, I was the d. -tor of the Office of

Special Investigations, U.S. Department of Justice, and as such

I was responsiN.e for carrying out the Congressional mandate to

investigate and prosecute Nazi war criminals in this country.

In 1983, I served as special assistant to the Attorney General

and carried out the investigation of Klaus Barbie's ties to

American intelligence after World War II.

For the past several years, I have been in the Office of

General Counsel of Herverd University, but I have continued to

write and lecture on Nazis in America and, more generally, on

the American response to the Holocaust during and after it

happened.

FACING N I S T O C N A N O O U R S E L V E S N A I FOUNONION INC 25 KENNAPOROAD BROOKUNE MAO2M6. ót7432.1595
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I am also a member of the Board of Directors of Facing

History and Ourselves National Foundation, Inc., and it is in

that capacity that I submit this statement. I have been

affiliated with Facinc History and Ourselves because I believe

deeply that young people in our country must be taught the

awful consequence of racial and religious prejudice, and must

learn to recognize and fight it in their own lives.

This is, of course, an issue that touches all of u- --

black and white, Christian and Jew, young and old. But

especially the young, for it is then tnat attitudes of

tolerance, understanding, and concern for others are formed. I

believe in a very simple formula: if we can teach our children

to understand and respect those whose race or religion is

different from their own, and if we can teach than to recognize

the corrosive and often tragic consequences of bigotry, we will

bring up a generation of adults who hate nothing but hatred

itself, who understand the meaning of tolerance and respect,

and wh.1 will pass those values on to their own children.

7 3
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This is hard work. Platitudes don't last. Children

themselves, and especially blacks, Hispanics and other

minorities, understand all too soon and too well what prejudice

means. Many children who are not normally victims of prejudice

all too so a take on the mantle of intolerance because no one

has taught them differently.

Facing History and Ourselves tries to break that chain.

We have no political agenda. We are neither a liberal

organization nor a conservative one. We are liberals,

coaservatives, Repvtiicans, Democrats, blacks, Jews,

Christians, old and young, working together in our common

belief that as Americans we must teach our children that

bigotry and intolerance have no place in their generation, in

our community, or in our nation.

We work in the schools, at the request of -- and with the

indispensable support of -- teachers, administrators and

community leaders who recognize the need for this education but

who often do not have the time, the expertise, or the money to

develop it on their own. We subscribe to no educational theory

except the one that believes that if teachers bring serious

matters before their studentz and discuss them in a serious,
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thoughtful way, the students will respond. We don't believe in

scaring or disturbing students; we believe in educating them in

history and in current events so that they will understand that

they do not live in a vacuum.

To do this, we work primarily with their own teachers,

because we believe that those teachers are best qualified to

relate the lessons of history to the problems their students

experience from day to day. I may be a poor teacher for

Hispanic students in East Los Angeles, but I and my colleagues

at Facing History can work together with the teachers in East

Los Angeles and elsewhere who are looking for ways to bring the

lessons of history home to their classrooms. Last summer, at a

Facing History workshop in Boston, a tt,cher from Texas

approached me after a discussion and said, simply, "I

understand this bettar now." That's why we do what we do.

All this costs money. We pay our staff -- most of whom

are former teachers and administrators themselves -- modestly,

but the money has to come from somewhere. We are fortunate in

having been able to raise some funds privately, and we will

continue to do so, but the loss of dissemination funding

through the Department of Education's National Diffusion

Network has hurt. We are particularly disappointed in the
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funding cutoff because the Facing History curriculum had

received such outstanding marks from the professional educators

who had reviewed it and from those in the Department who had

worked most closely with us. I respectfully urge this

subcommittee to use its oversight responsibilities to see that

the Department's decision is thoroughly scrutinized.

Over 40 years ago, Justice Robert H. Jackson, chief

American prosecutor at the trial of the major Nazi war

criminals at Nuremburg, told the International Military

Tribunal, "The wrongs which we seek to condemn and punish have

been so calculated, so malignant and so devastating that

civilization cannot tolerate their being ignored because it

cannot survive their being repeated."

The purpose of education is to drive out ignorance, where

the malignancies of bigotry and hatred flourish. This is not a

job for us as Jews or Christians, as black or white, as

liberals or conservatives. it is a job for us as Americans.

We believe we can do it, because we cannot afford to believe

anything else. Plea live us, and more importantly the

teachers in our come sties -- your communities -- the support

we need.

6
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Ms. STROM. Would you also put in the record the letters of teach-
ers, parents, and students which appear in a packet we brought
with us that is available for you and I might add these parents,
these students and administrators come from schools in Albuquer-
que and southwest of Califoraia, and Chicago and Memphis, TN,
the Smokey Mountains, across the country.

[The letters referred to are in app. 1, p. 106.]
Ms. STROM. I could sing tne song to you from coast-to-coast. I

would also like to recognize, if you would, the people who are in
this room, persons who speak in classroom& -cross the country, one
of whom, Leon Bass, recently spoke when President Reagan spoke
at the Holocaust Memorial Council's laying of a cornerstone for the
U.S. Holocaust Museum.

This man is one of the men who gees into the classrooms where
often there are more police in the classroom hallways than there
are teachers. He has visited in South Boston High School for
Facing History often.

Mr. WEISS. I have heard you speak. Thank you.
Ms. STROM. He was at Buchenwald as an American soldier in

World War II and goes into a classroom where people ask is this
our history and he discusses that question with them. He has been
in Mempl is and Palm Beach, Philadelphia, and so on.

Other ,ople in this office come from Virginia and Maryland.
They are regional coordinators, people who have seen Facing Histo-
ry in action and I appreciate the colleagueship and their support
here.

I also want to thank you for showing the video tape of Facing
History and that is where I will begin and end very quickl: , so I
can answer your questions.

'1 he video tape that you saw was a short visit to Facing History.
It gives you some idea of how we allow teachers to come to semi-
nars, to institutes and workshops to sit with people from the
clergy, parents and often young students from junior high and high
school and college. to learn about this history, to think about a
methodology and then to decide what kind of program they would
like to take back to their own school community.

It is very important that you know that there is no packaged cur-
riculum. Facing History and Ourselves produces a miniencyclope-
dia; w e call it a resource book because text books have been
dumbed down and are inadequate. In that resource book we repro-
duce the comments of teachers, students, gentiles, Jews, blacks,
whites and it is continually revised with the comments of the par-
ents, adults and teachers.

We also give the scholarship of the historythe latest scholar-
ship, if we can, on such issues as America's involvement, why did
Truman insist on the Nuremberg trials, what relevance does this
history have to the Cambodian genocide. How do people under-
stand anything about what is going on in the Soviet Union now
without understanding this history.

So it serves as a resource book for teachers, students and, again,
it is not mandated, not required. Some teachers will choose materi-
als from it to create their own course.

We also house a library of materials that teachers cannot afford,
materials that have come from television shows. For instance, Bill
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Moyer's materials such as "A Walk Through the Twentieth Centu-
ry" and a video tape of Myan Angelo talking about going into a
classroom to tap children's creativity to see them as moral philoso-
phers, materials that Alfred Hitchcock edited for the British when
the British and others took extermination camp film and brought
it to the public light.

We can bring those materials to classrooms. Teachers do not
have those in their own libraries. Facing His ory's library is na-
tional and international and we get private sum, in for that library
and for those materials and for that kind of a dissemination effort.

We applied to the National Diffusion Network believing that we
were asking for our fair share. We applied according to its regula-
tion.

We were told in 1988, this last application, that history had been
chosen as a No. 3 priority, and that Secretary Bennett believed
deeply in history and ethics. We were encouraged to apply and
promised fair review this time.

We did indeed apply for the third time in the past 5 years. We
feel rather brutilized by those comments.

The idea that a reviewer could in their misguided relativism sug-
gest that we should ive former Nazis or the Nazi point of view
represented in the way that I understand Christina Price suggests
is absolutely inappropriate.

I might suggest that most of the film footage that we use in the
classroom was the Nazi film footage which they took to document
the Third Reich, such films of the Warsaw Ghetto, for example,
were documented by the Nazis and it is that kind of film footage
used. The Nazi film documents when Hitler asked Eva Braun how
did you like "Gone With the Wind," we have that to take into the
classroom.

We did not create that film and neither did the American sol-
diers. That film was created by the Nazis so perhaps that is the
Nazi point of view.

I might also suggest to you that when one visits Facing History,
one also visits children in Hispanic communities who are sitting in
isolation in classrooms with teachers who feel very burned out.
These teachers who have said to the reason they have stayed in
teaching is because Facing History has made a difference.

I might also suggest to you if you were to walk into one of those
schools in the urban neighborhoods of Boston, you might also like
to walk out, but some of those teachers have told us that they are
staying there and teaching because Facing History has been able to
support them.

When Facing History comes into a school system, it invites the
librarian, guidance person, the art teacher and those other school
personnel to go to create a course. As professionals they have found
a way to integrate materials and be truly interdisciplinary. As a
result, students are asked at the end of the course to think about
how people memorialize events in history.

During that time they try to figure out why George Washington
is dressed in a toga in fmnt of the Senate and talk about monu-
ments. They talk about V le Vietnam Memorial, what kind of con-
troversy was there about this monument.
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Then they look at the memorials throughout Europe to the con-
centration camps and then they discuss how education can be a
living memorial, a kind of monument.

Art teachers come into the class and deal wi+h propaganda and
so co. I would love to be able to continue thiJugh this walk-
through of Facing History, but I think the best thing I can do is
end with two thingsactually three.

One is that I would like to request help from the Congress, from
you, Chairman Weiss, in discovering some type of funding so those
schools that we applied for could indeed get the services of Facing
History.

We are talking about schools in the past who applied to use
Facing History that serve underserved children. We could not find
foundations in their local neighborhoods and their schools to sup-
port their requests.

We could not find funding for them and they could not find fund-
ing. We are talking about people from rural Maine who asked for
this program, people from Albuquerque, NM, who said it dealt with
the needs that they had because of racial tension and bigotry and
intolerance and we are talking about schools in urban areas that
could not find supportand had underserved populations and
could not get this funding.

So I would like to request your help in getting this funding or an
assurance that there will be fair funding opportunity for Facing
Hie Lary and fair review.

E:?,cond, I would like to end with just two more things. The
second one would be the notion one of the philosophers who has
documented this history, Hannah Arendt, said she sat at the Eich-
man trial and saw what she saw as the ultimate Socratic evil:
Thoughtlessness, and she raised the question after sitting at Eich-
man's trial, what if we could get people to abstain from evil by get-
ting them to think about thinking, putting themselves in other per-
son s shoes, seeing the world through another person and other
people's lens.

I suggest this is one of the guiding principies of Facing History,
we really hope that junior high school students will begin to move
from the concrete thinking that they have been doing to begin to
include some of the abstract thinking that will help them under-
stand the violence that they see on television, the violence that
they see around them and they will be able to think about how
they can move from perhaps being prejudiced and intolerant to
making a difference and being tolerant and I think the quotations
we have submitted here will show that students do, in fact, move to
becoming a better citizen in a democratic society.

Finally, I would like to end with a very short poem. This is a
poem that a principal gives to a teacher at the beginning of every
school year and he puts this poem in the mailbox.

It says, "Dear teacher: I am a survivor of a concentration camp.
My eyes saw what no man should witness, gas chambers built by
learned engineers, children poisoned by educated physicians, in-
fants killed by trained nurses, women and babies shot and burned
by high school and college graduates.

"So I am suspicious of education. My request is help your stu-
dents become human. Your efforts must never produce learned
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monsters, skilled psychopaths educated Eichmans. Reading, writ-
ing, arithmetic are important only if they serve to make our chil-
dren more humane."

I might suggest we also believe children should read, write, and
do their math. In fact, we have children look at the lesson plans of
Nazi Germany where children were asked to draw Semitic features
of the Jewish children who were in the art class and later when
the Jewish children were removed from class, they were asked to
find the perfect Aryian and draw that person. We have videotaped
the memories of a child who was in that class talking about the
anxiety he had when his teacher didn't look like the perfect Aryian
and he didn't know how to get the assignment correct. Erica Mann,
daughter of Thomas Mann, has documented those early Nazi lesson
plans.

We look at the capabilities of government to commit genocide
and then we think about our students learning about the violence
around them and on television and we say we have an obligation to
try to help them become better citizens.

Thank you.
Mr. WErss. Thank you both very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Strom follows:]
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My name is Margot Stern Strom, Executive Director of

Facing History and Ourselves National Foundation, Inc.

Thank you for permitting me to talk with you today about

Facing History and Ourselves and its quest for fair

treatment from the Department of Education.

Facing History and Ourselves was founded in 1976 to

bring an interdisciplinary teacher training history program

to educators who wanted their students to learn about the

dangers of bigotry, racial end ethnic prejudice, and

intolerance in a society. Facing History uses the history

of the Holocaust to educate students and teachers about the

meaning of human dignity, morality, law, citizenship and

human behavior and to help them make connections between

history and their own lives. The lessons provided by this

piece of 20th century history about bigotry, dehumanization,

the roots of violence, individual and collective

responsibility are examined t illuminate the role

individual citizens have in a democracy to preserve

justice. When students learn, for example, that one of the

12 persons put to death at Nuremburg, Julius Striecher

editor of a hate promoting magazine, was indicted for

turning neighbor against neighbor, breaking the moral

backbone of a citizenry, they begin to question the power of

words. Violence takes on additional meaning. Through

inquiry, analysis and interpretation, students examine

actual choices made history. Events no longer seem

inevitable as they coqfront the range of possible responses
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at any given time. By looking at Germany in the 1920s and

1930s as an example of democratic processes gone awry,

students begin to explore the roots of hatred, t)a imps t 3f

propaganda, the affect of peer pressure, and the concept of

unthinking obedience.

The Facing History program is based ^con an ancient and

rigorous approach to citizenship education. We encourage

teachers to see their students as activo learners who

explore connections between what they learn in the classroom

and the hoices they must make in every day life. They need

teachers who can facilitate the kind of thinking and

judgment which will stay with them for the rest of their

lives.

Throughout the racing History program we suggest a

method of inquiry which stimulates students to examine and

re- examine their assumptions and the assumptions of others

so they cm make the type of informed choices necessary for

preserving our democratic institutions. Socrates recognized

the importance of this kind of education for the citizenry

in anci nt Athens. Hannah Arendt saw it 39 a necessary pre

condition for civilized life in the 20th century. And the

Superintendent of the School Department in York, Maine in a

letter to Assistant Secretary Chester Finn speaks to the

value or this approach in his community,

. I proudly refer to it as an example of our
sk .col system's effort to teach relevant
historical content in the context of basic moral
questions which face civilization now and in the
next century just as surely as they faced
civilisation in the riddle third of the present
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century. I honestly believe the Facing History
curriculum to be one of our best efforts to
produce the kind of educatim in the humanities
that you and Secretary Bennett would want to see
in our high schools.

The curriculum is balanced and objective
primarily because it challenjes students to
consider the relevance of the historical events of
the Holocaust to the social and political context
of our present day. The curriculum takes no
political stand on these modern issues other than
forcefully raising the great moral questions
inherent in the course.

From its vex/ beginning, Facing History as provided a

teacher tra ning model that involves all educl:oro in a

school. Principals, librarians, guid,nce counselors, art

and humanities teachers, along with parents a.1, community

leaders participate in our workehops and institutes which

are designed to help secondary schools and students exrlore

t'lis history and its implications. Through adult education

workshops, special conferences and seminars, Facing History

reaches out to invite thA full participation of the

community.

Since 1976, the Facing History program has reached

thousands of teachers and hundreds of thousands of student'

46 states, from inner city schools in Boston, Chicago,

Memphis, and Los Angeles, to suburban schools districts in

Illinois to rural schools in Maine, New Mexico, East

Tennessee, etc. Facing History has been used successfully

in a wide variety of settings: mainstream publ.:c and private

schools; inner -city schoole with p.pulations primarily from

socioeconomically disadvantaged groups; drop-out and

alternative programs; special needs programs. It has proved



81

repliceene, cost effective and responsive to local needs.

Between 1977 and 1980, with the help of federal funds wider

ESEA Title IV C, Facing History developed its original

resource materials, trained teachers and began implementing

the program in the New England crea. At the end of three

years of monitoring and evaluation, in 1980, the program was

validated by the Joint Dissemination Review Panel-as an

exemplary model and a program worthy of dissemination across

the country, and recertified in 1985.

Facing History provides schools and teachers with a

wide variety of instructional materials including resource

manuals, audio visual materials, excerpts from scholarly

works ani bibliographies. Equally important, we offer

ed.m..:t:rs the chance to come together to meet historians and

researchers and discuss the latest scholarship and ideas

about educating students to become active participants in a

democracy.

The Facing History program focuses on a watershed

;Jriod of history--the 1930s and 1940s in Europe. Facing

History has selected this recent, well-documented historical

moment, the era of World War II and the Holocaust, as the

core A its program to help Leachers teach this period in a

more comprehensive manner. Although this history continues

to capture the imaginatiln of millions of Americans, as

reflected in the amount of scholarship, literature, films

and television shows relating to it, it is rarely examined

in-depth in the classroom or in teemiers. education.

r) r
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Facing Histcry explores the failure of democracy in the

Weimar Republic, the rise of totalitarianism and the

genocide of World War II to help students think critically

about the opportunities for prevention, the significance of

citizen participation in democratic institutions and the

role of individuals and groups in government, economics,

social systems and religion during the decades of choice

before America, entered World War II. American presidents

and American institutions iasisted on bringing judgment to

Nuremburg. Now, forty years later, many American educators

are seeking information about this history to make it part

of their students education.

Like other classic periodr in history studied in

American classrooms, such as the French Revolution, the

Industrial Revolution of England and the Renaissance of

Europe, the study of the World War II period lends itself to

an interdisciplinary approach. Teachers who turn to

Shakespeare to enhance the Lessons of history Ald to

illuminate toJestions of -ewer, human behavicr and ethics

find a similar approach available, through the Facing History

and Ourselves program. StIta'ents participate in learning

activities in social studies, literature and art with a

concentration on developing reading, writing, discussion,

and problem solving skills.

The Facing History program offers aeminars and

institutes for educators who choose to select this rich

historical period to develop a program 'o match the needs of

6
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their local school system and communities. With Facing

History staff, teachers design a program which may

supplement or enrich their existing junior high or high

school curricula. In workshops and follow-up sessions,

teachers choose from a range of resource materials: a minl-

encyclopedia style resource book for teachers and/or

students, providing historical documentation and

introductory materials; an annotated

bibliography/filmography for teachers, librarians and media

specialists; articles; case studies of teachers using the

program and material to guide teachers in the use of

videotapes in the teaching of history.

The broader definition of history embraced in the

Fv.:ins. History program engages students of all ages. Yet it

has particular attraction for adolescents. The lives of

students in this age group are centered in peer groups and

mutual relationships. They struggle with issues of trust,

loyalty, and responsibility as individuals within groups.

If a Holocaust program is to be an integral part of the

social studies curriculum for this age group, it must

suppc:t and challense students as they are beginning to see

themselves as unique individuals, but at the same time boys

and girls who desperately need to belong. Such a program

must help students whose neely discovered notions of

subjectivity raise the problem of differing perspectives,

competing "'cruths", the need to understand motives and

consider the intentions of and the abilities of themselves
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and others. Adolescence is a time of major developmen*11

transitions. The sort of moral reasoning which ought to be

a basic component of adolescent education and which is

integral to Facing History, nourishes critical,

intellectual, social ane ethical development. In our view,

Facing History's content is relevant for it corresponds to

adolescents' emerging awareness of society and how it works.

Through the use of historical material presented in

readings, films and through the eyes of witnesses who visit

classes as resource speakers, students become aware of the

layers of influence and the range of factors that affect

their own lives.

For example, students read the actaal lesions plans

from Nazi Germany, which were documented by Erica Mann.

They learn about the art lesson which asked children in a

Nazi German ;:lass to draw the non-Aryan features of a Jewish

classmate. Stud'Ints then watch a video exe:erpt of a

Holocaust su' /or retelling the humiliation he experienced

in one of kese classes. He remembers not being able to

turn to anyone for help--principal, teacher, police. (This

is one of the many video clips made available to Facing

History from the Yale archives and which is now part of a

companion manual to the resource book.) Finally, students

listen to a resource speaker who was raised as a Jehovah's

Witness and later joined the Nazi youth after her father was

taken away by the Gestapo. Through this varied use of

primary source documents and resource speakers students

S S
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realize how precious the freedoms we have in our own

democracy are. They are asked to tninx about what

constitutes the fundamental beliefs and institutions in the

United States which guarantee freedom and justice for all.

Throughout the program students are encouraged to

relate the history to their own lives. For instance, while

they are studying the chapter on "Preparing for Obedience",

they consider the roles that education and mass media play

in shaping their attitudes and behavior. Reading about the

response of foreign nations to the Holocaust, they wonder

what adults in their own fend ies and neighborhoods were

doing during World War II. At the close of the course they

begin thinking about specific ways in which they can make a

difference and prevent the abuse of human rights that

Occurred in the Hitler era.

A high school teacher, who has worked with Facing

History since its origins, identifies how the program's

approach addresses the students' needs:

Facing History and Ourselves is a curriculum that
honors duality; process and product, head and
heart, history and ethics.

Facing History continually revises its materials. We

monitor and gather the responses of teachers and students to

the materials so that we can better adapt our program to the

needs of their communities. Sole teachers use a journal as

a way of documenting the progress of the course for their
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students and themselves. They record their thinking as they

ponder their confrontation with this history.

In some classes, students too keep journals. They

respond to readings, films and speakers, writing entries

that reflect self-dialogue, individual views on subjects and

questions about issues that have sparked their curiosity

during the course. For one student, the journal was a

"daily reminder so that when class didn't meet or there was

no time to discuss something we wanted to, we held our class

with our journals."

Not only does every student have his or her own

thoughts about the Facing Hietory experience, but parents

too record their thoughts. Often we receive letters from

parents telling us what they think their child got out of

the Facing History course. This is an excerpt from on such

letter,

As my daughter's graduation from high school
approaches, we have been talking about the high
and low points of her years at school. in fourteen
years of school, one experience stands out
overwhelmingly as the most valuable, the time
spent in "Facing Hiscory and Ourselves" when she
was in the eighth grade

In no other course was she exposed to real
dilemmas as complex and challenging. In no other
course has she been inspired to use the whole of
her spiritual, moral, and intellectual resources
to solve a problem. In no other course has she
Leen so sure that the task mattered seriously for
hoc development as a responsible person.

..When she took the course in eigh..h grade
she, found it hard to respect many adults even
herder to talk with them. Facing History enlarged
her abili'v to discuss major issues in a calm and
serious way...

The journal-keeping and parent involvement
aspects of the course opened many continuing
conversations, from which we have all benefited.

3 0
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I want you and others responsible for the
course to know what a fine job you have done of
accomplishing the goals you set for Facing
History.

Feedback from students, teachers, and parents suggests

that the Facing History program is accomplishing its gcals
in a variety of educational settings. In some cases, the

influence is subtle with students observing that they have

begun to think differently
about stereotypes and racial

slurs and will find it harder to be passive bystanders when

they witness acts or words of brutality. In other

instances, the changes have been dramatic enough to compel

the students to vow that they will take direct steps to

combat prejudice and intolerance in their communities.

Teachers often report that their students relate issues

raised in this program to their own lives. Each may register

the impact at a different point. There is one point,

however, at which it is virtually impossible for

participants to avoid confronting issues very close to home:

any discussion on racism, prejudice
or discrimination, in

the context of a Facing History unit almost invariably draws

parallels to racism within our own society, especially

within our schools and neighborhoods.

In all probability, racial slurs, graffiti and fights

within the schools and neighborhoods where students have

studied the Holocaust and Human Behavior will continue.

Nevertheless, program evaluations have demonstrated that

students and teachers in the program gain an expanded
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awareness of justice issues. One small, but telling

indication of the power of the program, occurred when a

student taking Facing History eraseC a swastika from his

notebook.

The Facing History program helps revitalize teachers

and provide them with information and ideas for their own

professional and pe-_-sonal growth as well as for direct

classroom use. In addition, through its extensive mailing

list and regular quarterly newsletter, Facing History keeps

teachers up to date on the development of the program, new

materials, and relevant conferences.

I must now turn to the three recent attempts by Facing

History to receive federal fvuling from the Department of

Education. In October of 1986, Facing History submitted a

proposal for funding. At a conference of National Diffusion

Network projects in January of 1987, I was told that the

panelists who reviewed the Facing History proposal reported

extremely negative comments on the content of the proposal.

I also learned that a pilot significance panel had been

instituted to review our proposal in addition to the

technical review panel. I received copies of the reviews.

The comments were beyond my imagination. I met informally

with Education Department officials who said they were

embarrassed by the nature of the reviews and they encouraged

Facing History to reapply and promised a fair review. 1.1

July of 1987, we submitted another proposal. In late July,

I was called by a reporter who tole me that our proposal had

12
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cnce again been denied. The comments :....f the reviewers of

the two proposals were summarized in a September 1987

article in Education Week. They included the claim that the

project "lacks balance"; that it used the same methods to

change the tl-'nking of students that Hitler and Goebbels

used to propagandize the German people; that the program did

not present the Nazi point of view nor that of the Klu Klux

Klan, and that while the program may be appropriate for a

limited religious audience, it was not suitable for

widespread distribution to the schools of the nation." At

my requast to the Department, I received the scores of Cle

reviews of the first year of the Official Program

Significance Panel in 1987. It appears as if the scores for

most projects were in the 80's, a few with lower scores. We

received a very low score and 2 of 5 panelists said it

wasn't appropriate for dissemination. My professional

association, the National Dissemination Study Group,

concluded that the significance panel which had generated

these reviews were an ideological screen to permit the

Department to deny funding to Facing History. My own

reading of the comments showed an extraordinarily narrow

bias on the part of the reviewers.

Phyllis Schlafly in an August 1.i, 1987 letter to

William Kristol, Chief of Staff at the U.S. Department of

Education, expresses: her opposition to Facing History. The

quotations she selected and the comments about Faci'tg

History are taken out of context. It is remarkable that the

93
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reviews of the 1986 and 1987 panelists would have ended our

hopes for fair treatment by the Department of Education. We

do riot teach relativism, but the application of basic

values--good is good and evil is evil--in the complex and

challenging situations which characterize life in modern

civilization.

The historic realities of the Nazi era stimulate a

response in students totally in keeping with the decision at

Nuremburg that blind obedience to evil or dictated authority

is wrong. For example, we do not dabble in the misguided

relativism of one of the reviewers who would give equal

voice to the Nazi and Klan points of view because we firmly

believe in liberty and justice for all! We are secure in

our belief that these criticisms do not represent a balanced

view of the educational issuas we as teachers and citizens

must confront.

At a National Diffusion Network Conference in February

of 1988, Ron Preston, Deputy Secretary of the Office of

Education apologized for the treatment of Facing History in

the 1986 and 1987 panels. I met with Mr. Preston after his

speech, and he told me that he was personally embarrassed by

the review process. He encouraged Facing History to apply

again for Federal funds, promised a fair process of review,

and encouraged me to make it a strong proposal. 3o Facing

History reapplied for the third time. The news during the

following weeks was increasingly distressing. I heard that

Shirley Curry was insisting that Facing History not be

n4
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funded, and that in order to bypass the very high reviews

which the proposal this time received from panelists, the

whole category through which we were applying would be

dropped. In July, I wrote to Shirley Curry asking for an

inquiry into the review of the proposal. In September I

receiveo a letter informing me that funds for Facing History

were being denied.

The 1988 regulations invited proposals in the history

category, in fact, the category, was 83 in terms of priority.

They also announcad that funding for projects not previously

funded was a priority. I understand that a large percentage

of projects funded in 1988 were projects that had previously

received NDN funding. Facing History should have received

funding because: 1) It scored 1st in an area that was the

83 priority for 1988 2) We aver received NDN funding

previously 3) We received the highest peer reviews.

The peer review panel was composed of reput,ble

educators from across the country. Their overall assessments

were consistently high. One panelist said,

This is clearly one of the blue-ribbon
curriculum projects in the country today. There is
an admirable focus upon recorded history and a
philosophical , literary, and artistic expression
thereof. Unlike the 'values education" of Simon at
al, which establishes an ethical no-man's land
which is totally relativistic, students have moral
discussions about real events and real people.
Moreover, teachers are prompted to review their
scholarship so they participate in this program...

Our program does not provide utopian political

solutions for our stdents. We regard our program as pro-
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democratic and pro-American. While not part of tho program,

members of the staff staunchly believe in the essential

goodness of the tow political system.

Some reviews in this search for funding have criticized

our program for concentrating on the horrors of the

Holocaust and not including within the program history

dealing with the depravity of certain left-wing

dictatorships, such as the mass execution committee led by

the followers of Pol Pot and Stalin. Our intent is not to

single out right or left wing dictatorships for criticism,

nor do we intend to teach a course categorizing each episode

of mans inhumanity to man for the purpose of examining the

horrific consequences of unchecked prejudice. We are not

politicians, nor philosophers, we are educators who believe

that schools can serve a valuable r,,le in helping eradicate

the vestigious of prejudice and bigotry from American

society, and that the history of the Holocaust--a history

that until recently was left out of our textbooks and

classrooms--offers a powerful lesson in this regard.

We've gained support from Jews and 3entiles,

Republicans and Democrats, who share our view that racism

and bigotry can be a corrosive force, even in the most

advanced *mai...As. I hope that you share our views and

vision.

Let me close with this message which a school principal

sent to all teachers in his zchool at the beginning of the
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near Teacher,
a a survivor of a concentration camp. My

eyes saw what no man should witness.
Gas chambers built by learned engineers.
Children poisoned by educated physicians.
Infants killed by trained nurses.
Women and babies shot and burned by high school

and college graduates.
So, I am suspicious of education.
My request is: Help your students become

human. Your efforts most never produce learned
monsters, skilled psychopaths, educated Richmanns.

Reading, writing, arithmetic are important only
if they serve to make our children more humane.

:1 7
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Mr. WEiss. Let me start off by asking you to respond to the state-
ments made by Dr. Curry that the applications were rejected be-
cause they scored too very low. What is your response to that?

Ms. STROM. One of my responses to the 1988 application reviews
is that I have now, through the Freedom of Information Act, is to
note that one of those reviews which Dr. Curry refers to with the
number 89, has a note from one reviewer written at the bottom of
the review which says, "I have never done this before. I don't know
how to put this in perspective. I would like to give this the highest
score of anything but I scored my second one so much lower so
please keep this in perspective. This should be the highest scored
blue ribbon project."

I also understand that we scored the highest in the history cate-
gory. My response is that I am dismayed. I truly believe the peer
review process was going to work this time. It was promised by Ron
Preston that it would.

Ron Preston was also relieved of his duty while he stood in sup-
port of Facing History to make sure we received this fair peer
review. After he was removed I understand the category was
dropped. I am dismayed.

Mr. MCCONKEY. In the earlier rounds and before 1988, I think it
is clear from the documents that we have received, also through
Freedom of Information, that the grant reviewers were selected by
Dr. Curry, and we believe they entered with biases about how the
revews would be done.

Whether or not they were instructed how to do that or did that
entirely on their own is unclear, but it appears as if there was a
very careful selection of the reviewers.

I believe that this year, because of the publicity created previous-
ly, because of the Congress telling Dr. Finn that they were moni-
toring the peer review process, that they were careful to select
good peer reviewers with credentials, with experience, with knowl-
edge in history, civics, and geography, substantive areas, and as a
result, Facing History received a very good and very adequate
review.

Not only are there a series of at least 14 projects that I count
that have been funded this year that received review scores, aver-
age review scores, below, in some cases well below, Facing History's
average review score of 89, but as Margot suggested, Facing Histo-
ry was No. 1 ranked in the category that had already been identi-
fied as a priority for the Department.

Ms. STROM. May I add one thing? Facing History never received
an apology, a firm statement regarding those scurrilous, ill found-
ed, brutal reviews. The story that Shirley Curry referred to you
that was in the newspaper that she said came to light unfortunate-
ly, came to light 1 year later so the reviews of 1986 and Christina
Price, I understand Christina Price has been interviewed recently
and she said the Department was very proud of her reviews and
never scolded her, never said they felt them inappropriate and only
until 1 year later when the journalists discovered it, the press, did
these reviews come to light and did the press write the story but
Facing History was never apologized to.

In fact, when I went to meet with Shirley Curry at a National
Diffusion Network Advisory CouncilI represent the unfunded

98
I V



95

projectsI spoke with her. Incidentally, I want to return her com-pliment. She said she likes me. I like her, too. We both have Mem-
phis, TN, in our background. At our meeting I said to her informal-ly I do not understand what is going on here. These comments arejust brutal and inappropriate. What we do is to work in the schools
that Secretary Bennett believes in. Can you please tell me what todo before I reapply again?

She said, call Phyllis Schlafly. I indeed did that. She gave me herhome phone number and I did call Phyllis Schlafly and PhyllisSchlafly suggested to me she stands by her comments that she ison record that Facing History was dangerous and that was the endof that and she had that type of influence.
Mr. Mass. She also said in the course of her response to herquestions that the elimination of certain categories for funding wasusual, that there was nothing unusual about that. Mr. McConkey,would you comment on that?
Mr. Mc Comm. Our experience over the years in that process is

something as follows. There are nearly 400 projects that have been
validated, approved for dissemination throughout NDN. They areall eligible to produce applications for funding as developer demon-strators. There are some 60 project content categories. Obviously,with a very limited amount of money available, the project direc-tors of these many projects have to make a decision each yearabout whether to go through a very arduous p-ocess of preparing
an extensive grant application.

The Department makes it easier by declaring in advance thatcertain categories have a priority. Those priorities have shifted
over the yce.rs; they shift from Commirsioner of Education to Sec-retary of Education and to new Secretary of Education. So Secre-tary Bennett's priorities, as listed in the Federal Register each yearwhen a request is made f: new application for developer demon-strator grants, are different than his predecessor's. This year, asMargot noted, the history, geography, and civics category waslisted as third in a series of priority categories. The listing helpsthe field make decisions about whether it is worth their while tomake application.

Now, m years past, as we have reviewed the processes, therehave been occasions when a priority was listed, projects came in,and then no individual projects were funded in that category. But,
the only instances, in searching our records, that we can fmd whenthat occurred were cases where there were simply no projects inthat particular category that received high enough scores. In thosecases, it was really legitimate for t 3 Department to fund noprojects there.

In all other instances where there have been a sufficient numberof projects that have received acceptable scores in the priority cate-gories, those projects with the higheot ratings or rankings in thosecategories have been funded.
This year, for instance, in a final decision there were six projects

that have been funded in the science category, just as one example.Of those six projects funded, three had scores that were lower thanFacing History's in its history, geography, and civics category.
What normally would have happened is: given limited funds, thehighest ranked projects in the science categorythe first three re-
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ceived average scores of 93, 92, and 89would have been funded
and, then, with the remaining money, they would go to another
category that had also been identified, like science, as a priority, in
this case history, geography, and civics, and funded the highest
ranked one or two projects there, and across the board, and so on.

This is the only case we have observed over the years where an
entire category had acceptable and highly rated projects, and yet it
was eliminated.

Mr. WEISS. In the course of Dr. Curry's testimony in response to
questions, she said that what sne found most objectionable about
Facing History was the fact that the age group to which it was ad-
dressed was too young. She said that these were, I think she said,
eighth and ninth graders and she felt those people were too young
and she cited an author, Dr. Shur, I guess, and her cohort she said.

Tell us about how you develop the age level to aim this program
and what the general sense is in the professional field about that.

Ms. &Rom. I understand Dr. Shur was also one of the reviewers
on our last review. We had three reviewers and they decided to add
a fourth at the last, added her review.

Facing History was developed originally under ESEA, title IV,
part C funds in the 1970's. As a requirement for that funding you
had to have an evaluation component during the developmental
years, 3 years if you are able to continue to get funding. We, as
junior high school teachers, piloted this program in our own class-
rooms. 'i he original two teachers were history teachers and took
them into our own junior high school classrooms. As it began to
move outside of our classrooms to other classrooms, we also used it
in junior high school and ninth grade classrooms across the State,
all the time evaluating and monitoring through parent-teacher
journals, student journals, and instruments that were deemed ap-
propriate to monitor childrens' Clinking and childrens' understand-
ing of the material.

Our experience has been, and I feel the same way as any adult,
who expresses the feel:rig that any time it is too hard to learn pain-
ful history but the reality is as the recent Atlantic Monthly article
on learnir history discusses history is about both good and evil.
We indeed found if we were not to teach these junior high school
students the things that happened for the evil as well as good then
they indeed would have disdain for their teachers or disdain for
their text books. They would learn it later and feel apathetic that
they had not been trusted. We had decided during the developmen-
tal stage to allow the teacher who decides to take this history the
opportunity to create the curriculum that works best for their par-
ticular class and their children.

I will end my comments by telling you that most of the students
teach their teachers. Teachers go in with a great deal of apprehen-
sion. They are teaching a piece of history they were not taught in
their own classrooms. They find that junior high school students
are indeed moral philosophers. They are thinking and struggling
with issues of peer pressure and loyalty and obedience and these
are the very issues this history is about.

Those junior high school students feel at the end of the course
that this course must be taught and that it has been appropriate
for them. We have had very, very fewI can't think of the names

1 0
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on my hand of people who have criticized this program except from
Phyllis Schley and Christina Price. We did in the first year have
a parent who did not want this taught to their junior high school
student and when we went to meet with the parent; it '.urned out
the parent was a Holocaust survivor and felt she didn't want her
children to know about the story, which was interesting and unex-
pected.

Mr. WEISS. In the course of the question period, Dr. Manno, I
think, said in response to a question that although there are some
programs which would have been disadvantaged because of the
lack of Federal support, Facing History, in his judgment, is not one
of those, that in fact Facing History does quite well in raising
funds from other sources.

Would you address whether, in fact, the program has been ad-
versely affected by the failure of Federal funding and the extent to
which it has been affected, if it has been adversely effected, and
how programs are currently funded?

Ms. &Rom. When I originally found out the reviews in 1986, I
did not use them. I didn't want the press to know about them. I
barely wanted my staff to know about them. They were dishearten-
ing, painful, brutal, ill founded and there was such a misguided de-
scription of what Facing History does I just wanted to put them
away and say either these are ludicrous or let's not pay any atten-
tion and for 1 year I did do that.

Some people, in fact, at the Department of Education said to me
those commerts must have been helpful to you. You could use
them for fundraising. We are not fundraisers. We are educators.
We spend our time writing curriculum, visiting classrooms. We do
not spend our time nor want to spend our time fundraising. Facing
History, however, has a track record of being able to find support
within the school, if possible, or outside the school in a corporation,
to fund some of the programs.

However, these particular programs that we apply to the Nation-
al Diffusion Network were unfunded programs, underserved pro-
grams. They were deserving programs. They asked for, met the cri-
teria and deserved to be served. I think the comments were very
confusing for our constituency.

Many people don't know how to read the headlines very well and
you have a headline that says Facing History is biased and unfair
to Nazis you have to be able to understand that and figure that
out. Before this hearing I asked a local teacher what effect did the
controversy have on you and he said I used it as a classroom lesson
plan and my students were astounded people who revise or use
these kinds of comments.

Facing History did not use the commenta; we found them brutal,
confusing and did not in any way see how they could have been
helpful to this organization.

Mr. Wziss. What are your source of funding currently?
Ms. STROM. Right now they go from private individuals to fund-

ing within school systems like the archdiocese of certain school sys-
tems it Albuquerque. There is also funding from both the Lotus or
Polaroid, people who ai e interested in improving inner-city schools.

We write proposals. For example, the Ford Foundation funds us.
We have a project called, Choosing to Participate which is the fol-I t
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lowup to the original Facing History program that asked students
to think about the voluntary traditions in America and how they
can make a difference and that funding has come from Carnegie
and other places.

Mr. WEISS. At the opening of the hearing I quoted a sentence
from President Reagan 's eloquent speech at the cornerstone dedica-
tion of the Holocaust Memorial Museum; he said that I think all of
us here are aware of those, even among our own country men, who
have dedicated themselves to the disgusting task of minimizing or
even denying the truth of the Holocaust.

Have you encountered skepticism with the truth of the Holo-
caust around the country as you tried to promote the program?

Ms. &mom. I wish I had the opportunity to bring the teachers
from across the country to testify before you. It is alarming. We do.
But that we expect in workshops. We are looking to allow that to
come up so we can help dispel myths, but we hear more and more
often that the Holocaust did not happen, that it was a creation,
more negative comments than that, yes.

Mr. Wriss. Would you say that the Department's action in deny-
ing your application and in particular, the reviewers' remarks that
Facing History does not provide Nazi and Ku Klux Klan's point of
view, have reenforced the skepticism that you have encountered?

Ms. &mom. I think it fuels that skepticism, yes. I have spoken to
my associate director, Dr. Sleeper, yesterday and others in the net-
work of Facing History and this is the Kind of comment that would
fuel those persons who want to prove that the Holocaust didn't
happen or how out of their ignorance believe it didn't happen.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. McConkey, the Department of Education created
the Program Significance Panel to examine the content of educa-
tion programs applying for funds from the National Diffusion Net-
work. Did the educe ars whom you represent view the creation of
the panel as a form of censorship? What was their reaction to it?

Mr. McComm. They reacted with alarm.
The National Diffusion Network was created in 1974, now that

we look 'awl, upon it, with a great deal of care and wisdom. I think
there was great concern even then in the Office of Education that
the role of the Federal Government with respect to funding cur-
riculum needed to las very carefully prescribed, and so, as I noted
in my testimony, the NDI INT was created with the belief that the
Federal Government's role would be twofold. One, to certify that
there needed to be some sort of standard, a good housekeeping
system of approval, if you will, on programs that had been devel-
oped locally. The Federal Government could play a legitimate role
looking at the statistical data that were available that indicated
that the programs that were developed actually carried out the
goals and objectives in the ways that they had said that they would
and that, in fact, they were workable, that they were effective, that
they indeed were exemplary. That process has gone on reasonably
well since 1971.

Second, the National Diffusion Network would provide some lim-
ited support for the projects for dissemination across State lines so
that the project that had been developed, that was exemplary,
could move to the schools throughout the country that needed and
wanted it.

2
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The introduction of the Program Significance Panel introdu,..ed athird element. It suggested that, at the Federal level, decisions
would be made about which programs were most appropriate to
American schools for dissemination. Prior to that time those deci-
sions, about appropriateness and whether a school needed, wanted,
or found the program acceptable, were all made at the local level.
A funded National Diffusion Network program in health may be
seen as perfectly appropriate and welcome by an elementary school
in the District of Columbia and may be seen as entirely inappropri-
ate and unnecessary, even offensive, by an elementary school in
Nevada, and that is as it should be.

Local schools should have the prerogative to make those deci-
sions. The Program Significance Panel represented a Federal intru-
sion in that process.

Mr. Weis. Thank you.
Me. Strom, as we have indicated in the course of earlier testimo-

ny, in December 1987 the Department of Education, Office of Gen-
eral Cour-el, sent a letter to the attorney for Dr. r'? ice who wrote
the controversial review which included commep .4:01.t the Nazis
and the Ku Klux Klan. The letter expressed Department's
regret to Dr. Price for the inconvenience causes h e by the contro-
versy.

You have indicated the Department never er pressed regret to
you in writing and although obviously the legislative branch and
Congress is distanced from the executive branch of the Govern-
ment, nonetheless, in the cosmic sense we are all the Government
of the United States of America. So I eel tainly want to express my
regrets and our regrets for the injustice that was done to Facing
History by comments such as those.

Thank you both very much for your participation.
Our final witness for today is Dr. Michael Berenbaum, professor

of the Holocaust and theology at Georgetown University.
Do you affirm that the testimony you are about to give will be

the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? Let the
record indi "ate that the witness has responded in the affirmative.

We are g teful to you for fitting is into your hectic schedule
and being With us all this morning. We would be pleased to hear
from you at this time.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL BERENBAUM, PH.D., PROFESSOR OF
THE HOLOCAUST AND THEOLOGY, GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY
Dr. BERENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, let me offer very brief opening

remarks and deal with some of the issues that had been raisei in
testimony. Let me begin by merely stating for the record, I am ascholar of the Holocaust and my particular involvement, I am also
employed right now by the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum as
the acting project director for the museum proje, t.

I speak as a scholar and not as a museum official which gives me
greater latitude to speak. I am also here in a very particular role
because in 1979, 1980, and 1981 I initially applied for a grant and
then supervised a research project on American youth and the Hol-
ocaust and was the author of its major conclusions.

".13
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We considered several curricula at that point and its impact, in-
cluding the issue of age appropriateness. One of the curricula so
considered was the Facing History, which was then in its infancy. I
have followed over the years the course of the work on Facing His-
tory and Ourselves. I indeed an. one of the people that has support-
ed Facing History and Ourselves and was involved last summer in
teacher training for their national network of teac'iers.

Let me begin also by saying I kn nv Irene Shur. I, too, thought
this material is certainly not age appropriate for junior high school
peopleexcept that I was persuaded otherwise when I walked into
the classroom and saw what the children actually learned and
what the children actually did. I would have concluded with every-
body in the Department of Education that this w:03 thoroughly not
age appropriate for younger childrenexcept for the fact that
there is now an exhibit over at the Children's Museum, within
really a stone's throw of this building, which is drawing hundreds
and thousands of children who are encountering the Holocaust
asking hight, intelligent questions, engaging in conversation with
survivors, producing incredible material including tiles that will be
used in the museum itself. So perhaps philosophically, the material
is not age appropriate, but empiricallyjudged by what the chil-
dren learn by the activities they engage intime and again we
have found not only is it age appropriate, but it speaks to the es-
sence of some of the issues that junior high school students are con-
fronting in their own lives.

What is the nature of authority, what is the nature of responsi-
bility, what is our commitment to human dignity? What is the
nature of the education that I receive? Am I being deceived by the
world? Can I be taken in? What does it mean to behave like a
human being under situations that are extraordinarily difficult?
We have heard very important philosophical theories, but -mpiri-
cally that are just not true and I can marshall significant empirical
evidence to demonstrate both by the material of Facing History
and Ourselves and other material elsewhere, including the chil-
dren's exhibit, that the age appropriateness question is a strawman
agrument. It has no relevance whatsoever.

Let me also say one other thing. Why is it that we believe, that I
believe that the Holocaust is so important? Because frankly, it's a
matter of engagement with history but also a confrontation with
values. The Holocaust is about what is most destructive event
within the human community. It also teaches us not only about
darkness, destruction and tragedy, but about the nature of human
heroism and of the estrangement and dangers of the estrangement
between the power of government and the mGral dimensions of the
human enterprise.

It, therefore, addresses the core of our national values and it ad-
dresses issues that are of the utmost of significance to American
youth as they begin the process of engagement with the world.

One final point, Phyllis Schlafly in one sense is right. Facing His-
tory is dangerous. It is dangerous because of its virtues. All of the
things that it has been criticized for are precisely its strength. It
forces people to question their own values. It forces people to qi..es-
tion authority. It encourages people to examine the world in whi
we live. If this is a nation of values, if this is a nation of freedom, if
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the commitment of the American people is to pluralism, then I
submit to you and I have demonstrated this in writings which I
will submit to the committee, that Facing History addresses the
core of our national values and it speaks significantly to what is
best in the United States of America and what makes us all proud
to be citizens of this great land.

Mr. WEBB. Thank you very much, Dr. Berenbaum.
For those of u who lived through tha time of the Holocaust, we

believe that it must never be forgotten. Mast of us do, anyhow.
Hare you seen any signs that the world is starting to revise the

history of the Holocaust in a way that could lessen the truth of
what happened?

Dr. BERENBAUM. Let's begin with the most pernicious, or the
whole revisionist historians, who say the Holocaust never hap-
pened. I probably receive one request a week to appear on a panel
with revisionists, some media, television, the Larry King show, ev-
erywhere in the country. I normally get a request a week and I am
always tempted to say, "Sure, I'll debate," but I don't know how
the debate flatters society. How do you debate whether an histori-
cal event did or did not take place?

There is a second attempt to minimize the significance The Hol-
ocaust is about tragedy, but let's turn ourselves to happier subjects.
Let us not confront the past. Amnesia invites repetition and in the
word of Santayana, a very distinguished American philosopher,
"Those who forget the past are condemned to repeat it."

We then have a whole other aeries of denials of the Holocaust.
Don't tell us about evil; tell us about goodness. So we have a whole
series of stories about heroism and we begin to forget that the core
of the experience was about tragedy.

I believe that if we confront the nature of evil, if we understand
it, if we understand the role of government as a perpetrator of evil
in the Nazi case, if we begin to confront an event whose 50th anni-
versary we are going to commemorate next month, Krystallnaet,
when synagogues in Germany and Austria were destroyed, omen
invaded, businesses looted, and tens of thousands of Jews
we begin to discover the core of what the Bill of Rights is about
which includes the freedom to worship, which includes the freedom
of human dignity and human security and the protection of indi-
viduals' rights which are the essence of the American experience.

Sure, there is increasing evidence of minimization and of revi-
sionists, and this certainly contributes to those and gives, as it
were, a green light which says, "Hey, you can do it, an it's simple
to do," and look, you now get into a situation where a curriculum
on the Holocaust has to be fair to the Nazis, and next we will know
a curriculum on sexual violence has to be fair and sympatheti^ to
the rapist.

I think the virtue of the cu...-iculum is that it thoroughly has a
value perspective and the value perspective is against nazism and
for American values.

Mr. Muss. In your judgment, what is the awareness level of
American citizens about the Holocaust? Who knows about it and
who doesn't?

Dr. BERENBAUM. Over the past 10 years, as we have had the
minimization and denial, there has also been an incredible resur-
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gence of interest in the Holocaust; in one sense or another, the Hol-
ocaust has had a greater impact over the last 10 years on Ameri-
can society and culture than it did throughout the postwar period.

Part of that has to do with the beginning of serious scholarship
which has taken place in the university. In 1970 there were two
courses on the Holocaust offered at the university level. In 1979
there were 206. In 1988 there are 1,960.

If you look at publications that have come, the publications that
have been produced, you are talking about an increaf that is 10,
20, 30 timesfold, and as Facing History demonstrates, beginning
with two teachers in the late 1970's, and spreading across the coun-
try, impacting on thousands and tens of thousands of students and
hundreds of teachers, you begin to see the dissemination of infor-
mation. The media has been helpful, especially with docuciramas
and docu.nentaries.

Now the Holocaust has become accepted by certainly the intellec-
tual community and the cultural community as one of those signifi-
cant demarcation points of what it means to live in 20th century
civilization.

Mr. WEISS. What do other countries do to educate their citizens
about the Holocaust?

Dr. BERENBAUM. I didn't hear you.
Mr. WEISS. What do other countries do about educating their citi-

zens?
Dr. BERENBAUM. That is a very interesting question. Let me give

you what I know.
In Austria, you have a very interesting case of denial. Austria

says that in March 1938, Austria was abolished and Austrian histo-
ry continues in April 1945.

Germany has made significant attempts over the past several
years to begin introducing in education with respect to the Holo-
caust into its curriculum.

Israel obviously has a deep commitment to education of the Holo-
caust. It has incremed its commitment in that direction.

England has begun to introduce some elements of that into its
curriculum. And ironically, some of the best material on the Holo-
caust is education now being developed in Poland, which for a long
period of time had difficulty in admitting that the victims who
were killed in Poland were killed for two reasons. One is those who
were killed as Polish citizens and the other is the majority though
more than 3.1 million were killed solely because of their Jewish
birth. And over the last couple of years there has been an intensive
effort to undertake educational materials in Poland.

The same, by the way, is true of Canada, which has adopted
many of the American curricula and has also used much of the ma-
terial that has been developed in the United States.

Mr. WEISS. As you have indicated, there are those in our society
who claim that the Holocaust either never happened or has been
greatly exaggerated. Do only fringe elements of our society have
that view, or does it go further?

Dr. BERENBAUM. Approximately 120 books have been published
over the last several years, which denied that the Holocaust hap-
pened. Some of these people are tenured full professors at universi-
ties, some of them at distinguished universities. In certain cases
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one of them is a professor of electrical engineering, which has no
relevance to historybut he still serves at one of the most distin-
guished Midwestern universities in the country.

The most important element and one of the reasons why I think
it is critical that these hearings took place is to make sure that the
attitudes that we saw reflected in the evaluations that were given
by so-called professionals do not become accepted in the main-
stream, that one does not have to look over one's shoulder and say,
"How did I treat the Nazis in my curriculum, how do I treat the
KKK, and did I create a sympathetic environment for them," so
that one deals in a world of relativism where nothing matters,
where there is nothing of value. There is nothing that we can call
evil and nothing that we can call good.

It is incredible to me that 26 critique of Facing History and Our-
selves comes out of conservative fringes of this society, that on the
other nand is bemoaning the loss of values in American life.

It seems inconceivable to me that one could stress the impor-
tance of values, of goodness, of family values, of tolerance, of plu-
ralism and of freedom, commitment to national security, and then
say, "Well, it was this, it was that, it was the other thing."

Your job, Mr. Chairman, rand you have discharged it much to our
admiration, is to make sure that these views do not become main-
stream, do not become accepted, and do not begin to corrupt the
national discourse with respect to this topic.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much.
Again, we are greatly appreciative of your sharing your wisdom

and knowledge with us.
The hearing now stands adjourned, subject to the call of the

Chair.
[Whereupon, at 1:05 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-

vene subject to the call of the Chair.]

10 7



APPENDIXES

APPENDIX 1.MATERIAL REFERRED TO IN THE RECORD

Campaign '88
Demiicraoc National Committee

430 South Capitol St., S.E , Washington. DC 20003

(202) 863-8087 FAX (202) 863-8140

October 18, 1988

Ron. Ted S. Wales
Chairman
Subcommittee on Mixon Resources and intergovernmental Relations
Committee on Government Operations
Meuse of Representatives
Washington, DC

Dear Kr. Chairman,

commend you and your committee for giving immediate attention to40 distressing news about the failure to support the "Pacing
History' Holocaust studies program resulting Jr). right-wing
extrmiSt pressures,

It may be of interest to you to know that earlier this month I
happened to be travelling with Witty Dukakis, wigs of the Governor
of Massachusetts and currently the Democratic candidate for
President, when she learned about the project declaim. Mrs.
Dukakis and I both had served on the U.S. Holocaust Memorial
Council for about seven years, leasing only after President Reagan
failed to re-appoint us to the Council. During these seven years I
learned how devoted both Witty and Michael Dukakis wore to the
whole program of educating americans, especially our children, to
the meaning of the Holocaust for all people. I write to tell you
how shocked Witty was when she learned of the Department of
Iducation action and particularly of the incredible reasons
offered. She spoke out eloquently and movingly about the matter at
two meetings I participated in, noting the work on solocaust
studies she and her husband had supported in Massachusetts and
expressing confidence that a Dukakis administration would not have
tolerated the situation that had developed at the Department oftducation.

It is my hope that your hearing will lead to a reexamination of
the present p9iicies both at the Departasnt and the White Rouse,
and that a reversal in policy say result.

Sincerely,

Special Advisor

tillsel
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OAK RIDGE SCHOOLS
P 0 BOX 930

OAK RIDGE, TENNESSEE 371314930

OFFICE OF DIRECTOR OF PERSONNEL

August 29, 1998

Ms. Margo Stern-Strom
Facing History and Ourselves Foundation, Inc.
25 Kennard Road
Brookline, Massachusetts 02146

TT-13740NR NUMBER
AREA CODE is11) 4124311

Dear Margo:

As the school year begins, I want to take this opportunity to
express my gratitude for having your continuous support in our

efforts to work With Facing History. Your organisation has
learned how to sake contacts, initiate good thinking on the part
of admini.trators regarding curriculum change, and sustain
network for teachers. We have several additional teachers this
year who have approached me to learn about the social, civic and

history issues in racing History materials.

In my twenty years as a public school educator, I have not seen
more cogent project. I as Depressed with the high expectations
you hays for both teachers and students. Recent research
indicates that our textbooks have been umben down. Pacing
History, on the other hand, sets a standard that students can be
rigorous in their perusal of historic documents and primary
sources. The use of visiting scholars, film clips,
dcumentaries, newspapers, personal reminiscences exemplify tne
tools of scholars and historians. Just as vs know that in
learning to read, students must read boas, so too, in order to
ain.:eciate and understand history, students must dig, delve,
reflect, synthesise, discuss and argue the ideas and events of

history. Facing History trains teachers to act as facilitators
of such activity. I know that teachers who attmid your institute
leave with Self confidence and inspiration to Wert with their
students as they ponder the issues of our past.

The issues in Facing History are timely and relevant our daily

life. I as personally interested that, through Facing History
curricula, students examine the complicated issues of prejudice
and discrimination, the responsi,,i114ies of being a good cit ten,
the powers of obedience and disobedience in democratic society.
I an convinced that students in all areas, urban and rural, last
coast and Southeast, find relevance in studying these subjects.
I as also persuaded that to honor and support the concepts of
Maintaining and living in a democratic sJciety, vs need to have
our student-citisens appreciate the complexities. And so, I
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applaud all that you do in insptrint us and tralnlz.g us to talcs
history seriously. I believe in your basic preatimmm.tdmibio
order to understand our present, and to project towarcie
future, we must study the past. Stank you for all yorAdo.

ye will be in contact this year. Our teachers in Tennessee who
have attended one of your institutes and the rereat which we
held last year, are eager to re-group and continue learning.
Nave a great year.

Most sincerely,

JHSx Sohstedt
Director of Teacher Center and

Psrsonnel Services

1B/ads
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THE WINNETKA PUBLIC SCHOOLS
..If Vt'NftltTAA ILL 0093 314 4 IA* 00

12 fIctober 88

Congressman Siar.ey Yates
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C.

Dear Congressman Yates:

Although I am one of your corstituerts I am writing this letter
to you as a concerned educator. I am Chairperson ofthe Social
Studies Department at Carleton Washburne School in Winnetka and
have been for the past 12 years. In that time I hat,' seen
text000ks come and go, most without loss. I have se n innovative
curricula, many with potertial, get washed upon the .,none of
disuse. As education is sect to tie whims and fancies of the
times, as well as its politics, I am often distressed to see good
subst--tive curricula attached for frivolous and often partisan
reasons. It is in this frame of mind that I am writing to you to
comgent upon, defend and extol Facing, qistory and Ourselves.

Approximately years ago I becage familiar pith the Facing
History curriculum. I teach Americar history wnich, as you know,
cannot 'se taught in isolation in the 20tn century without consider
ation of the tumultuous events that eranated from Europe. The
watershed event of this century (and maybe any century) has been
the dolocaust and it has been exceptionally difficult to find
rigorous and intellectually sound materials. Facing History
has pronuced suentantially researched, dynamically effective and
pedagogically important materials. I have used Facing History
films, text stpplenents and cbcuments for as long as I have taugat
my currant nolocaust unit at Washourne Scsool. I have also trained
other teachers it the use of Faring history materials. Without
fail this program reaches the depths of the conscilnce and intel
lect in a manner that I nave not experien:ed with any other
body of work. For six consecutive years I have surveyed my studert3
at the end o: the year and asks wiat tre most stisulatim-, and
rewaraing unit of study has oeen. Without fail the answer has been
the wit on the 'olocaust and the reason has been tne inspiration
of Facing 4ist3ry.

I am soars of the diffivalties that ?acing 'listory has encountered
of late with tre .%ational Diffusion ,Jetwork. It is very unfortunate
that this model pro;ram anion sLould be emulated for its style and
composition has fallen victir to partisanship. Good programs have
nn lesniLgs. They are politically neutral. In their best form
a solid rrogrca er:curters, ins:ires and enlightens. That is the
su:stante of the Facing iastory ^urselves pro6rar and that is
wb: I an concerned ',it it is under attack in the "etgork.

Reau the reports and irterview tenche.rs woo have worked with Facing
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page 2.

History materials. We extol critical thinking and searching for
causation; skill development and complicatihe thinking in my school.
We demand these from our children as Facing History demands them
from us.

As you investigate the NON ratings and its effect on Facing History
I believe that you discover a program that it worthy of broader
dissemination. Facing History needs the funding to expand its
audience. It also mandates a fair treatment from an impartial
group of critics. I do not believe that it has received tnat
degree of fairness.

Thank you for tie consideration. I hope that my teshimon: has been
valuable. Good educational projects are becoming rare as mediocrity
and simple remedies to complicated problems saturate the market. I
am thankful that Facing History has given me the ability to
counteract that mediocrity and challenge my s,udentl..

I remain

Si cerely,

CHARLES J. rEyrRs
Department Chair
Carleton Washburne Scnool
515 Hibbard Rd
Winnetka, IL 60093

cc: Ms Margot Strom, Facing History and Ourselves
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Montebello Unified School District
123 SOUTH SOMME' LO 1110OLEVARO, MONTEBELLO, CALIFORNIA 90640 aymq

OW 726'1225

August 10, 1988

Ms. Margo Strom
Facing History and Ourselves
25 Kennard Road
Brookline, Mass. 02146

Dear Margo:

Thank you for the opportunity of participating in the summer seminar

(July 24-29) on Facing History and Ourselves. 1 am certain that those

participating in the seminar came away with a greater Lnderstanding and
commitment that Facing History and Ourselves is a critical component to

the curriculum taught in our schools.

I must compliment you and your staff, specifically Marc Skivirsky, for
providing us with outstanding speakers from academia, experts in the
studies of holocaust and genocide, literature, historians and the medi-

cal profession. The intensity of topics covered gave pause for the

participants to do a great deal of reflective thinking.

In my five-year association with Facing History and Ourselves, it has
become apparent that your concern wit'', the holocaust and human rights

issues are provocative pieces of curriculum that require a challenge

to teacher training and staff development. As a large school district on

the west coast, 1 have found our teachers embracing and engaging Facing
History and Ourselves to better meet the needs of our student population.
Our multi-ethnic student population readily identifies with the complicated

issues inherent within the Facing Ourselves curriculum. I have come away

from this five-day seminar with greater insight and abil4ty to not only
articulate the program within our district, but to other educators in the

state of California. Facing History represents the only support system in

the United States dealing with these issues in an unbiased and thoughtful

manner. The training and resources are incredible! Tis is what social

studies should be about!
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Ms. Margo Strom August 10, 1988

I look forward to your continued support as we expand the program in our
district and throughout the State of California. Thank you for allowing
me the opportunity to interact not only with the Facing History staff,
but other educators throughout the United States The commitment and
tupport from those in attendance of the Facing History and Ourselves

Fuundation creates a base of support that will allow us to expand this
curriculum throughout our schools.

Cordially,

/c.f.)
Norm Kirschenb..m
Assistant Superints Went
Instructional Services

le

Enc.
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YORK SCHOOL DEPARTMENT
Office Of

Superintenclent of Schools

February 3, 1988

Dr. Chester E. Finn, Jr.
Assistant Secretary and Counselor
U.S. Department of Education
Office for Education Research & Improvement

Washington, D.C. 20208

Dear Checker:

It has come to my attention that the "Facing History and Ourselves"

curriculum project, sponsored by the non-profit foundation of the same

name, has been denied federal funding through the National Diffusion

Network based on negative ratings from a panel of outside reviewers.

Apparently the curriculum, in the reviewers' eyes, lacks "balance,"

'objectivity,' or is not "relevant to contemporary issues." I cannot

believe that you could personally share the opinions of reviewers who feel

that the curriculum's failure to present the 'Nazi point of view" is

evidence of serious imbalance or lack of essential objectivity.

We teach the 'Facing History curriculum in our high school. In part it

is incorporated into Twentieth Century American History and It also exists

as a stand-alone semester course in our history department. I proudly

refer to it as an example of our school system's effort to teach relevant

historical content in the context of basic moral questions wdich face

civilization now and in the next century just as surely as they faced

civilization in the middle third of the present century. I honestly

believe the Facing History curriculum to be one of our best efforts to

produce the kind of education in the humanities that you and Secretary

Bennett would want to see in our high schools.

The curriculum is balanced and objective primarily because it challenges

students to consider the relevance of the historical events of the

Holocaust to the social and political context of our present day. The

44 Organug Road York, Maine 03909 Tel 207-363-3403
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Dr. Chester E. Finn, Jr.
bruary 3, 1988

Page Two

curriclum takes no political stand on these modern issues other thanforcefully raising the great moral questions inherent in the course. Asfor its relevance as suLject matter, the Holocaust is surely at least asrelevant for study as the French Revolution or the Crusades, to name twosubjects no one would deny prominent positions in our history books. Theadvantage of the Holocaust is that we can bring to its study the multi
sensory impact of modern dorument recording: film, tape recordings and,for a while longer, live eyewitness accounts of survivors.

In summary, I urge you to restore NON,funding for Facing History andOurselves.

Sincerely,

944 41444
Richard E. Barnes

Superintendent of Schools
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THE SCHOOL COMMITTEE OF THE CITY OF BOSTON

BOSTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS
SOUTH BOSTON HIGH SCHOOL

September 16, 1986

To whom It May Concern:

I am detighted to umite this letter in suppoAt of. Facing Historty and

Ourselves.

FouA teachers prteparting to begin a new ninth gAade cluster program

it the fall attended d Facing Histoity and Ourselves institute in tote

June, 1985. None of them were parties tarty excited about giving up
Give pAeciows days oS thc,A .51AMMA vacation to participate in a

conference. They expected to learn enough ut:nut the Holocaust to

enable them t4 teach he concepts to ninth gum, students. A4 the
institute pAogAessed, it was clews that acguinip., the necessany methods and
materials was superseded by a fascination OA the subject matter itself. The
teachers sought to understand the chain of events leading to the Holocaust
and to make some sense of the holmoA that conftwed them.

The vustitute brought the tom of teachers closer -together. Not only did
they shim greater insight into a powerful piece of &iamb but the raw
emotions that were exposed revealed their own suppressed prejudices that
were painful to talk about (04 even think about). Ultunatety, the process

served to heal and draw them together.

Discussions and curriculum development continued in the fall of 1985. Nalsc

Skvitsky from Facing Histom and Ourselves attended every meeting. He

suggested Same, books, speakers and specific lessons, but most of alt, he
brought a deepen sense of musion to the group. An the time drew closet

to actually teaching the unit, th teachers' anxiety 404e dramatically but,
nevertheless, they had a fervent desire to shaAe what they had teamed umth

students.

Needless to say, the unit was an unconditional success. The greatest wow
teachers had wan unfounded - that learning about the Holocaust would reinforce
students' Ateheotypkcat beliefs. Of particular note, students began to
understand that isultutdaitts are xesponeibte for acts. 0/coups should not be

blamed for the behavior of a few. One teacher observed two black females
talking about the persistent tacist attitudes of a white mate. "But",

said Crystal, "It's not all whites, it's just Derek." In addition to
changing atUtudea, the Facing History and Ourselves um-Lcutum 4kgnklikeantty

inc./Rased thtnking and waiting skills. The material was no engaging that

they wanted to express and share thein thoughts with others.

95 G STREET SOUTH BOSTON VASSACHLEE
4t49

S 02127 268 -REA 617
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This van three otheA teachert4 mat attend a one-day et:mice/once
in the 6att - with an Ampontant di66etence. They mat have the
encouragement and auppott o6 the pioneer teachers at South Beaton
High. They can Leann 6Aom their cotteagues'expenienceA.

Two upcoming events heated by Facing HiAtbAy and Ouicattvea ate the
condeAence "Chtldnen at plan" on Aprtit 9, 1981 and the Anne Funk
exhibit at the Baton Pubtic Lib/Limy. Both o6 these mitt entach
out undeA4tanding o6 the Holocaust. TeacbtAA ant looking 6onmansi
to paAticipattng - meeting with other school ata66, Arming stouts,
and au/cicala ideas. They 6/Le alto ptanning to biting students to the
scheduled pAeAentationA.

The eta66 at Facing HiAtony and Ourselves ate Aupenb. They Lae dedicated
oducatonA - paoesAionatA in eveny sense A the word. They ant exciting,
creative and uniaitingty supportive.

EndoAAement 06 Facing History and Ourselves 4:4 a pAivitedge. They /activemy very highest pnaiae.

A3 /pat

Voma tAuty,

ANITA JAIIIESON
WheCtOR
PAognam and Sta66 Vevetopment
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2597 Avery Avenue Memphis. Tennessee 39112 (901) 454 -5200

Mr. Marc Skvirsky
Facing History and Ourselves

25 Kennard Bead
Brookline, Massachusetts 02146

Dear Marc:

paw (Mom TO

South Area Office

2300 Hernando Road

Memphis, Tennessee 38106

On behalf ca the teachers and students woo have been favolved in
the Facing History... program this year 1 could like to ccomend you on your
untiring efforts to foster critical thinking and awareness of vital issues.

Having sorted in numerous projects I can attest that Facing
History... is unique. Sousa, tines teachers are exposed to new material,
given inservios training, and then sect back to the clasarocre to implement a

proLeCt. Facing History..., on the other band, provides support and
folio...up for teachers in the form of continued training and a wealth of

materials and speakers. I have never seen a group of teachers so excited

about any project!

We cannot begin to express our gratitude for allowing Leon Bass to

speak to several of our Facing History... classes. His lords and ccamrns

touched all who heard him. The students were spellbound, as were the adults

who heard him speak. Thenk you for this wonderful opportunity.

I look forward to our continued involvement with Facing History and
Ourselves. I think we have made an outstanding start and expect even

greater things next year.

Sincerely,

Ann B. Nero, Ed. D.
Social Studies Instructional Supervisor
Memphis City Schools

ABN/mls

J
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La Angeles Unified School District
Orna or Socomurr Dantucncx4
AIIIIMITIATMI Oman: 430 NOILTK GLOM AINIT11.105 &WALL!. °LEMMA.
blguieu Aram: Box 3307. WS MONLIII. Cuomo* 90031
Tasmotai: (213) 6234403

November 14, 1985

Bill Parsons, Program Director
Facing History and Ourselves
National Foundation Inc.
25 Kennard Road
Brookline, MA 0214E

Dear Bill:

HAW SANDLER
Soommsalfts el Ma*
LOILALYN l FIXYWN
&maws Sokrisr*Nie.1

I wish to thank you for agreeing to do
a workshop for teachers in the LAUSD.

Having seen your presentations in the Glendale and Montebello School Districts,
I fully understand the relevance of your program to a secondary history-social
science curriculum.

As you know, we here in California, and in the Los Angeles Unified School
District, are in the middle of a concentrated effort to provide a more rigorous
curriculum and to strengthen the development of critical thinking skills.
Nowhere are these efforts more important than in the social sciences and history.
Your efforts on behalf of our teachers can play a role in helping us to fulfill
these goals and to strengthen key elements of the instructional program.

Teachers who are better able to show students the import of decision-making,
justice, the uses and abuses of power, and obedience in societies can assist
those very students to deal with complex and critical issues in history. Afterall, looking at difficult questions in history in a logical and systematic way
means thinking "historically* and that is a major goal of any history-social.
science curriculum.

It is in this sense that your program can do vital and important things for ourteachers. Your approach and your methodology are appropriate for a large,
multicultural district such as ours as we begin to implement our new high school
course, Cultural Awareness and as we deal with themes such as tolerance for
others and individual rights in a democratic society - -themes that run throughout
our history-social science curriculum.

I look forward to working with you on this project.

(

S ncerely,

11ii1-4- 11{.§1-1

Allan H. Scholl, Ph.D. ---

History -Social Science Specialist

AHS:cd

tit )
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Montebello Unified School District
123 SOUTH AONTRBELLO IPOULEVARD/MONTURLLO, CALIFORNIA 90640.4729

(213) 726-1225

September 15, 1988

Ms. Margot Strom
Facing History and Ourselves National Foundation. Inc.
25 Kennard Road
Brookline, MA 02146

Dear Margot.

I would like to thank Facing History and Ourselves National Foundation for
their efforts to aide school districts in infusing the teaching of human rights
issues into the curriculum. Our association with Facing History began five
years ago and since then. approximately 65 of our teachers, grades 8-12.
have been trained by Facing History personnel.

One of the most significant outcomes of our relationship with Facing History
is that your program has given our teachers an alternative way of teaching
about the values of human rights. The program has worked especially well
with adolescents and touches many of them on a personal level. Our student
population is 84% Hispanic. with approximately 10% Asian or Pacific
Islander and both these groups of students benefit a great deal from the
program, especially when there are students in classes who may have
experienced similar violations of human rights.

The curriculum is complete as it explores human rights issues and their
relationship to the lives of adolescents. Questions surrounding peer
pressure, prejudice and racism are excellent avenues for teachers to utilize
in helping adolescents relate this history and its learnings to the events of
today. Facing History shows students that each of them has a range of
choices ar J that they can exercise a degree of control in their lives.
Citizenship education is greatly enhanced. Lastly, your program offers
teachers and students hope that they can make a difference.

I thank you for your wonderful curriculum and leadership. I look forward to
many fruitful years of asscMation with Facing History. Keep up the good
workl

Lloyd Kajika Coordinator
Staff Devel ent

BOARD OF EDUCATION
WILLARD G YAMAGUCHI. Agnew
ELEANOR K CHOW Yn /haulm
DARRELL H HEACOCK. Cler
HERBERT M STEARNS, Moth.
ARTHUR M CHAVEZ. Wok.

ADMINISTRATION
JOHN P COOK Sseensinrime q &M4
NORMAN J KIRSCHENBAL M &Had SupeneRwhi - lannomml Somas
STEPHEN L PHILLIPS &MIMI Nanir,
RICHARD E BURR Auwoll S4T10,101 P.071101,1 Snare
DARLINE P ROBLES 441,14.uumat SIIRmalorhi - fLOICOC.Ameasry Soma
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FACING

IVY
OURSELVES

PARENT RESPONSE:

"In no other course was she (my daughter) exposed toreal dilemmas as complex and challenging. In no othercourse has she been inspired to use the whole of her
spiritual, moral and intellectua,

resources to solve aproblem. In no other course has she been so sure that thetask mattered seriously for her development as a responsibleperson."

TEACHER RESPONSES:

'This program is rfect for junior high kids. It'sdevelopmentally appropr ate, speaks to the needs,
capacities, and issues they're

concerned with and ready togrow with. Students are asked to use their understanding ofthemselves and their own groups in society to help makesense of the history they explored,
and the implications ofthat history for their own behavior, thinking and

understanding of themselves.
Although the history is taughtfor its own sake, the focus is always on the issues it

raises, issues of prime relevance to an adolescent."

- A Harvard Curriculum Development
Specialist

"This curriculum is about more than the Holocaust.It's about the reading and the writing and the arithmetic ofgenocide, but it's also about such R's as rethinking,
reflecting, and reasoning. It's about prejudice,
discrimination and scapegoating; but it's also about humandignity, morality, law, and citizenship. It's aboutavoiding and forgetting, but it's also about civic courageand justice. In an age of 'back to basics' this curriculumdeclares that there is one thing more basic, more sacred,than any of the three R's;

namely, the sanctity of humanlife."

- Scholar of German History and
Social Studies Curriculum Director:

mommeicirt DOUaummom.
Pow...Anort mc AMMAN) NOAD.10004UNE. WNW.40432111111
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STUDENT QUOTES:

"A human mind is too valuable to be wasted on
prejudice, and a human life is too valuable to be the victim
of it."

- Marblehead High School student

It has come to my attention that the funding you have
provided for the Holocaust course will come to an end. The
reasons that you have given seem unjust to me. First of all
you stated something to the effect that the course materia'
wasn't appropriate for our adolescent minds. If you feel
that adolescents are incapable of dealing with the material,
then when did you expect to throw us this information; when
were forty years old and already set in our ways? The
information dealt with in the Holocaust course is very
emotional a.id difficult, but the manner in which it is
taught is sensitive, yet effective. My mind has matured and
been opened to so many new thoughts through taking this
course. It is unfair to deny it to others."

"It is hard to believe wa have studied this subject for
six weeks. When we began I thought I'd hate it, it's so
depressing. Then we read all those personal histories and
letters and diaries from the people who suffered so much,
and then we "trot" Lim people through video testimonies. The
last segment was the best though. I want to know more about
the people who cared enough to help the Jews. I know there
weren't as many of them as there should have been, and I
know that the ones who did great things for their fellow
human beings were just average people, but that is why they
are so important, isn't it? Because if they can choose to
risk everything to do what is right, can't I do that, too?"

- high school junior

"I don't think I can reduce all my feelings to words,
especially jast to a journal entry. When we vad and
discussed the horror and the hercism and the history, we
always turned it into a personal journey for ourselves from
looking at other people and other times to looking at
ourselves in our own time. How did we do that? Is that why
you kept referring to the book on Facing History a 'I
OURSELVES? I'm not sure what you want me to write about, I
have so many ideas running through my head. Maybe,I should
just tell you one important effect this unit has had on me
already and let you draw your own conclusions. I wrgte.an
essay for-you once about my job in the bakery? Well, part
of my job is to throw out the old bread and stuff that
hasn't been sold or isn't :resh enough to be sold anymore.

123
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But after meeting Anne fa survivor of the Warsaw Ghetto and
of eight camps, including Buchenwald), and after reading
about the hunger and the horror, and after hearing the
testimonies on the videos you brought for us to seep-I --
couldn't just go to work anymore and throw away bread
because it's two days old. So I talked to my boss, and I
told him all about what we were studying, and I asked him if
I could call around and find a place like a mission center
or a hunger project and give the bread to them on a regular
basis. He said fine, so now the bread goes to San Jose to a
shelter. I even get to vist and serve the free food
sometimes now, and I am thinking about how many other
opportunitici there are... My friend from Crystal Springs
School (that's in Hillsborough) belongs to an Oxfam Chapter.
Maybe we should start one here at NHS..."

- high school senior

"This course strengthened my feelings toward the fact
that although people are different and have different
backgrounds, everyone has a right to live their lives the
way they desire. Also, just because someone Is different
they should not be considered interior, they are human just
like the rest of us."

- parochial school student

"I feel that this course has made me aware that I was
v ry prejudiced against different races before. However, I.eel that my feelings have changed and teat I have matured."

- parochial school student

STUDENT RESPONSE TO RESOURCE SPEAKER (Leon Bass)

"As I looked around the classroom during his speech it
seemed as though we were all affected by his words. Not
only was his speech proof oz unfair teatment of man but it
also brought forth a sense of brotherhood in me. I was not
alone in feeling this for I noticed that many students both
black and white, Jew and Gentile, went to shake hands with
Mr. Bass and thank him. This one presentation was inspiring
enough to make me and my fellow students realize how,
important it is for us to hold strong to our background and
make sure that nothing like the Holocaust will ever happenagain. As Jai Tsung, a seventh century Chinese ruler said,"History is a mirror." Hopefully, all of society can use
this mirror_to reflect -on- history's militakeiranaillakVi-
change rather than watch the same thing happen again."

1124



APPENDIX 2.-STATEMENTS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

UNITED STATES DFPARTNIENT OF EDUCATION

THE Sr( RETAR`r

STATEMENT BY SECRETARY CAVAZOS

October 19, 1988

Questions have been raised in the media and elsewhere concerning

the operation of the Department of Education's peer review process

in connection with the National Diffusion Network. Stories in the

press have alleged that the Department's peer review process did not

operate properly in connection with the Facing History and

Ourselves" program that was under consideration for NDN funding

earlier this year.

I want to assure ,'s Subcommittee that I am a strong believer

in the peer review process and will take whatever steps are

necessary to ensure its proper functioning at the Department. It

has been my good fortune to have served as a peer reviewer for

programs funded by the National Library of Medicine. My experience

there has convinced me that a strong peer review process ensures

integrity and objectivity in the government's grant-making process.

While the decision not to fund projects in the History,

Geography and Civ'cs category occurred before my confirmation as

Secretary of Education, in light of the allegations surrounding the

NDN funding decisions earlier this year, I am reviewing the

process. I intend to take ill possible steps to ensure that future

peer reviews are conducte: in acc3rdance with congressional intent.

I do want to assure this Subcommittee that allegatioas of

anti-Semitism in the funding decision concerning "Facir&g History and

Ourselves" are unfounded.

400 MARYLAND AVE, S W WA, iINGTON DC 20202

(122)
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STATEMENT BY
CONGRESSMAN HENRY A. WAXMAN

before the
HUMAN RESOURCES AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

of the
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

MR. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want to commend you for holding this

important hearing on the Education Department's decision to block funding

for a Holocaust education program.

I am outraged that the Education. Department's review panel

recommended rejection of the program "Facing History and Ourselves" by

noting that: "The program gives no evidence of balance or objectivity.

The Nazi point of view, howeve. 9npopular, is still a point of view and is

not presented, nor is that of the Ku Klux Klan."

Is ensuring that Nazi and Ku Klux Klan views are represented the

new litmus test for approving holocaust educational programs? The process

surrounding "Facing History and Ourselves" seems to be another incredible

example of an unthinking and insensitive bureaucracy running out of

control. It suggests that narrow and vicious interests can now dictate

broad policy without any accountabilty. This is not an issue of one

panelists misguided views--it is a question of who's running the Education

Department and who's responsibible for important public policy decisions.

"Facing History and Ourselves" is a worthwhile and balanced

project. It has been used effectively in over 1,000 schools across our

country, including such diverse cities as Memphis, Tennessee, inner-city
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Page Two

Chicago, Albuquerque, New Mexico, and Los Angeles. It's purpose isn't to

promote extreme ideas, but to educate our children about one of the most

heinous crimes in history. It has been well received and has bona fide

credentials.

Political maneuvering should have no place in deciding the fate of

important educational programs. Again, I appreciate your holding this

hearing Mr. Chairman, and look forward to working with you in

investigating this decision.

X27
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NEWS

Congressman
Stephen J. Solarz

AO.

13th DistnotiBmokNn, N Y

New York (7181 372-8800

Washington (202172652361

STATEMENT OF MON. STEPHEN J. SOLARZ

TO THE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE
ON HUMAN RESOURCES AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

OCTOBER 19, 1988

Chairman Leiss and members of the Subcommittee, I am,grateful for the opportunity to testify before you this morning
on the important issue of Holocaust related curricula in ournation's schools.

In my view, any discussion of this subject must begin withthe premise that the Holocaust
is the central existential fact inthe history of human civilization.

The systematic slaughter of
six million men, women, and children -- for no other reason than
that they were Jewish -- is a shocking indication of the depthsof depravity to which the human spirit can sink.

My district is home to the larges. community of Holocaustsurvivors in the country. These are courageous and inspiring
people, who dragged themselves from the fires of the Nazi inferno
to rebuild their communities and bring up their families in theUnited States. The tragedy which befell those who perished mustnever be forgotten.

And the sufferinj which was endured by thosewho survived can and should be trans.tated into lessons for
ourselves and for our children.

For a number of years, I have been involved in efforts tointroduce Holocaust related curricula to the public schools. Asa Thor of the New York State Assembly in the early 1970s, I
introduced legislation to add Holocaust studies to the State'seducation program. In my first two terms in Congress,

Iintroduced bills to authorize the
National Institute of Educationto develop and distribute educational

materials on the Holocaustto elementary and secondary schools. I am proud that my efforts
helped convince the UIE in 1978 to include such materials in itsEducational Research Information Center.

Over the last ten years, educational
programs on theHolocaust have been instituted in tens of thousands of schoolsacross the country. Among the most successful is 'Facing Historyand Ourselves,' whose difficulties with the Department of

Education are the reason for this hearing. Originally
established in Brookline, Massachusetts in 1976, 'Facing History"
was deemed 'exemplary' by a Department

of Education panel in 1980and has since been distributed
to some 3U,000 teachers in nearlyevery state in Ulf. Lvuntry.

In light of the clear success of its method and the profoundimportance of its message, I
was saddened to learn that 'Facing

History" has been denied Federal
funding for the past three yearsunder the most unfortunate circumstances.

-OVER-
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I first heard of the regrettable remarks attributed to
National Diffusion Network review panelist Christina Price in
August, 1987. At that time, it had been reported in the press
that Ms. Price had said of "Facing History": "The program gives
no evidence of balance or objectivity. The Nazi point of view,
however unpopular, is still a point of view and is not presented,
nor is that of the Ku Klux Klan. I have since learned that Ns.
Price also wrote: It is a paradoxical and strange aspect of
this program and (sic) the methods used to change the thinking of
students is the same that Hitler and Goebbels used to
propagandize the German people."

In a letter of August 21, 1987, I told Secretary Bennett
that review boards must be staffed with ,linvetent experts and
not irresponsib.a idealogues and that "the Department of
Education should ... do all that it can to promote rather that
denigrate quality Holocaust related programs." Four months
later. Secretary Bennett wrote to me that he was "appalled" by
Price's remarks and that 'Facing History" did not receive funding
because it faced "stiff and worthy competition."

It is tot clear, however, that this was the sole reason for
denying grants to "Facing History. Recent press accounts have
alleged that the program is harshly opposed by an extremely
conservative ideological element within the Department. One
senior Department official anonymously told the i+ashington Post
that these rejections were orchestrated by "thos, on [h. extreme
right wing of the Republican Party."

Mr. Chairman, when we speak of sustaining the lessons and
egacies of the Holocaust, we are not speaking of a Republican or
L'mocratic issue, but one of primary importance to all
Americans. Just last week, while laying the cornerstone for the
Holocaust Museum, President Reagan stated: "I think all of us
here are aware of those, even among our own countrymen, who have
dedicated themselves to the disgusting task of minimizing or even
denying the truth of the Holocaust. This act of intellectual
genocide must not go unchallenged."

Er. Chairman, I commend you for not letting this incident go
unchallenged. I urge you and the members of the Subcommittee to
fully investigate the circumstances surrounding the denial of
funding to "Facing History." And I urge all of my colleagues in
the Congress to work together to ensure that tie evils of the
Holocaust are never forgotten.

Let us not forget the words of the noted philosopher George
Santayana: "Those who cannot remember the past are condemner' to
repeat it."

Thank you.

91-6,150 goo

91-635 (132)


